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Agenda

1. The Norwegian State Project Model
— Structure, elements and preconditions
— Effects and experiences
— Latest improvements and direction of development
2. Selected other Governance Schemes
— Comparisons - similarities and differences
3. Context Dependency and Development
— How governance frameworks develop
— Current trends and their consequences
4. Conclusions
— Critical comments and suggestions for NL
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Norwegian State Project
Model

- Its structure and
embedded principles

- EXperience and
conseguences
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Cost overrun in Norwegian road projects
1985-2000

18

16 -+ Why the
14 + Norwegian
12—+ initiative
10+ came
%8 -

&5 - »

4 -

2 7 -

0 -

-2 185 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 OC

Ar

I Plan changes
I Other reasons
Total overrun

Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration
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Norwegian State Project Model

Government Parliament
decision decision

Idea/ Detailed Commission-
Conceptual Pre-study Pre-project . ‘ Construction ing and
engineering '
phase operation
QA1 QA2
Concept Budget

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 3.2 p. 26.
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QA1 Assessment

Government
decision

V

Page 6

Ministry/Agency’s appraisal document:
* Needs analysis (stakeholders)

» Strategy chapter (goals)

e Overarching requirements

* Possibility study (opportunity space)
e Alternatives analysis

* Guidelines for the pre-project phase

Idea/ Detailed
Conceptual Pre-study Pre-project . ‘
engineering
phase

D)

Commission-
ing and
operation

)

O

QA1
Concept

Focus:
Worth
investing
in?

@ NTNU

Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Quality assurance responsibilities:

* Consistency

e Relevance & Validity

* Independent analysis & ranking

¢ Technical assessment & implementation

Source: Concept report #47 p. 27-28.
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QA2 Assessment

Ministry/Agency’s appraisal document:
e Overall Strategy Document (Objectives,
Scope, Implementation strategy, Project

management framework)
Parliament e Complete Base Estimate of Cost (and
decision revenues)
* Contract Strategies (at least 2 different)

Idea/ Detailed Commission-
Conceptual Pre-study Pre-project . ‘ Construction ing and
engineering '
phase operation
Quality assurance responsibilities:

QA2 * Consistent, Complete, Correct, Clear
Budget

Focus:
Realistic
and ready
for
execution?

e Budget: Cost and Contingencies
* Organization: Control and Authorization

Source: Concept report #47 p. 29-30.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Investment Project Governance Norway

[ Parliament }

Government

Parliament
Government
. . A
Ministry of
Ministries Finance )
Agencies
Region

Regional
authorities

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Other |
- ministries

D Political appraisal and decision

E] Technical assessment or quality assurance

i

[ Agencies j‘]
5 T

PMO = Prime Minister’s Office
QA = Quality Assurance (external)

J

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 3.1 p. 23.
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Purpose of the QA scheme

First appeared 2015

approximately Alloctation efficiency
2005

Purpose effectiveness
| | 1

2000

Cost efficiency

Figure 1. Three levels of efficiency. A successful project should realize agreed objectives, but it is also

required that this 15 done efficiently, on tfime and with mintmmm cost.

Source: Concept report #36 Fig. 1 p. 18.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Key elements of Norwegian QA

Principles: Structure
 Anchored: Prime Ministers Office

 Administrated: Ministry of Finance
o 2 Gateways

nitially: Control rules in contrac
o day: Government directive
« Common Governance Principles External assessors

— see next slide  Owners’ forum/PM forum
» Concept Research Programme

Purpose ang
« Initially: Control with budge
« Today: Better investments

Source: Klakegg, Williams, Magnussen (2009)

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Common Governance Principles

In Norwegian QA

e Transparency, openness for scrutiny

e Learning, willingness to change

« Setting high professional standards

« External control, independency

« Political anchoring on high level, stability
 Reviews are non-political

Source: Klakegg, Williams, Magnussen (2009)

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Basis for experiences status February 2017)

External quality assurance Quality Of which Of which to Of which
assured completed be evaluated* evaluated

Total number of QA-projects

as per September 2016

Of which have only been 177 92 40 20
through QA2

Number of projects that have 93 0 0 0
been through QA1

Projects that have been 22 0 0 0

throught both QA1 and QA2.

