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Abstract — This study’s investigation into micro and small business (MSB) project planning was prompted by a serious Australian 

project management failure due to a mobile home being dropped on two homes during a crane lift because of the inadequate plan ning 

and method statement of the project. Fortunately, nobody was killed, however the construction company went bankrupt and as a result 

employees were made redundant. Many project planning issues were discovered after this failure including no method statement or risk 

assessment and project governance lacking. This led to poor project planning that would have prevented this outcome from the onset. 

This is a common general and engineering project issue that needs to be addressed and improved. 

This study is significant due to the 27 EU member survey showing a 5-year survival rate of only 44% in MSBs and indicates a need to 

stem project performance decline and improve project governance. Project governance is failing due to poor leadership and commitment 

from the inception to appoint a project leader and establish a team with clear, defined and agreed project governance. The literature 

review initiated a sixteen-question investigative interview process which was ethically approved, and pilot trialled and found to be fit for 

purpose which allowed the main investigation to be undertaken with twenty present and former MSB management and stakeholders. 

Content Analysis was used in data analysis.  

Five research study questions were created to focus on the challenges and improvement of MSB project planning governance (PPG). 

The research study’s aim to create an MSB PPG protocol was met with a MSB PPG front end planning process to minimize the chal lenges 

a MSB project team with limited resourced faces in MSB PPG implementation.  

The study’s knowledge and practice contribution will be to have a universally developed MSB project planning governance protocol  

which will lead to a significant improvement in project outcomes. 

 

Index Terms: “Micro and Small Business,” “Project Planning,” “Engineering,” “Project Governance,” “Project outcome,” “Micro 

and Small Business Project Planning Protocol.” 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Project management today is universally known as a 

practiced and recognised management form, with multiple 

applications, particularly in engineering, across most 

countries and industries  [1]. There is compelling evidence 

gathered over the past five years that there is a deterioration 

in project management and performance to provide effective 

governance in planning in enterprises [2]. This has had a 

catastrophic impact on projects, leading to projects’ 

cessation, overspends, delays or even total failure [3]. Recent 

United Kingdom public sector project performance failures  

particularly in planning, engineering, scheduling, budget, and 

benefits are well documented [4], [5], [6].These large projects 

portray governance failure; Failure to plan and recognise 

project complexity with failed budgets, ethics, engineering 

capability, deadlines, transparency, reporting accuracy, 

conflict management implementation, and effective 

communication with stakeholders; coupled with unrealistic 

optimism [7].  

At a local level, a micro or small business (MSB) 

construction project crane collapse on 2 houses, while 

installing a mobile home, causing extensive damage, can be 

seen as a small project failure. The crane collapsed due to 

inadequate planning and method statement in positioning the 

mobile home [8]. It shows vividly the results of poor project 

management and the multiple fatality potential. This  failure 

led to the company’s bankruptcy. MSB project 

mismanagement can occur in any project ranging from 

construction to engineering to software project packages 

[9]. For engineering projects, it is particularly important to 

achieve incident and injury free projects  that are visible and 

develop the MSB’s reputation as reliable and safe. 

This research study will focus on these MSBs’ issues, and 

it can be seen there is no universal definition for MSBs, but 

most countries have clear guidelines as to what they are, and 

a recognition that MSBs make up most of their businesses 

according to Eurostat [10] and Assets Publishing Service, UK 

Government,  [11]. Too and Weaver’s [12]opinion was that a 

systemic project failure is a failure of organizational 

governance. To support Too and Weaver’s  [12] claim within  

MSBs, Haaland and Olsen, [13] found that when 

implementing an enterprise resource planning (ERP) project 

in a Norwegian MSB engineering component manufacturing  

site, there was no defined organizational project governance.    
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Project governance and planning has been identified as an 

area of MSB project management improvement. MSB project 

governance’s critical area is the nexus between an idea and 

its transformation into a living project, where all the inputs 

must be assessed in a pre-study of the quality of the 

conceptual solution for the project's successful outcome [14].  

Much has been written about small and medium-sized  

enterprise (SME) governance but not so much research has 

been done on micro and small businesses (MSBs); there is a 

huge gap in resources & knowledge in MSB project planning 

governance needing research & development.   

Disruption in an MSB is much more likely to cause 

financial distress and failure than in an SME because of its 

lack of financial, technical, and human resources [15] and 

[16].  

This study’s twenty 1-hour long investigative interviews 

with current and past MSB project leaders, managers, and 

stakeholders brings into sharp focus, the difficulties faced by 

MSBs and identifies and resolves through its research 

question answers many of the challenges faced by both 

general and engineering MSBs today. 

There is a need to develop a simple governance protocol to 

guide project managers through MSB project planning to 

minimise risk, prevent costly delays, lack of resources & 

capability, and communication failure with stakeholders, 

internal & external customers & shareholders, I.e., to plan to 

avoid project disruption and have a successful outcome [17].  

Project governance plays a critical role in success or failure 

[18]; what many MSB projects share are a lack of governance 

awareness and accountability at many distinct levels to 

execute with sound judgement, using the tools and effective 

criteria to identify when a project is compliant or non-

compliant [19]. It is vitally important to report both good and 

deficient performance and if, in recognising a non-compliant  

situation, to take the required actions  to start the correction 

[20]. The required corrective actions for governance 

compliance would be through the project leader’s clear 

accountability once an issue has been found, and to have the 

non-compliant issue or conflict transparently defined, 

reported, and then the decision-making process to rectify it 

[19]. If the issue is outside of the project’s original scope, then 

exception or conflict management is required [21]; once a 

solution is agreed with stakeholders, it must be published 

[22].   

As an example of how this situation can escalate, if not 

addressed is the Emergency Service Network (ESN) project 

started in 2010, has reached a 3.1 billion pounds overspend 

with little corrective governance exhibited [23]. In this case, 

non-compliance would be defined as being outside business 

acceptance and functional requirements’ criteria. Business 

acceptance criteria would include corporate social 

responsibility, [24] and [25] and sustainability, [26] and 

[27].   

As a result of these issues the overall aim of the study was 

to evaluate the role of project governance on the MSB project 

planning process leading to establishing an improved 

governance protocol.  

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Project Management Governance and Its Framework  

The project governance monitoring process is defined as 

the management framework within which project decisions 

are made and the process by which accountabilities and 

responsibilities for the project’s activities are defined [28] 

and as shown Fig. 1 below.  

 
Fig. 1. Project management governance framework.   Source: 

Müller (2009) 

This project governance is an essential element in 

achieving a successful project outcome as it ensures clear 

guidelines are laid down and an escalation mechanism exists 

for key issues’ resolution. The project management (PM) 

with the project leader/manager (PLM) must work within  

these guidelines laid down for the MSB governance process 

and structure [29]; these guidelines remain a constant 

throughout the project [30]. 

This project governance and its  MSB implications for 

project planning are what are being evaluated and explored in 

this study. Critically, the prepared and circulated project 

governance’s definition is essential in determining the 

understanding and agreement by all parties, including 

contractors and clients, if involved in the project; there can be 

no governance without it [29] and [31].   

The project management framework once defined and 

agreed, must heavily focus the enterprise through its project 

governance on its organisational capacity and structure to 

deal with its project planning, and its impact if any, on project 

execution and its ability to meet the management  

requirements [14]. A key driver for many of these 

requirements to be adopted in an MSB, is self-recognition of 

the necessity to have project management protocols, 

planning, and controls to reduce risk, and prevent a casual 

drift into project execution [15].   

There is also the internal and external impact on the MSB 

if these essential governance requirements are not in place or 

only partially implemented. This impact will be felt by 

clients, and customers if the project is externally focused or 

if internally, frustrated employees are trying to raise 

standards, improve planning and the potential for successful 

outcomes [32].   
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B. MSB Project governance contextual factors to be 

considered.  

Contextual factors in overall project governance to be 

considered and investigated, would include the MSB size and 

characteristics such as: type of ownership, industry and 

sector, cultural and national attitudes, number of years in 

existence, life cycle stage, geographic location, along with the 

depth of project planning undertaken [33].  

Projects take many different forms, information  

technology (IT), human resources  (HR), enterprise resource 

planning (ERP), supply chain management (SCM) and even 

food, sports, and clothing initiatives as well as many forms of 

project management in today’s ever-changing business 

landscape [34] and [35].   

