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Abstract: The governance of public sector infrastructure projects became an important topic of 11 
interest in the project, programme and portfolio management literature during the last decade.  12 
Today, it is becoming a central focus for policymakers seeking to ensure success in selecting, 13 
designing and implementing government-sponsored programme of multi-projects. Due to the 14 
multiple underlying risks and complexities, the governance of infrastructure programme 15 
constitutes a critical element in strategic planning in developing countries. This paper has analyzed 16 
infrastructure development programme and revealed shortcomings in the areas of appraisal, 17 
decision-making, quality assurance and stakeholder management. Approaches to remedy these 18 
shortcomings have been proposed. 19 

Keywords: project governance; programme; infrastructure development; developing countries. 20 
 21 

1. Introduction 22 
Project governance has become an important topic for debate in project literature and 23 

organizations have used this approach to meet organizational goals and objectives. Organizations 24 
initiate projects with the best of intentions to succeed, but due to the governing and managing issues, 25 
many projects fail, and the reasons are often unclear. Traditionally, the outcomes of projects have 26 
been measured in terms of completing them within the constraints of scope, time, cost and quality.  27 
However, increasingly, assessments of projects are being expanded to governance, to include their 28 
ability to achieve strategic goals over considerable periods of time. 29 

Effective governance is imperative f or infrastructure development projects [1]. The failure of 30 
large capital projects has highlighted the consequences of ineffective governance [2]. Furthermore, 31 
Guo, et al. [3] have concluded that in infrastructure projects, complexities and uncertainties are very 32 
common and the distinctiveness and individuality of infrastructure projects arise from their unique 33 
social and environmental requirements. Reconciliation of projects’ internal management and 34 
governance with strategic objectives have presented organizational challenges [4]. The components 35 
of project governance include a quality management system and project and company strategy with 36 
regards to project selection. Levitt, et al. [5] have discussed the ownership and commitment of the 37 
project’s sponsor vis-a-vis the project executor in long-term infrastructure development projects. 38 
Levitt, Henisz and Settel [5] have also suggested specific approaches for dealing with the governance 39 
challenges arising at different project phases in public and private organizations. Miller and Floricel 40 
[6] have stated that there is a high level of ambiguity and unpredictability during the project life cycle 41 
of Public-Private Partnership infrastructure development projects. These ambiguities and instabilities 42 
can be observable as numerous governance issues in the form of political and legal issues on projects 43 
[7].  44 
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The purpose of this study is to identify the problems that have contributed to unsatisfactory 45 
outcomes for public sector infrastructure development programme of  multi-projects in Northern 46 
Pakistan. However, no detailed review on the issues of project governance in the context of Northern 47 
Pakistan has been found in the literature. This review paper is to fill this gap and provide a future 48 
direction for effective planning and policy formulation and recommendations. The study is 49 
noteworthy for the government officials, researchers, professionals, politicians and nongovernmental 50 
organizations.  51 

This review paper aims to give a comprehensive understanding of the project governance issues, 52 
approval process and means for improving the implementation of development programme. The 53 
study has been conducted through a systematic analysis and the findings are relevant for current and 54 
future public sector infrastructure programme in Northern Pakistan. Gilgit-Baltistan is located in the 55 
north of Pakistan at the confluence of three gigantic mountain ranges – the Karakoram, Hindukush 56 
and Himalaya ranges – and shares its borders with China, Afghanistan and India. The famous 57 
Karakoram Highway connects Gilgit-Baltistan with China's Xinjiang Uyghur region and traces one 58 
of the many paths of the ancient Silk Road. The territory became a distinct administrative unit of 59 
Pakistan in 1970 under the name “Federally Administered Northern Areas”. It was formed by the 60 
amalgamation of the Gilgit Agency, Baltistan and the states of Hunza-Nagar [8]. Since then, the region 61 
has been administratively controlled by the Government of Pakistan without being formally 62 
integrated or fully participating in Pakistan's constitutional and political affairs. In 2009, the federal 63 
government implemented legislative reforms entitled the “Gilgit-Baltistan Empowerment and Self-64 
Governance Order” which granted self-autonomy to the native people by establishing an elected 65 
legislative assembly and council. With this governmental transformation, Gilgit-Baltistan acquired 66 
the status of a de-facto province having three divisions and ten districts, and occupying an area of 67 
72,971 Km2 [9]. These new reforms in the Gilgit-Baltistan government have provided autonomy in 68 
terms of administration, regulations, governance and functioning of government departments. 69 
However, the government of Gilgit-Baltistan remains dependent on Pakistan’s federal government 70 
for sponsorship of development projects.  71 

The Planning Commission of Pakistan is a federal institution, which undertakes policy 72 
development and planning initiatives for the growth of the national economy in collaboration with 73 
the Ministry of Finance. Since its inception, a number of planning agencies have come into existence 74 
at different levels in the country. At present, the planning machinery is operated at three levels:  75 

 Planning Commission at Federal Level  76 
 Provincial Planning and Development departments (P&D)/Board 77 
 Planning agencies at the divisional/district level 78 
The present method for planning, executing and reporting on development projects is based on 79 

the "Rules of Procedure for Economic Council", Planning Commission 1952 Act [10]. The types of 80 
plans formulated by the PC for development projects in Pakistan are generally categorized in terms 81 
of time. Plans are divided into three types – short-term, medium-term and long-term plans  [10]. 82 

 A short-term plan has a very brief and limited horizon. It is formulated for a fiscal year and 83 
also known as an Annual Development Plan.  84 

