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ABSTRACT 
  
Due to the significant impact of client performance on overall project performance and the 
interdependence of participant’s performance in the construction project coalition (i.e. clients, 
designers and constructors), there is a need to establish client performance measures. Based on data 
collected from in-depth interviews with nineteen UK architects and nine UK contractors, a generic 
tool for the on-going formal assessment of client performance is presented. It was found that this 
approach to performance assessment (i.e. from the view point of other, non-client coalition 
participants) should lead to improved project relationships. Data analysis showed that in addition to 
‘harder’ measures such as understanding of project requirements and finance, other, ‘softer’ 
measures of client performance (e.g. attitude) were worthy of consideration since they determine the 
quality of participant relationships. It is recommended that the tool be used to promote more 
effective client performance and thus enhance coalition relationships, enabling continuous 
improvement. The ultimate aim is to develop similar tools for the assessment of all coalition 
participants based on a culture of openness and trust.   
  
Keywords: assessment tool, coalition participants, client performance, perceptions, performance 

measures, satisfaction. 
  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The organisation of a construction project is 
unique in nature because of its temporariness 
and, because it contains many participants with 
differing backgrounds and interests [1-5]. 
Traditionally, the main participants of a project 
coalition (PC) are the client (as an owner of the 
project and the one that needs the constructed 
facility), the architect (commonly engaged as 
lead designer), and the contractor (who con-
structs the facility normally under the guidance 
of the architect). The interactions and inter-
relationships between these participants largely 
determines the overall performance of a con-
struction project [6, 7]. Focusing on individual 
participants’ performance in the PC is worthy of 
investigation, since overall project performance 
is dependent on each participant’s contribution 
[8]. These participants’ performance is also 
interdependent [2, 9]. Hence, to achieve a cer-
tain level of performance, one participant 
requires another(s) to perform to a certain level 
and vice versa. 
  
 
Note: Discussion is expected before November, 1st 2002. The 
proper discussion will be published in “Dimensi Teknik 
Sipil” volume 5 number 1 Maret 2003. 

It has been shown, that client performance has 
significant impact on successful project imple-
mentation [10-13]. In a study of construction 
time performance, Walker [14] discovered that 
client related factors are more significant than 
procurement route adopted. It was recom-
mended that clients should possess a positive 
attitude and good team interaction skills. A 
survey by the Construction Clients Forum found 
that 58 percent of clients reported that their 
projects were late, 32 percent said that the work 
was over-budget and 90 percent reported 
construction defects [15]. However, it has also 
been suggested that clients should take some 
responsibility for these shortcomings [16]. Many 
problems that arise on site, are attributable to 
clients. These include problems caused by poor 
communication, late design changes, late 
payment and so on. It has been well argued that 
to improve the performance of the industry, all 
parties should work together harmoniously, and 
this includes clients. In sum, the satisfactory 
performance of clients is essential if contractors 
and professionals are to exercise their duties 
effectively. Therefore, there is a need to set 
performance standards for them [17]. 
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This paper describes the development of a client 
performance assessment tool based on archi-
tects’ and contractors’ criteria within the context 
of the PC. The tool was developed from survey of 
samples of UK architects and contractors. The 
assessment tool presented gives due conside-
ration to vital performance criteria, i.e. those 
which influence other coalition participants’ 
performance and project success as a whole. At 
the time of writing this paper, the tool has not 
been fully applied in an industrial context. 
Future research will perform this follow-on 
stage in taking the tool to definitive conclusion. 
 
 

DATA ACQUISITION     
 
Interviews were considered the most appro-
priate way to gain thorough understanding of 
architects’ and contractors’ client performance 
criteria. Interviews allow the exploration of 
feeling and other subjective/intuitive factors 
[18], essential in the evaluation of client 
performance. Interviews also provide sufficient 
depth to explore personal values and beliefs. 
  
In-depth, semi-structured interviews with archi-
tects and contractors were conducted. These 
involved asking the respondents two specific 
questions regarding this subject. These ques-
tions were: 
1. Do you assess client performance, if so, what 

criteria do you normally use? 
2. In the context of the PC, what level of 

performance do you require from the client in 
order to allow you to perform optimally?   