Other contextual factors include government investment in  

the region, banking capabilities, infrastructure, utilities, as 

well as considering ownership type such as foreign, family or 

state owned, cooperative, and the management and 

entrepreneurial leadership style [36].   

The project planning performance and inputs can be 

affected by these contextual characteristics and the size of the 

enterprise as they filter down through these different  

management structures, styles, and leaderships with reduced 

levels or degrees of supervision, competent personnel, 

knowledge sharing, and funding from the large, small to 

medium sized enterprises to the micro-sized enterprises [37] 

and [38].    

C. Project governance development from project 

management.  

Van Donk and Molloy [39] developed project management  

(PM) structure and format using Mintzberg’s (1979) [40] 

design parameters for PM and contingency factors. They 

modified Mintzberg’s  [40] five project organisational 

configurations to consider what kind of PM organisation 

would be needed for a simple project up to a large innovative 

program with multiple projects in 2008.  

Zwikael’s [41] research studies reinforced the concept of 

five project management stages initiation, planning, 

execution, monitoring and control, and closure. and then 

highlighted that, if a proper planning stage were implemented  

major advantages would be gained, reducing uncertainty, 

improving the efficiency of the operation with a better 

understanding of the project objectives.   

This provides a basis for monitoring and controlling work. 

A step towards significant control and monitoring of the 

project [42]. The PM process has gone through huge changes 

during the past 40+years which were not only adopted but 

became the tool in innovation and integrity of the PM 

evolution [43]; from innovation has come above the basic five 

PM processes. Within these processes/parameters is the 

staffing, organising, and directing of the project to 

accomplish its targets for a successful outcome which would 

also include the defining of the scope, budget schedule, 

workflow, and deliverables [1].   

Zwikael [41] research studies which were multinational 

and culturally diverse and sensitive, conducted in New 

Zealand, Japan, and Israel, showed that top management  

involvement and support were critical success factors (CSFs) 

in all projects supporting previous work by Fortune and 

White [44] identifying these CSFs.   

These PM governance processes, and objectives will be 

influenced by cultural and national influences as well as by 

industry, sector, enterprise, size, capability and their structure 

and capacity. Additionally, where there are no contracts such 

as in an MSB, the possibility of exploitation exists [45].   

D. Project governance’s development and its various  

frameworks.  

Project governance’s development came from 

accounting’s corporate governance where PM and execution  

were impacted by the Enron [46] and Parmalat scandals  [47], 

which led to an examination of how innovation interacted 

within an enterprise’s management project portfolio. This led 

to the Sarbanes Oxley Act [48] and CIMA and IFAC [49] 

reviewed enterprise governance compliance for control and 

performance and defined it for implementation. Bekker and 

Steyn’s [50] project governance’s  definition and framework, 

set the standard, which has barely changed to this day. At the 

corporate level, project governance and management are a 

responsibility of the board of directors or senior management  

(SM) as defined in an MSB, because they define the model 

by which projects, programs and portfolios will be governed, 

and prioritised. Muller [29] emphasised that the above 

statement constitutes project governance and controls 

implementation of these actions and deviation corrections as 

further evidence that this was project governance in its 

infancy.   

Crawford & Bryce [51] and Muller [29] demonstrated that 

good project management and governance were closely 

interlinked. Dr. Bourne [30] defined and demonstrated 

through her six governance functions that the enterprise’s 

governance and management systems are interrelated and 

mutually interdependent.   

The two systems have vastly distinct functions as 

contrasted by comparing Fayol’s five management functions  

[52] to Dr. Bourne’s [30] six governance functions to help the 

understanding compared to management. These guidelines 

enable the MSB governance implementation in project 

planning as it relates to governing change. A well governed 

enterprise is designed to allow the two systems to work 

together for the benefit of the enterprise and its stakeholder 

community [30].   

As project governance developed and separated itself from 

other governance and PM played its own role in delivering  

successful project outcomes, project governance focused on 

its five core values; these included its vision, values, and the 

way in which the management should implement its 

responsibilities. Too and Weaver [12] show how project 

governance separated itself from other governance in the 
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organisation. Fig. 2 has a central core or “Governance of the 

Organization” with the 5 petals radiating outwards to give the 

focal area of each governance petal or function.   

The petals do not operate in isolation. For project 

governance focus, “Governing Change” is the petal with  

“Strategic Planning” and “Project Management” identified, 

and they are brought together to deliver the “Organisational 

Change Management” with "Benefits Realisation” in the 

same petal.  

 
Fig. 2. Petal diagram of governance. Source: Too and 

Weaver (2014) 

Muller [31] describes project governance as a continuance 

of the organisation’s governance and in this case an MSB.  A 

well-governed MSB must follow the project management  

governance in Fig.1. A framework for governance of PM by 

Müller [31] which outlines the descending levels of 

governance. Even in an MSB, some form of governance must 

occur to ensure legal compliance otherwise the project may  

be unlawful and subject to prosecution and stoppage [53].   

The accountability for the overall governance system is 

vested in the ‘board’s’ responsibility for implementing  

defined aspects of the governance system and is delegated to 

the appropriate management levels together with the 

necessary authority to undertake the work [31].   

The concept of delegation is important particularly in  

project governance; a key principle in managing governance 

is summed up in a legally required signed document by both 

parties so that accountability can be delegated to a named 

employee. The named employee cannot re-delegate that 

accountability. Accountability for the governance of the 

organisation, the design of the governance system and the 

monitoring of the performance of the management system 

including PM, remains with the board of the host organisation 

confirming exactly as shown in Too and Weaver’s [12] petal 

diagram.   

Too and Weaver [12] highlight the role of a project sponsor 

supporting project governance, but the reality in an MSB, is 

that there will be no project sponsor, so it is vital that MSB 

management ensure there is external focus as well as internal 

to support the project. MSB project planning must consider 

effective continuing dialogue with external parties such as 

end users and clients, and management project support 

internally is essential.   

E. MSB Leadership Challenge  

Turner, et al., [54] identified one of the key MSBs’ 

management or leadership challenges was creating effective 

PM practices i.e., governance, in a form that a smaller 

enterprise can adopt. MSBs seldom use traditional PM and 

have a far less bureaucratic approach. MSBs achieve the 

coordination of their medium and large projects through a 

dedicated project leader/manager (PLM) and teamwork, 

using defined requirements, templates, milestones, and work 

schedules; small projects are managed in-house. Many of the 

project team are multitasking, therefore good communication  

and leadership from the PLM is essential [17]; the PLM may 

in some cases, be the entrepreneur/ owner or a PLM recruited 

by SM in whatever form it may take, such as shadow director 

(SD), family business owner (FO), entrepreneurial manager 

(EM), owner operator(OO), co-op shareholder (Coop), Chief 

Executive (CEO), or a member of the board of directors 

(BOD) [55] .  

F. MSB Resource challenges 

A MSB is severely resource challenged and is likely to 

only have a few resources, if any, to put any of the project 

governance guidelines in place [17]; other than the possibility 

that if the MSB is publicly owned, it may have them through 

its board of directors [56]. Whilst SMEs will have human 

resources (HR), finance, procurement, engineering, and IT 

support resources, MSBs will have difficulties acquiring the 

required project skills, disciplines, and staff development 

without these functions. It will be left in many cases to the 

PLM with the general/office manager’s assistance and the 

senior management in whatever form it takes as identified  

above to achieve the basic level of project support resources 

if possible [57]. 

What comes into clear sight in exploring how a MSB with  

limited resources would act to improve its project planning 

governance performance, is heavily dependent on its SM’s 

support of the PLM. If the SM’s supports implementing  

appropriate planning governance through the PLM, where it 

has been identified that performance improvement is needed, 

then through the PLM’s leadership, considerable progress can 

be made [58]. To achieve these MSB basic project support 

resources, it will need to conduct HR analyses and recruit  

internally and externally for the project skills, disciplines and 

staff development needed. These resource needs might  

include IT and software support, engineering, training, 

project evaluation and risk, procurement, accounting, health, 

safety and environment support, quality support and advisers 

for legal issues and permitting. A larger organisation has 

many resources and functions to draw as identified in PMKI 

Free Library, [59]. MSBs in contrast, often has scant 

resources due to affordability, system complexity, skill or 
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function needed, and lack of organizational knowledge which  

puts these systems beyond their capability. 