" . .
5 years into operations. Source: Concept report #52 Table 2.1 p. 30.

O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 17
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Experiences QA1

Sent back for further
investigation
9%

One

concept Proceeding to the pilot
Ministries Government project phase with one
or more concepts

79 %

65 QA-projects
per Mars 2015
(100 %)

The prosal was  The proposal was The proposal was rejected (the
withdrawn placed on hold zero-option was chosen)
3% 3% 6%

Figure 3.4 Overview of what has happened to the first 65 projects subjected to QA1
Source: Concept report #47 Figure 3.4 p. 33.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Avoid information overload/details

Develop
concepts
as far as
they need
to, but not
longer!

Validity

Half-life of
accurate data

Half-life of less L
accurate estimates

Timé

Source: Samset (2010)
Source: Samset and Volden (2016)

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Experiences QA2

Criteria:
e (Cost
12 .
e Time
10 e Quality
8 e Organization
e Execution
b
4
2
0 [ 1]
Very Successful Medium . Unsuccessful
succcessful successful  successful

Figure 16. Operational success, the researchers’ assessment. N=23,

Source: Concept report #36 Figure 16 p. 36.
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Experiences - overview

Sector Projects Efficiency Effective- Other Relevance  Sustain- Socioec.

ness impacts ability efficiency

Construction 5 - 4,2 --- 3,8

vefense 2 [asil as s s a5 35

o2 s s as T a0 [s500 40
Railway 3 - =L 4,0 --

voads 8 [aa | [530 a3 ---

Nverage 4 a7 aa e s a2

Source: Concept report #52 Figure p. 18.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Concepts in cost estimation and control

.. Cost
Result of estimation A Formal levels of
and analysis governance
Rest uncertainty i Approved cost limit
Proposed cost limit ‘ - for the responsible Ministry
Allocation as Project Owner (decided by
to cover uncertainty Parliament)

Expected cost‘ Cost baseline for the executing
Contingencies Governance Agency (decided by

Ministry)
Base estimate ‘ Cost baseline for Project Manager
Unspecified (decided by executing
Governance Agency)
Basis Cost
) Estimation
{ <
q b

Source: Min. of Finance Guideline #2 QA2

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Stochastic cost estimation — key terms

Probability [%]

A

PL100 -----m-mmmomme oo g ---

P85 b

Expected cost

P50 - Contingency reserves

/—E‘ Rest uncertainty

7

» Cost

;l ﬁi\ Reduction list

Source: Concept report #47 p. 30.
Source: Min. of Finance Guideline #2 QA2

Base estimate
Agency'’s steering frame

A 4

Parliament’s cost frame

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Cost overrun in Norwegian road projects
1985-2013

18
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I Plan changes
I Other reasons
Total overrun

Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 24
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Cost performance in Norwegian projects

60

c 32 of 40 projects within
Ov?r'-:z - cost frame (80%).
(%) Net cost savings for the
| “ "[ [TITTTITT Average below expected
Cost - cost and symmetrically
Sa&”}gs‘ distributed.
40

60
Figure 02. Deviation between the final cost and the cost frame approved by Parliament (N=40)

Norwegian results from 40 major public investment projects 2000-2011 (Samset & Volden, 2013)

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Project size and steering philosophy matters

Final cost against original cost estimate, road projects 2014

. Steering towards the
- limit leads to overspend
150,0 %
100,0% * : » . Smaller
g — .
projects/contracts
: * 0 * o '00
- ¢ .' o "* * s ¢ * 301% & 305% means more Varlatlon.
o o7 e ¥ P XTIV
..1.1 Qs E 3 P

B NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration (2014)
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Robustness of the system as a whole

