172 Int. J. Management and Enterprise Development, ¥&lINo. 2, 2012

The role of project management office in the
multi-project environment

Seweryn Spalek

Faculty of Organisation and Management,
Silesian University of Technology,
Akademicka 2A, 44-100 Gliwice, Poland
E-mail: spalek@polsl.pl

Abstract: The number of projects run by companies has ineteagnificantly
over the last two decades. Therefore, apart frarctiallenges associated with
single-project realisation, the multi-project elviment created new issues that
companies have needed to address. In the mid-9@keofast century, the
concept of project management office (PMO) was psep to support
companies simultaneously managing numerous projébfs article discusses
the role of PMO as a facilitator of the activitisgpporting operations in the
multi-project environment. The results of the stedyMO cases are presented
according to the needs addressed to them by cosgpani

Keywords: project management office; PMO; project; efficagytoject
management; multi-project; company; knowledge mansmt; enterprise
development.

Reference to this paper should be made as follows: SpalelQ@®.2) ‘The role
of project management office in the multi-projeatvieonment’, Int. J.
Management and Enterprise Developméfdl. 12, No. 2, pp.172-188.

Biographical notes. Seweryn Spalek is an academic researcher at thdtyrac
of Organisation and Management at the Silesian &fsity of Technology
where he earned his PhD in Economics in the fieltianagement. Since 1994,
he has managed several projects in industrial compaand healthcare
organisations, in multicultural and multinationav@onments. He is the author
and co-author of several publications in projechagement. He participated as
a speaker in several conferences related to projacgement and company
management. He carried out research related tskegess factors in project
management and project management maturity. Henismaber of Academy of
Management (AOM), Project Management Institute (RNAIMO SIG, PMI
WPC, RISK SIG, and International Project Managemesso&iation (IPMA).

1 Introduction

Managing projects as a practical ability has a Idngtory, mostly in the area of

construction. However, as of the middle of lasttagn we have observed that more
attention to project management has been givendily practitioners and academics
alike. Therefore, as a scientific discipline fieltjs relatively young (Andersen, 2010)

and an increasing number of research projectsanhphrticular area and related topics
have been carried out recently (Aubry et al., 20Bedt et al., 2009; Bourgault et al.,
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2009; Ecchia, 2011; Fricke and Shenhar, 2000; Hatrad., 2007; Ika, 2009; Iskanius and
Helaakoski, 2009; Karlsen et al., 2006; Killen &t @007; Sandhu and Helo, 2006;
Smith, 2008; Trocki et al., 2009; van Rooij, 201”)rthermore, we can also observe the
further development of their standards by profesdi@communities such as the Project
Management Institute (2008a, 2008b, 2008c), theoéiaton for Project Management
(2006), the International Project Management Asgami (2006) and American
Management Association (Dinsmore and Cabanin-Bre2@$1).

In the second half of last century, we could obseahe rapid development of the
tools and techniques supporting the increase ioieficy of a single project. At that time,
it was in-line with the need of companies as they mostly separate projects.
Kloppenborg and Opfer (2002), in their study on tbpics of publications on project
management, pointed that out as well.

Moreover, only a few projects were completed atsame time and, therefore, the
project portfolio concept was used in a limited t@mof companies only.

At the very beginning, projects were managed asrsép entities. It was rarely
noticed that more than a couple of projects weraagad by the organisation at the same
time. The sharp increase in the number of projectspleted by companies in the same
period of time could be observed, beginning fromefighties and continuing through the
nineties. That reality generated new challengestad|to operating in the multi-project
environment and efficacy of the company in that meality (Andresen et al., 2007; Chen
and Lee, 2007; Fricke and Shenhar, 2000; Phusaadt, 2007; Ren and Xiong, 2010;
Shamsuzzoha and Helo, 2009; Shenhar et al., 2001).

The new problems associated with functioning inrthéti-project environment could
be perceived as the main cause for projects’ mihawadays (Spalek, 2011). After years
of continuous improvement in the level of succdsgfojects completed, we could
observe not only stagnation but even a minor iregda the number of failed projects
(Figure 1).

Figurel Percentage of succeeded, failed and challengedqtsajcross the years 1994—2009
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It is remarkable that between the years 1994 af8,20e could observe some positive
trends like:

1 asignificant increase in the success rate (frofb 13128%)
2 adrop in failed projects (from 31% to 23%)
3 areduction in challenges posed (from 55% to 49%).