Today, through intellectual agility , the MSB’s staff may  

transform or innovate its project structure and strategies by 

using internet learning and collaboration from universities, 

government promotional programs and suppliers,’ clients,’ 

and stakeholders’ help. Some of the guidelines are 

inapplicable to MSB PM specific characteristics and may not 

be needed in a flat organisation with one office level to 

communicate across [60].  

G. MSB Structure, Capability and Effective Planning.  

Any MSB embarking upon project implementation must 

have strong leadership to establish project governance, 

responsibilities and hence accountability [61]. Unclear roles 

and responsibilities can lead to ineffective communications  

and project delays because the message, in a MSB may still 

not be sent or discussed with the responsible person [62].   

It is a priority that there is a project charter meeting where 

all project planning responsibilities and accountabilities are 

defined and agreed transparently, and inappropriate software 

and unrealistic budgets are eliminated along with unclear 

roles and uncommitted project partners  [63].  

H. MSB governance transparency challenges   

Project governance must ensure that PM processes are 

implemented at the management and organisational levels, no 

matter how small the MSB, and it is not just a matter of 

having the regulatory standards in place; MSBs may need to 

have an enabler whether temporary or permanent, tasked to 

make sure the key aspects, not only factual governance, but 

cognitive, cultural governance including ideology, 

relationship, values, ethics, and morals are followed [36]. 

Muller [29]  emphasised for project governance to be 

established, there must be transparency.  Pinto [64]  makes  

clear that PM must take steps to prevent normalisation of 

deviance; without transparency in a project, governance 

cannot be fully implemented successfully.  

I. Contextual challenges for MSB project governance  

The contextual factors that impact project governance are 

culture, industry, and country [33]. Turner, et al. [33] 

highlighted the differences between Swedish, Austrian, 

Romanian, and Irish MSBs, where a more laissez-faire 

approach to management was required compared to medium-

sized enterprises in these countries. While Swedish and Irish 

MSBs agreed with the other 2 countries on the laissez faire 

management approach, the Austrian and Romanian MSBs 

were prepared to accept a more autocratic style as long it was 

less strict.  

MSBs wanted a less bureaucratic versions of PM than the 

traditional format, but the bigger-sized enterprise needed 

more structure because of the role of specialists in fulfilling  

project requirements. MSBs typically do not have specialists 

[33]. These four countries’ MSBs used a PM approach rather 

than general management to manage operations to deliver 

bespoke products to customers and manage innovation and 

growth [33].  

J. MSB project capacity capability and structure.  

MSB project planning governance (PPG) must be 

examined for its capacity capability and structure or the lack 

thereof [65]; Especially for effective capacity and structure to 

deal with rapid growth, which is vital for survival [66]. Many 

key organizational components are missing from a MSB 

because of its size, lack of funds, and life cycle stage [65]. 

Missing components might include effective, communication  

network, no ERP system with business goals, planned 

programs, projects and policies coupled with the inability to 

implement performance goals and risk management (RM).   

         These limitations can also prevent innovative PM 

practices. such as project planning, governance, procurement, 

and knowledge management preventing successful outcomes  

[67]. 

K. MSB project planning responsibility and 

accountability.  

This MSB project planning accountability evolved through 

the project governance structure with what should be clear 

accountabilities for the planning stage and how the project 

owner will ensure this accountability and compliance. 

Costello [68] shows the RACI concept of being Responsible, 

Accountable, Consulted and Informed with the PLM 

attending the meetings regularly, will determine the direction 

and strength of the planning process, provided all 

requirements are put in place by the PLM. It is at these 

communication meetings, that no commitments should be 

made to deliver outcomes that cannot be confirmed or 

accepted due to conditions or have an unknown delivery time. 

This is not only highlighted by Palmer [69], but by Xiong’s 

[70] thesis entitled, “Leadership in Project Management.”   

L. Project planning and development process   

The project planning and development process has grown 

dynamically since Globerson and Zwikael’s  [71] refined  

project planning execution to meet the required project 

budget, and schedule to keep customers and stakeholders 

updated. Although one could point to stakeholder 

requirements as the baseline for planning evaluation, the 

reality is the requirements are expressed in terms of 

functional needs and the planning in technical parameters 

making comparisons difficult. Globerson and Zwikael [71] 

refined how the PLM could effectively improve the planning 

process quality; New tools were created, such as 

communications and organisational training programs for 

functional managers on risk and cost. This work used a 

Product Lifecycle Management Body of Knowledge [72]. In 

its table, (Table1 below. it provided nine knowledge areas for 

planning processes and identified for the first time in its other 

processes column all the processes that today add up to 

project governance  
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Table 1: Nine Knowledge areas for planning processes and 

other processes. Source: PLMBOK® Guide (2002) 

Knowledge 

Area 
Planning Processes Other Processes 

Integration 
Project Plan 

Development 

Project Plan 

Execution, 

Integrated Change 

Control 

Scope 
Scope Planning, 

Scope Definition 

Inflation, Scope 

Verification. Scope 

Change Control 

Time 

Activity Definition, 

Activity Sequencing, 

Activity duration 

estimating, Schedule 

development 

Schedule control 

Cost Resource Planning Cost control 

Quality Quality Planning 
Quality Assurance, 

Quality Control 

Human 

Resources 

Organisational 

Planning, Staff 

Acquisition 

Team 

Development 

Communications 
Communication 

Planning 

Information 

distribution, 

Performance 

reporting, 

Administrative 

closure 

Risk 

Risk Management 

Planning, Risk 

identification, 

Qualitative risk 

assessment, 

Quantitative risk 

analysis, Risk 

response planning 

Risk monitoring 

and control 

Procurement 

Procurement 

planning, Solicitation 

planning, 

Solicitation, 

Source selection, 

Contract 

administration, 

Contract closeout 

Zwikael & Sadeh’s [73] later study of project scope, 

identifying elevated risk projects, found the most practical 

solution to deal with the increased risk was to improve the 

project planning. By improving four dimensions of project 

success: schedule overrun, cost overrun, technical 

performance and customer satisfaction in this planning effort, 

the tendency to failure was no higher than in low-risk projects 

overall.   

One of MSB’s adoption difficulties of new innovative 

managerial practices is risk management (RM) in planning 

[74]. Marcelino-Sabada, et al.’s [75] work, shows a new RM 

methodology designed and developed specific to MSBs and 

considers factors that are usually neglected by MSBs such as 

project alignment with the MSB’s strategy and results 

management.  (Table 2 below) 

 

 

Table 2: Phases, activities, techniques, and documents 

resulting from project management methodology in MSBs.  

Source: Marcelino-Sabada, et al., 2014. 

 

Thomas, et al. [76]  brought in the project team (PT) to 

develop the project planning and control, previously a 

management role, giving the PT active participation in 

creating the project, developing team commitment, and 

allowing a more integrated approach to achieve the owner’s 

objectives.  

RM through a risk log is a vital tool to give visible updates, 

to not only flag up the issue but start the mitigation process 

based on the rating given by its impact and likelihood on the 

project’s outcome [69] . This will help PT and stakeholders 

have confidence that good decisions are made and in the 

event of absence, sickness, dismissal, or resignation, this log 

and its mitigation will help any new team member understand 

the planning. In an MSB with less resources and PT members 

than a SME, this risk log helps the clearer understanding of 

risk and its impact on the project. For an engineering MSB, 

whether as a general contractor or as a civil electrical, 

mechanical or chemical contractor, nothing is more important  

than planning effectively by minimizing the risks to 

achieving a successful outcome [73] . 

There also needs to be a focus not only on risk, but change 

management in the projects, including the introduction of 

enterprise resource planning (ERP), which if introduced 

successfully with planning and training for all personnel can 

raise the success rate significantly.     

The focus on the ERP risk is reduced by having an 

extremely comprehensive checklist to cover all the attendant 

issues from past failures and successes. Fortune and White 

[44]  have covered all risks by focusing on critical issues by 

using Critical Success Factors (CSFs). Many CSFs can be 

transferred directly to other types of project planning in 

different industries. 

M. Theoretical framework for MSB project planning  

governance  

The theoretical framework delivers the outline and 

boundaries of this study and is relevant to the literature 

reviewed. For an MSB it is vital to have a clear and simple 

project planning governance framework, framing the process, 



    ISSN (Online) 2456 -1304 

International Journal of Science, Engineering and Management (IJSEM) 

Vol 11, Issue 12, December 2024 

 

34 

and the boundaries for input, output, and throughput 

required.   

