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Abstract: The governance of public sector infrastructure projects became an important topic of
interest in the project, program, and portfolio management literature during the last decade. Today,
it is becoming a central focus for policymakers seeking to ensure success in selecting, designing,
and implementing government-sponsored programs of multi-projects. Due to the multiple underlying
risks and complexities, the governance of infrastructure programs constitutes a critical element in
strategic planning in developing countries. This paper has analyzed the infrastructure development
program in Gilgit-Baltistan (Northern Pakistan), and revealed major shortcomings in the areas
of decision-making, stakeholder management, and role ambiguity. Approaches to remedy these
shortcomings have, thus, been proposed.
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1. Introduction

The term ‘governance’ is derived from the Greek verb “Kubernao”, which means “to steer”. It is
the “act of governing or directing the policies, management, and activities of an organization at the
highest level, with the authority, credibility, and responsibility to do so” (Kanyane and Sausi 2015).
The concept of governance has been reviewed by many scholars in a variety of meanings and interpretations.
Nevertheless, their focal point remains with the socio-economic interactions of processes in various public
and private entities. According to Rhodes (1996), governance has its multifaceted roles in the operation
of governmental organizations and it is mainly triggered by independent decision making in associated
networks to perform and deliver public services. Furthermore, Stoker (1998) also argued that governance
is primarily concerned with the steering mechanism to facilitate state functions for the provision of services.
Governance structures and processes define and create sub-systems for operating procedures and are
devised to ensure the common direction of the distributed effort (Schroeder et al. 2012). Meso et al. (2009)
have further emphasized that governance raises issues associated with economic and social responsibilities
and collective actions for power dependence among related institutions. In an international context,
governance means the ways in which legitimate authority is used to cope with the country’s social and
economic resources for development (Meso et al. 2006).

In contemporary project management literature, the governance has become an important topic
for discussion, and organizations have used this approach to meet organizational goals and objectives.
Organizations initiate projects with the best of intentions to succeed, but due to governing and
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managing issues, many projects fail, and the reasons are often unclear. Traditionally, the outcomes
of projects have been measured in terms of completing them within the constraints of scope, time,
cost, and quality (PMI 2013). However, increasingly, assessments of projects are being expanded
to governance, to include their ability to achieve strategic goals over considerable periods of time
(PMI 2016). An attribute of good governance is that it has the aptness to navigate the projects through
different uncertainties and unexpected events (Miller and Floricel 2000). Garvin (2009) has stressed the
motivation of stakeholders for project goals towards achieving good governance. Levitt et al. (2009a)
have discussed the ownership and commitment of the project’s sponsor, in regard to the project
executor in long-term infrastructure development projects.

Effective governance is also imperative for public-private infrastructure development projects
(Reside and Mendoza 2010). Thus, failure of such large capital projects has highlighted the consequences
of ineffective governance (Flyvbjerg et al. 2003). Furthermore, Guo et al. (2014) have stated that in
infrastructure projects, complexities and uncertainties are very common and the distinctiveness and
individuality of infrastructure projects arise from their unique social and environmental requirements.
Infrastructural needs are critical for the economic growth of developing countries. To achieve this,
the effective governance of the infrastructure development projects has become a certain need and
significant challenge, which defines the success of these projects. In a nutshell, governance is a function
for developing strategies, overseeing needs and objectives, making decisions concerning projects,
and following up on performance across the organization.

Precedent scholars have addressed the need for better project performance in the public sector
infrastructure in Pakistan (Irfan and Hassan 2017; Khattak et al. 2016; Unab and Kundi 2014;
Noor et al. 2013). Their studies show that the theme of project governance has not been addressed
in detail in the context of Gilgit-Baltistan. This research gap was a main objective for identifying
the governance issues in the public sector infrastructure development program in Gilgit-Baltistan.
The review paper will provide a future direction for effective planning, and policy formulation of
provisional government departments of Gilgit-Baltistan.

2. Related Work on Project Governance

McGrath and Whitty (2015) have described project governance as “the system by which a project
is governed, directed, and controlled”. Project governance is involved in management and governance
functions for individual projects and their deliverables (Too and Weaver 2014). Bekker and Steyn (2007)
have identified that “project governance is a set of management systems, rules, protocols, relationships,
and structures that provide the framework within which decisions are made for project development
and implementation to achieve the intended business or strategic motivation”. So, project governance
can support a good operational environment and provide a guarantee for project success. In the
early stages, neither the plans nor the formal contracts to govern the actions and relationships of
the parties are involved, but there is still a belief that some kind of governing processes is at play
(Hellström et al. 2013).