Between the years 2000-2002, we could observe aofrpositive and negative trends.
The plus was that the level of successfully congalgtrojects rose from 28% to 33% and,
furthermore, there was a reduction in the numbefadéd ones from 23% to 15%.
However, the first warning signs appeared in thkalienged’ projects rate which
increased from 49% to 52%. The term ‘challengedegote’ refers to all projects which
were completed and came to the operational phabeanioverrun budget, exceeding of
estimated time or with limited functionality in cgarison to that which was originally
specified (Jgrgensen and Molgkken @stvold, 2006).

In the following years, 2002-2009, successful proompletion witnessed a minor
increase to 35% in the year 2006. However, it deopio 32% in 2009.

The negative trend was also observed in failedegtsj whose rate increased from
15% in 2002 to 19% in 2006 and finally ended up atgnificant 24% in the year 2009
(which was a worse result than in the year 2008¢ percentage of challenged projects
decreased slightly from 52% in 2002 to 44% in 26@8%ch was a positive trend.

We assume that a bigger challenge in project mamage nowadays would be to
change the negative trends in successful and fpile@cts’ rates. However, the question
is what the reasons for this predicament are. Inaminion, one of the most important
factors is that companies have been facing newn@atonal problems related to their
operations in the multi-project environment. Thpseblems appeared in the last decade
of the 20th century and became more visible infite¢ decade of the present century,
something which was reported by the Standish G{d994, 2000, 2002, 2006, 2009)
and by other authors as well (An, 2011; Aritualet2011; Ben-Zvi and Lechler, 2011;
Canonico and Soderlund, 2010; Fang et al., 201dmé&etini and Romano, 2011; Fricke
and Shenhar, 2000; Lee et al., 2009; Li and Bai,12®Phusavat and Jaiwong, 2008;
Phusavat and Kanchana, 2008; Phusavat et al., Z0OB; Sandhu and Helo, 2006;
Shamsuzzoha and Helo, 2009; Xiao et al., 2011; gh2bdi11).

Furthermore, the importance of project portfoliomagement increased as a result of
operating in the multi-project environment. Thissnexamined by a number of authors
(Archer and Ghasemzadeh, 1999; Cho and Moon, 2D06per et al., 2000; Elonen and
Artto, 2003; Gulledge, 2008; Jasemi et al., 201illeK et al., 2007; Payne and Turner,
1999).

Very interesting research was presented by Milkerale (2008), based on the
gquantitative analysis of a worldwide survey with22desponses. They identified the
measures for portfolio management performancedtfitian, they noticed that measures
of portfolio performance could be associated wiffedent portfolio control mechanisms.

Based on the aforementioned studies, we come toath@usion that the efficiency of
the company operating in the multi-project enviremin depends on both the
performance of single projects and their projecttfptio as well. Moreover, we
determine that various activities can influence rapens in the multi-project
environment with different strengths. Therefore, pm@pose to split them into three
groups, having
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1 strong
2 medium
3 insignificant relevance to the efficacy of operatian the multi-project environment.

We imply that all activities related to project tfolio and knowledge management are
those of strong relevance, while all activitiesatet! to the performance of single projects
are of medium relevance. The remaining activitiescd insignificant relevance.

Among different concepts proposed to increase fieaey in operating in the multi-
project environment, the idea of establishing prbjmanagement office (PMO) is an
interesting approach. The PMO concept was propimsdte mid-nineties of last century
(Kerzner, 2003) and its main idea was to centrallséhe issues related to managing the
projects in one place in the company. That shoesdilt in gathering both theoretical and
empirical knowledge and allow for its use in futymjects in order to increase their
efficiency. Furthermore, project portfolio managemnghould be incorporated into PMO.

Andersen (2010) discussed the progress of projaotgement in the years 2000 and
2008. He found that there was a development oftipescwhich were improved, such as:

1 defining project objectives
2 adapting the organisation to project needs
3 teamwork improvement.

In our opinion, in order to deal with the problefaalapting the organisation to project
needsthe company should establish the PMO.

Furthermore, Martinsuo and Lehtonen (2007), inrthhesearch, noticed that the
performance of a single project influences thelfimatcome of the group of projects
realised in the company. Nevertheless, there aterawhich could be associated with
managing the number of projects in parallel, whishmore connected with project
portfolio management. The research on that topisicers different areas. One of them
was the transfer of information between projectel{@bka and Cusumano, 1997), with
some advice on how to improve it. We believe thistCPcould be very helpful in the
knowledge management area.