Difference between final cost
and original contract
agreement. Summary for each

2014 region in Norway.
Kontraktsum A-nota T-nota [Sum sluttkost. Awik Base: A|| contracts completed
Mill. kr | Prosent
in 2014, with a cost >2 Mill.
Ost 2635 2730 591 3 321 687 NOK. (approx. 306.000 CAD).
Ser 3643 3645 574 4219 576
Vest 1339 1283 201 1484 145
Midt 1981 1989 232 2 221 240
Nord 1269 1372 287 1659 390
Samlet 10 866 11019 | 1885 12904 | 2039 . .
Still a problem with
contracts
Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration (2014)
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Robustness over time (Road projects)

30

25

20

15

10

Cost development for road projects
- Relative difference between final cost and baseline cost

4

2001

Even if
contracts
overspend,
the project
is OK

Contract cost

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 \'504,1 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 \Zﬂlﬂ
-6,9

e fiyyi Fra kOMEraksSUM e ik, ra kOstNEGSOVETSHE

@ NTNU

Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration (2014)
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Importance of having the right focus

[llustration based on a real case example.

350 —
) i on risk and not opportunities
295 Cost development if there is only focus
300 |— o
~280 281
- ./ 2 263
2650 .
7 T—255
il e 248
23 245 251
236 530
/223 231 s
214
200
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QA In the Norwegian public sector

Airports* (from 2001)
Hospitals (from 2006)

Ministry of Finance (from 2000) Railroads* (from 2017)

road Nye Veier* (from 2017)

rail

EL-power sector* (from 207?)

defence

T Regions** (from 2009)

constuction

other Municipalities** (from 207?7)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

&
- )

Oil & Gas sector (from 1970s)

Figure 5. The distribution of projects subjected to quality assurance according to the type of project from
the period 2000-2013 (both QAT and OA2).

L./ Frameworks similar to FIN

*State owned companies
**Gradually, starting where investments
@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology are high/economy good.
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Latest developments

Directive R-108/19 dated 08. March 2019, Ministry of Finance

 The Norwegian State Project Model is upheld and aligned with other directives for planning
and economic control. In particular R-109 Social Economic Analysis.

* The requirements in Directive R108 is applicable for all state-financed investments.

* The threshold value is increased to 1000 MNOK or other projects, but reduced to 300
MNOK for ICT-projects.

* Increased flexibility: QA1 may be a two step process.

«  Minimum two different contract strategies should be considered at QA1, including whether
early involvement is desirable.

* Abenefits realization plan needs to be present at QAL.

* Achange log for important prerequisites, assumptions and requirements needs to follow
the project.

* There is a new gatekeeper for QA2: The responsible Ministry

* Projects are required to deliver relevant documentation to the Concept Research Program
(excluding any graded material).

O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 31
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Three well known remaining issues

In Norwegian QA

Sluttkastad . | - : O szcienst

Kostnads [T | o | s Lo | cordigerstions
overskridelse $raget T

+ Kestnads
gy v mRspanng

Kostnadsramme

=3
-3
H
ES
-3
2

|eajaied

Frste estimat [

Actiavarment of peitical goals |C0%, cther]
atribosional effects
‘ected regiom.

Tellatase Prosjedtfase %
E

First initiative Final decision Finished 8|

Figur 15: Generell modell som illustrerer kosiadsurviklingen i vdligfasen i prosjekrer Figore 1. The neglected and undesertimated negative impacts discunsad in the report
1. Early cost estimations 2. Significant (negative)
are still challenging effects are not picked up by

transport models.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology



CIMFP Exhibit P-04438 Page 28

Other Governance
Schemes

- Similarities and
differences compared
to the Norwegian one

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Investment Project Governance
Netherlands

[ Parliament }

Parliament D Political appraisal and decision
E] Technical assessment or quality assurance
Government [ Government }
. . f D JRENS Sm—" " Ministry of )
L M|.r1|stryo ICRE Infrastructure
Ministries Finance ) N . and Environment
l < ?