 
Additionally and as was considered necessary, 
supplementary questions were used to probe 
and obtain further details and to pursue aspects 
as recommended by Fellows and Liu [19] (e.g. 
what do you mean by attitude towards advice?). 
During interviews, interviewees were also asked 
whether they conducted a formal assessment of 
client performance. In such cases, a copy of the 
assessment form was also obtained, hence 
providing further data. All interviews were 
recorded and subsequently transcribed for 
analysis purposes. 
 
Nineteen architects were chosen from the list of 
top UK architects [20], and subsequently 
interviewed. The majority were currently 
handling major UK and overseas building pro-
jects, and were qualified architects at project 
and top management levels. Their opinions 
represent the views of a small sample of very 
experienced UK architects. Nine contractors 

were identified from the listing of Key British 
Enterprises [21] representing top UK contrac-
tors, and subsequently interviewed. Views 
expressed can be considered as those of a small 
sample of very experienced UK contractors. 
 
 

DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Data were analysed using the content analysis 
technique. Neuman [22] described content 
analysis as a technique for gathering and 
analysing the content of text. Here, content 
refers to words, meanings, pictures, symbols, 
ideas, themes, or any other message that can be 
communicated and logically interpreted. 
Content analysis extracts and categorizes 
information from text [23]. The analysis cap-
tured the content of the transcribed interviews 
mainly in terms of words and ideas, on what 
criteria were considered most important to 
architects and contractors in terms of their 
feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. 
These words and ideas were subsequently 
categorised into phrases or words representing 
an appropriate measure of performance. Such a 
technique was successfully used by Holt and 
Fraser [24] in assessing views of the UK public 
sector regarding procurement. The analysis was 
conducted manually.   
 
Neuman [22] also argued that content analysis 
is nonreactive because the process of placing 
words, messages, or symbols in text to commu-
nicate to a reader or receiver, occurs without 
influence from the researcher. That is, when 
interviews are conducted, the interviewees have 
no prior knowledge of the subsequent content 
analysis. Moreover, if the interviews are 
conducted with care, it allows interviewees to 
express unbiased feelings. Notwithstanding 
this, it is acknowledged that the interviewees 
might introduce bias in their opinions since the 
research sought to include subjective, as well as 
objective, measures. Any ambiguity in responses 
was addressed through further questioning, 
thereby addressing confusion as and if it arose. 
This also minimised the problems of reliability 
and validity. For further discussion regarding 
reliability and validity, readers may wish to 
consult Silverman [25] and Weber [26]. 
 
Weber [26] contended that there is no simple 
right way to conduct content analysis. Instead, 
researchers must judge what methods are most 
appropriate to the prevalent setting. Therefore, 
content analysis should be tailored to the 
research aim. In content analysis, there are four 
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characteristics of text content, i.e. frequency, 
direction, intensity and space [22]. Here, the 
coding system adopted was frequency, i.e. 
counting the occurrence of the same words/ideas 
in all interviews. Since the primary purpose of 
the analysis was to identify performance 
measures related to satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction feelings, other characteristics 
were considered irrelevant and subsequently 
ignored. The unit of analysis used is interview 
or interviewee. That is, for a particular 
criterion, the analysis counts how many 
interviewees deem that criterion important in 
contributing to their feelings of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. Clients’ opinions were not 
sought because, for the purposes of this 
particular research, performance assessment 
was based on the opinions of other participants, 
i.e. architects and contractors. 
 
 

ARCHITECTS’ AND CONTRACTORS’ 
PERCEPTIONS OF KEY CLIENT 

PERFORMANCE CRITERIA  
 
Tables 1 and 2 show extracts of the key client 
performance criteria according to architects and 
contractors respectively. The second column of 
the tables displays the client performance 
criteria and the following columns represent the 
responses of architects and contractors during 
interviews. Most of the criteria are subjective in 

nature and considered ‘people issues’ such as 
spirit of co-operation, honesty, responsiveness to 
problems, etc. The first column exhibits the 
ranks of these criteria according to the 
frequencies (i.e. number of interviewees who 
deemed these criteria important). However, the 
emphasis here is on how architects and 
contractors consider client performance. A 
description of the criteria categorised under 
several main headings is given below. 
 