However, after more than a decade of dealing withOP we can observe many
variations of it and despite a number of articlestbat topic (Andersen et al., 2007;
Aubry et al., 2010a, 2010b; Ha and Lv, 2006; HIDO4; Hobbs and Aubry, 2006; Isola
et al., 2006; Jia et al., 2011; Liu and Yetton, 20@artin et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2009)
there are still a lot of unknowns and thereforadhie a need to investigate that topic to
advance the current state of knowledge on how fde@ment PMO in practice, something
which should result in helping to more accuratedinpthe picture of PMOs.

Therefore, in this article we would like, based the research study done on 444
cases, to add some knowledge on the chosen isdaésdrto PMO and discuss the role it
serves currently in the multi-project environmevibreover, we would like to determine
and discuss the needs the companies address to BMDglentify among them those
activities which could be of strong and medium valee to the efficacy of operations in
the multi-project environment.
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2 Literaturereview on PMOs

The PMO as a research topic appears in interndtjonmals. Julian (2008) claims that
in order to improve project management performangeshould implement PMO within
the organisation. Also, other authors (e.g., D ¥rells, 2004; Kerzner, 2003; Martin et
al., 2007; Rad and Levin, 2002; Stanleigh, 200@iceahe importance of PMOs and one
of their roles, which is supporting the operatiafsthe company in the multi-project
environment. Aubry and Hobbs (2011), in their deticliscuss the issue of organisational
performance and contribute to the “better undediten of the role of project
management generally and PMOs specifically”.

Although there have been some studies on PMOsrsdhiare is still no common
understanding or mutual agreement about the PMi®yehe major works which need
to be mentioned were done by: Aubry et al. (2012#.0b), Dai and Wells (2004),
Desouza and Evaristo (2006), Hill (2004), Hobbs anbiry (2007), Hobbs et al. (2008),
Hatfield (2008), Interthink Consulting (2002), Maret al. (2007), and Stanleigh (2005).

Tablel The summary of research on PMO in different papers

Author(s) Research outline

Dai and Empirical study on establishment and use of
Wells PMO. Likert-type questionnaire.
(2004)

Two samples of 234 (targeted sample) and 96 (random
sample). Identified different functions and sersiocé PMOs.
Assessed these against project performance fordamtiples.
Hill (2004) Describes continuum of PMO competency.
Desouza Outlines nature and characteristics of PMOs.
and Evaristo Blends project management and knowledge managemecépts.
(2006) Classifies PMO archetypes with respect to admirisgras. knowledge-
intensive dimensions.
Identifies critical success factors for PMOs.
Interviews with senior managers and directors of®Nh 32 IT organisations. Use of
Martin et formal project management practices on informasigstems (IS) projects.
al. (2007)  Identification of which specific project managemprdctices, including
PMOs, provide most value for IS projects.
Survey responses from 129 IS project managers ditarmPMI.
Hobbs and  Three-phase research programme to better undeBM@s and their
Aubry perceived value.
(2007) Descriptive survey of 500 PMOs.

Development of classification typology.
In-depth study of four PMOs through 11 transforimadi
Confirmatory study to validate findings.

Hobbs et In -depth qualitative and quantitative analysi$oofr PMOs, whose life spans
al. (2008)  were 4, 8, 10, and 12 years old.
Each organisation reconfigured its PMO every thoef®ur years, resulting in
11 organisational transformations.

Source: Adapted from Hurt and Thomas (2009)
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An interesting summary of the research on PMOsduee by Hurt and Thomas (2009),
see Table 1. However, they also pointed out theetyaof approaches to that topic by the
authors, in contradiction to the limited numbestfdies.

Hatfield (2008) gives some advice on how PMO shdiddconfigured to better serve
the organisation. Aubry et al. (2010a) address isiseies of instability and frequent
changes of PMOs based on the extensive researdoaed by Hobbs et al. (2008).

However, Hobbs et al. (2008) contend that, dueh#r tshort lifespan, PMOs add
little sustainable value to an organisation. Hurtl #homas (2009) disagree with that.
They are of the belief that PMOs add real valugeh® organisation if they follow the
main principle of improving project managementhe tompany. They studied the start-
ups of three successful and sustainable PMOs agsbipted the results showing how to
add value to the organisation through investmeRNOs.

Following the in-depth analysis of the three caseliss approach of Hurt and
Thomas (2009), we would like to add to this knowedhe results of quantitative studies
on more than 400 PMO cases world-wide. We think thadynamic organisations as
described by Aubry et al. (2010a), the PMO playsgaificant role in terms of efficacy
of operating on several projects.