_ CPB [ Agencies/ |

Agencies PBL \Industrv ,A]_]
T

, Regional
Region .
authorities

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 4.1 p. 39.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Netherlands MIRT process

Preference planning ICRE /
decision decision Government

N 4 V V

\} Fl)?gzé > Exploration phase >> dg\llzTgp;rrfe/nt >> Realization phase >

External
Review

Initial decision

MIRT = Multi-year Plan for Infrastructure, Spatial planning and Transport
ICRE = Inter-ministerial commission for improvement of the structure of economy

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 4.2 p. 41.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Netherlands

From «silo-based» planning:

e Separated expert areas

Lack of interaction consideration
Planning phase took many years
Basis for decisions weak
Rematch on previous decisions

To involvement of stakeholders:
e Collaborative effort

e Solving «wicked problems»

e Shared vision

e Faster and better

Source: Heeres, Tillema and Arts (2012)

) ) ) ) Source: Klakegg, Williams and Schiferaw (2016)
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Investment Project Governance UK

Parliament Par|iament D Political appraisal and decision
> 4 o D Technical assessment or quality assurance
Government
Government [ Cabinet -
Office 1
N —F -
Othe
o HM Treasury « IPA .
Ministries | ministries
\\
Government |
Agencies agencies ;]_]
R
Region Counties | Source: Concept report #47 Fig 5.1 p. 49.

______________________

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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UK Stage Gate Model

IAAP: Integrated Assurance and Approval Plan AS-AP = As appropriate

______________________________

Approval Approval Approval . AS-AP . AS-AP

Policy roject initiation Delivering the .
i IAAP Strategic Outline Full i Operations
> formulation >[ }> Outline Case Business Case Business Case project

________________________

Starting Assurance Assurance Assurance
gate review review review review

D HM Treasury decision )
Source: Concept report #47 Fig 5.3 p. 55.

D IPA Assurance review

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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External Quality Assurance UK

 Team of 2-3 project experts

* Independent from the project (civil servants or external
consultants)

 Team receives documentation from project (6-12 weeks)
 Review over 3-5 days for AR (up to 10 for PAR)
e Resulting report with recommendations

Source: Concept report #47 p. 59.

B NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 41
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- Use of standardized

U K Flve CaS e M O d el adjustment factors based on
historical data for each
project type and

o development level.
a0
.
50
40
30

20
10

% Completion of the Case

FBC = Full Business Case
OBC= Outline Business Case
SOC-= Strategic Outline Case

Figur 5.4. The development of the business case across the five dimensions of the Five
Case Model (source: HM Treasury, 2013).
Source: Concept report #47 Fig 5.4 p. 58.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Investment Project Governance Sweden

Parliament [ Parliament J -
D Political appraisal and decision

D Technical assessment or quality assurance

Government Government l

[ Ministry of )

Other
Ministries Finance ) L ministries )
L~
) -

t
Agencies “—’[ Agency /
\ S
, Regional
Region .
authorities

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 6.1 p. 67.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Sweden Infrastr. Planning Process

Government
Government or agenc
decision g ¥
decision

Conceptual Detailed Commissioning
, Strategic/operational plan engineering and Y
appraisal ) and operation
production

Benefit/cost
analysis

Internal QA Internal QA Internal QA

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 6.2 p. 68.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Sweden: Internal QA matters

Key differences from Norway:
« All transport modes under one administration
« Use of debt for critical projects is accepted

e Agencies can prioritize within their budgets (each project
IS not explicitly decided in Parliament)

 No external QA at all (although similar checks are made
Internally, including more and more often uncertainty
analysis based on Successive approach)

B NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 45



CIMFP Exhibit P-04438 Page 39

Investment Project Governance Denmark

[ Parliament }

Parliament
D Political appraisal and decision
D Technical assessment or quality assurance
Government Government
Ministry of Ministry of
Ministries Finance Transport
\ ’I
Agencies 2 TTFFT 7"
[ Agencies
Regional C
Region & L. >
authorities

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 7.1 p. 83.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Denmark Financial Management Model

Level 1
decision

Level 2
decision

V

V

Phase 1
Preliminary
investigations

Phase 2
Decision
Basis

)

Phase 3
Detailed
Engineering

)

Phase 4 Phase 5
Tendering and Construction and
commissioning operation

H o

External
QA

External

QA

@ NTNU

Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 7.2 p. 85.
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Inside — or - Qutside view?

