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Connecting Strategy Management through Integrated Governance
The BIG CIC and APM ran an event to capture the awareness from attendees of the status of their connection of strategy to delivery. Over 400 people attended who provided over 500 responses. The event report is here – https://big-cic.org.uk/blog/connecting-project-strategy-management-through-integrated-governance-awareness/ 
Further to this, the BIG CIC has recently revisited the principles that underpin BIG - https://big-cic.org.uk/blog/big-governance-principles-what-actually-matters/ 
The purpose of this document is to further support people who like the idea of BIG, but need support to bring improving strategy delivery to the executive agenda.
Thei document therefore includes capture and analysis from the Connecting Strategy Management through Integrated Governance event, further insights (recordings), adds into it suggested next steps and sources of help, and an example approach.
Document Created by : David Dunning - https://www.linkedin.com/in/davidjdunning/ 

Responses
From the responses to all the questions provided during the event, several key conclusions can be drawn regarding the challenges and opportunities within organizations concerning governance, strategy, objectives, and technology. Here’s a synthesized overview of the overall conclusions:
1. Lack of Integration Between Strategy and Delivery
· Common Gap: A recurring theme was the disconnect between strategy formulation and operational delivery. Many respondents pointed out that despite having objectives, there is often no cohesive structure in place to ensure these objectives are effectively aligned with daily activities.
· "Highlighting the importance of bridging the gap between strategy and delivery via governance/data."
· "The challenges of strategy implementation seem to be common."
· Need for Governance and Data: There was a strong call for better governance frameworks and the use of data-driven approaches to create a more structured link between high-level objectives and their execution.
2. Objectives are Often Unclear or Poorly Prioritized
· Confusion and Conflict: Participants frequently mentioned issues with the clarity and prioritization of objectives within their organizations. This often led to confusion, conflicting priorities, and "firefighting" rather than a strategic focus.
· "Firefighting. Reactive approach to objectives."
· "Leadership say everything is a priority."
· Call for Simplicity and Focus: Some respondents highlighted the need for fewer, clearer objectives, which would simplify processes and ensure alignment across different departments.
· "Perhaps have fewer objectives so it's simpler for all."
3. Lack of Effective Tools and Technology
· Inconsistent and Manual Processes: A significant number of respondents reported a lack of an integrated technology backbone to support objectives. Many organizations still rely on manual processes, scattered documents, or ineffective tools, which hampers effective strategy implementation and tracking.
· "No, we say yes to everything."
· "No, everything is a priority."
· Desire for Improvement: There was a general consensus that better tools, such as integrated systems or dashboards (e.g., PowerBI, Cascade), are needed to track progress and align objectives.
· "Using OKRs and linking to PowerBI automated dashboards."
4. Data Quality and Siloed Information as Key Barriers
· Siloed Information: Many organizations struggle with information being siloed in different systems or teams. This lack of cross-departmental visibility makes it difficult to measure and track progress towards objectives consistently.
· "Data operates in silos."
· "Risks and actions all covered, but the reporting of KPIs not really thought out."
· Data Reliability Issues: Even when tools exist, the quality and reliability of data were common concerns. Inconsistent or incomplete data were seen as barriers to effective decision-making and strategic alignment.
· "Data quality and reliability are questionable."
5. Governance, Accountability, and Empowerment are Inconsistent
· Challenges with Governance: Respondents repeatedly highlighted that governance structures are either not well-defined or inconsistently applied across the organization. This inconsistency leads to a lack of accountability and clear ownership over objectives.
· "The concept of cascading and interrelated accountability feels like the cornerstone."
· Limited Empowerment: There was also feedback that while some teams or individuals are empowered, this empowerment is often limited by lack of resources or clarity on decision-making processes.
· "Empowered yes, but with limited resources."
6. Cultural and Organizational Barriers
· Firefighting Culture: Many respondents described their organizations as having a reactive culture, where firefighting takes precedence over proactive, strategic work. This culture of constant crisis management undermines efforts to implement a strategic vision effectively.
· "No, it's who shouts loudest that gets the resources."
· Resistance to Change: Change resistance was identified as another challenge. Efforts to implement new processes, tools, or strategic frameworks often face internal pushback, making it difficult to shift the organization towards a more structured approach.
· "Resistance to change due to conflicting opinions on what should be prioritized."
7. Awareness and Interest in Strategic Frameworks like BIG
· Increased Awareness: Many respondents expressed interest in learning more about strategic frameworks like the BIG (Business Integrated Governance) framework, ISO37000, and OKRs (Objectives and Key Results), which they viewed as potential solutions to their organizational challenges.
· "I will definitely research BIG."
· "Look at BIG and how it could be used."
· Desire for Practical Tools: There was a strong demand for practical frameworks that can help bridge the gap between strategy and execution, with several respondents keen to take actionable steps based on what they learned from the event.
8. Strategic Alignment Needs to be More Consistent
· Need for Better Alignment: The responses indicated that strategic alignment, from the executive level down to individual contributors, is often lacking. Even when objectives exist, there is often no clear line of sight between these objectives and the work being done at the operational level.
· "Strategic alignment isn't always followed."
· "Reinforced/reminded me of how strategy implementation falls down."
· Importance of Cascading Objectives: Some participants recognized the importance of cascading objectives to ensure that everyone in the organization understands their role in achieving the broader goals.
· "The concept of cascading and interrelated accountability feels like the cornerstone."