Understanding of project requirements 

Architects and contractors agree that this is the 
most important criterion. It includes criteria 
related to the project brief, understanding of the 
building process, and ability to communicate 
requirements. The client brief should be clear, 
adequate/appropriate, and specific/definite in 
order to ensure successful project delivery and 
client satisfaction. However, evidence suggests 
that inadequacy of a client brief still continues 
to cause problems during construction [27, 28]. 
The poor performance of architects and 
contractors is often partly attributable to a poor 
client brief. In informal terms, clients should 
know what they want from an early stage 
without the propensity for changing their mind 
in the latter stages of a project. Furthermore, 
clients are expected to be able to communicate 
(i.e. convey) what they want to architects and 
contractors effectively.   

 
Table 1.  Summary of architects' perceptions of key client performance criteria 

A  R  C  H  I  T  E  C  T  S'    R  E  S  P  O  N  S  E  S TOTAL RANK CLIENT PERFORMANCE CRITERIA 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19  

1 Quality of brief (clarity, definite, specific)                    10 
2 Knowing what he wants                    8 
3 Ability to make rapid decision (rapidity, flexibility)                    6 
3 Understanding of the building process                    6 
3 Give achievable / realistic timescale                    6 
4 Sufficient / adequate budget                    5 
4 Timely payment (on schedule)                    5 
4 Adequate continuous involvement/commitment                    5 
5 Pay adequate fee (willingness to agree a fee, fair)                    4 
5 Trust, honesty and integrity                    4 
5 Attitude towards advice (respect, open to solutions, flexible)                    4 
5 Co-operativeness / team work                    4 
6 Responsiveness to quiries (quick feedback)                    3 
6 Not keep changing mind (clarity of thinking)                    3 
7 Be active in financial management (financial approval)                    2 
7 Understanding the difficulties and make allowances of it                    2 
7 Performance in pre-planning stage (early stage)                    2 
8 Help with monitoring                    1 
8 Allow architect to enjoy project                    1 
8 Clarity of budget and programme                    1 
8 Ability to balance between involvement and interference                    1 
8 Well organised with the team                    1 
8 Administration                    1 
8 Appreciation of architecture                    1 
8 Ability to encourage attitude of proactiveness of all                    1 
8 Receptiveness towards ideas (design flair, opportunities)                    1 
8 Feeling on how enjoyable, pleasant client                    1 
8 Ability to convey/communicate inspiration                    1 
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Table 2.  Summary of contractors' perceptions of key client performance criteria 

C O N T R A C T O R S'  R E S P O N S E S TOTAL RANK CLIENT PERFORMANCE CRITERIA 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  

1 Quality of brief (clarity, adequacy, appropriateness, etc.)          5 
2 Timely payment          4 
3 Know what he wants early          3 
4 Co-operativeness          2 
4 Trust, honesty and integrity          2 
4 Ability in making decision           2 
4 Adequate funding          2 
4 Commitment/involvement to project          2 
4 Provide adequate time          2 
4 Support of information          2 
5 Not change mind           1 
5 Give lead designer/consultant proper level of authority          1 
5 Responsiveness to problems that arise          1 
5 Attitude to variations (caused by client changes)          1 
5 Understanding of the building process           1 
5 Help contractor work to deliver the product on time          1 

 
Criteria related to finance 

It is central that clients (as project owners) have 
adequate funds for their intended projects. This 
importance was supported by Kometa et al. [13] 
who found that project finance was the most 
important responsibility of clients to project 
consultants. Several aspects related to finance 
were identified during the interviews, including 
adequacy of funding, timeliness of payment and 
ease of financial approval (e.g. associated with 
variations). Moreover, a number of architects 
suggested that a willingness to agree a fee in 
advance was crucial to the survival of their 
companies. 
 
Criteria related to decision making 

Cherns and Bryant [1] contended that client 
organisations are complex and not unitary. This 
often causes problems in the decision making 
process within client organisations. However, 
the decisions that clients must make, are often 
in the crucial period of project execution and 
may significantly affect architect and contractor 
performance. Therefore, clients are expected to 
be able to make high quality and rapid, as well 
as single voice, decisions.   
 