Consequently, the main purpose of the article isgmonstrate that companies are
investing in PMOs to increase the efficacy of theperations in the multi-project
environment. Therefore, they address their needhed®MOs in various areas of their
activities, expecting, as a result, an increaserisject management performance. It
denotes that the companies assign to the PMO rotbeofacilitator of the activities
which should increase the efficacy of the their rafiens in the multi-project
environment.

Therefore, for the purpose of this article, we ditus on the needs the companies
operating in the multi-project environment address®MOs at the start up and how they
change after some time.

3 Methodology

Considering the complexity of PMOs and various \@emn them, there has been little
empirically grounded research on the topic. Any nmegearch could help academics to
better understand and describe these entitiesefidrer the purpose of the survey was to
add to the existing knowledge on PMOs to the curstate in the following areas:

1 the PMO's life-span

2 the start-up processes

3 the needs the companies address to the PMOs
4  the reasons for shutting down the PMOs.

The structure of the questionnaire was divided ititese parts accordingly. For the
purpose of this paper, we focused on the data sisabf the companies’ expectations
toward PMOs operations. The presented researchicsiheuconsidered as descriptive,
presenting the key findings on PMO start-ups aretations nowadays and, furthermore,
as an investigation of the needs that companiesasids regards PMOs. However, in
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this article, we limit data presentation to snapshaf the current needs of companies
committed to PMOs.

The survey was created to gather quantitative ddte.data collection process was
started in April 2010 and finished in August 202G a result, data on 444 PMO case
studies was gathered. Data was collected on-lireut/h the network of a professional
community in the form of PMO Specific Interest Gpoand was also posted on the
Project Management Institute website.

4 Thesurvey results

The data on 444 cases of geographically dispers&@sPwas obtained and represented
the following areas: North America (36.3%), Souttd d.atin America (14.4%) Europe
(44.6%) Middle East and Africa (12.4%) and Asia &atific (23.6%).

In this article, the main area of interest concdrttee company needs addressed to
PMO at the start-up and after the time of operatidonsequently, the key findings
represent: PMOs scope of activities in terms ofnitedn at the start-up and detailed
description of the needs both at the start-up dtedl four years of operations. However,
it is worth mentioning that eight PMOs (1.8%) ofittlee total surveyed were created at
the start-up on a temporary basis (to serve a apeeed for a predefined period of time).
Those cases were not analysed as in our articlefoags on the PMO concept as a
permanent body placed in the organisation to supfsoongoing operations like the other
departments, e.g., purchasing, accounts and sales.

The scope of activities of the majority (60.1%)R¥Os was defined at the start-up
while 33.6% did not. There is no knowledge regagdhre remaining 6% (see Figure 2).

Figure2 The definition of the scope of activities at the ®Mtart-up

Was the scope of activities of PMO clearly defined
before the start up?

o Yes
No

® Don’t know

Source: Author’s own studies

The other area that was investigated was the redsomstablishing the PMO (Figure 3).
Here, we could determine the places where orgamisatvere looking for improvements
in the multi-project environment. Among them, wetitiguished three types of needs
related to insignificant, medium and strong releeato operations in the multi-project
environment. For the purposes of our article, wiéfatus mainly on medium and strong
ones (Table 2). However, in some parts, we wilkprg a full set of needs to achieve a
fuller picture.
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Figure 3 The main reasons for establishing PMO
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Table2 Determined needs of strong or medium relevanckgm@perations in multi-project

environment

Description of need

Relevance to the operations in
multi-project environment

Medium Strong

The programme/projects efficiency need

Setting up and enforcing standards/methodology/ates
Reporting need (gathering data on project status)
Support project planning activities (e.g., resosgyeisk etc.)
Project/programme portfolio management

(prioritisation of the projects)

Setting up and enforcing PM tools and techniques

Handling the costs of running projects
Data repository need (access to the historical alat@ined
and lessons learned)

X

Source: Author's own studies

The group of needs having strong relevance to thiéi-project operations is as follows:

1 setting up and enforcing standards/methodology/teteg with the result of
65.9% showing how important and valuable applylmgknowledge on project

management is for companies

2 thereporting need (gathering data on project stattex)eived 65.7%

3 project/programme portfolio management (prioritisat of the projects)which is
significant topic for each company operating in tingti-project environment, with

the result of 51.1%

4 adata repository need (access to the historical ddttined and lessons learned)

29.5%.
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Very important information was received from thetlthree feedback pointdie reason
was not clearly stated/definednddo not knowwhich received 6.3% in total. That result
confirms that, while establishing PMO, the decisiaking persons are really aware
what their needs and challenges are regardingficeeacy of the company operating in
the multi-project environment.