Norwegian model Danish model
Budget Budget
E Rest uncertainty E ! Rest uncertainty i
L ——— ] L —— 1
— Cost frame Total cost
For the Ministry For the Ministry of
ject
Provision for {as project owner) Additions K28, 20% of Transport
uncertainty calculated basis
Based on Expected cost
Successive ey Project budget Based on
; . (responsible for Additions K2A,10% of for the Agency @
h anticipated addition implementation calculated basis statistics
approac ’
PP ——— Cost basis ——  Cost basis Flyvbijer
. yvb)
(L|chten berg) For the project For the project
Unspecified manager Calculated additions manager
Base estimate Calculated basis

Note: Additions in individual projects may vary in the two models

Figure 9.4 Comparnison between the Norwegian and the Damsh budget model. Source:
(Muustry of Transport and Building, 2015)

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Inside AND Outside view

il
A —

Outside view: Look at your other projects
and consider general issues

Inside view: Look at your own project
and consider its specificities

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Large Infrastructure Investment
Governance Quehec

Provincial
Parliament [ Parliament D Political appraisal and decision
D Technical assessment or quality assurance
Council of )
Government Minist J
Inisters
> S \ 4 N
Treasury AL L
L sQl Ministries
Ministries Board \ )
-
) t
Agencies Agencies ;]_]
E C
Region . Regional
authorities

______________________

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 8.1 p. 97.
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Quebec Project Process

Council of Council of Council of
Ministers Ministers Ministers

1. The front- . 2_.'Th'e ? The 4 Th . h he closi h
end phase Initiating planning . The execution phase 5. The closing phase
phase phase

sal sal sal

SCT

SCT = The Treasury Board Secretariat

SQl = Société Québécoise des Infrastructures Source: Concept report #47 Fig 8.3 p. 98.

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Quebec: From policy framework to directive

Similar to Norway: Similar to UK:

e Simple structure » Business case focus

 SCT - central unit for learning * Internal expertise in central

e Strong position as obligatory unit (Infrastructure Quebec —
gateways Société Quebécoise des

Infrastructures - SQI)

Quebec early focused Project Delivery Models — lately introduced in Norway too.

Source: Concept report #47 p. 94-101.

O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology Source: Framework Policy, Quebec, 2010.
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Context dependencies
and development

- How governance
frameworks evolve

- Trends and their
consequences

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology



CIMFP Exhibit P-04438 Page 47

They are different ... but how and why?

|‘ l Political azssessment or decision ( ] Technical/economic appraisal or quality assurance

Nordics International

Netherlands
MNorway
% Idea Explorath h Planning/ Realization
L i ; xploration phase
y Idea Pre-study Pre-project Dc..'tal e.d ) F— Conm |n|\v\v|u|.||ns phase development phase
/  phase engineering I and operation S 4
.
Canada
Denmark |
Ly \ =, Ty
Phase 1 Phase 4 \ 1. The Front-end \ 2. The initiating \ 2, The Plannig 5\ 4-The Exgcution \ N 5 The dosing \
Phaze Phase 3 Detailed yendermaend: D Phase 3 / phase phase / phase / phase / phase /
/ Decision basis engineering M/ constriction and operation / /
/ Investigations o commissioning / .’J’ i
Sweden Great Britain
A Catailed .
Y Conceptual Commissioning 5 3
) 3 Strategic/operational plan ngineering and N o
/ appraisa i ¥ cilitalting and operation Project initiation \\  Delivering the
y ‘Pradoction Polley . \ ' AN Aamt
é formulation strategic utling Full Bus project _.-; perations /

/ Outline Case | Business Case e // g build et
. £

Source: Concept report #47 Fig. 9.3 p. 113.
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Countries and regions are different

The Netherlands

Great Britain .
canace I ——
— [ ———
sweden N S ————]
— S ——

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Highly urbanized Scattered ™ Mainly rural

Figure 2.1. Degree of urbanisation in the selected countries. Source: OECD>

Geographically
Economically
Judicially
Traditionally

Source: Concept report #47 Fig 2.1 p. 19.
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Demography and economy

Source: Concept report #47 Table 2.1 p. 18.