 A medium-term plan covers 4-7 years, with five years being the most popular choice. The 85 
first Five-year Plan was made in 1955 and since then, 11 Five-year plans have been 86 
formulated. All these plans have been advisory documents, which have steered the economic 87 
strategy of the government and provided a reference point for policy decisions. 88 

 The long-term plan is also known as the “Perspective Plan" which covers a period of 15-25 89 
years, subject to the country’s specific economic conditions. 90 

Over the last decade, the government has initiated a program of economic transformation that 91 
undertakes mega projects with the help of foreign direct investment.  As in other parts of Pakistan, 92 
the rapid pace of transformation has created an enormous market for the infrastructural development 93 
projects in Gilgit-Baltistan. In Gilgit-Baltistan, the Planning & Development Department assumes the 94 
lead responsibility for planning and implementing public sector infrastructural projects.   95 
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This region is also the gateway of the “China - Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC)” agreement, 96 
a program of 46 billion USD infrastructure projects that aims to improve the socio-economic 97 
conditions of Gilgit-Baltistan and Pakistan (Ahmar, 2014). The purpose of the CPEC is to promote 98 
trade and commercial ties through connectivity in the region. The CPEC program will stimulate 99 
substantial development in Pakistan, including the building of a network of roads, highways, 100 
railways and power generation plants all the way from Gilgit-Baltistan to the strategic port of 101 
Gwadar, Pakistan.  If this program is successfully planned and implemented, it will significantly 102 
advance regional and national economic development.  103 

Taking a close look at different government bodies involved in the CPEC program has revealed 104 
that the Gilgit-Baltistan Public Works Department has had a central role in planning and executing 105 
the CEPC program. Mostly due to the governance issues, infrastructure project construction has been 106 
delayed, disrupted and canceled, producing enormous impacts on cost. Insufficient governance may 107 
also promote the culture of corruption, which is a dilemma for developing countries like Pakistan. 108 
This is a sign of failed governance and negatively influences the returns on investments for project 109 
sponsors.  110 

The following sections of this review effort include methodology, literature review, discussion 111 
as part of the analysis, conclusion and suggestions. The historical background and mechanism of the 112 
approval process are discussed to have an insight for the analysis of the planning process in Pakistan. 113 
The study has also highlighted the importance of the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) 114 
project. 115 

2. Literature Review  116 
The conventional approach to evaluating project management has assessed outcomes in terms 117 

of project scope, budget and schedule [11]. However, increasingly, evaluations are being expanded 118 
to include project governance.  119 

The term ‘governance’ is derived from the Greek verb ‘Kubernao’, which means to steer. It is 120 
defined as the “act of governing or directing the policies, management and activities of an 121 
organization at the highest level, with the authority, credibility and responsibility to do so”. 122 
Governance structures and processes define and create sub-systems for operating procedures and are 123 
devised to ensure the common direction of the distributed effort [12]. An attribute of good 124 
governance has the aptness to navigate the projects through different uncertainties and unexpected 125 
events [6]. Garvin [13] has stressed the motivation of stakeholders for project goals towards achieving 126 
good governance.  Meso, et al. [14] have further emphasized that governance raises the issues 127 
associated with economic and social responsibilities and collective actions for power dependence 128 
among related institutions. In an international context, governance means the ways in which 129 
legitimate authority is used to cope with the country’s social and economic resources for 130 
development [15].  131 

[16] have described project governance as “the system by which a project is governed, directed 132 
and controlled. Project governance is involved in management and governance functions for 133 
individual projects and their deliverables [4]. Bekker and Steyn [17] have identified that “Project 134 
governance is a set of management systems, rules, protocols, relationships and structures that 135 
provide the framework within which decisions are made for project development and 136 
implementation to achieve the intended business or strategic motivation”. So, project governance can 137 
support a good operational environment and provide a guarantee for project success. In early stages, 138 
neither the plans nor the formal contracts to govern the actions and relationships of the parties are 139 
involved, but there is still a belief that some kind of governing processes is at play [18].   140 

The academic-research perspective has also befitted that governance is an important concern of 141 
sponsors for mega investment and, subsequently, it affects the project outcomes [19]. Project 142 
governance is considered as a critical success factor in project execution [20]. Later, this argument 143 
was also supported by Pinto [21] who stated that governance of projects provides structure to execute 144 
the projects, thus resulting in an increase in the probability of project success. Furthermore, [22] 145 
identified two different types of challenges in infrastructure project governance, which appears 146 
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during the project initiation, implementation and operational phases. The first is “opportunism in the 147 
presence of displaced agency – i.e., conflicts between the incentives of the parties leading the decision-148 
making in each of the successive and interdependent phases of design, construction and operations 149 
that lead to sub-optimal investment and may lead them to pursue their self-interest with guile. The 150 
second is political and regulatory risk – i.e., ex-post political interventions in operational decisions”. 151 
According to Zhai, et al. [23], key features of mega infrastructure projects include longer life cycles, 152 
uncertainty, complications and a large number of stakeholders, as well as their effect on the economy, 153 
community, technological development and the environment.  154 

