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• Grew up in Hershey, PA, where his grandfather was Milton Hershey's 
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Learning Objectives

By the end of this session, you will be able to:

• Understand how Program Health Assessments evaluate capital program performance 

• Identify common gaps and performance challenges revealed through assessment 
results 

• Learn how assessment outputs and benchmarking insights are used to compare and 
interpret program performance 

• Explore how findings inform prioritization, alignment, and program-level decision-
making 

• Recognize performance trends and differences across organizations of varying size and 
maturity 



• Most organizations measure project performance

• Few measure program performance

• Program assessments help identify systemic issues before they affect outcomes 

• Benchmarking helps distinguish isolated issues from systemic challenges

Why Assess Program Health?

Program Health Assessments provide a structured, data-driven approach to 
understanding how capital programs are performing and where improvements can 
create the greatest impact.



Why This Matters: Capital Programs are 
Becoming More Complex

Common challenges include:

• Delayed decision-making

• Schedule instability

• Risks identified too late

• Stakeholder misalignment – communication and collaboration issues

• Inconsistent delivery processes

These challenges often become more pronounced as organizations prepare for major 
growth initiatives or large multi-project programs.



Quick Poll

Which challenge creates the biggest obstacle in your capital program today?

• Decision-making 

• Stakeholder alignment 

• Cost management 

• Schedule reliability 

• Risk management 

• Staffing/resources

• Other?



How Healthy Is Your Program?

Ask yourself:

• Do you trust your schedule forecasts? 

• Are risks identified early enough? 

• Are decisions made efficiently? 

• Are stakeholders aligned? 

• Could your current processes support a program twice its size?

• Are team members engaged?

• Do AEC firms enjoy working with you?



What is a Program 
Health Assessment?

How we assess:

• Surveys
• Document reviews
• Interviews
• Workshops
• Benchmarking 
• Operational analysis 

What We Assess:

• Governance 

• Design Management 

• Cost Management 

• Schedule Control 

• Risk Management 

• Construction Execution 

• Stakeholder Management 

• Operations & Transition 
Planning 

• Procurement & Contracting



Assessment results answer three questions:

• How are we performing?

• How do we compare to peers?

• Where should we prioritize efforts?

Benchmarking: Helping Organizations 
Improve

Benchmarking transforms individual observations into actionable organizational 
insights.



Understanding the Results

How do we interpret scores?

Score Meaning

0 No definition/not applicable 

1 Missing, incomplete, or poor definition/development/implementation

2 Major gaps

3 Some gaps

4 Minor gaps

5 Completely developed



What Our Benchmark Data Reveals



Lowest Scores:

• Risk Management: 2.22

• Schedule Management: 2.22

• Governance and Team Performance: 2.82

What Our Benchmark Data Reveals

Highest Scores:

• Procurement and Contracting: 3.67

• Stakeholder Collaboration: 3.39

• Transition to Operations: 3.17

What surprised us:
Organizations are stronger 
at delivering projects than 
managing the systems that 
support them



Risk Management

What the Results Tell Us:

• Risk management remains one of the least 
mature program management functions. 

• Risks are often identified and discussed too 
late to influence outcomes. 

• Risk processes are frequently disconnected 
from governance and decision-making. 

Proactive risk management 
helps institutions address 
issues before they affect 
budgets, schedules, 
stakeholder confidence, or 
campus operations.



Schedule Management

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations communicate schedules 
effectively. 

• Few organizations formally evaluate 
schedule uncertainty and schedule risk. 

• Schedule risk analysis was the lowest-
scoring benchmark across all categories. 

Schedule certainty is critical 
when projects must align 
with academic calendars, 
student occupancy, and 
campus operations.



Governance and Team 
Performance

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations generally understand what 
they want to achieve. 

• Accountability and role clarity are 
significantly less mature. 

• Governance gaps often contribute to delayed 
decisions and inconsistent execution. 

Clear governance helps 
institutions balance priorities 
across administration, 
facilities, academics, and 
campus stakeholders.



Financial and Cost 
Management

What the Results Tell Us:

• Most organizations demonstrate 
competency in budgeting and cost tracking. 

• Forecasting the impacts of change remains a 
common challenge. 

• Cost visibility is often stronger than long-
term cost predictability. 

Reliable forecasting helps 
institutions manage limited 
capital funding, shifting 
priorities, and long-term 
campus investment plans.