Table 2.1. Demographic, economic and natural conditions in the selected countries

Countries Gross Topography Climate Population Road

domestic density, investment

product per persons per 2011

capita sq.km EUR/capita
Netherlands 47,000 (14) + 407 (4) 136
UK 40,000 (27) +/- 262 (51) 86
Denmark 44,000 (21) + 131 (88) 190
Sweden 46,000 (17) -/t -+ 22 (196) 200
Norway 67,000 (6) - - 16 (200) 550
Canada 45,000 (20) - - 4 (230) 420

@ NTNU

(2017)

M (EUR/capita)

(2017) (2019-20 - all transport modes)
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Geographical/Regional differences

Difference between final cost
and original estimate. Summary

Region: [Samlet | Tall i millioner kr / 2014-kr / inkl. mva
Original Final for each region in Norway.
estimate cost 2014 Base: All road projects opened

Opprinnelig Sluttkostnad Awik in 2013’ with a cost >5 Mill.
kostnadsowerslag Mill kr (%) NOK. (approx. 765.000 CAD).

Dst 3900 4677

Sor 6 901 6 817

Vest 2463 2402

Midt 6719 6718

Nord 3022 3406

Samlet 23 005 24 020

Source: Norwegian Public Road Administration (2014)
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Comparison of principles (2007)

NO: U.K. MoD: U.K. OGC:
Characteristic: |(Simplicity, Robustness )|(Completeness )|[Complex system h
Influence: b/lanager_nent of J t—lurdles to cross J t?ecommendations J
expectation
Authority: Mandayfry By influence /

Review focus:

Conty0l of input and
meghods

Business case

Project focus:

N

/Cost/Risk/[Value]

V;r(ue for money Valu/e/for money

/

Independe

Review format:

external control

/ /

Review format: Review format:
nt, Arena, challenge Friendly advice, by
everything in plenary independent expert

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Source: Klakegg et al. (2009), Table 5-4 p. 113
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Major design differences (2007)

 |nitiating process & implementation:

- Norway: bottom-up, learning from cases, building a ‘new
profession’

* UK: top—down, introducing a ‘quality system’
 Historical anchoring:

* Norway: breaking with tradition

» UK: building on tradition
e (Goals and measurement:

* Norway: More politically anchored goals, less measurement.
« UK: Goals more explicit, measured in money

Carefully
designed
to fit the
actual
situation

Source: Klakegg (2010)
O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 59
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Governmentality and structure framework

Govern- Approach | Authoritative | Liberal Neo-liberal
mentality i -
Precept | Process ~ o Project Values
~~
Governance i Low Medium High
Soveraignty ) - g
Governance mechanism | Control Balance  _ — = = Trust
institutions | Low & = 7 - Medium High
- e
Context Projectification | Low Medium T~ High
—— SCandinavia -—— . C@
Fig. 1. Profiles of small consulting organizations.
GOVWF' Approach | Authoritative Liberal  _ - = — MNeo-liberal
mentality -———
Precept | Process =~ = 7 Project Values
L —
-
~
; -~ ;
o~ .
Governance Sovereignty | Low Medilitr | High
Govemance mechanism | Control Balance L, - Trust
- .
Institutions | Low Medium = s High
L 1 ]
Context  pryacification | Low Medium I High
Scandinavia
Fig. 2. Profikes of medium sized IT organizations,

@ NTNU

Norwegian University of Science and Technology

Example of international comparison

Govern- Approach | Authoritative Liberal | Neo-liberal
mentality 1 - |
Precept | Process Project : Values
Governance . Low Medium ! High
overeigniy |
Governance mechanism | Control Balance L - Trust
Institutions | Low Medium High
Context Projectification | Low Medium i High
— SCANGNAVIE - — I’
Fig. 3. Profiles of large construction organizations,
Gavern- [ - . i
Neo-libaral
mentality Aupmach_ Authoritative Liberal I
Frecept | Process Project | Values
I
Govemnance Sovereigniy Low Med]um: High
Governance mechanism | Control Balance Trust
Institutions | Low Medium L - High
Context Projectification | Low Medium High

m— Scandinavia == = = |China]

