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Winston Churchill noted that those who do not sthifory are condemned to repeat its mistakes.
The same is true for organizations that do nonlé@m past experiences. They will absolutely edpe
blunders they have made before (Pinto 1998). Tomedut phase is the very important last step of the
project lifecycle that is intended to improve theqess for future projects and prevent blundensifro
recurring repeatedly.

This phase allots time to finish any remaining ojfems, tie up loose ends, and reflect upon the
overall progress of the project. It determines thbethe project achieved its intended purposegarads.
It also measures key project performance critesialdished by the charter (cost, time, scope, amdity),
yields a list of improvements that should be comistd when starting future projects, and deliveina

report formalizing findings and outlining actionsetded to ensure success in the future.

“No one remembers an effective start-up, but evegy@members an ineffective closeout; the

consequences are felt for a long time.” (Frigand Comninos 2002)

When the effort applied to the closeout phase ispared to the Define, Plan, and Execute phases
of a project, it hardly gets a cursory glance irstrzases (Heldman 2005). The closeout process is
frequently rushed, impaired, or even omitted conaghyefrom many projects. This is unfortunate, as
project closeouts are an essential part of suadgssfjects. Messy closeouts can cause the endase
guestion the competency of the team, lead the nesmet to think that the entire project ran as bagly
the closeout, and most unfortunately prevent tigamization from learning from it's failures (and
hopefully successes) (Pinto 1998).

A good closeout allows the team to wrap up theqmtaj a controlled fashion. The use of
systematic reviews reduce the likelihood of mistaéed ensure project records will be properly
maintained and archived (Pinto 1998). The pragects with a mutual approval of the end result byrte
members, stakeholders, management and the used ¢Bseouts also allow time for the team to réflec
upon the entire process and determine what went wieht did not, and what could be improved in the

future.
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The lack of attention to the closeout phase caattoibuted to both the team and the organization.

Teams often fall apart at the end of the Execypioaise because many members are either disintemsted
reassigned to other projects as soon as the relqiiéverables are complete (Taylor 2006), makiregrt
unavailable (or unwilling) to participate in pogbject discussions. Organizations themselves loaart
the review process by refusing to allow the timsmpend the money needed for success (Ewusi-Mensah
2003). Unfortunately, omitting or inadequatelyliming the closeout phase robs the organizatiomsifht
needed to understand the overall successes (ordgjlof a project and how to create a better goethe
future

The most useful component of the closeout phageipost-implementation review (commonly
known as a post-mortem). This review processdddbl that can be used to establish whether thieqtr
met its proposed objectives, as well as determimat went well and what did not during the preceding
phases of the project. The post-mortem shoulddzged similar to a final audit of the project atsd
processes (Taylor 2006). Itis a deliberate faactifig process that attempts to uncover the rooses of
both failures and successes within the projeatyifée (Ewusi-Mensah 2003). Due to the individuziune
of projects, the review process cannot be a urav@r®cess but similarly common aspects of projants
often considered. Some examples are:

e Change controlimplementation, handling, managing, €tc)

e Communication(within team, team to project leader, team to stakeholders, etc)

e Decision Making(timing, informed, acceptance of decision by team, etc)

e Documentation ofvork (defined, adequate, complete, archived, etc)

e Initial plans, budget, and schedu{escuracy, conveyed to team, followed, etc)

e Mistakes(root cause, corrective action, fallout, etc)

e Project definition and plannin@cope, deliverables, resources, etc)

e Project performancémet schedule, resource use, budget, deliverables, etc)

e Risks(taken, averted, or dealt with, responsesto, etc)

e Successefhenefits, reasons for occurrence, individuals responsible, etc)