Jonny Klakegg [24] has argued that the presence of governmental stakeholders may create 155 
further political uncertainties for the project. The Project Governance prerequisite is to explore how 156 
resources and risks are to be assigned among stakeholders to define the control measures for 157 
achieving targeted objectives, which are defined by legal and regulatory mechanisms with the aim of 158 
ensuring better utilization of public funds [25]. There are several cases where big infrastructure 159 
projects provide common examples of cost overruns due to unique site conditions, delays, hidden 160 
costs and conflicts among the groups [26, 27]. Guo, Chang-Richards, Wilkinson and Li [3] have 161 
suggested that empirical studies of management systems in large infrastructure projects design 162 
appropriate forms of governance for managing risks to better understand existing circumstances. 163 
There are two features of infrastructural development projects which have made them ideal for the 164 
understanding of socio-political governance. Firstly, the infrastructure projects are produced by 165 
multiple counterparties through a complicated series of interlinked transactions and secondly, the 166 
significance with respect to catalytic functions in the development process and nations security and 167 
comfort has made infrastructure development process politically salient [5]. China’s socio-economic 168 
and environmental conflicts in public infrastructure and construction (PIC) projects are handled 169 
through public participation [28]. Participation is a process through which stakeholders motivate and 170 
share control over priority-setting, policy-making, resource allocation and access to public goods and 171 
services [29].  172 

Infrastructure projects in developing countries are more likely to be affected by unstable political 173 
and economic environments [30]. Infrastructural needs are critical for the economic growth of 174 
developing countries. To achieve this, effective governance of the infrastructure development 175 
projects has become a need and significant challenge, which defines the success of these projects. In 176 
a nutshell, governance is a function for developing strategies, overseeing needs and objectives, 177 
making decisions concerning projects and following up on performance across the organization.  178 

The conceptualization of project governance has been driven from a ‘project management’ point 179 
of view and the majority of authors on project governance, who are from the project management 180 
background, are attempting to construct a project governance framework through a bottom-up 181 
approach [31]. Abednego and Ogunlana [32] have advocated for the integration of concepts 182 
pertaining to good project governance and the project management approach. They further proposed 183 
the characteristics for good project governance, which are as follows: 184 

a)  Active participation, which is the right decision at the right time; 185 
b)  Contract fairness- meaning a rule of law to be enforced impartially; 186 
c)  Transparency, where information must be freely available and implementation of the 187 

decisions must be according to the rules and regulations; 188 
d)  Responsive, decisions made must be implemented within a stipulated time period; 189 
e)  Project monitoring and control in order to achieve strategic goals to meet and exceed the 190 

satisfaction of all the stakeholders; 191 
f)  Equality between all involved parties, where all parties have the same opportunities to 192 

improve and maintain their well-being; 193 
g)  Effectiveness and efficiency through optimal utilization of resources and through 194 

sustainable utilization of natural resources; and 195 
h)  Accountability must be enforced through rule of law and transparency and should be in the 196 

form of public participation and user’s satisfaction. 197 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 October 2018                   doi:10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1

Peer-reviewed version available at Administrative Sciences 2019; doi:10.3390/admsci9010009

http://dx.doi.org/10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci9010009


 5 of 18 

Garland [20] identified 4 key principles to achieve these characteristics and to ensure good 198 
governance, where the correct person holds the correct position. The four key principles are the 199 
identification of single point accountability, explicitly; service delivery focus of project governance; 200 
separation of project governance from organizational governance and the separation of stakeholder 201 
management from project decision-making [20]. The identification of single point accountability 202 
safeguards the clarity and timeliness of the decision-making. Service delivery focus and ownership 203 
regulate project ownership. Separating the stakeholder management from the decision-making 204 
activities will prevent ineffective decision-making and possible chokehold between decision-making 205 
bodies and stakeholders. Separating the structure of project governance from organizational 206 
governance will decrease the number of project decision layers, as the project decision path will not 207 
be mingling with the organizational line of command. 208 

Furthermore, the overall success of the project delivery can be achieved through the 209 
synchronization and control of the processes, engaging all the stakeholders and resolving their 210 
conflicts of interest; also by recognizing the value of the project and forming a link between the 211 
stakeholders in the light of their rights, responsibilities and interests.  212 

Narayanan and DeFillippi [33] have characterized five elements which are incorporated in the 213 
structure-based governance, i.e., stage gate approval process, stakeholder representation, formal 214 
roles and responsibilities, quality assurance and contracts and sign-offs. Each one of these elements 215 
can reveal disparities across organizations and among project classes within the same organization. 216 
Relationship-based governance typically focusses on non-hierarchical elements, such as: 217 

Leadership, motivation, incentives, resource allocation, alliances, stakeholder’s engagement, 218 
informal relations and communication. Patanakul, et al. [34] have recommended the managerial 219 
focus on stakeholder engagement can enhance project performance of the public sector projects. 220 
According to Hjelmbrekke, et al. [35] governance is basically about leadership selection, incentives, 221 
control systems and monitoring. 222 

Müller, et al. [36] have also recommended standardized approaches of project governance for 223 
successful completion of the projects and the project-based part of the organizations. By the 224 
augmented use of project governance from a strategic perspective, the efforts for aligning project 225 
outputs to a general strategy can be easily secured [35].  226 

Table 1 has summarized the findings of contemporary researchers with a specific focus on the 227 
project governance mechanism, issues and its indispensable role in delivering mega projects. The 228 
findings show that the unsatisfactory performance and failure of large-scale government projects is 229 
due to the missing governing surveillance; vague project outcomes; intricate nature of stakeholders; 230 
weak project governance mechanism, multi-layered organizational structure and ineffective 231 
management control. Beside this, governments are vital stakeholders for development projects, often 232 
their role as owner or initiator. Researchers have recommended The finding shows that project 233 
governance helps in aligning project output to the strategy of the organization which will help in 234 
enhancing the project performance. 235 
  236 
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Table 1. Summarized findings on the role of project governance 237 

Sources Focus of Study Key investigations and findings 
[37] Governmental 

governance  of mega 
projects 

Encouraging accountability of the project 
leaders 

Supporting cultural control 
[38] Project governance of 

infrastructure projects 
Project governance model for infrastructure 

projects Model consider the project governance 
aspects of the relationships between the 
contracting party and contractors i.e. involvement 
of the contractor in the design and estimation of 
costs, procurement procedures, integration of 
design and construction, the incentives and 
disincentives regime, risk allocation, contract 
flexibility, and actions that allow the contracting 
party to maintain bargaining power during 
possible renegotiations. 