Fig. 4. Profiles of very large pharmaceutical organizations,

Source: Mdller et al. (2016)
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Changes in European Transport Planning

Clear

From line-initiatives to interwoven ecosystems with surroundings/ ..crnational

trend to
focus more
Spatial dimension Time dimension Institutional dimension on value
spatial concepts, timelinkages Institution, governance and
synergyon accessihility strategy development organisation capacity |I'ItEE'3tEd
- kyner gies effective o land use
d@ ey df —p I ) o
Network dimension Value dimension Implementation dimension transportinfra
multi-modal o ptimisation combined value creation drivers, barners, planning
various spatial scales and capturingy dissimination, communication
... in a wider
. i i : 7 i — perspective.
Multi-modal Fig. 8. Linkages between dimensions.

Network integrated
Source: Arts et al. (2016)
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Changes in project delivery models

Transaction based Relation based
Collaboration

Competition

Clear
international
trend to
move from
left to right

Total Contracts Alliance Contracts

Specialized Contracts

(DBB, CM) (DB, EPC, PPP, Turn-key) (Alliance, IPD, SPV)

Two-party contracts

Hierarchy based governance

Source: Walker & Lloyd-Walker (2015)
@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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ramework development over

Governmental Expansion of
inquirery QA scheme
v QA2 QAT + QA2
Morway
Institutional
transfer
Lo OGC M PA 1PA
Great Britain
Increased
threshold value
3%
Denmark i W
Parliamentary Governmental ..and
commission commission
MIRT
Metherlands v i governance
Political 1 Directive
framework  established le} issued frameWOFkS
Canada :
(Quebec) fO”OW (Or
?
Sweden |ead 4 )
1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016

Restricted perspective on efficiency Broader perspective on beneafits

Al Cuality assurance of conceptual alternatives
QA2 -- Quality assurance of budget av strategic framework
oGC Office of Government Commerce

MPA — Major Projects Authority

1PA Infrastructure and Projects Authority

@na Economic Governance Framework

MIRT = Multi-year Plan for Infrastructure Spatial Planning and Transport
10 = Infrastructure Quebec

Preliminary prosess

Figure 9.1 Introduction of investiment project governance schemes in six countries
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Source: Concept report #47 Fig 9.1 p. 104.



CIMFP Exhibit P-04438 Page 57

Conclusions

- My suggestions for
Newfoundland and
Labrador

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Advice 1:
Anchoring of
framework as

high as possible

Comparison 1

Table 9.1 A comparison of the schemes in six countries

Criteria/Country Norway Denmark Sweden Netherlands Canada

. A designated A designated A designated
Who initiates the . agency under
Minist Agor government . government
QA process? : Azenc the Cabinet agency (SQl)
Advice 2B: gency Office gency
Who decides the i A designated _
. . Council of
choice of Government Parliament government Treasury .
Ministers
concept? agency
Who determines _ 3)
the budget? Parliame Government Treasury Government

Source: Concept report #47 Table 9.1 p. 107.
@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Page 59
Comparison 2

Advice 4:
Standardize — at
Table 9.1 A comparison of the schemes in six countries least on S tr!Jcture
and principles
Criteria/Country Norway Denmark Sweden Netherlands Canada
' Infrastructure
Sectors included” All Wlth Sorﬂ? Transport sector All sectors™ Infrast_ructure All sectors”
exceptions projects projects
(T:.,Eﬁisohncild value NOK 750 DKK 250 No No Large projects” CAD 50
Advice 5: Project
assessments are resource
demanding — so make sure

Advice 5B:
Complexity and
Criticality are
better criteria than
size

there is balance between
effort and benefit

@ NTNU

Source: Concept report #47 Table 9.1 p. 107.
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Comparison 3

Table 9.1 A comparison of the schemes in six countries

Advice 6: Apprise on
the level of ownership
that oversees the
project portfolio

Page 60

Criteria/Country Norway Denmark Sweden Netherlands Canada
A d R ibl A designated
genFy an esponsible Agency or esignate
Agency regional government ministr government
authority agency Y agency (SQl)
Adesignated A designated A designated
government Independent
ternal consultants Jzency. and government uality Jssurers” gov. agency
assurance? g Vi agency d (SQl and SCT)
internally
B ——