Criteria related to management skills 

Traditionally, architects are often appointed as 
lead designers and are expected to communicate 
the client’s requirements to the contractor. Lead 
designers are expected to make important 
decisions on behalf of their clients in order to 
keep to budget and schedule. If this authority is 
not properly delegated and communicated by 
clients at the outset, delay can result and less 
than optimal project performance results. One 
interviewed architect contended that clients 
should organise their project team (i.e. client 

representatives) in order to ensure that the 
project is well administered. Moreover, pre-
planning by clients is also extremely important 
if their architects and contractors are expected 
to perform effectively. 
 
Criteria related to support to contractor/ 
architect 

It is not surprising that both architects and 
contractors indicated the need for support and 
involvement from their clients. Foremost, is 
information support, particularly in terms of 
quality and timeliness. Clients should also set 
adequate/realistic timeframes for design and 
construction. One architect suggested that the 
client’s role in monitoring contractor perfor-
mance also contributes to successful project 
implementation. A caveat to this was the need 
to strike a balance between an adequate level of 
involvement and what could be construed as 
interference. It has become widely accepted that 
successful project performance requires client 
involvement, however, if clients become too 
involved, then this soon becomes interference 
which hampers the performance of their profe-
ssionals and contractors alike [29].  
 
Criteria related to attitude 

While such criteria are considered subjective 
and ‘softer’ in nature, nearly all architects and 
contractors suggested that ‘attitude’ has a signi-
ficant influence on the satisfaction or dissatis-
faction of the PC. These criteria support and 
sustain the quality of working relationships 
between participants. Such criteria identified 
from interviews include: integrity and honesty, 
team work/spirit of co-operation, responsiveness 
to problems, understanding architect/contractor 
difficulties, attitude to variations caused by 
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client changes, allowing architect/contractor to 
‘enjoy’   projects,   appreciation  of   architecture,   
ability to encourage pro-activeness among 
parties, attitude towards advice, and client 
personality (e.g. general feeling on the pleasant-
ness of the client). 
 
 
GENERIC FORMAL ASSESSMENT OF 

CLIENT PERFORMANCE 
 
None of the interviewees were currently 
implementing any formal assessment of client 
performance, but all undertook a perceptive 
assessment of some kind. Some found the very 
idea of implementing a formal assessment to be 
a rather strange concept. As one architect 
stated:  

“Some clients think they know best and we 
[architects] never even consider whether they 
are performing properly… what right do we 
have to tell them that they are not 
performing?”  

 
Based on the interviews and analysis, a 
conceptual tool for the generic formal 
assessment of client performance was 
developed. The assessment is designed to be 
undertaken by architects and/or contractors. A 
completed assessment form is displayed in Table 
3. Here, performance is defined under the 
following headings; Understanding of project 
requirements, Finance, Decision making, Mana-
gement skills, Support to contractor/architect, 
and Attitude. 
 
The performance assessment 

In assessing client performance, the architect 
and/or contractor would first need to determine 
the weighting of each criterion, i.e. Importance 
(I). These weightings are assumed to be 
constant throughout the whole project life so as 
to allow the client to form a suitable strategy 
aimed at satisfying the most important criteria. 
This level of importance (I) indicates the value 
or weight of the criterion, based on the 
assessor’s feeling of satisfaction or dissatis-
faction. The level of importance (I) ranges 
between 0 to 10, indicating a continuum 
between no importance and extremely 
important respectively. Hence, zero (0) Impor-
tance indicates the criterion to have no impact 
on the level of satisfaction attained and 
therefore effort expended on this criterion can 
be considered wasteful. Conversely, an impor-
tance value of ten (10) indicates a criterion to 
have a very significant impact on the level of 
satisfaction and so attempt should be made to 

satisfy it to its fullest. Adequate performance 
under important criteria will derive a high level 
of satisfaction. At any time during the project, 
the client may request the architect and/or the 
contractor to make an assessment. Although 
this process slightly adds an administrative 
burden, the overall benefit due to harmonious 
relationships outweighs this. The architect 
and/or contractor will indicate their level of 
satisfaction (S) for each criterion on a scale of 0 
to 10, representing a continuum between 
extremely poor and excellent respectively. Thus, 
the value of S illustrates how well the client is 
performing in a certain task according to the 
assessors’ opinion.           
 