The group of needs having medium relevance to thi-project operations is as
follow. The most common demand wili® programme/projects efficiency ng@@.9%)
in terms of completing more projects on-time, withihe budget and within the scope.
This challenge of project management is an issueameobserve in other research as
well (Standish Group, 2009). The study detected ¢cbapanies, by founding PMO, are
desperately seeking to improve in that field.

After that, we could witness the sub-group of thregsons with a result around 50%.
In that group are two needs which could be joiregkther under the topic of tools and
techniques:support project planning activities (e.g., resowgceisk, etc.)54.9% and
setting up and enforcing PM tools and technique49.6%.Furthermorehandling the
costs of running projectsas an issue in 33.3% of cases.

It is remarkable to know how, if at all, the aredsctivities could change after some
time into PMO operations. Taking into account #®&t1% of shut-down surveyed PMOs
‘survived’ less than five years, for further coreigtions we decided to take into account
PMOs that had been in operation for at least fivary.

If we compare the reasons for establishing PMOwhatstart up with the needs of
PMOs being in operation for at least five years,wikk notice some changes pertaining
to the level of needs. However, the order remaingely unchanged (Figure 4).

Figure4 The main reasons for PMO after four years of opanat
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When we compare the needs at the start-up and fafter years of operation, it is
remarkable that in thievels of needst increased in eight areas while it decreasdwvon
areas and two changed insignificantly (Figure 5).
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Figure5 The changes in companies’ needs at the start wgftes.four years of operation period
of PMOs (see online version for colours)
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The increase of over 5% in expectation towards PM@s ondata repository need;
access to the historical data obtained and lesseased(+19.5%),maintain the project
managers career path, including trainin¢+10.1%), project/programme portfolio
management; prioritisation of the projeqts9.1%), reporting need; gathering data on
project statug+8.8%).

The biggest increase in data repository needs dmla result of seeking knowledge
of the lessons learned to improve the efficiencycafrent projects. In addition, a
significant increase in project and portfolio masagnt and reporting needs shows how
the focus of companies has changed toward solWi@dssues related to the operations in
the multi-project environment. That increase shtves the companies, after some period
of time, realise the importance of the PMO as dlifaior of the activities supporting
operations in the multi-project environment.

Increases below 5% were do: handle the costs of running proje¢tst.5%),setting
up and enforcing standards/methodology/templ&t&s5%), other reasong+2.5%) and
support the contract negotiatioi}s2.4%) .

We could also notice an insignificant decreasebusiness need; to support the
company strategy-2.8%) and a somewhat bigger decreas®liowing existing project
management trends; copying othérg.7%).

The reasonsprogramme/projects efficiency need; more projectdime, within the
budget and within the scopgetting up and enforcing PM tools and techniqusepport
project planning activities; e.g., resources, ritk, do not knowandthe reason was not
clearly stated/defined have insignificantly changeel level

It is remarkable that all needs strongly relatethsissues connected with operations
in the multi-project environment increased over thar year period of time. That
demonstrates that the companies ascribed to PM@otheof facilitator of actions that
should improve their operations in the multi-projenvironment.
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5 Discussion

PMOs can serve various functions in the companyhénpaper, we focused on the role
of facilitator of the activities supporting operats in the multi-project environment.
Based on the world-wide survey, we determined tedr of the companies which could
be related to the efficiency of operations in teavironment. Those needs companies
addressed through PMO and we focused on thoseraigsand medium relevance to
operations in there. Among the strong ones, weraéted:

1 setting up and enforcing PM standards, includinghodology and templates
2 gathering information from projects

3 prioritisation of projects

4  access to the historical data and lessons learned.

Among the medium ones we determined:

1 the efficiency of single projects approach

2 supporting various planning activities in the pobje

3 setting up and enforcing PM tools and techniques

4 supervising the costs of running projects.

All of the above-stated needs were addressed bguheeyed companies in most cases
through the PMO with special attention from thenfirto the strongly related ones. That
shows that organisations treat the role of PMCOw@iBtator of desired activities with full
respect. However, due to the insufficient amourdaif, it is difficult to conclude if there
are any industrially specific needs. Thereforeeaesh across different industrial sectors
could be considered. Furthermore, it would be db# to investigate more deeply the
needs of the companies in the chosen areas andirmnfitem with the assessment of
maturity in project management.

