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My workplace is a small/medium-sized Higher Education Institution (HEI) with about 15,000 students (HESA, 2022) that operates across several campuses. It has come together through successive mergers of smaller HEIs over the last thirteen years. As I discussed in my essay, the particulars of my workplace mean that any single project management process or methodology, whether predictive, adaptive or hybrid, would be inadequate for the variety of projects within the organisation. The issue is further complicated by the organisation’s considerable weaknesses when it comes to projects and their management. 
This work will discuss how using project categorisation can create an appropriate framework for the institution of specific project management practices and choices in my workplace. Project categorisation is the “system of categories for describing and managing their set of projects, whether the system is explicit and formalized or implicit and informal” (Crawford et al. 2004). I believe that a project categorisation will enable better management of projects, as it will allow tailoring of the processes according to project specifics and the needs of the organisation. I will use the discussion and proposals in Burgan & Burgan (2014) to guide my suggestion of a project categorisation system for my workplace. 
Burgan and Burgan (2014) identify as a major issue that organisations tend to persist on particular project management methodologies, while project managers will often follow the methodology that is most comfortable to them. Yet, each project is different and tailoring processes and methodologies to the specifics of the project is encouraged by both the PMBOK and PRINCE2 frameworks (PMBOK Guide, 2017:28; Managing Successful Projects with PRINCE2, 2017:30-36), as well as a variety of other studies (ex. Turner et al., 2012; Ng, 2018).
Currently, my workplace does not follow any particular methodology of project management, nor indeed is there a common way or framework for projects and their management. Specific departments, primarily IT, and teams, mainly for capital projects, have identified project managers and project methodologies to follow. Over the last three years there has been slow movement towards adopting elements of project management and project management tools, such as requesting a business case, using tools like Microsoft Planner, Project, and SharePoint task-lists, etc. For future success, it is imperative that the organisation adopts a clear system regarding project management with an emphasis on tailoring to the specifics of the project, rather than simply blindly following the most comfortable methodology, or indeed simply wedging bits and pieces of project management processes into documentation and expectations without any appropriate training provided. 
Additionally, my workplace suffers from several factors that can create considerable project problems, specifically (as per Grenny et al. 2013):
· ‘Skirting’, where middle and senior management avoids formal procedures in project creation;
· ‘Check-kiting’, where commitments are made, often after the project has started or resources have been allocated, without considering the effect on the project;
· Team failures, where there is no specifically identified project team, but rather a collection of people that belong to existing teams and must juggle the project requirements without consideration of their existing teams’ priorities or their own workload.
I would also suggest that two more of Grenny et al.’s categories apply but with considerable changes:
· Sponsors are often not identified, or are allocated to a project without any expectations or understanding of what their role is;
· A lack of a collaborative culture, and an at-times very strong culture of blame, mean that ‘project-chicken’ is rife, and indeed it is very difficult for a project manager to get the human resources they need.
Thus, both clarity of the expectations of project management and a better understanding of its processes is essential for my organisation, including appropriate training both for those who are chosen to lead projects and those who manage them.
Burgan & Burgan (2014) identify as the first element of project categorisation the identification of the industry the product belongs. I do not know how common this issue is across sectors or industries, but HEIs face a particular challenge. While an HEI’s primary industry is education, for it to function, it needs a variety of specialised departments that fundamentally belong to other industries, such as construction/maintenance, IT, human resources, marketing, hospitality, and health and social care. Further, in addition to an HEI’s primary industry of education, changes in the HE sector over the last thirty years have added several other, at times conflicting, priorities, such as civic engagement, product research and creation, and enterprise. Yet all these must be managed in such a way that do not hinder or negatively affect the primary industry of education.
Lutas et al. (2020) found that hiring decisions when it comes to project managers prioritise knowledge of the field or industry over project management qualifications. That makes hiring specialist project managers in my organisation difficult, as they may need to be knowledgeable in the industry of their project, for example construction, but also equally knowledgeable of education; to add complexity, each HEI is different, and a project manager needs to be given time and resources to understand the specific needs of the HEI that has hired them. As a result, too often project managers hired generically may have good knowledge of project management but their lack of knowledge and understanding of the competing priorities of HEIs lead projects to failure, delays, or complete lack of commitment from stakeholders.
To avoid this problem, my workplace often appoints project managers from existing personnel, so that they can have the necessary knowledge both of their specialist field and of the needs of the institution and HE requirements and expectations. Unfortunately, that also can have a negative effect, as such appointed project managers lack knowledge, expertise, and, often, experience of project management, its processes, and tools. This, in turn, results in projects being mismanaged, inappropriately planned, without necessary documentation, with harried and increasingly stressed project managers, especially as project management is, too often, added to existing operational duties. I would suggest as a solution that the organisation adopts the following:
1. Generically hired project managers:
a. have appropriate project management qualifications;
b. have experience of tailoring projects;
c. are provided with a training programme, including placement into different departments, to get a better understanding of the sector and the institution, for at least two months after hire.
2. Internally appointed project managers:
a. Are identified in advance of actual projects (at least one per department/unit) to take part in training to get at least basic qualifications in project management (ex. PMI’s CAPM, or PRINCE2 Foundation);
b. Become part of an organisational network of project managers with the opportunity to get mentored by an experienced practitioner.
The second element of project categorisation is where it stands in relation to the product lifecycle (Burgan & Burgan, 2014). I do not think that this is appropriate to my organisation, except for specific marketing projects, as our projects deal with diverse products that are most commonly internally focused. 