[36] Governance and 
governmentality of  
projects  

Governance is a structural context, within 
which governmentality is implemented  

Governance moderates the governmentality's 
impact on the success 

Successful projects tend to use standardized 
combinations of governance approaches 

[39] Project governance as 
value addition in building 
projects 

Aligning project output to the strategy of the 
organization 

Governance is primarily about monitoring, 
leadership selection, incentive and control systems 

[34] Large-scale 
government projects 

Complex organizational structure 
Communication issues with competing 

interests   
[40] Governance 

framework for major 
public projects 

Three propositions on the governance 
dimensions, i.e. efficiency, legitimacy, and 
accountability 

[41] Implementation of  
project governance 

Processes and structures to govern multiple 
projects and to manage strategic objectives 

[42] Framework for 
governance of projects 

 

Projectification of the organization as a 
variable for the framework of governance 

[43] Project governance-
balancing control and 
trust in dealing with risk 

Ethical decision-making and managerial 
action within an organization that is based on 
transparency, accountability and defined roles 

[44] Project Indicators for 
enhancing project 
governance  

Failure of projects is due to: 
The missing governing surveillance   
Vague project outcomes  
Waste of money and effort 
Sustainability and social responsibility 

problems 
[45] Critical Success 

Factors of Project 
Governance in China 

Project governance is a framework for 
decision-making, including a series of structures, 
systems, and processes, rules and methods to 
support and complement the functional goals of 
project management. 

 238 
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3. Method 239 

We followed the case study methodology because the research was exploratory in nature and 240 
the previous research on the project governance of infrastructure projects was also limited. To study 241 
a contemporary phenomenon and how and why research questions, case studies had been considered 242 
suitable [46]. We designed a holistic case study setting to identify the issues related to projects.  Table 243 
2 shows a programme comprised of 126 public sector infrastructure projects chosen for the analysis. 244 
This study has assessed 126 projects from three districts of Gilgit-Baltistan (i.e., Diamer, Gilgit and 245 
Baltistan). The projects were taken from different sectors, which included housing, water & power, 246 
natural resource management, education, health, transportation and rural development. The total 247 
costs of the projects were estimated at PKR 6,959.00 million (66 million USD, approximately). These 248 
projects had a significant influence on the inhabitants and the projects’ progress had been 249 
communicated broadly to the public, which enabled an in-depth document-based study. Three main 250 
partners, i.e., Planning & Development Department, Public Works Department and Contractors had 251 
been involved in these projects.  252 

This case research design was a document-based study which was supplemented with key 253 
informant interviews. We began by conducting an in-depth review of prior scholarly work 254 
addressing the management and governance of large-scale infrastructure projects.  In order to gain 255 
an understanding of the study’s empirical context, we gathered archival and document-based data, 256 
including government planning manuals, a master development plan, appraisal reports, contract 257 
documents, monitoring documents and evaluation reports. The collected documents were the 258 
primary data for project governance, and they were systematically analyzed and categorized under 259 
the aspect of project governance issues. 260 

A summary was formed from the categorized documents.  We cross-tabulated the main 261 
findings to illustrate and enrich the key findings. This primary analysis was used to develop an 262 
outline for the interviews. Interviews with five key officials of the Planning & Development 263 
Department was carried out.  The average duration of the interview was about one hour. All the 264 
interviewees had the job title of “Research Officer”. The interviewees were chosen on the basis of 265 
their expertise and central role in the project. The respondents had an average of 20 years of 266 
experience in the public sector (ranging from 10 to 30).  The interview outline was developed based 267 
on the literature review and the initial findings of the document analysis. The topics outlined in the 268 
interview were related to the project governance issues in the public sector infrastructure projects 269 
and the remedial measures. The approach enabled the interviewees to share their experiences and 270 
opinions openly and broadly. Key points were noted during the interviews. The interviews were 271 
analyzed through the ordinary thematic approach and rough content-based coding. While writing 272 
up the results, we verified and compared the document-based data and the interviews, repeatedly, 273 
as a means of data triangulation. Fig. 1 clarifies the overall approach and analytical framework that 274 
were used to examine the main concerns of this endeavor. 275 
  276 
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 277 
Figure 1. Methodological Framework  278 
 279 

Literature review Documents-based 
analysis Interviews

Project governance issues

280 
 281 

 282 
Table 2. Infrastructure Development Programme of Gilgit-Baltistan  283 

Sector-wise projects No. of Projects Cost (PKR) Million 
Housing 12 713 
Water & Power 22 2806 
Natural resource management 9 312 
Education 25 1096 
Health 12 422 
Transport & Communication 40 1393 
Rural & Urban Development 6 217 
Total 126 6959 

 284 

4. Results and Analysis 285 

This section of the study has taken a close view of the governance issues in the government-286 
sponsored infrastructure projects of the Gilgit-Baltistan region. We analyzed the document-based 287 
data and interviews in line with the methodological framework described in Fig.1 through a holistic 288 
case study setting.  During this practice, we returned to the documents, literature and interview 289 
notes to gather additional data and information that could corroborate or elaborate our emerging 290 
lines of sight.  We identified ten major governance issues in the public sector infrastructural 291 
development projects illustrated in Fig. 2. The projects were found to be problematic, inefficient, high 292 
time and cost overruns, and they revealed manifolds of complications; moreover, none of the projects 293 
had met its desired objectives.  Based on the assessment of the documents and literature and the 294 
focus group discussion, the following prominent governance issues were observed and extracted:  295 