Moreover, we discovered that after four years arafions, the majority of the needs
addressed were of greater importance. That respficsts the thesis of Hurt and Thomas
(2009) regarding the PMO as an entity which creadded-value to the company,
something which was contested by some authors eir fhublications (Aubry et al.,
2010a; Hobbs et al., 2008).

Based on the findings of the research, some adwicemanagerial practice could be
formulated.

6 Managerial implications

Managers face many challenges related to operatiotise multi-project environment.
Based on the survey results, in order to suppeit #ctivities in that field, we propose a
special approach to PMO. Our advice is to focusthen start-up phase of PMO and,
during that phase to define the scope of activitdated to operations in the multi-project
environment. However, in the first instance, theehamisms supporting a strong
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influence should be implemented and only then thediom impact ones. Such a
procedure would significantly increase the role R¥MIO as a facilitator of desired
activities within a short time from its initiaticend more quickly create added value for
the company.

After the successful initiation of PMO, as the neteép, the ongoing procedure of
looking for improvement in operations of PMO should established. It is highly
recommended that such a procedure be a part afuwbeall system of assessment and
improvement in project management maturity forghére company.

Therefore, it is crucial from the top managememspective to place the PMO in the
organisational structure and assign to it an adeqgiexel of authority in a way which
would enable its potential to increase the efficienf operations in the multi-project
environment.

Following the proposed approach, the company shbeldble to establish the PMO
which could be perceived by middle-level manages staff not only as an additional
‘paperwork body’ but could be supportive for themhey could profit out of
standardisation of the methodology, tools and teples. Moreover, if the historical data
is gathered and analysed, the usage of the knowlédged on the lessons learned
(Paliszkiewicz, 2009) could be much appreciatedthsy project managers. However,
there is also a need that the supporters of the RBI@ept should sell the idea in a
proper way before the PMO starts up its operations.

7 Conclusions

The PMO as a concept was proposed in the mid-%scentury and therefore has a
relatively short history (Kerzner, 2003). It wasated mainly as a response to issues
related to the sharp increase in the number ofeptsjcompleted by companies in the
same period of time (lka, 2009). Companies realtbad operating in the multi-project
environment was a challenge and an opportunity &l ®hallenges were posed due to
the limitation of resources and enforcement of déads across the projects.
Opportunities arose owing to project knowledge nganaent.

There has been some research showing the positfigeice of PMO on the
efficiency of the companies’ operations (Hurt arftbihas, 2009). However, more study
in this area would be advised to determine the tima@lcand managerial aspects of
implementing PMO within the company.

From the very beginning, PMO was mainly supposeddoa support option for
managing several projects running within compaatete same time. That support could
be enabled through the gathering of knowledge fpwajects (ongoing and concluded),
setting the standards and managing the portfoliopmfjects. The research results
confirmed that the companies addressed such need8MOs. Among them, we
determined those of strong relevance to multi-mtoggvironment issues and recognised
that they were placed among the ten top of all seslliressed to PMOs at their start-up.
Those needs are:

1 setting up and enforcing standards/methodology/tateg addresseih 65.9% of
studied PMOs

2 reporting need (gathering data on project statwhjch appeared in 65.7% of PMOs
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3 project/programme portfolio management (prioritisat of the projectsyeported
in 51.1% of studied PMOs

4 data repository need (access to the historical daitained and lessons learned)
—occurred in 29.5% of studied PMOs.

Furthermore, it was determined that after four gedrPMO operations, companies more
frequently addressed needs strongly related to eprojknowledge management
remarkably.

Moreover, we determined needs addressed to PMQkeat start up, as having
medium relevance to the activities in the multijpod environment:

1 the programme/projects efficiency neegported in 72.9% of studied PMOs
2 support project planning activities (e.g., resowgcesk, etc.)in 54.9%

3 setting up and enforcing PM tools and techniqine49.6%

4 handling the costs of running proje@ts33.3%.

Therefore, the study indicated that companies perame of PMO'’s roles as facilitators
of their actions supporting operations in the mpitject environment. However, due to
the lack of mutual agreement on the standardisatfdPMOs themselves (Aubry et al.,
2010b), this role is difficult to implement in ptaxe and the means of application could
be a subject of another study. Moreover, a studsherspecifics of PMO implementation
could be considered as the next step of research.
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