The third element is the relationship of the project to the organisation’s goals and strategies (Burgan & Burgan, 2014). This element is essential given that my organisation, like most HEIs, is strategy-driven; at the same time, goals and projects may be driven by primary directives, such as hitting targets, etc. I would like to take this a step further than Burgan & Burgan (2014), as while projects are most often driven by strategic commitments, they are not necessarily appropriately connected. For example, a project may be initiated based on the goals of Strategy A, but affects, or the goal is connected to, Strategy B; another example might be Project C which is connected to Strategy A is dependent upon Project D that is connected to Strategy B. There is currently no organisational structure of programmes or portfolios for projects, which hinders communication between project managers, departments and indeed the appropriate members of senior management. I suggest that this situation can be resolved by identifying portfolios and programmes at senior management level with identification of programme managers and sponsors as appropriate, and support senior colleagues with such responsibilities to attain appropriate qualifications (ex. PMI PgMP).
The fourth element is identifying where the project sits in the continuum of methodologies from predictive to agile (Burgan & Burgan, 2014; PMBOK Guide, 2017:666, Fg.X3-1). I find the idea of plan-driven vs. change-driven in Burgan & Burgan (2014) particularly helpful, as this element of categorisation will help in several ways to:
1. Identify the right project manager in terms of experience, knowledge, and confidence in the most appropriate methodologies;
2. Support senior and middle management understand the needs and constraints of the project;
3. Encourage tailoring within the continuum, rather than blindly choosing a methodology.
The fifth, sixth and seventh elements are effectively interconnected. Both the fifth and sixth elements relate to the estimated phases of the project and the relationship between them. The seventh element is identifying stage gates and how completion and success will be measured. These elements can help measuring the complexity of the project in terms of human resources, and its relationships with other projects running parallel in terms of time and teams. Hence, it will also support the relative prioritisation and urgency of the project, not only at the beginning but throughout the lifecycle, and be more responsive to changes in the sector.
The eighth element is about identifying project management processes and their relationship to phases. I think this is not appropriate for most projects in my organisation. The ninth element is very important as it is the identification and estimation of the size of the project, and its relative importance to organisational priorities. Too often large projects are given more resource and priority than the smaller projects upon which they are dependent, which can be avoided with going through the categorisation process. I would add to this element of Burgan & Burgan (2014), that size matrix should be combined with a complexity matrix, as suggested by Josey & England (2009) focusing on internal complexity in the first instance to consider the nature of the organisation (ex. multi-campus) and whether it needs a multi-approach team. 
Of the nine elements identified by Burgan & Burgan (2014), I have rejected two (elements two and eight) as not quite relevant to my organisation at its current stage of project management. Relating to the remaining seven, I have made suggestions as to how they relate to my organisation and proposed solutions to some of the issues identified. I would also add a tenth element: risk. Risk management is essential for all projects, and while it is an integral part of the initiation and planning phases, I would add it to the categorisation matrix as it should affect both choice of project manager and initial consideration of project initiation to avoid the issues affecting my organisation, as per my discussion of Grenny et al. (2013) above. 
Below I would like to present them as I envision them pertaining to my organisation.
Stage 0: Preparing for a project management mindset
This is an essential stage to counteract the fact that there is no specific project management department currently, and the organisation does not have existing processes and procedures regarding project management. 
Main elements:
A. Apply requirements, probation and development activities for hired and appointed project managers as outlined above in the first element;
B. Senior management to divide goals, strategic and operational, into programmes (and portfolios if necessary), supported by a hired professional in programme management, and provide appropriate development for identified programme managers (as suggested in the third element).
I would also suggest that the organisation includes a further element to support project management across the institution:
C. Create a small programme management unit to support the stages below, provide an ‘eagle’s eye view’ in the initiation and project categorisation processes for any given project, and support continuity in the case of loss of project management personnel.
Stage 1: Creating a project categorisation process and matrix
This stage will require both expertise of project management and internal stakeholder consultation. In terms of the project categorisation matrix, I would suggest splitting this element into two parts, an initial one before even the initiation phase of any given project, and one that takes part after the business case is presented and is part of the process of approval.
The first part of the categorisation matrix aims to create the right conditions to initiate a project successfully, specifically an early estimation of the size of the project team and potential budgetary considerations, the choice of appropriate project manager, its basic relationship to other projects, project sponsor, and the most appropriate timing. Hence, it would allow senior management to make considered decisions both in terms of commitment and risk.
This part of the matrix categorises a project according to the following categories:
1. Size & complexity (as per ninth element above with my suggested addition);
2. Estimated programme placement (following agreement as per Stage 0.B above, and relating to element three);
3. ‘Industry’, within the existing parts of the institution as discussed under the first element above;
4. Risk (as per my added tenth element above).
The second part of the matrix would be completed after the initiation phase of the project and should accompany the business case presented to senior or middle management; I would expect that elements of this matrix would be filled-in by the project manager at initiation stage.
This part of the matrix categorises a project according to the following categories:
5. Methodology to be followed appropriately tailored (proposed by project manager; as relates to element four above);
6. Estimated phases of the project, relationship between them, and proposed stage gates (proposed by project manager; as relates to elements five, six and seven above);
7. Appropriate update of the first part of the matrix based on business case (by programme manager unit).
Upon completion of this stage, the organisation must organise appropriate (and available in the future) training on how the matrix works and how it categorises projects across the organisation. 
Stage 2: Applying the project categorisation matrix
Embed project categorisation matrix in project initiation and approval throughout the institution.

In this work, I have proposed a three-stage process to create appropriate mindset in my organisation regarding projects and their management, and conceive and embed a project categorisation matrix to support better management, planning and organisational oversight of projects.
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