Samset [77] set out the stages required, and his framework 

has been adapted to MSB needs to define the project 

governance requirements from the literature review. See 

figure below.  

Fig. 3. Project Governance requirements framework for 

MSB planning stages and execution. Adapted from Samset 

(2010). 

N. Conclusion to Literature Review  

This literature review has been about evaluating and 

understanding the project governance role plays in achieving 

a successful MSB project planning outcomes. If there is no 

governance to monitor and report performance, good or poor, 

there will be no budget or schedule control or quality 

information for the project to be governed or guided. This will 

lead to the PM process not being fully written, published, 

understood, and accepted for full implementation. If not in 

place, project planning will be at risk and potentially deficient  

in risk management and critically project governance, 

finance, and supply chain management; thereby jeopardising 

the project’s outcome [15]. 

By introducing a project governance requirement  

framework [77] for MSB planning and execution at the front 

end for clarity, particularly in an engineering environment, 

the inputs, throughput requirements and output can be clearly 

seen on one page from this literature review. This can greatly 

enhance the understanding of the project team upfront instead 

of a vague outline, leading confusion and misunderstanding. 

If project personnel roles are not trained or qualified, then 

there may be deficiencies in the planning with subsequent 

potential project failure depending upon the lack of 

knowledge, or competency or both [35].   

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND DATA 

COLLECTION 

A. Research methodology and strategy  

A qualitative research method was used because of the 

challenges relating to the role of governance in MSB’s project 

planning that needed to be explored and analysed as identified 

in the aim and objectives of the study [78]. This research was 

interpretive because of the need to understand the subjective 

socially constructed meanings expressed about the 

phenomena being studied [79]. This was because an 

interpretive assumption is more likely to give a more complex 

view of organizational realities dealing with individual events 

and discrete experiences, where a new understanding of the 

world may develop with a different view of knowledge. 

Phenomenology (classed as a form of interpretivism) focuses  

on a participant’s lived experience and gives a strong 

influence on the approach to theory development that is taken 

[80] and [81]. Further by adopting an inductive research 

approach, all elements of the interpretivist research can be 

developed such as truth, facts, aim, starting point, direction of 

research enquiry, research position, design, methodology, 

techniques, sample size, data collection [82] and [83]. 

B. Research strategy approaches   

There are many research approaches; this review made it  

clear that the sampling research format was the best choice 

because of the limited data and knowledge about the subject. 

This is because of the essential need to hear individually from 

the experienced and knowledgeable past and present project 

management, stakeholders, planners, and employees  [84]. 

Sampling has many different forms of design and format;  

Sampling can be used for both quantitative and qualitative 

data collection. In qualitative research, sampling is used for 

primary data in semi structured questions for surveys, 

interviews, particularly for face-to-face interviews, and other 

alternative forms of measurement scale for recording 

responses [80]. In this MSB project planning research the 

sampling format should be aimed at experienced personnel 

with extensive knowledge of MSB project planning.   

This form of sampling of non-probability sampling is 

known as purposive sampling and allows the researcher to 

decide by selection the population that will best answer the 

research questions and meet the aim and objectives of the 

study [79].  

C. Research Design  

The research design focused on why the MSB project 

planning governance and accountability is so poor in many  

cases and using a semi structured questionnaire for the 

participants and allowed a well-planned exploration and 

understanding of this subject.  

The semi structured interviews were conducted 

individually online with 20 interviewees, with the 

investigative sixteen-question questionnaire and were 

therefore cross-functional. 

These one-hour interview were conducted in a stress -free 

natural location and focused on the phenomena in relation to 

the challenges and supporting efforts to identify 

ineffectiveness in MSB project planning. It was important to 

conduct exploratory discussion with individual MSB 

stakeholders, planners, employees, and managers and 

identify and examine the challenges which must be overcome 

to have successful outcomes to projects [85].   

D. Research Questions  

The five research questions were developed to be flexible 

enough to meet the aim and objectives of the project with the 
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intent to break down the issues and arrive at a complete and 

in-depth research outcome. The study’s five research 

questions are set out below:  

• Research Question 1: What have been the challenges of 

critical project planning governance in a small and micro  

size enterprise (MSB).  

• Research Question 2: How does a MSB with limited  

resources improve its project performance in governance 

in planning.  

• Research Question 3: What are the essential elements for 

an improved MSB project governance protocol for 

personnel commitment to achieve project success with 

minimum risk?   

• Research Question 4: How can the MSB project planning 

activities define, and establish the governance 

compliance needed to achieve a successful outcome?  

• Research Question 5: How can an effective MSB project 

governance assist the front-end project planning?  

E. Interviewee selection.  

The selection of interviewees for the investigation was 

based upon their experience in the governance of MSB 

project planning and their involvement as project 

management, stakeholders, or shareholders in an MSB.  

This information had to be submitted for University of 

Salford ethical approval and was approved. These 

interviewees have both international experience and multiple 

functions in their careers in multiple industries over a period 

of between 10 and 35 years giving a wide range of views for 

this research study.  

Among the nationalities of the interviewees are British , 

German, Swiss, Singaporean, Irish, Belgian, Chinese, Indian, 

Thai, and American and the industries that they have been 

involved in.  

These include automotive, food flavours and fragrances, 

adhesives, distribution, beauty care, detergent, education, 

fast-moving consumer goods, consultancy, printing, and 

wires for tires, security fences and electrical applications.   

F. Data Collection  

The huge amount of qualitative primary data from the 

twenty investigative interview transcripts was collected on 

Excel software and reduced through coding and 

categorisation using qualitative content analysis inductive 

abduction as developed by Elo and Kyngas [86] and more 

recently updated by Mayring [87] and Mayring [88].   

IV. FINDINGS AND RESULTS OF CONTENT 

ANALYSIS 

The most significant finding from the interviewees was 

that the MSB SM was neither recognising the need for active 

project governance, nor aware of the full implications of 

project governance. This is because the MSB SM was 

sometimes extremely new to the role of manager and very 

entrepreneurial or from a function that typically does not get 

involved in the aspects of an operation at the management 

level. If the SM did not impress upon the PLM or new 

inductees, the need for project governance or lead its 

implementation then project governance was unlikely to be 

implemented satisfactorily. Many of the key findings show 

the MSB difficulties in adopting project planning governance 

because of their lack of resources, such as workforce funding 

and knowledge management as identified below in some of 

the main category findings.   

A. MSB Senior Management (SM). 

This awareness factor and lack of SM leadership has led to 

the absence in some cases of involvement with stakeholders, 

shareholders, or end users to establish an understanding of 

their requirements, position, or interest. This was identified as 

true for government agencies who must be informed of the 

MSB planning as a requirement for a particular zone, activity, 

or licence. This led to delays in understanding the 

requirements and approval. The recruitment and selection of 

a PLM was seen as a key appointment to show there was the 

SM capability to lead and support as well as having the 

knowledge to deal with this project. If not available 

internally, then it was identified that outside resources were 

needed to recruit a person who had this type of project 

knowledge and understanding.  

B. MSB project concept and development. 

There were multiple gaps in MSBs to prevent a better 

understanding of the project concept and development 

requirements. These gaps included the lack of a PLM and 

hence a lack of leadership and communication to ensure that 

the practices and procedures for MSB project planning 

governance are implemented. One of the reasons for the gap 

is that SM did not recognize the need for a PLM and its 

leadership and thought it was too expensive to appoint a full-

time PLM to lead the project.   

Another reason is that SM thought it can run the project 

itself in whatever form SM takes, such as shadow director 

(SD), family business owner (FO), entrepreneurial, manager 

(EM), owner operator (OO), co-op shareholder (Coop), Chief 

Executive (CEO), or a member of the board of directors 

(BOD), and this led to a lack of focus on the project, because 

SM does not have the time or skills to execute. A lack of 

leadership or lack PLM at the project’s beginning will 

undoubtedly cause delays and development problems, not 

only planning and governance implementation, but with the 

MSB limited resource issues.  

Communication gaps appeared in the MSB project concept 

and development practices and procedures preventing a better 

understanding of the requirements for effective two-way  

communication between the SM leadership and the PLM as 

well as the PLM not promoting a better understanding of the 

essential project requirements.   