On completing the assessment, the architect/ 
contractor would then return the form to the 
client, who would then analyse the response. 
For each criterion the Satisfaction Weighted 
Scale (SWS) and Performance Improvement 
Potential Scale (PIPS) is calculated by the 
client, representing a ‘micro’ evaluation of 
performance. Then under each heading, SWS 
and PIPS are calculated, representing a ‘macro’ 
evaluation of performance, e.g. for Decision 
Making. Finally, the overall values for SWS and 
PIPS represent a generic assessment, indicating 
overall satisfaction levels and the need for 
improvement. The SWS and PIPS are now 
explained in more detail. 
 
The Satisfaction Weighted Scale (SWS) 

The SWS (valued between 0-10) represents a 
weighted level of (client performance) 
satisfaction, as calculated by the following 
formula:  

IxS    (1) 

That is, the square root of the product of the 
level of satisfaction (S) and the corresponding 
level of importance (I), as indicated by the 
assessors, i.e. architects and contractors. The 
utilization of the square root is simply to provide 
convenient values of SWS between 0-10 which 
may be readily interpreted by the user. Hence, a 
high score represents a high feeling of 
satisfaction and vice versa. 
 
Locke [30] reported that emotional responses 
(i.e. feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction) 
are also dependent on value importance; that is 
how an individual deems a certain aspect of the 
task in their value hierarchy. The implication 
for participants of the PC is how one participant 
values a certain task undertaken by another 
participant and how this impacts their own 
performance and levels of satisfaction.  
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Table 3  Client performance assessment tool: worked example 

Client Performance Criteria I * 
Importance 

S ** 
Satisfaction 

SWS 
√(IxS) 

PIPS 
(S)-(I) 

PR 
Priority Rank 

      
Understanding of Project Requirements      
• Quality of brief, in terms of clarity 10 5 7.07 -5 3 
• Quality of brief, in terms of adequacy and appropriateness  10 7 8.37 -3 5 
• Understanding of the building process 8 4 5.66 -4 4 
• Knowing what they want early 9 6 7.35 -3 5 
• Clarity of thinking (not changing their mind) 10 4 6.32 -6 2 
• Ability to convey what they want 8 8 8.00 0 8 
  Average 7.13 -3.5 4.5 
Finance      
• Adequacy of funding for the project 10 9 9.49 -1 7 
• Timeliness of payment 10 6 7.75 -4 4 
• Ease of financial approval due to variations  8 4 5.66 -4 4 
• Willingness to agree a fee (adequate fee) 7 8 7.48 1 9 
  Average 7.60 -2.0 6.0 
Decision Making      
• Ability to make rapid and decisive decisions 9 6 7.35 -3 5 
• Quality of the decisions 9 8 8.49 -1 7 
• Unity (i.e. clear and single voice) 9 4 6.00 -5 3 
  Average 7.28 -3.0 5.0 
Management Skills      
• Delegation (give lead designer proper level of authority) 7 8 7.48 1 9 
• Organisational skills   7 8 7.48 1 9 
• Performance in pre-planning (early stages performance) 7 6 6.48 -1 7 
• Administration 6 9 7.35 3 10 
  Average 7.20 1.0 8.8 
Support to Contractor / Architect      
• Information support (quality, timely, etc.) 9 3 5.20 -6 2 
• Adequacy of time (achievable and realistic timescale)  7 7 7.00 0 8 
• Monitoring progress/performance  0     
• Adequate continuous involvement/commitment 5 5 5.00 0 8 
• Ability to balance between involvement and interference 8 5 6.32 -3 5 
  Average 5.88 -2.3 5.8 
Attitude      
• Integrity and honesty 10 4 6.32 -6 2 
• Collaborative/spirit of cooperation/team work 10 8 8.94 -2 6 
• Responsiveness to problems (queries) that arise 10 1 3.16 -9 1 
• Understanding architect/contractor difficulties 5 8 6.32 3 10 
• Attitude to variations caused by client changes 9 9 9.00 0 8 
• Allowing architect/contractor to enjoy projects 0     
• Appreciation of architecture 1 10 3.16 9 11 
• Ability to encourage attitude of pro-activeness of all  3 4 3.46 1 9 
• Attitude towards advice (respect, open to solutions, flexible, 

receptiveness towards ideas) 
7 7 7.00 0 8 

• Personality (e.g. general feeling on the pleasantness of the client) 9 8 8.49 -1 7 
  6.21 -0.6 6.9 
OVERALL PROJECT AVERAGE 6.88 -1.7 
Note:  
*  Importance (0 - 10) : 0 = no importance, 10 = extremely important 
** Satisfaction (0 - 10) : 0 = extremely poor, 10 = excellent 
If a criterion is irrelevant and does not have any impact on your feelings of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction, you can ignore (i.e. give I=0). 
 