The academic-research perspective has also befitted that governance is an important concern
of sponsors for mega investments, and subsequently, it affects the project outcomes (Sharma 2012).
Project governance is considered a critical success factor in project execution (Garland 2009). Later,
this argument was also supported by Pinto (2014), who stated that governance of projects provides
the structure to execute the projects, thus resulting in an increase in the probability of project success.
Furthermore, (Levitt et al. 2009b) identified two different types of challenges in infrastructure project
governance, which appear during the project initiation, implementation, and operational phases.
The first is “opportunism in the presence of displaced agency—i.e., conflicts between the incentives of
the parties leading the decision-making in each of the successive and interdependent phases of design,
construction, and operations that lead to sub-optimal investment and may lead them to pursuing their
self-interest with guile. The second is a political and regulatory risk—i.e., ex-post political interventions
in operational decisions”. According to Zhai et al. (2009), key features of mega infrastructure projects
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include longer life cycles, uncertainty, complications, and a large number of stakeholders, as well as
their effect on the economy, community, technological development, and the environment.

Jonny Klakegg (2009) has argued that the presence of governmental stakeholders may create
further political uncertainties for the project. The project governance prerequisite is to explore how
resources and risks are to be assigned among stakeholders to define the control measures for achieving
the targeted objectives, which are defined by legal and regulatory mechanisms, with the aim of ensuring
better utilization of public funds (Klakegg et al. 2007). There are several cases where big infrastructure
projects provide common examples of cost overruns due to unique site conditions, delays, hidden costs,
and conflicts among the groups (Ogunlana 2010; Khan et al. 2018). Guo et al. (2014) have suggested that
empirical studies of management systems in large infrastructure projects have designed appropriate
forms of governance for managing risks to better understand existing circumstances. There are two
features of infrastructural development projects which have made them ideal for understanding
socio-political governance. Firstly, the infrastructure projects are produced by multiple counterparties
through a complicated series of interlinked transactions, and secondly, the significance with respect
to catalytic functions in the development process and national security and comfort has made the
infrastructure development process politically salient (Levitt et al. 2009a). China’s socio-economic and
environmental conflicts in public infrastructure and construction (PIC) projects are handled through
public participation (Xie et al. 2014). Participation is a process through which stakeholders motivate
and share control over priority-setting, policy-making, resource allocation, and access to public goods
and services (World Bank 2017).

The conceptualization of project governance has been driven from a “project management” point
of view, and the majority of authors on project governance, who are from the project management
background, are attempting to construct a project governance framework through a bottom-up
approach (Bekker 2015). Abednego and Ogunlana (2006) have advocated for the integration of
concepts pertaining to good project governance and the project management approach. They have
further proposed the characteristics of good project governance, which are as follows:

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

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

satisfaction of all the stakeholders;
f. Equality between all involved parties, where all parties have the same opportunities to improve

and maintain their own well-being;
g. Effectiveness and efficiency through optimal utilization of resources and through sustainable

utilization of natural resources; and;
h. Accountability must be enforced through rule of law and transparency and should be in the

form of public participation and user satisfaction.

Garland (2009) identified four key principles to achieve these characteristics and to ensure good
governance, where the correct person holds the correct position. These principles are: identification of
single point accountability, explicitly; service delivery focus of project governance; separation of project
governance from organizational governance; and the separation of stakeholder management from
project decision-making (Garland 2009). The identification of single point accountability safeguards
the clarity and timeliness of the decision-making. Service delivery focus and ownership regulate
project ownership. Separating the stakeholder management from the decision-making activities will
prevent ineffective decision-making and the possible chokehold between the decision-making bodies
and the stakeholders. Separating the structure of project governance from organizational governance
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will decrease the number of project decision layers, as the project decision path will not be mingling
with the organizational line of command.

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

Narayanan and DeFillippi (2012) have characterized five elements which are incorporated in
the structure-based governance: stage gate approval process, stakeholder representation, formal roles
and responsibilities, quality assurance, and contracts and sign-offs. Each one of these elements
can reveal disparities across organizations and among project classes within the same organization.
Relationship-based governance typically focusses on non-hierarchical elements, such as leadership,
motivation, incentives, resource allocation, alliances, stakeholder’s engagement, informal relations,
and communication. Patanakul et al. (2016) have recommended that managerial focus on
stakeholder engagement can enhance the project performance of public sector projects. According to
Hjelmbrekke et al. (2017), governance is basically about leadership selection, incentives, control systems,
and monitoring.