 Appraisal Process  296 
 Stakeholder Engagement  297 
 Decision-making  298 
 Management Commitment  299 
 Political Interference 300 
 Quality Assurance 301 
 Human Resources  302 
 Performance reporting 303 
 Role ambiguity 304 
 Legal disputes 305 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 October 2018                   doi:10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1

Peer-reviewed version available at Administrative Sciences 2019; doi:10.3390/admsci9010009

http://dx.doi.org/10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci9010009


 9 of 18 

The details of the identified project governance issues are described below: 306 
Appraisal process  307 
In the appraisal phase, the project needs are addressed and realistic alternatives for meeting 308 

these prerequisites are identified and assessed for their efficiency and effectiveness. Traditionally, a   309 
project charter is prepared to cover the specific business plan, risk analysis and budget constraints. 310 
The outcome of the appraisal phase is a formal document known as the ‘Project Feasibility Study’. 311 
Later on, it is presented for administrative and management approvals. Moreover, the appraisal 312 
process not only establishes the boundaries of the project’s triple constraints (i.e., time, cost and 313 
quality) and gives team members a three-dimensional limit where they have to work on the project, 314 
but it also helps the clients to know about the project and expected results. In the context of the Gilgit-315 
Baltistan development program, the project requirements were planned without any formal appraisal 316 
phase. The project’s triple line expectations were prepared simply on assumptions rather than 317 
perceiving the technical, socio-economic, financial, political and environmental components of the 318 
appraisal. Beside this, backup plans and requirements to handle potential problems and challenges, 319 
which might occur during the development phases, were not considered in the assessment process. 320 
As a result, the projects were not envisaged in a thorough manner in the early stages of the project 321 
conceptualization. Ambiguities in the appraisal process have caused irregularities in PC-1, thus, 322 
capturing wrong information, decision-making biases and improper engineering designs.  A 323 
practical example of this indiscretion in the technical appraisal process is the proper survey of project 324 
sites and the subsequent selection for starting-up the actual work. Due to this, projects had missed 325 
their implementation schedule and completion deadline because of the wrong site selection, which 326 
caused an escalation in the project cost and, ultimately, a revision of the scope of the work.  327 

Stakeholder engagement  328 
Projects excel in achieving their designated objectives when the external stakeholders are 329 

engaged wisely and their interests are streamlined in a productive manner. In Gilgit-Baltistan, the 330 
affiliation and concern of the outer stakeholders (i.e., political and tribal leadership, ethnic groups 331 
along with the local community) remained problematic throughout the phase of the implementation. 332 
They had not been acknowledged or supported during the development schemes at any point of time 333 
and were even irrationally criticized for their vested interests resulting in the deceleration of the 334 
physical progress. Although their involvement in the decision-making and problem-solving would 335 
have improved the delivery of the projects. Ignoring this underlying fact, the executing agency has 336 
not made any preventive measures or reviews for resolving these issues and ensuring the completion 337 
of the dead or slow-moving schemes in a timely manner. This phenomenon became more chronic 338 
during the last decade and, unexpectedly, it was not addressed by the provisional government either. 339 
Thus, articulating a lack of commitment and participation by all of the external stakeholders.  340 

Decision-making  341 
The process of decision-making is helpful as it permits analysis and a combination of a unilateral 342 

objective with many alternatives. It encompasses the evaluation criteria and corresponding weight of 343 
every alternative for a meaningful output. In addition to this, it also makes it possible for the decision 344 
makers to compromise or make tradeoffs among the different available options. Hence, the quality 345 
of judgment is consequently improved. There is a consensus among the experts that a well-defined 346 
decision-making process is paramount for governance. It is important to understand the dynamics of 347 
local politics and groups for effective decision-making. In the projects of Gilgit-Baltistan, it was 348 
observed that policy decisions were made by people who lacked the subject matter expertise. The 349 
decisions were made without considering and identifying alternatives and expert advice was never 350 
solicited during the course of the decision-making. As an example, in many cases, it was observed 351 
that budgeting decisions were based on insufficient information and analysis.  In fact, the expert’s 352 
role was abandoned during the financial decision-making process, resulting in the cost overrun of 353 
projects. In some of the cases, the cost had increased by more than 200 per cent because of project 354 
revisions.  355 

Management commitment  356 
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The management’s commitment during the project life cycle is pertinent to ensure the strategic 357 
objectives. Their continual involvement in the decision-making as well as in problem-solving tends 358 
to improve work processes. Because of this, project teams are expected to be more committed and 359 
productive to perform their tasks. In Gilgit-Baltistan, it was observed that the management of the 360 
executing agency had shown a lack of interest and failed to take ownership of their responsibilities. 361 
They had appointed an incompetent team who had a shortage of skills, experience and expertise to 362 
perform the assigned roles effectively. As a backlash, it has been noted that the progress and payment 363 
records were not available which caused improper verification and monitoring. Failure to maintain 364 
the project’s financial database resulted in the loss of key information, violation of government 365 
regulations and disrupted the pace of the progress. As an example, it was found that development 366 
funds were not utilized as per the schedule of expenditures, which may not only have lapsed, but it 367 
would have further reduced the volume of the budget in the future plans. Non-utilizations of the 368 
funds, failure to maintain the record and the shortcomings in the management commitments 369 
eventually impacted on the overall team performance.  370 