Ensuring the MSB project has the required standards in  

place, needs an open two-way dialogue between the SM, PT, 

and the PLM. There was the need to have a proper kick-off 



    ISSN (Online) 2456 -1304 

International Journal of Science, Engineering and Management (IJSEM) 

Vol 11, Issue 12, December 2024 

 

36 

meeting with a project charter that enables open 

communication to begin. If there was flat management  

structure in the MSB, then it was easier to communicate 

provided the PLM is a good communicator. There also 

needed to be regular planned meetings, mandatory 

attendance, and follow up of all actions with the SM. Within 

these planned meetings, there was always the need to have 

defined RACI (Responsibility, Accountability, Consulted 

and Informed) roles which enabled the PLM to keep the 

project on track with input from SM, stakeholders, and 

shareholders by continuing the dialogue with these parties.   

C. MSB project leader/manager (PLM) 

The PLM’s ability to lead the team once appointed and 

develop the concept to deliver a project scope and description 

for the business case and project proposal for feasibility in 

language that could be understood and used for legal, 

regulatory and fundings applications was vital. When the 

project was found to be feasible then the PLM needed to 

conduct with whatever resources available, the necessary 

assessments as required to determine whether the project was 

viable or not, including simple financial, ethical and 

governance considerations.   

D. MSB human resources (HR) 

If an HR function existed, then it must have executed a 

project capability and structure SWOT analysis to understand 

the gaps in manpower and training and the potential benefits 

in recruitment and training to close the gaps. The SM and 

PLM would have supported these efforts. If the HR function 

was not available, then SM and PLM must execute the HR 

function by doing recruitment and using where there is a low 

level of understanding, low cost online or blended learning  

courses. The training and competency levels must be raised 

exceedingly early in the project for risk assessment training 

and implementation on the project priorities for the project’s 

successful outcome. Diversity can help training; young 

project members can train off-line at home on the computer 

as opposed to the older generation who need a lecture and 

practical demonstration. The younger generation do not need 

to see a trainer and can be trained in risk assessment and 

support the priority tasks by being trained off-line. If there is 

in-house risk assessment capability, then it should be used, 

and the results prioritized.  

If there is no in-house risk assessment capability, then one 

of the capabilities that needs  to be brought into the MSB is an 

external risk assessment specialist, who can not only conduct 

the assessment but can train the team and help them prioritize 

the risks so that they can be mitigated in the correct order.   

The PLM should also look at either sending one person out 

to be trained in risk assessments. I.e. “Train the trainer.” This 

person could train the PT, or that by outsourcing the training 

to a trainer who did on the job individual training so that both 

daytime jobs and project were sustained without much  

disruption.   

E. MSB project purpose  

The project purpose must fit into the MSB’s plan if there 

was one. Would it distract the MSB from current business and 

needs? It was important that the employees could see the 

project’s analysed benefits and deliverables for the future and 

were bought into it.   

If this did not happen, then the commitment in a MSB 

would be weak and cause concern and loss of focus. 

F. MSB project planning  

A MSB project planning governance review was needed 

because of observed gaps in project planning governance and 

accountability impacting the project. Examples that were 

seen in a small entrepreneurial company’s project was poor 

communication including monitoring, controlling and change 

management. The planning was done by a person with help 

from the PLM, whose position was the direct result of the 

compression of the multiple functions that one would find in 

a bigger organisation. It was impossible to have the basic 

seven resources of operations, supply chain, sales, finance, 

human resources, engineering, and research, because of cost, 

size, and continuity. Other MSB project challenges identified  

were the planning of life cycles and development as well as 

the lack of training in up-to-date planning skills or a lack of 

willingness or inability to change to the planning program. 

Another handicap was that the owner, builder, project 

manager, and engineer was one person, who did the planning 

or had an assistant to record all actions and who doubled as 

the office and human resource manager and accountant. This 

is an extreme case but existed. This was significantly  

impacting planning understanding and accountability. If a 

small construction project planning was considered, 

involving lifting, and assembling of beams and columns using 

a crane on the site, were all risks and challenges that must be 

recognised and assessed by this person?  

Multitasking is another issue as the project planner may 

only work at day’s end, particularly when faced with daily  

operational issues’ distractions; A project is an add-on to 

daily responsibilities and duties and something that only gets 

time and attention if it is an imperative because of 

management or business priorities. 

Compromises were made constantly to compensate for 

these limitations. For construction and export projects, there 

were significant regulations and learning to be assimilated  

amongst the MSB’s staff, who were not trained and 

competent in this type of work and would need out of hours 

training or studying for the export regulations understanding.  

G. MSB Project assessment and feasibility  

The interviewees identified the need for clear 

documentation of project scope and definition by the MSB 

PLM and PT because without these documents for 

assessments there could be neither an understanding of 

viability to execute the project or the feasibility to deliver a 

safe, sustainable, and financially successful outcome to 
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ethical regulatory and governance standards with a lifecycle 

analysis. 

H. MSB project governance and ethics   

The project governance’s role and implementation in the 

MSB project planning with clear accountability was a critical 

MSB project success factor (CSF). Any PLM appointed with  

SM and HR support who was given project planning 

accountability must perform his or her role to their fullest 

ability. If there were not defined accountabilities for a project, 

then the MSB project governance structure would not be 

implemented, and clear accountabilities would not be in place 

and functioning. Another point made was the mental 

adjustment to MSB governance planning process by the PT 

who is multitasking. 

They break down the project in a way that they do not 

normally prioritise in their regular job and use a whiteboard 

to achieve the day’s priority. It is visible, effective and costs 

nothing, but it has a profound effect on the team every time 

they achieve a finished task. Another key point raised by the 

interviewee is the governance communication process by 

MSB management to achieve, preferably in a meeting room, 

face to face, the agreed project scope and how the project will 

be controlled, assessed and what key milestones will measure 

progress. This needs to be a frank and open discussion also 

about ethics and resources and an assessment of training 

needs and essential project requirements. 

This open discussion made clear the controls and obtains 

valid opinions about what is missing and what can be 

obtained for minimum cost. What does the enterprise know? 

What does it not know and where to get assistance and help 

to define the missing elements of the project? More 

interviews will help with learning about how MSBs cope with 

MSB planning governance for success. 

I. MSB project resources  

As outlined in MSB HR resources the SWOT Project  

capability and structure analysis would have quickly  

identified needs, and opportunities to resource the project 

both internally and externally, if required. SM might be able 

to find within the business a PLM or someone who has 

experience in this type of project. Organisational capacity and 

structure difficulties in owner-managed or operated 

businesses in integrating their business plans with their 

identified risks were identified in financial, strategic, or 

project planning functions. This was because SM was often 

the owner/operator making and influencing all project 

planning decisions, and in no way, implementing validation, 

compliance, or project governance because of their lack of 

professional management practice understanding particularly 

in risk management practices in the business.   

The owner/operator did not promote appropriate 

governance standards and processes such as long/short term 

planning and did everything themselves with no staff training 

or discussion, even in the recruitment process.  

 

The owner was a critical component in the MSB’s culture 

and when personnel join and were inducted, and it was vital 

that their accountability was discussed along with project 

planning and governance. Another aspect of a MSB 

governance requirement was to control funds in a way that is 

beneficial to the operation. It is important to get maximu m 

value from the funding break down the project planning into 

practical components.   

If work was outsourced, it must be well-defined even down 

to colour, materials of construction, mock up layout of new 

project operation or design, 3-D, if possible, with electrical 

layout for lights and overall lighting intensity and power 

sockets for chargers, computers, copiers, or servers as well as 

back up batteries and the standards to be followed. The desks 

and meeting rooms were ergonomically designed with  

adequate overhead lighting and power outlets; only in this 

way could a MSB get value from any outside sourcing 

through using a carefully selected Inexpensive 

design/engineering office or office interior contractor. MSBs 

were collaborating with a university to train its PT in planning 

with risk recognition, register, management, and mitigation . 

This was before starting the project as an essential 

requirement to support the project to have a successful 

outcome.  

Without this training the interviewee said that there would  

be only limited success, and it was particularly important in a 

MSB with limited funds and resources to leverage either free 

or essential resources from whatever source is available and 

that is reputable. This MSB had also used government grants 

and regional development websites along with universities 

and technical colleges for knowledge management that 

helped fill many of the knowledge, planning, and resource 

gaps.   