Construction Execution 
Management

. 

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations generally perform well once 
projects enter construction. 

• Safety and quality processes are typically 
well established. 

• Execution capabilities often exceed the 
maturity of planning and governance 
processes. 

Strong construction execution 
helps minimize disruption to 
students, faculty, staff, research 
activities, and ongoing campus 
operations.



Design Management

What the Results Tell Us:

• Design reviews are generally well 
established. 

• Maintaining design schedules becomes 
more challenging as programs grow in 
complexity. 

• Late stakeholder input often creates rework, 
delays, and scope changes. 

Early alignment among users, 
facilities staff, and academic 
departments helps reduce 
redesign, scope changes, and 
schedule impacts.



Transition to Operations

. 

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations increasingly recognize the 
importance of operational readiness. 

• Successful delivery extends beyond construction 
completion. 

• Early involvement of operations teams improves 
occupancy and long-term performance. 

Early involvement of facilities 
staff and end users helps 
ensure a smoother transition 
into occupied campus spaces 
and long-term operational 
success.



Stakeholder 
Collaboration

. 

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations generally do a good job 
identifying key stakeholders. 

• Communication outreach with stakeholders is 
often more informal. 

• Stakeholder issue resolution processes remain 
an opportunity for improvement across many 
organizations. 

Successful programs depend on 
aligning administration, faculty, 
students, facilities staff, and 
other stakeholders around 
shared goals and priorities.



Procurement and 
Contracting

. 

What the Results Tell Us:

• Organizations generally demonstrate strong 
procurement and contracting practices. 

• Delivery strategy selection was one of the 
strongest-performing benchmark areas 
across the assessment. 

• Opportunities remain to strengthen team 
selection processes and ensure consistent 
execution across projects. 

Selecting the right delivery 
strategy can improve 
flexibility, reduce risk, and 
better align projects with 
institutional objectives and 
funding requirements.



General Observations

. 



What Drives Program Health?

Healthy programs are built on three interconnected elements (3Ps):

Process

• Governance, risk management, schedule management, cost management, 
procurement, and delivery controls.

People

• Leadership alignment, accountability, communication and collaboration, employee 
engagement, and decision-making.

Partners

• Designers, consultants, construction contractors, end users, and other program 
participants.

. 



What We Learned Across Organizations

• Procurement and contracting appears to be the easiest practice to establish, along 
with Stakeholder collaboration.

• Most organizations exhibit basic competence in Financial and Cost Management.

• Organizations show the widest range of effectiveness in Governance, Team 
Performance and Risk Management.

• Risk Management and Schedule Management appear to be secondary areas of focus 
for organizations, and the scores are often the lowest.

. 



Healthy Programs Start with Healthy Teams

A unique aspect of our assessments evaluates the human side of program delivery 
through tools such as:

• Stakeholder feedback

• Employee engagement insights

• Net Promoter Score (NPS)

• Leadership and team interviews

. 

Even the best processes struggle when teams are disconnected, unclear on priorities, 
or lack confidence in decision-making.



Which Organization Sounds Like Yours?
Future Facility Oriented

• Strong areas of geographic growth; high-profile projects

• (+) Stakeholder collaboration and transition to operations

• (-) Risk management and governance

Process Oriented

• “Serial Builders”

• (+) Design, cost and schedule management

• (-) Lack vision and Stakeholder collaboration

Big Picture Oriented

• (+) Governance and Risk management

• Highest average scores across all categories

. 



Organizations By Size and Capability

“Emergent” Organizations (<$200M)
• Future facility – planned project(s)

• Areas of improvement: risk management, design management, governance

“Mid-Size” Organizations ($200M-$1B)

• Stronger competence in construction management

• Areas of improvement include risk management and governance

“Large” Organizations (>$1B)

• Most well-rounded systems in place

• Lack of enhanced cost/schedule/risk management capabilities

. 



Final Takeaways

. 

Organizations 
share many of 

the same 
challenges. 

Understanding 
program health 
is the first step 
toward better 

outcomes. 

Organizations of 
different sizes 
and maturity 
levels exhibit 

different 
strengths and 
weaknesses. 

Benchmarking a
gainst peers 

helps distinguish 
isolated issues 
from systemic 

challenges.

Governance, risk, 
and schedule 
management 

remain the 
greatest 

opportunities for 
improvement. 



Questions?

. 