Political interference 371 
In developing countries, political interference is a major hindrance for the smooth execution and 372 

delivery for infrastructure development projects. The geopolitical context of Gilgit-Baltistan has 373 
greatly influenced the progress of development projects by making it more complicated, slow-374 
moving and sick due to political and tribal lord’s interference. The nexus of the elected parliamentary 375 
representatives, tribal elites, executing agencies and contractors were the major cause of nepotism 376 
and exploitation. Usually, these intrusions were found during the tendering phase of the projects. In 377 
most of the cases, the executing agencies had awarded the contracts on the basis of political 378 
affiliations rather than a performance-based system.  As a consequence of this embedded corruption 379 
and favouritism, the life of the local residents was badly affected through fewer returns on the 380 
resource use and had an increase in their cost of living.  381 

 382 
Quality assurance 383 
The quality assurance and standard are one of the critical success factors of projects. 384 

Unfortunately, there was a lack of a proper mechanism for the quality assurance of the development 385 
infrastructure projects in Gilgit-Baltistan. In the vagueness of any defined standards, the client, 386 
consultant and contractor had used their own plans and quality standards, which were not 387 
compatible with the techno-environmental constraints of the region. The contractors had limited 388 
planning capabilities and would generally operate with the very basic systems. The quality of projects 389 
and project success can be considered as the fulfilment of the expectations of the stakeholders.  390 

Human resource  391 
Human resource planning is vital and has a tactical importance in project-oriented 392 

organizations. Lack of competent human resources has been one of the major constraints 393 
compromising the effectiveness of the infrastructure projects in Gilgit-Baltistan. Due to the 394 
inadequate skills and manpower, there is an increase in the overall cost of the projects, rework and 395 
other multiplier effects during the construction and operational stages. By appointing the right 396 
person at the right time in the right place, executing agencies can create a great opportunity to reduce 397 
the construction, maintenance and operational cost. Professionals, whether internal or external, must 398 
have the required skill, experience and no conflicts of interest. 399 

Performance monitoring 400 
The review of the Gilgit-Baltistan development schemes revealed that the executing agency was 401 

not very motivated by the potential benefits of a formal performance monitoring system. Yet, the 402 
emphasis on the performance measurement greatly contributes to the effective delivery of projects.  403 
It can also help organizations involved in public procurement to improve their performances by 404 
identifying good practices and cut down the weaknesses in their process. The performance 405 
measurement can also ensure that the organizations are focused on their key priorities and the areas 406 
of poor performance are questioned. The process includes collecting, measuring and distributing 407 
performance information, and assessing measurements and trends to effect process improvements. 408 
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It also gives the project’s management team insight into the health of the project and identifies any 409 
areas that may require special attention. Furthermore, it helps to determine corrective or preventive 410 
actions or re-planning and follow up to determine if the actions taken resolved the performance issue.  411 

Role ambiguity 412 
Role ambiguity can be defined as when a member of the team does not have a clear direction of 413 

the expectations of his/her role in the organization.  A clear role framework will help the team to 414 
know their job descriptions and the rules of the game before entering into the process. It will also 415 
reduce the conflicts that may develop in the lateral stages of the project life cycle. In Gilgit-Baltistan, 416 
this phenomenon has turned into non-professional attitudes, misunderstandings, embezzlement and 417 
frequent blunders in performing assigned responsibilities.   418 

Legal disputes  419 
It is generally recommended that litigation should be avoided and considered as the last option 420 

to resolve disputes. The progress of the Gilgit-Baltistan development scheme has tremendously 421 
suffered due to legal issues. Physical work had been halted periodically at many occasions mainly 422 
due to site disputes, which resulted in court stay-orders filed by different parties. These disputes led 423 
to litigation expenditures and time lapses. A good example was the delay of the approved land 424 
compensation scheme in the province. Due to this, landowners had created legal hurdles and 425 
demanded the payment of the land reimbursement price on the current enhanced rates. The owners 426 
of the land did not allow the executing agency to start groundwork due to the partial payments of 427 
land compensation and this led to legal consequences, which further derailed the development 428 
process.  429 

Figure 2. Project Governance Issues in Gilgit-Baltistan  430 
 431 
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5. Discussion 433 
In this study, we explored and identified the project governance issues in public sector 434 

infrastructure projects. The case projects were examples of highly challenging project contexts in 435 
which the stakeholders and political and regulatory authorities were actively involved and could 436 
have played a central role. Below, we discuss the existing condition of the projects and remedial 437 
measures, in light of the empirical findings and previous research. 438 

The Planning Commission of Pakistan has devised standard planning procedures and 439 
guidelines for the conception, planning, execution, monitoring, controlling, closing and operational 440 
phases of the projects. As a statutory requirement, all federal and provincial government departments 441 

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 October 2018                   doi:10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1

Peer-reviewed version available at Administrative Sciences 2019; doi:10.3390/admsci9010009

http://dx.doi.org/10.20944/preprints201810.0289.v1
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci9010009


 12 of 18 

need to implement them for the lifecycle management of the development projects. Likewise, it is 442 
also inevitable that the P&D department of Gilgit-Baltistan must practice these regulations. Gilgit-443 
Baltistan Public Works Department is acting as an executing agency for public sector infrastructure 444 
projects. Fig. 3 describes the public sector project lifecycle management in Gilgit-Baltistan. These 445 
guidelines are known as the Planning Commission guiding manuals and are abbreviated as PC I, PC 446 
II, PC III, PC IV and PC V pro-forma.  447 