Müller et al. (2017) have also recommended standardized approaches to project governance for
successful completion of the project and the project-based part of the organizations. By the augmented
use of project governance from a strategic perspective, the efforts for aligning project outputs to
a general strategy can be easily secured (Hjelmbrekke et al. 2017).

The Transaction Cost Economics (TCE) theory is also a well-known theoretical perspective in
project governance (Ahola et al. 2014). According to the TCE theory, every economic exchange has
a cost (i.e., a “transaction cost”), and the organizations act to minimize these costs (Williamson 1979).
This theory has some resemblances with agency theory, as both theories seek to curtail opportunism
and self-interest through governance mechanisms (Kochhar 1996). However, TCE theory puts an
emphasis on individual transactions, whereas the focus of agency theory is on the principal-agent
relationship. In the project governance context, the TCE theory may be applied to define the process of
selecting contractors and suppliers (Winch 2001).

Table 1 has summarized the findings of contemporary researchers with a specific focus on
the project governance mechanism, issues, and its indispensable role in delivering mega projects.
The findings show that the unsatisfactory performance and failure of large-scale government
projects are due to the missing governing surveillance of vague project outcomes, intricate nature
of stakeholders, weak project governance mechanism, multi-layered organizational structure,
and ineffective management control. Beside these, as governments are vital stakeholders for
development projects, often their roles are as owners or initiators. The finding shows that project
governance helps in aligning the project output to the strategy of the organization, which will help in
enhancing the project performance.



Adm. Sci. 2019, 9, 9 5 of 15

Table 1. Summarized findings on the role of project governance.

Sources Focus of Study Key investigations and Findings

(Zhai et al. 2017) Governmental governance of mega projects Encouraging accountability of the project leaders.
Supporting cultural control.

(Cardenas et al. 2017) Project governance of infrastructure projects

Project governance model for infrastructure projects.
The model considers the project governance aspects, i.e., involvement of the
contractor in the design and estimation of costs, procurement procedures,
integration of the design and construction, the incentive and disincentive
regimes, risk allocation, contract flexibility, and actions that allow the
contracting party to maintain bargaining power during possible renegotiations.

(Müller et al. 2017) 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.

(Hjelmbrekke et al. 2017) Project governance as value addition in building
projects

Aligning project output to the strategy of the organization.
Governance is primarily about monitoring, leadership selection, incentives,
and control systems.

(Brunet and Aubry 2016) Governance framework for major public projects There are three propositions on the governance dimensions, i.e., efficiency,
legitimacy and accountability.

(Macheridis 2017) Implementation of project governance Processes and structures to govern multiple projects and to manage strategic
objectives.

(Zwikael and Smyrk 2015) 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.

(Xiang et al. 2013) 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.
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Need of Project Governance for Infrastructural Planning in Pakistan

In Pakistan, growth in the infrastructure sector is vital, as it is among the leading sectors which
generate business opportunities. This sector is important for economic development and an imperative
key driver for the country’s economic growth (Azhar et al. 2008). It is also one of the potential sectors
which provide massive employment opportunities for skilled and semi-skilled laborers (Azhar et al. 2008).
The need of infrastructure projects is growing at an enhanced pace in Pakistan, however, the available
financial resources of the country are not matching the demand for implementation. It is not merely because
of the limited fiscal space, but also because there is a severe lack of capacity in public-sector organizations
to deliver better performance (Noor et al. 2012). Despite this fact, it has been witnessed that not much
consideration has been paid by the government for handling the problems associated with this sector.
In developing economies, the “planning” and “managing” of public sector infrastructure projects have
been known as two of the leading dilemmas. Infrastructure projects in developing countries are more
likely to be affected by unstable political and economic environments (Lizarralde et al. 2008).

Since its independence, Pakistan has been plagued with extensive poverty and ineffective
governance structures. Due to unstable political system, government sponsored project performance
has been in a declining trend for many years (Ahmed and Mohamad 2014). Addressing the
infrastructural needs, especially in view of the current economic scenario of Pakistan, government
agencies and construction industry stakeholders have to explore more efficient and effective ways
of delivering projects (Noor et al. 2012). Therefore, this study has proposed project governance as
an essential strategy for attaining better project performance in the public sector infrastructure projects
of Gilgit-Baltistan.