The extent to which the performance of other 
coalition participants impacts upon the 
performance of another will determine that 
participant’s perceived importance of the other’s 

performance. This is simply because the 
satisfactory performance of other coalition 
participants enables another participant to 
achieve their own goals and to perform better. 
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Locke [30] also suggested that failing to perform 
a more important task will produce more 
dissatisfaction, and vice-versa. Liu and Walker 
[8] stated that the more important the value, 
the wider the possible range of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction feelings associated with it. In 
evaluating levels of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction, importance represents a key 
determinant, hence its inclusion in the 
assessment tool.  
 
In this process, two criteria may have the same 
SWS but different values for Importance and 
Satisfaction. For instance, in the hypothetical 
example given in Table 3, according to the 
contractor, Responsiveness to problems (queries) 
that arise has scores of 10 for Importance and 1 
for Satisfaction, and Appreciation of architecture 
has the exact opposite. Both criteria have the 
same SWS, that is 3.16, but do they generate 
the same level of satisfaction for the assessor? 
The answer is yes because Responsiveness to 
problems (queries) that arise, which has very 
high Importance but very low Satisfaction, 
produces a low feeling of satisfaction, 
Appreciation of architecture, which has very low 
Importance but very high Satisfaction also 
produces a low feeling of satisfaction. That is, in 
the case of Appreciation of architecture, while 
the level of satisfaction (S) is high, because the 
criterion is not considered vitally important by 
the assessor, the ultimate satisfaction feeling is 
lower.   
 
The SWS for each heading, (e.g. Understanding 
of project requirements) is the mean SWS for 
that heading based on the number of relevant 
criteria derived from: 

Generic SWS =  
IxS

n

n

∑
   (2) 

where n = number of criteria attributable to 
given generic heading. 
 
Hence, for Understanding of project require-
ments the overall SWS (ranging between 0-10) is 
7.13, suggesting a reasonable level of 
satisfaction by the assessor. Note, where the 
assessor does not consider certain criteria to be 
relevant (e.g. Monitoring progress/performance 
and Allowing architect/contractor to enjoy 
project) an importance rating of 0 is allocated 
and the criterion subsequently removed from 
the calculation. 
 
Finally, overall SWS gives an indication of the 
overall mean total of SWS for the assessment 
based on the six headings, which in the example 

is 6.88 representing an above average feeling of 
satisfaction (in this context ‘average’ is taken as 
the median value of 5). Where assessment is 
undertaken at times which exclude certain 
criteria (e.g. prior to work on site commencing), 
these are simply ignored and form no part of the 
calculation. Additionally, the overall SWS can 
be used for inter-project comparison, thereby 
providing a useful basis on which participants 
can (longitudinally) compare the performance of 
their clients overtime. Also, clients can (cross-
sectionally) monitor their own performance 
against a number of projects, allowing them to 
focus their attention in the strive for continuous 
improvement. 
 
The Performance Improvement Potential 
Scale (PIPS) 

The PIPS for each criterion is derived simply by 
subtracting the value for Importance from the 
value for Satisfaction (i.e. S - I). Hence, PIPS 
(with a range between –10 to 10) is defined as 
the difference between Satisfaction and 
Importance for a particular criterion. The PIPS 
indicates the need for improvement in any 
particular criterion, and hence lower values 
should receive greater attention by clients. In 
the example given, a contractor has allocated for 
Responsiveness to problems (queries) that arise, 
scores of 10 and 1 for Importance and 
Satisfaction respectively, the PIPS produced is a 
value of –9. In the case of Appreciation of 
architecture, where values of 1 and 10 have been 
allocated to Importance and Satisfaction, the 
corresponding PIPS value would be 9. Here, the 
contractor is all but completely satisfied with 
the client’s performance for this criterion and it 
does not therefore require significant corrective 
action.  
 