A brief description of each proforma is as follows:   448 
 PC-1 is the basic form on which all projects and schemes are required to be drawn up. It deals 449 

with the submission of project proposals and information for pre-investment appraisal. PC-450 
1 are the detailed project documents from the project identification to project approval, which 451 
covers almost all aspects of the project. It provides a baseline for the monitoring and 452 
evaluation (M&E) performance measure.  453 

 PC-II is a feasibility report that has to be prepared for mega projects. It is a prerequisite for 454 
conducting surveys and feasibility studies for larger projects. The document must show the 455 
full justification for undertaking the project, particularly when large resources are tied-up 456 
with it. PC-II tells whether it is feasible to initiate the project under consideration or not. In 457 
this stage, the expert’s opinions and justifications are considered in regards to tying-up large 458 
resources in the projects.    459 

 PC-III is a document that describes the progress and milestones of the ongoing projects. The 460 
pro-forma is designed to furnish quarterly progress reports of the projects. PC III gives the 461 
financial and physical progress of the schemes with information on any bottlenecks 462 
experienced during the execution of a project. 463 

 PC-IV is a Project closure report that is mandatory to be submitted to the Planning & 464 
Development (P&D) Department on completion of each project. The project’s outcomes, 465 
outputs and immediate impacts are measured through an internal analysis. A self-466 
assessment of the financial and physical conduct of the projects is carried out in this stage.   467 

 PC-V is an annual report regarding the operations and maintenance of the projects with 468 
regards to the project evaluation. It is the follow up of the terminal evaluation report. PC-V 469 
is submitted by the executing agencies to the P&D Department after completion of the project 470 
for a consecutive five-year period.  471 

Figure 1. Life cycle management of Development Projects and Programmes 472 
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 475 
Now, at the provincial level of Gilgit-Baltistan, all of the development project planning is being 476 

carried out through the P&D Department. The main function of this department is the formulation 477 
of provincial government vision, policies, and strategies for economic planning and development in 478 
consultation with all stakeholders. It is also responsible for the development of appropriate cost and 479 
physical standards for the effective technical and economic appraisal of the projects. The preparation 480 
of the annual development plan is an important exercise carried out by the P&D Department, in 481 
collaboration with the Finance Department and other provincial departments.  These exercises are 482 
based on the guidelines provided by the Planning Commission and the federal government in 483 
accordance with the national priorities and resource availability.  484 

The monitoring section of the P&D Department looks into the financial and physical progress 485 
and probes the outcomes and impacts of the development programs. Although, an overall 486 
competitiveness of the public sector project can be achieved by ensuring transparency and efficiency 487 
in the administrative and planning procedures of the executing agency.  Despite the aforementioned 488 
governmental reforms, the projects are still suffering from the serious governance issues discussed 489 
in the results section.  490 

Our analysis suggests that the existing condition of public sector development projects is a 491 
matter of concern for the governing and implementing bodies of Gilgit-Baltistan as they are not very 492 
comparable to the performance of the other administrative units of Pakistan. The region is a typical 493 
example of misdirected public investments in infrastructure development projects. The poor 494 
performance of the infrastructure projects has been attributed to multiple stakeholders, lack of clear 495 
project governance structure, organizational structure, timelines and communication issues with 496 
competing interests.  The root cause of these issues are the weak political and economic conditions 497 
of the region.  The importance of the early stages of the infrastructure projects had been recognized 498 
earlier by a series of researchers. For the continuation and success, the initial approval process of the 499 
projects is critical. These problems can be addressed through the appropriate framework. Governance 500 
is an important issue in managing public sector projects and is gaining attention in theory and 501 
practical applications. It provides a mechanism for decision-making, defined roles, accountability 502 
and transparency. The main aim of project governance is to facilitate efficient and effective project 503 
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decision-making. The comparative analysis depicts that project governance offers a structured 504 
mechanism to detect and address the associated risks when they occur. It is pertinent to develop a 505 
good relationship with the relevant authorities for accomplishing construction works and smoothing 506 
the approval process simultaneously with improving competitiveness with advanced management 507 
techniques.  The literature on project governance suggests that the first priority should be given to 508 
the selection of the relevant project concepts. Lack of relevance mainly arises from vague objectives 509 
and from missing links between the projects and the user’s needs (Ralf Müller et al., 2014). Public 510 
participation, stakeholder engagement and empowering the workforce can also be used as effective 511 
instruments to enhance the aftermath of the decision-making and implementation of projects through 512 
governance. Developing countries have been using the public participation mechanism frequently to 513 
decrease the socio-economic and environmental conflicts since the 1990s.  514 

Considering the political and other socio-economic environments of the region, stakeholder 515 
engagement has become a crucial factor in governmental projects. Stakeholder engagement is a 516 
process of identifying key stakeholders and evaluating and managing their impact on the project—517 
including winning their support where possible. The project performance of the public sector projects 518 
can be enhanced through the managerial focus on stakeholder engagement. The mechanism of 519 
monitoring the progress of a project in implementation, besides being an important link in the project 520 
life cycle, helps in the identification, analysis and removal of logjams and expediting actions where 521 
projects are stalled or have fallen behind schedule. So, there should be a link between project 522 
monitoring and control functions to project governance because project governance provides a 523 
framework and structure to articulate and attain the objectives. A complete project governance 524 
environment requires strong management support and control for monitoring the overall project 525 
activities. Projects’ inefficacy can be eliminated by executing the projects correctly again and again, 526 
and by a major focus on effective project governance. A consistent mechanism of project governance 527 
is needed for the successful accomplishment of the public sector infrastructure projects. By the 528 
improved usage of the project governance approach in the strategic perspective, the efforts for 529 
aligning project outputs to general strategy can easily be achieved. 530 