3. Method

3.1. Description of the Case Study Area

Gilgit-Baltistan is located in the northern region of Pakistan, at the confluence of three gigantic
mountain ranges—the Karakoram, Hindukush, and Himalaya ranges—and shares its borders with
China, Afghanistan, and India. The famous Karakoram Highway connects Gilgit-Baltistan with
China’s Xinjiang Uyghur region and traces one of the many paths of the ancient Silk Road. The territory
became a distinct administrative unit of Pakistan in 1970 under the name “Federally Administered
Northern Areas”. It was formed by the amalgamation of the Gilgit Agency, Baltistan, and the
states of Hunza-Nagar (Burki 2015). Since then, the region has been administratively controlled
by the Government of Pakistan without being formally integrated or fully participating in Pakistan’s
constitutional and political affairs. In 2009, the federal government implemented legislative reforms
entitled the “Gilgit-Baltistan Empowerment and Self-Governance Order”, which granted self-autonomy
to the native people by establishing an elected legislative assembly and council. With this governmental
transformation, Gilgit-Baltistan acquired the status of a de-facto province, having three divisions and
ten districts, and occupying an area of 72,971 Km2 (Kazim et al. 2015). These new reforms in the
Gilgit-Baltistan government have provided autonomy in terms of the administration, regulation,
governance, and functioning of the government departments.

In Gilgit-Baltistan, all of the development project planning is being carried out through the
Planning and Development (P and D) Department. The main function of this department is the
formulation of the provincial government vision, policies and strategies for economic planning,
and development in consultation with all the stakeholders. It is also responsible for the development
of the appropriate cost and physical standards for the effective technical and economic appraisal of
the projects (Haider et al. 2014). The preparation of the annual development plan is an important
exercise carried out by the P and D Department, in collaboration with the Finance Department
and other provincial departments. These exercises are based on the guidelines provided by the
Planning Commission and the federal government in accordance with national priorities and resource
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availability (PC 2010). The monitoring section of the P and D Department looks into the financial and
physical progress and probes the outcomes and impacts of the development programs.

Over the last decade, the government has initiated a program of economic transformation that
undertakes mega projects with the help of foreign direct investment. In this regard, most of the projects
were found to be problematic, inefficient, high time consumption, and suffer cost overruns. Beside this,
none of the projects had met its desired objectives. Table A1 in Appendix A has summarized these 126
public sector infrastructure projects chosen for the analysis.

3.2. Case Study

We followed the case study methodology because the research was exploratory in nature and
the previous research on the project governance of infrastructure projects was also limited. To study
a contemporary phenomenon, and the how and why of the research questions, case studies had been
considered suitable (Yin 2017). Also, case studies have been used as a tool for the preliminary, exploratory
stage of a research project (Rowley 2002). We began by conducting an in-depth review of the prior scholarly
works addressing the management and governance of large-scale infrastructure projects. In order to gain an
understanding of the study’s empirical context, we gathered archival and document-based data, including
government planning manuals, a master development plan, appraisal reports, contract documents,
monitoring documents, and evaluation reports. The collected documents were the primary data for
project governance, and they were analyzed and categorized under the aspect of project governance issues.
The interpretative approach was used for the review process, which offered an inclusive summary of the
topic area (Grant and Booth 2009). The data were thematically evaluated to classify and report the hidden
and apparent patterns in the content (Vaismoradi et al. 2013).

3.3. Extraction of Data

There were two main sources of data, as discussed earlier in this section;

1. Literature review
2. Official published reports and documents

The literature had been searched with different phrases like: “project governance issues”, “failure
in project governance”, “lack of project governance as reasons of project failure”, “issues in public
infrastructure projects”, etc., from Scopus, Web of Science, Google scholar, SSRN, etc. Then, the selected
articles underwent the process of screening, which defined their relevancy about the selection. Only those
articles which followed the given criteria were chosen;

1. Published in the time span of 2009 to 2018
2. Focused on the public infrastructure projects

After the finalization of the articles, as per the criteria mentioned above, the main issues in
project governance were highlighted. The list of issues was the global point of view about project
governance. This list was augmented with a local context as well, by adding the information extracted
from the second source of information about project governance in this study, which was officially
published documents. Usually, every project report concludes with the issues and limitations which
the project teams had to face during the execution of the projects. From these sections, we searched the
information about the issues in project governance and its related problems. We performed a thematic
analysis of the retrieved information. It was found that 80% of the retrieved key issues in project
governance were matched with a global point of view, finalized at an earlier stage of the data retrieval.