. Advice 8: Private For all in . To be
Private _ No funding: Bo what is , but may excess of EUR Desmf)d, but ’1}0 considered,
co-funding appen . requirement _

60 billion not required

necessary to avoid

Norwegian University o and Technology

@ NTNU

Source: Concept report #47 Table 9.1 p. 107.
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Comparison 4

Table 9.1 A comparison of the schemes in six countries

Denmark Sweden

Criteria/Country

Norway

Advice 10: Consider
carefully the level of
required security
against overspending

Netherlands

Page 61

Canada

Basic calculation

+20%? In the portfolio
(1]

Budgeted cost P85 (normally)

Estimate plus
supplement

Estimate plus
supplements 1

Basic calculation

P50 (normally) 10%
0

Target cost Budget

Estimate plus
supplement

\

Budget

Advice 9: The

economic targets
should be realistic,
and demanding

@ NTNU

Advice 11: Be very strict on requiring
pre-defined criteria for allocation of
additional funds from contingency —
and use it from day 1.

Source: Concept report #47 Table 9.1 p. 107.

Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Explanation to advice 9, 10, 11

Probability [%0]

P100 -+

10: Choose PX
wisely

clear what justifies
from the lev

11: Make sure itis

el above
P50 -- getting more money

Allocated to project

Target cost (PM target) i
Agency'’s steering frame i

Y

Parliament’s cost frame

\ 4

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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- Tip: The more complexity,
CO m p ar I S O n 5 the more dependent on
«gut feeling» approach

(Klakegg et al. 2010, 2016)

Table 9.1 A comparison of the schemes in six countries

Criteria/Country Norway Denmark Sweden Netherlands Canada

Decision points

Advisory

interventions 2 2 Ongoing 1 6 Ongoing

Advice 13: Use the type of
intervention that has the
strongest desired effect, and
without unwanted effects

Advice 12: As many
decision points as

you find necessary,

not more

Source: Concept report #47 Table 9.1 p. 107.
@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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. " PUBLIC BODY
% (Evaluation of the relevance of carrying
s out the project)
. The public body works with
- Authorization from minister responsible™
Q
.
My suggestion: Q| ]ébec A
(Choice of prefered opfion and project
delivery approach) Inftial business case approved
Recommendation by the Consell d
FHAMEWOHK | e .
g
@ applicafion
POLICY BB —
e 2 [ afinal bugjpéss case
FOR THE GOVERNANCE i
OF MAJOR PUBLIC Final Business Case* Chief executive officers of the
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS (Comprehensive plan of the project, public body responsibie for the
natably with regard to the risks, costs, project and of Infrastructure
and fimeframes) Québec approve the content and
conclusions of the final business
Recommendation by the Consel du =
‘résor on the final business case
after analysis by the Secrétariat d
g Wilml::s&mrinw:voftrmmllliw's mﬂ;ﬁxgms
2 TELD the final business case
8 Approval by Cabinet of the final
Strengthen the value focus early ng
53

(The public body remains responsible the project follow-up committes
for and retains control of the projech

(this may be fixed in the 2014 version) = T
(5% cost overmun)

1
The Secrétariat du Consail du trésor The public body draws up a maintanance The public body can use the services
reports annually to the Conseil du frésor plan for the infrastruciure for its entire of Infrasiruciure Québec in drawing up
on the implementafion and follow-up of useful life the maintenance plan

maintenance plans

The maintenance plan is submitted to the
Secrétaniat du Conseil du trésor

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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Consider aspects of the future

» Transparency: Digitally integrated systems will change the review
practice (access to information).

« Change is inevitable: Mindset including willingness to change must
be stimulated.

« Learning: Do not miss the opportunity to gather and exchange ideas
and experience across government, industry and academia.

« Set high professional standards for collaboration.
« All systems need maintenance (wear & tear is a reality).

O] NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology 72
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ole.jonny.klakegg@ntnu.no

QUESTIONS?

@ NTNU Norwegian University of Science and Technology
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