J. MSB project communications.  

Failure of ERP projects and hence loss of communication  

with all stakeholders. They have highlighted the need for the 

team to have the structure and capability to execute 

successfully. If the ERP or specific software implementation  

is to occur on time regular daily meetings must be scheduled 

and attended and the project leader and team must look at 

whether they can devote the necessary time to it. To achieve 

this implementation, it is vital that there is a clear project 

brief, defining project planning governance, project 

accountability, and responsibility, and in this way building a 

project scope, budget, schedule with milestones, resource 

needs and project deliverables, upon which a systematic risk 

assessment can be carried out to establish the viability and 

feasibility of the project. 

K. MSB project stakeholders  

An interviewee related the need for continuing 

involvement by communicating with the end-user, whether 

internal or external, client or supplier, and other stakeholders 

throughout the project.  
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Without these updates, there may be a loss of 

understanding and definition, and whilst the technical project 

aspects may be clear, the integration, marketing, feasibility , 

and viability of the product may not be fully understood, and 

clarity of purpose needs to be maintained throughout the 

project’s lifecycle. When the project is complete it much has 

a smooth & planned launch, and this can only happen if there 

has been continual communication between end-user(s) or 

clients) and PLM and PT.  

L. MSB project execution. 

Many of the key findings show the MSB difficulties in  

adopting project planning governance because of their lack of 

resources, such as workforce, funding, and knowledge 

management as identified below in some of the main category 

findings.   

In answering the five research questions, many positive 

and constructive solutions can be found to these challenges, 

particularly in the MSB project planning flow sheet which  

saves time and effort in project planning.  

By using the coding process in qualitative content analysis 

(QCA), the following subcategories were initially identified  

in Fig. 4 Micro and Small Business Project Planning 

Governance Sub-Categories created through content analysis 

abstraction followed by further coding to yield the generic 

categories, and main categories identified in the 20 

investigative interviews’ transcripts and shown in Fig. 5 

Micro and Small Business (MSB) Project Planning 

Governance Mind Map showing the Main and Generic 

Categories with Subcategories with priority. When 

assembled into a sequential format the following critical steps 

are identified for MSB to conduct its project planning 

governance to have a successful outcome. These steps are 

supported and referenced by the investigative interviews’ 

findings below.  

 

 

V. ANSWERS TO THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS. 

A. Research question one 

The research question one answer shows that the 

challenges to the MSB critical project planning governance 

process have been about recognition of its importance and 

implementation at all personnel levels of the MSB. Once 

recognized steps must be taken to implement and close the 

MSB’s governance gaps, no matter whether there are 

resourcing issues.  

The challenge of assistance can be overcome by obtaining 

internally or externally by using such resources as an online 

internet training resource or retired functional experts, if 

funds are lacking; the hiring of consultants to train and 

implement the necessary governance which can be achieved 

if funds are forthcoming.  

Once critical project planning governance is in place, other 

challenges such as the potential gaps in financial, technical 

and risk management areas can be identified and will need to 

be addressed. Overall, by following these governance 

guidelines, the MSB will be able to make a go- or no-go 

decision on implementing the project effectively and 

proficiently.  

B. Research question two 

The MSB can improve its performance by following the 

project governance requirements framework set out in figure 

3 on page 14, even if funds are lacking for human resource 

training and knowledge management, these challenges can be 

overcome effectively by using Internet training, government 

grounds, industry initiatives, and the funds are available then 

consultancy in the areas that are identified. The phases 

activities and techniques Table 2 Page 13 sets out by 

Marcelino Sabada et al. [75] strategically helps track the 

project planning governance performance improvement . 

Good project communication is identified as a pre-requisite 

for an improved project outcome by continuously having 

structured daily meetings, with minutes, actions, and follow 
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up as well as regular interaction with stakeholders, SM, and 

internal/external, end users or clients to ensure the projects 

and result is still relevant to these parties and can be 

immediately used upon the project’s completion. This aspect 

requires strong leadership and effective accountability to 

deliver the project governance required to complete the 

project. 

C. Research question three  

The essential elements for an improved MSB project 

governance protocol is shown in the MSB project planning 

flow sheet below Figure 6, which defines this question’s 

answer. This was derived from the qualitative content 

analysis abstraction of the 20 investigative interviews 

transcripts that outlined the key subcategories categories and 

main categories. This makes it possible to show a fully  

developed and practical project planning process for MSB’s 

from experienced and competent practitioners. This MSB 

project planning flow sheet allows the MSB personnel to see 

the project planning process on initiation or induction into the 

project.  

This gives them the motivation and commitment to achieve 

the project’s successful outcome with minimum risks as this 

protocol removes the mystery and missing elements of the 

project implementation that always causes, unwanted delays, 

risks, and missing requirements and documentation. This 

particularly relevant and important to projects involving 

approvals for civil, mechanical, electrical and chemical 

process as well as software projects and projects requiring 

some form of environmental impact assessment in order to 

proceed.  

MSB personnel can see a clear roadmap to success which 

improves the motivation and stops the unwanted stoppages 

and what next questions that interrupt an unplanned project, 

causing delays stress and communication gaps with  

stakeholders and key clients, and then uses which causes 

project risk, failure, and irrelevance. These activities may be 

pursued in sequence or parallel for to achieve a successful 

outcome. 

 

D. Research question four  

The MSB project planning activities as defined by the flow 

sheet figure 6 brings a finite template to the whole project 

process and defines an end-to-end planning that can be 

achieved in an MSB with limited resources. 

E. Research question five  

The introduction of the MSB Front-end project planning 

flow sheet (Figure 7 below) template activities help the initial 

understanding the need for a project concept development 

and a PLM with effective preliminary analysis and 

evaluation. 

 

VI. CONCLUSION 

This research study through its investigative interviews has 

identified multiple MSB project planning governance 

opportunities through its qualitative content analysis which  

has been incorporated into an easily understood and effective 

flowsheet to support MSB through their front-end project 

planning using effective governance processes, including a 

front-end project planning. The project planning requires the 

appointment of a PLM to lead the project and must be 

appointed and supported by SM in whatever form it takes as 

soon as the project is launched. If the SM has previous 

experience in the realization of the project, scope, description 

and preliminary budget and schedule then it may be possible 

to delay until the project assessments. In any event, a PLM 

must be on board by the time the key assessments and 

analysis are performed to lead and determine the project’s 

successful outcome.  

In answering the five research questions there are many  

positive and constructive solutions to the MSB project 

planning governance challenges, particularly in the MSB 

project planning flow sheet which puts clear and transparent 

governance in place and saves time and effort. These five 

research answers have clearly demonstrated the essential 

elements to improve MSB project planning governance and 

have provided a protocol that is fit for purpose, relevant and 

current for implementation. These answers support the 

research into MSB project governance planning and its 

impact on outcomes by establishing methods by which a 
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MSB’s PLM can achieve significant improvement in the 

governance of the MSB projects’ planning and positively 

impact the project’s outcome. 

REFERENCES 

[1] Shahzad, M. F., H. Kerzner, Project Management, Hoboken: 

John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 2017.  

[2] J. Anthony, “https://financeonline.com/35-essential-project 

-management-statistics-analysis-of-trends-data-and-market-

share/.,” 2021. [Online]. Available: https://financeonline. 

com/. [Accessed 5 May 2021]. 

[3] Project Management Institute (PMI), “pmi-pulse-2021- 

appendix.pdf?v=fef7116b-b3d6-4c8e-a274-4ac5db30c48e. 

[,” 20 March 2021. [Online]. Available: https://www.pmi. 

org/-/media/pmi/documents/public/pdf/learning/thought-

leadership/pulse/pmi-pulse-2021-appendix.pdf?v=fef7116b-

b3d6-4c8e-a274-4ac5db30c48e. [Online]. [Accessed 22 June 

2021]. 

[4] R. Horgan, “https://www.newcivilengineer.com/latest/  

crossrail-optimism-bias-lack-of-specialist-engineers-and-

inadequate-management-threaten-project-delivery-04-02-

2021/,” 4 February 2021. [Online]. Available: 

https://www.new 

civilengineer.com. [Accessed 4 March 2021]. 

[5] BBC News, “https://www.bbc.com/news/business-5099 

5116,” 5 Jan 2020. [Online]. Available: https://www.bbc. 

com/news/business. [Accessed 2 April 2020]. 