A summary was formed from the categorized documents. This primary analysis was used to
develop an outline for the interviews. Interviews with twenty-five key officials of the Planning
and Development department were carried out. The average duration of the interviews was about
one hour. The interviewees were chosen on the basis of their expertise and central role in the project.
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The respondents had an average of 20 years of experience in the public sector (ranging from 10 to 30).
The interview outline was developed based on the literature review and the initial findings of the
document analysis. The topics outlined in the interviews were related to project governance issues in
public sector infrastructure projects. The approach enabled the interviewees to share their experiences
and opinions openly and broadly. Key points were noted during the interviews. The interviews were
analyzed through the ordinary thematic approach. While writing up the results, we verified and
compared the document-based data and the interviews repeatedly, as a means of data triangulation.
Figure 1 illustrates the process flow for the identification of governance issues of this research.
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4.1. Appraisal Process

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

4.2. Stakeholder Engagement

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

4.3. Decision-Making

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

4.4. Management Commitment

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

4.5. Political Interference

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

4.6. Quality Assurance

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

4.7. Human Resource

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

4.8. Performance Monitoring

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

4.9. Role Ambiguity

Role ambiguity can be defined as when a member of the team does not have a clear direction of
the expectations of their role in the organization. A clear role framework will help the team members
to know their job descriptions and the rules of the game before entering into the process. It will also
reduce the conflicts that may develop in the lateral stages of the project life cycle. In Gilgit-Baltistan,
this phenomenon has turned into non-professional attitudes, misunderstandings, embezzlement,
and frequent blunders in performing assigned responsibilities.

4.10. Legal Disputes

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

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

We identified the project governance issues in the regional context of Gilgit-Baltistan. Our analysis
suggests that the existing condition of public sector development projects is a matter of concern
for the governing and implementing bodies of Gilgit-Baltistan, as they are not very comparable to
the performance of the other administrative units of Pakistan. The region is a typical example of
misdirected public investment in infrastructure development projects (Haider et al. 2014). The poor
performance of the infrastructure projects has been attributed to multiple stakeholders, lack of clear
project governance structure, organizational structure, timelines, and communication issues with
competing interests (Khan et al. 2018). The root causes of these issues are the weak political and
economic conditions of the region (Waris et al. 2017).

This northern region of Pakistan has an emerging geo-political and socio-economic importance in
China’s “One Belt, One Road” (OBOR) infrastructure corridor. Therefore, as a main governing body,
the Planning Works Department of Gilgit-Baltistan need to take the appropriate actions to overcome the
ambiguities in the existing planning measures and come up with a stringent approach to ensure a more
transparent and efficient project governance system. In this regard, the holistic view of the existing
governance issues in policy and planning will provide a sound basis for exploring the enablers of project
governance in this provincial administrative setup. As a preliminary step, a mechanism of project
governance is necessary to set the vision, project priorities, planning configuration, decision-making,
and for defining the roles and responsibilities of all the stakeholders. This will be helpful in developing an
organizational structure to support benefit management and resolve conflicts, which are quite common
in this multi-ethnic region. This mechanism will also provide the representation of both minority and
majority viewpoints and ensure it is widely accepted and establishes the legitimacy of the decisions.

The foremost recommendation of this study is that the public sector infrastructure development
projects should invest and adopt a project governance framework to achieve its goals and success.
Keeping this in mind, and to broaden the understanding of project governance, more pragmatic
research is envisaged in public sector organizations to have a deeper insight into management practices.
The project administrative department of the government has to establish a reliable, independent,
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and comprehensive planning strategy with a clear vision and commitment for the successful completion
of future projects.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Sector wise distribution of projects.

Sector-Wise Projects No. of Projects Cost (PKR) Million

Housing

• Residential accommodations 12 713

Water and Power

• Hydel power projects 22 2806

Natural resource management

• Construction of road for promotion of horticulture
• Construction of play grounds
• Establishment of tourist information office

9 312

Education

• Construction of schools and colleges
• Upgradation of the existing facilities in schools

25 1096

Health

• Construction and upgradation of hospitals 12 422

Transport and Communication

• Construction, metaling and widening of roads 40 1393

Rural and Urban Development

• Construction of town hall and vocational center
• Provision of clean drinking water facility

6 217

Total 126 6959

The above Table A1 shows the summary of the public sector infrastructure projects in Gilgit-Baltistan.
The projects were taken from different sectors, which included housing, water and power, natural
resource management, education, health, transportation, and rural development. The total costs of
the projects were estimated at PKR 6959.00 million (66 million USD, approximately). These projects
had a significant influence on the inhabitants, and the projects’ progress had been communicated
broadly to the public, which enabled an in-depth document-based study. Three main partners, i.e.,
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Planning and Development Department, Public Works Department, and Contractors, had been involved
in these projects.
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