In summary, criteria that are allocated negative 
PIPS values require improvement, while 
positive values indicate those criteria that have 
been, to some extent satisfied. Ideally, the value 
of Importance and Satisfaction should be the 
same in order to produce zero PIPS values 
indicating an optimum level of client 
performance. Here, clients are satisfying their 
assessors, but are not wasting their efforts. 
Hence, in reality, optimum client performance 
might be extremely difficult to achieve. In the 
performance assessment, attention should be 
focused on aspects of client performance, i.e. 
criteria, which need most improvement. Clients 
should therefore focus on improving their 
performance under the criteria with negative 
PIPS values. 
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Adopting the same principles as described for 
the SWS, PIPS values for each heading (e.g. 
Understanding of project requirements) and 
overall, can be calculated. The overall PIPS 
values can then be used for similar purposes as 
described for the overall SWS value (i.e. inter-
project comparison and performance moni-
toring). 
 
Priority Rank (PR) 

The Priority Rank (PR) represents the ranking 
of PIPS values (with lower PIPS values assigned 
higher rankings). Criteria with the same PIPS 
are assigned the same rank. Criteria with zero 
Importance are not ranked. Although, it may be 
argued that two criteria with the same rank 
may need different approaches and certainly 
different solutions for addressing the problems, 
the same rank indicates that the criteria have 
the same potential for improvement in order to 
attain higher satisfaction levels. The PR for 
each heading indicates the comparative ranking 
of these.   
 
 

PRACTICAL APPLICATION 
 
Serving as a tool to develop harmonious 
interrelationships between coalition partici-
pants, implementation of the assessment could 
commence on appointment of the service provi-
ders, i.e. architect and/or contractor. The coali-
tion participants can discuss the assessment(s) 
at regular monthly meetings. In the first 
instance, the assessors (architect and contrac-
tor) would need to establish values of impor-
tance, independently for each criterion. As these 
importance values indicated by the two 
assessors are unlikely to be the same, their 
independent assessments should be considered 
complementary, i.e. in unison by the client. The 
client would then be able to focus on criteria 
with relatively higher levels of importance. 
After an agreed period of time, the client would 
invite an assessment to be made. In receipt of 
the assessment, the client can subsequently 
adopt appropriate strategies to address 
weaknesses, i.e. causes of dissatisfaction. This 
can be considered both at a micro level (i.e. in 
respect of particular criterion) and/or at a macro 
level (to be compared with other projects or with 
a preceding assessment). 
In the example provided in Table 3, the overall 
SWS attained is 6.88, indicating a reasonable 
level of satisfaction. The overall PIPS is -1.7 
indicating the need for some improvement, if the 
assessor (architect or contractor) is to be fully 
satisfied. The PRs provide guidance to the client 

as to which criteria require most attention. The 
most important criterion is Responsiveness to 
problems (queries) that arise, and hence, the 
client should seek to improve this aspect of 
performance as it is causing high levels of 
dissatisfaction. The criteria ranked second are 
Clarity of thinking (not changing mind), 
Information support (quality, timely, etc.) and 
Integrity and honesty, and should be considered 
next. The PR for each heading provides a cross-
comparison of priority for all headings. Here, 
Understanding of project requirements, which 
has 4.5 PR, followed by Decision making (5.0 
PR) are the most important, followed by the 
Support to contractor/architect (5.8 PR) and 
Finance (6.0 PR). Attitude and Management 
skills, with a PR of 6.9 and 8.8 respectively, 
reflect a reasonably high level of satisfaction for 
such aspects.        
 
The client can then compare current results 
with previous assessments conducted on the 
project. The assessment requires a team effort 
including all coalition participants to pursue 
continuous improvement and satisfactory 
performance. In this regard, the intention is to 
develop similar tools for assessing the 
performance of architects and contractors, by 
the appropriate coalition participants. Hence, 
assessment would be a mutual process in a real 
sense, supporting the development of long-term 
relationships and high satisfaction levels. As a 
final word, the ‘values’ derived from the 
assessment are not critical, but the tool 
essentially serves as a guide to flagging-up 
problems so that they can be discussed/resolved 
at the said meetings. 
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