[6] S. Trendall, “Public Technology Net,” 19 July 2019. 

[Online]. Available: https://www.publictechnology.net/ 

articles/news/report-finds-home-office-%E2%80%98has-

still-not-got-grip%E2%80%99-emergency-services-

network. [Accessed 11 Feb 2020]. 

[7] R. Tute, “http://www.infrastructure-intelligence.com/ 

article/apr-2019/report-slams-dft%E2%80%99s-lack-

governance-and-claims-crossrail-warning-signs-were-

ignored,” 3 April 2019. [Online]. Available: 

http://www.infrastructure- 

intelligence.com. [Accessed 3 April 2021]. 

[8] ABC, “ABC NET Australia News,” 11 April 2019. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/  

crane-collapses-on-home-in-yarraville-two-people-injured-

20190410-p51ctg.html. [Accessed 12 Feb 2020]. 

[9] E. Hustad and D. Olsen, “ERP implementation in an SME: a 

failure case,” in Information Systems for Small and Medium 

sized Enterprises, Vols. -, -, Ed., Berlin, Springer, 2014, pp. 

213-228. 

[10] Eurostat, “https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-euro 

stat-news/w/ddn-20231109-,” 9 Nov 2023. [Online]. 

Available: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web. 

[11] Assets Publishing Service, UK Government, “Regulatory 

Policy Committee (RP)_Small_and_Micro_Business_Assess 

ment__SaMBA___August_2019,” - August 2019. [Online]. 

Available: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media. 

[12] E. Too and P. Weaver, “The management of project 

management: A conceptual framework for project 

governance,” International Journal of Project Management, 

vol. 32, no. -, pp. 1382-1394, 2014.  

[13] E. Haaland and O. Olsen, “Information Systems for Small 

and Medium sized Enterprises,” 5 May 2020. [Online]. 

Available: https://kmv.no. [Accessed 5 may 2021]. 

[14] K. Samset and G. Volden, “Front-end Definition of projects: 

Ten paradoxes and some reflections regarding project 

management and project governance,” Internationa journal of 

project management, vol. 34, no. 2016, pp. 297-313, 2016.  

[15] P. de Araujo Lima, Crema and C. M. & Verbano, “Risk 

management in SMEs: A systematic literature review and 

future directions,” European Management Journal, vol. 38, 

no. -, pp. 78-94, 2020.  

[16] J. Vrchota, P. Rehor, M. Marikova and M. Pech, “Critical 

Success Factors of the Project Management in Relation to 

Industry 4.0 for Sustainability of Projects,” Sustainability, 

vol. 13, no. 281, pp. 1-19, 2021.  

[17] R. Turner and A. Ledwith, “Project management in Small to 

Medium-Sized Enterprises: Fitting the practices to the Needs 

of the Firm to Deliver Benefit.,” Journal of Small Business 

Management, vol. 56, no. 3, pp. 475-493, 2018.  

[18] C. Biesenthal and R. Wilden, “Multi-level project 

governance: Trends and opportunities,” International Journal 

of Project Management, vol. 32, no. -, pp. 1291-1308, 2014.  

[19] D. Rezania, R. Baker and A. Nixon, “Exploring project 

managers' accountability.,” International Journal of 

Managing Projects in Business., vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 919-937., 

2019.  

[20] P. Ferrer, G. Galvao and M. Carvalho, “The Missing Linkin 

Project Governance: Permeability and Influenceof 

Governance Precepts on Decision Making in the Project 

Domain,” Project Management Journal, vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 45-

60, 2021.  

[21] S. Maiti and J. Choi, “Investigation and Implementation of 

Conflict Management Strategies to minimize conflicts in the 

construction industry,” International of Construction 

Management, vol. 21, no. 4, pp. 337-352, 2021.  

[22] R. Hill, “https://www.publictechnology.net/articles/news/ 

ambitious-target-date-delivering-emergency-services-

network-unlikely-be-met-say-mps,” 25 Jan 2017. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.publictechnology.net/articles/news. 

[Accessed 13 April 2020]. 

[23] B. Smith, “Public Technology Net,” 13 May 2019. [Online]. 

Available: https://www.publictechnology.net/articles/news/ 

home-office-needs-%E2%80%98plan-b%E2%80%99-

emergency-services-network-nao-finds. [Accessed 11 Feb 

2020]. 

[24] S. Anderrson, G. Svensson, F.-J. Molina-Castillo, C. Otero-

Neira, J. Lindgren, N. Karlsson and H. Laurell, “Sustainable 

development-Direct and indirecteffects between economic, 

social, and environmental dimensions in business practices,” 

Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 

Management, vol. 29, no. -, pp. 1158-1172, 2022.  

[25] B. Heraud, “Youmatter.world,” 2nd September 2024. 

[Online]. Available: https://youmatter.world/?s=CSR. 

[Accessed 4 September 2024]. 

[26] Sustainability, “Environmentalscience.org/sustainability,” 

2020. [Online]. Available: https://www.environmental 

science.org/sustainability. [Accessed 10 April 2020]. 

[27] C. Responsible, “A Commitment to Health, Safety and 

Security,” 2020. [Online]. Available: https://responsiblecare. 

americanchemistry.com/default.aspx. [Accessed 10 April 

2020]. 

[28] S. Alie, “Project Governance #1 critical success factor,” 

Orlando, FL., USA., 2015.  

[29] R. Muller, Project governance, 1ed ed., London: Gower, 



    ISSN (Online) 2456 -1304 

International Journal of Science, Engineering and Management (IJSEM) 

Vol 11, Issue 12, December 2024 

 

41 

2009.  

[30] L. Bourne, “The six functions of governance.,” PMI World 

Journal, vol. 111, no. 11, pp. 1-6, 2014.  

[31] R. Muller and M. Martinsuo, “The Impactof relational norms 

on informational technology project success and its 

moderation through project governance,” International 

Journal of Managing Projects in Business, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 

154-176, 2015.  

[32] T. Williams and K. Samset, “Issues in Front-End Decision 

Making on Projects.,” Project Management Journal, vol. 41, 

no. 2, pp. 30-49., 2010.  

[33] R. Turner, A. Ledwith and J. Kelly, “Project Management in 

small to medium-sized enterprises: Matching processes to the 

nature of the firm.,” International Journal of Project 

Management, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 744-755, 2010.  

[34] A. Soderholm, “Project management of unexpected events,” 

International journal of Project Management, vol. 26, no. -, 

pp. 80-86, 2008.  

[35] D. Lock, The Essentials of Project Management., 4th ed ed., 

London: Routledge., 2017.  

[36] R. Derakhshan, R. Turner and M. Mancinia, “Project 

governance and stakeholders: a literature review.,” 

International Journal of Project Management, vol. 37, no. -, 

pp. 98-116, 2019.  

[37] N. Foss, K. Husted and S. Michailova, “Governing 

Knowledge haring In Organisations: Levels of Analysis 

Mechanisms, and Research Directions,” Journal of 

Management Studies, vol. 47, no. 3, pp. 455-482, 2010.  

[38] V. Susi and O. Lukason, “Corporate Governance and failure 

risk:evidence from Estonian SME Population,” Management 

Research Review, vol. 42, no. 6, pp. 703-720, 2018.  

[39] D. Van Donk and e. Molloy, “From organising as p rojects to 

projects as organising.,” International Journal of Project 

Management, vol. 26, no. -, pp. 129-137, 2008.  

[40] H. Mintzberg, Rise and Fall of Strategic Planning, 1st ed., 

Detroit: Detroit Free Press, 1994.  

[41] O. Zwikael, “Critical Planning Process in construction 

projects,” Construction Innovation, vol. 9, no. 4, pp. 372-387, 

2008.  

[42] H. Kerzner, Project Management 2.0 Leveraging Tools, 

Distributed Collaboration and Metrics for Success, 1st ed., 

Chichester: Wiley, 2015.  

[43] A. Walker, Project Management, 6th ed., Chichester: John 

Wiley & Sons, 2015.  

[44] J. Fortune and D. White, “Framing of project critical success 

factors by a systems model,” International Journal of Project 

Management, vol. 24, no. -, pp. 53-65., 2006.  

[45] A. Walker and C. Wing, “The relationship  between 

construction project management theory and transaction cost 

economics,” Engineering Construction and Architectural 

Management, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 166-176, 1999.  