Having multiple stakeholders is a characteristic of all the governmental projects. An 531 
administrative focus on stakeholder engagement can boost the performance of the ongoing and 532 
future projects. In addition to this, an establishment of cross-organization cooperation and agreement 533 
is also important. Stakeholder engagement can be addressed through the effective mechanism of 534 
project governance. 535 

Irrespective of the industry or sector, establishing a governance process is important and ideally 536 
the first step in project development. Organizations embrace the project governance approach to meet 537 
organizational aims and tactical objectives, and to initiate projects with the best of intentions to 538 
succeed. Nevertheless, many projects fail due to the different challenges associated with governing 539 
and managing a project, and the reasons are often unclear. An effective governance process ensures 540 
input from the essential stakeholders and “confers legitimacy” upon project decisions and outcomes. 541 

Hence, a proper project governance framework is essential for the public sector infrastructure 542 
projects in Northern Pakistan to attain the potential benefits. The project governance framework will 543 
help in overcoming the deficiencies and hazards related to the public sector infrastructural 544 
development projects. 545 

6. Conclusion 546 
Theoretical contributions 547 
This paper contributes to the procedural discussion on the performance of public sector 548 

infrastructure development programme in Pakistan, which have long-lasting effects on our society. 549 
We identified the project governance issues from a governmental perspective which is a sensitive 550 
context and has a significant influence on various stakeholders. The findings show that the Gilgit-551 
Baltistan government needs to take the appropriate action to overcome the ambiguities in the existing 552 
planning measures and come up with a stringent mechanism to ensure a more transparent and 553 
efficient governance system. Without a proper governance mechanism, only the loudest voices get 554 
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heard and the possibility of crises and project failures is also higher. The study suggests the project 555 
governance characteristics and principles within which the project governance issues and 556 
stakeholder’s needs can be effectively addressed and will help in overcoming the deficiencies and 557 
hazards related to the infrastructure projects in Gilgit-Baltistan. Public sector development projects 558 
must follow the project governance process, formal planning and estimation processes, monitoring 559 
and controlling processes and the process to document the lessons learned.  560 

In this regard, a holistic view of the existing governance issues in the policy and planning of the 561 
Gilgit-Baltistan development program provides a sound basis for exploring the enablers of project 562 
governance in this provincial administrative setup. A structured mechanism of the project 563 
governance approach is necessary to set the vision, project priorities, structure for planning and 564 
decision-making, and for defining the roles and responsibilities of all the stakeholders. This will be 565 
helpful in building an organizational structure to support planning, development, fiscal 566 
management, resolving the conflicts and monitoring, and evaluation of the projects. The mechanism 567 
will provide the representation of the minority’s as well as the majority’s viewpoints of the 568 
stakeholders and confer the legitimacy of the decisions related to the projects. Through a project 569 
governance mechanism, all of the stakeholders of the project become the concern of not only the 570 
project team, but also the project partners, thus enabling an integrated view of the project governance. 571 
Large-scale public sector infrastructural development projects involving multiple stakeholders are 572 
susceptible, and the study provides an example of how much intense planning governance is 573 
required in the project initiation and execution for the project's success. Hence, project governance of 574 
the public sector infrastructure development projects in the Gilgit-Baltistan region is necessary to 575 
gain the potential future benefits. 576 

Managerial implications 577 
This study emphasizes considering a project governance mechanism as an integrated approach 578 

for public sector infrastructural projects. Managers need to understand the project governance 579 
mechanism and identify the issues of the project governance for successful completion of the projects. 580 
To complement and implement the project governance mechanism, managers need to create a holistic 581 
control package. 582 

The top machinery of the government has to establish a reliable, independent and 583 
comprehensive long-term planning mechanism to strengthen and implement the infrastructural 584 
development projects. A strategy must be evolved with a clear vision and commitment to the 585 
development of the public sector infrastructure project.  586 

Limitations and future research 587 
This study has been limited by the qualitative case design, as well as the method and data 588 

choices. We purposefully sought public sector infrastructure projects and have summarized the basic 589 
issues, to enhance the credibility of the findings. However, the findings cannot be generalized to the 590 
public sector infrastructure development projects more generally, but the project governance 591 
mechanism can assist further research and enable replication. The data collection methods are 592 
another limitation of the study. The planning manuals, documents and other archival documentation 593 
do not necessarily describe all aspects 594 

of project governance. The limited number of interviewees has also limited the findings. As there 595 
is pressure to manage projects successfully and efficiently, the importance of project governance will 596 
definitely increase in the future; therefore, there is a need for further studies to find a suitable project 597 
governance framework. 598 

 A more pragmatic research is envisioned to encompass other large projects whose governance 599 
framework can differ from infrastructure projects due to different legal, institutional, organizational 600 
and financial conditions with the purpose of creating a common governance framework for these 601 
projects. This extensive research might be based on the quantitative approach, and an attempt made 602 
to deepen the understanding of these control process within project-oriented organizations. 603 
Researchers may probe the project governance practices in the private sector of less developing 604 
countries to have an insight of the management practices.  605 
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This review has opened many avenues for further research in project governance practices in 606 
the public sector of any other less developing countries. The foremost recommendation of this study 607 
is that the infrastructure development project should invest in and adopt a project governance 608 
framework to achieve its goals and success. 609 
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