e Team dynamicgteamwork, handoffs, communication, efficiency, etc)
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The process of analyzing the above aspects anchdateg “what worked well,” “what did not work”
and “what could have been done better” (Frigendi @omninos 2002) can be led by either the project
manager or an independent auditor. Each will gerearaluable feedback if the process is performed
successfully and tactfully. The manner in whichoatpmortem is managed will greatly affect the tality
and accuracy of the information generated. Thé-pamstem must always remain an honest attempt to
uncover problems and successes within the prafaetigi-Mensah 2003). Placing blame and creating
scapegoats are the worst possible occurrencesahdtappen during a review. Not only does it hurt
feelings of the recipients; it can lower the teagnfgrmance and create an atmosphere of bittermess a
betrayal. An effective post-mortem leader willlethis behavior before it reaches this extremesdiiing
meeting ground rules and enforcing them throughimeiprocess. They should also deflect any finger
pointing from individuals onto the processes thiavweed the issues to occur.

Using an independent auditor can be a good wawtleeg unbiased opinions about the successes and
failures within a project. Considering the postrtam to be an audit implies that a disciplined apph
will be used to look at every aspect of the projetiditors should come into their role withousstihand
knowledge of the project. In order to be succdstiay will need to solicit information from theam
members in some fashion. One common way of gaiimifmgmation is to require individual team members
to answer questionnaires (to gather opinions ansppetives about the project) and another is thHraurg-
on-one interviews (to get qualitative, in-depthoimhation about the major events within a project).
Whichever information gathering method used (ohpps both), the results should be compared to the
actual project data in order to reconnect the fattghat was done with the opinions of the team imers
(Ewusi-Mensah 2003). The result of an audit of thature is generally a list of issues that thgeggto
manager can use when writing the final report.

The post-mortem, when led by the project manages aghmuch different atmosphere than one led by
an outside auditor. It is often performed in augreetting, which promotes good dialog regardireg th
issues of the project, but it can also turn infmger pointing session rather quickly. Like tloerhal audit,
it is beneficial to preclude the session with s@oe of questionnaire to spur thoughts about tlogept
progress. Thinking about the different aspecthefproject before attending the port-mortem sassio

should help promote meaningful and well thoughtassions of specific issues and successes. Uthkke
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previous example where the team members were @ledata resources, in this environment the téam
very much involved in developing the list of lessd@arned and can directly influence recommendation

streamline the project process in the future.

“Good project management systems have a memorgnidiment of this memory is the
Project Final Report. The final report is not drestevaluation; rather it is the history of the
project. Itis a chronicle of the life and timddtle project, a compendium of what went right and
what went wrong, of who served the project in wdggiacity, of what was done to create a

substance of the project, of how it was managétigénti and Comninos 2002)

The project final report is the final deliverablieaoproject. It is a formal document that compares
what was expected from the project to what wasadigtdelivered. The project final report also fadiy
identifies areas of success and weakness, and neends changes to existing policies (or the creatfon
new ones) to incorporate the lesson’s learned ksfiabl by the post-mortem into standard practice.
Without the final report, results of the closeobipe are merely lists of successes and failurémutiany
associated actions.

Distributing the final report to pertinent playéssa common approach to information sharing, but
its flaw is that it depends on the recipient tadrethen interpret, and then take action. If tr@pient does
not have the time or inclination to review themaasly, at best the results will be mediocre andsivoase
is that the report goes unread (Pinto 1998). Aebetay to ensure that history does not repedt its&o
immediately incorporate key improvements into agaoization’s standard business practices just as
documented in the final report. The pertinent piaywill be more likely to react to a change o$thi
magnitude and seek to understand the reasoninpearefits. If change to the business practice is
unachievable, at the very least share relevanbhssearned at the kickoff meeting of new projéPisto
1998). Even if recommendations are not formallg@dd into standard practice, individuals who aativ
participated in the post-mortem will still help ¢obute to better execution of future projects.eyhwill
have a better understanding of past successesgung$ and should help guide successful projectisd

future.
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Because of its affect on future projects, comptetbthe project closeout phase cannot be
stressed enough. When done correctly, the bereéta successful project ending, improved project
processes and team members with a better undeirggasfdvhat good projects should entail. Project
closeouts are essential for project success; agaons need to ensure they push their projectd¢am

correctly utilize this final stage or projects wibhntinue to repeat the same mistakes.
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