[46] T. Segal, “Law and Regulations: Crime and Fraud, Enron 

Scandal: The Fall of a Wall Street Darling,” 1st Aug 2021. 

[Online]. Available: https://investopedia.com/updates/enron- 

scandal-summary/. [Accessed 22nd Oct 2022]. 

[47] R. Rimkus, “Financial Scandals, Scoundrels & Crises: 

Parmalat,” 29 Nov 2016. [Online]. Available: https://www. 

econcrises.org/. [Accessed 1 Aug 2021]. 

[48] Act: Sarbanes-Oxley Act., Sarbanes-Oxley Act, Washington 

DC: US Congress, 2002.  

[49] CIMA/IFAC, “Enterprise Governance: Getting the Balance 

Right. Executive Summary.,” 1 February 2004. [Online]. 

Available: 

https://www.cimaglobal.com/Documents/ImportedDocumen

ts/tech_execsum_enterprise_governance_0804.pdf. 

[Accessed 15 October 2020]. 

[50] M. Bekker and H. Steyn, “Project Governance: Definition 

and Framework,” Portland, 2008.  

[51] P. Crawford and P. Bryce, “Project monitoring and 

evaluation: a method for enhancing the efficiency and 

effectiveness of aid project improvement,” International 

Journal of Project Management, vol. 21, no. -, pp. 363-373., 

2003.  

[52] H. Fayol, Adminstration Industrielle et Generale. General and 

Industrial Management, London: Pitman, 2016.  

[53] F. Salguero-Caparrós, M. Pardo-Ferreira, M. Martínez-Rojas 

and J. Rubio-Romero, “Management of legal compliance in 

occupational health and safety. A literature review,” Safety 

Science, vol. 121, no. -, pp. 111-118, 2020.  

[54] R. Turner, A. Ledwith and J. Kelly, “Project management in 

small to medium‐sized enterprises: Tailoring the practices to 

the size of company.,” Management Decision., vol. 50, no. 5, 

pp. 942-957., 2012.  

[55] T. Le and P. Nham, “Leadership Styles in Vietnamese Small 

and Medium Enterprises,” Webology, vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 317-

346, 2021.  

[56] H. Li, S. Terjesen and T. Umans, “Corporate governance in 

entrepreneurial firms: a systematic review and research 

agenda.,” Small Business Economics, vol. 74, no. 1, pp. 43-

74., 2020.  

[57] J. Jeynes, Risk Management: 10 Principles, 2011Ed ed., 

Abingdon: Routledge, 2002.  

[58] N. Clarke, “Leadership in projects: what we know from the 

literature and new insights,” Team Performance 

Management, vol. 18, no. 3/4, pp. 128-148, 2012.  

[59] PMKI Free Library, “Whitepapers/WP1084_vernance_ 

Systems.pdf,” - - 2012. [Online]. Available: https://www. 

mosaicprojects.com.au/. [Accessed 10 Oct 2020]. 

[60] M. Dabić, N. Stojčić, M. Simić, V. Potocan, M. Slavković 

and Z. Nedelko, “Intellectual agility and innovation in micro 

and small businesses: The mediating role of entrepreneurial 

leadership.,” Journal of business research, vol. 123, no. -, pp. 

683-695, 2021.  

[61] T. Loh and S. Koh, “Critical elements for a successful 

enterprise resource planning in small-and medium-sized 

enterprises.,” International Journal of Production Research, 

vol. 42, no. 17, pp. 3433-3455, 2003.  

[62] L. Glyptis, M. Christofi, D. Vrontis, M. Del Giudice, S. 

Dimitriou and P. Michael, “E-Government implementation 

challenges in small countries: The project manager's  

perspective,” Technological Forecasting and social change., 

vol. 152, no. -, pp. 1-11, 2020.  

[63] A. Tereso, P. Ribeiro, G. Fernandes, I. Loureiro and M. 

Ferreira, “Project management practices in private 

organizations.,” Project Management Journal, vol. 50, no. 1, 

pp. 6-22, 2019.  

[64] J. Pinto, “Project Management, governance and the 

normalisation of deviance,” International Journal of Project 

Management, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 376-387, 2014.  

[65] M. Simard, M. Aubry and D. Laberge, “The utopia of order 

versus chaos: A conceptual framework for governance, 

organizational design and governmentality in projects.,” 



    ISSN (Online) 2456 -1304 

International Journal of Science, Engineering and Management (IJSEM) 

Vol 11, Issue 12, December 2024 

 

42 

International journal of project management, vol. 36, no. 3, 

pp. 460-473, 2018.  

[66] M. Schadler, T. Teichert, T. Herzhoff, S. Klein and K. 

Brohm, “Characterisation of Project Success in Small and 

Medium-sized enterprises (SME),” International Journal for 

Quality Research, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 865-880, 2020.  

[67] M. Guertler and N. Sick, “Exploring the enabling effects of 

Project Management,” International Journal of Project 

Management for SMEs in adopting open innovation- A 

Framework for partner search and selection in innovation 

projects, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 102-114, 2021.  

[68] T. Costello, “RACI - Getting Projects "Unstuck",” IT Pro, 

vol. 11, no. March/April, pp. 62-64, 2012.  

[69] E. Palmer, “Five factors that lead to successful projects,” 5th 

Oct 2018. [Online]. Available: https://project-management. 

com. [Accessed 24th March 2020]. 

[70] R. Xiong, “Leadership in Project Management,” Atlanta, 

2008.  

[71] S. Globerson and O. Zwikael, “The Impact of the Project 

Manager on Project Management Planning Processes.,” 

Project Management Journal, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 58-64, 2002.  

[72] Product Lifecycle Management Institute Standards 

Committee, “https://www.plm-institute.org/en/plm-training- 

plmbok,” 2002. [Online]. Available: https://www.plm- 

institute.org. [Accessed 20 Nov 2020]. 

[73] O. Zwikael and A. Sadeh, “Planning Effort as an Effective 

Risk Management Tool.,” Journal of Operations 

Management., vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 755-767, 2007.  

[74] J. Turner, The Handbook of Project-Based Management, 3rd 

ed., New York: McGraw-Hill, 2009.  

[75] S. Marcelino-Sabada, A. Perez-Ezcurdia, A. Lazcano and P. 

Villanueva, “Project risk management methodology for small 

firms.,” International Journal of Project Management, vol. 32, 

no. -, pp. 327-340, 2014. 

[76] M. Thomas, P. Jacques, R. Adams and J. Kihneman-Wooten, 

“Developing an effective project and team building 

combined,” Project Journal Management, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 

105-113, 2008.  

[77] K. Samset, Early Project Appraisal: Making the Initial 

Choices, 1st ed., Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010.  

[78] J. Creswell and D. Creswell, Research Design, 5th ed., 

London: Sage edge, 2018.  

[79] M. Saunders, P. Lewis and A. Thornhill, Research Methods 

for Business Students, 7th ed., Harlow: Pearson, 2016.  

[80] M. Easterby-Smith and R. J. Thorpe, Management Research, 

4th ed., London: Sage, 2012.  

[81] M. Saunders, P. Lewis and A. Thornhill, Research Methods 

for Business Students, 5th ed., Harlow: Pearson, 2009.  

[82] N. Denzin and Y. Lincoln, Handbook of Qualitative 

Research, 3rd ed., Thousand Oaks: Sage, 2000.  

[83] M. Easterby-Smith and R. J. Thorpe, Management Research, 

2nd ed., London: Sage, 2004.  

[84] C. M. Leitch, F. M. Hill and R. T. Harrison, “The philosophy 

and practice of interpretivist research in entrepreneurship,” 

Quality, validation, and trust. Organizational Research 

Methods, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 67-84, 2010.  

[85] J. Collis and R. Hussey, Business Research, 2nd ed., New 

York: Palgrave, 2003.  

[86] S. Elo and H. Kyngas, “The qualitative content analysis 

process,” Journal of Advanced Nursing, pp. 107-115, 2008.  

[87] P. Mayring, “Qualitative Content Analysis,” in Qualitative 

Content Analysis: theoretical foundation, basic procedures 

and software solution, Klagenfurt, www.beltz.de, 2014, pp. 

42-55. 

[88] P. Mayring, Qualitative Content Analysis, 1st ed., London: 

Sage, 2022. 