Further Analysis
(YouTube Recordings)
"Does your organisation have a clear purpose, vision and strategy?"
"In your organisation, are objectives prioritised?"
"Does your Org. have a technology backbone for Objectives, beyond a cloud of documents?"
"Does your organisation have a clear cascade of objectives to sub objectives?"
"Do your organisation's objectives include key results to give a measure of progress?"


Next Steps
If an organisation genuinely recognises these conclusions, the next steps - using a Business Integrated Governance (BIG) lens - are not about jumping straight to new tools or frameworks. They are about deliberately redesigning how the organisation connects purpose, objectives, decisions, delivery and oversight.
Here is a pragmatic sequence that reflects what actually works in practice.
1. Acknowledge this is a systemic problem, not a capability gap
The first step is leadership acceptance that these issues are not caused by poor execution, weak PMOs, or insufficient effort by teams. They are the predictable outcome of fragmented governance.
Until the organisation explicitly names this as a system design problem, it will keep cycling through local fixes - new dashboards, new priorities, new initiatives - without changing outcomes.
This is a board and executive conversation, not a middle-management improvement exercise.
2. Clarify a small set of Mission Critical Objectives
BIG starts with focus.
Most organisations have too many objectives, many of which are vaguely worded, competing, or politically negotiated. The next step is to identify a small number of mission critical objectives that genuinely matter to value creation and preservation.
For each objective:
· be explicit about why it matters
· define what “success” and “failure” look like
· accept that uncertainty exists and must be discussed
This immediately cuts through firefighting and “everything is a priority”.
3. Establish objective ownership and decision rights
Clarity of objectives without clarity of ownership simply moves the problem upstream.
Each mission critical objective needs:
· a clear accountable owner (not a committee)
· explicit decision rights
· clarity on what they can and cannot prioritise, stop, or change
This is where governance becomes real. It replaces escalation by volume or noise with accountable decision-making.
4. Reframe governance around objectives, not functions
Most current governance operates in silos: strategy forums, risk committees, delivery boards, assurance reviews.
BIG asks a different question:
“How do we routinely govern progress and uncertainty against our most important objectives?”
That means:
· aligning portfolio, risk, delivery and assurance discussions around objectives
· stopping separate, disconnected reporting cycles
· creating a small number of integrated governance forums that focus on outcomes, trade-offs and uncertainty
This is the point where “don’t tell / don’t ask” starts to break down.
5. Fix information flows before fixing tools
The event feedback is clear: tools are not the root problem.
Before investing in technology:
· agree what information decision-makers actually need
· define how objective progress and uncertainty will be evidenced
· identify where data is fragmented, duplicated or unreliable
Only then should tools like PowerBI, OKR platforms or portfolio systems be configured - in service of governance, not as a substitute for it.
6. Introduce cascading objectives as alignment, not compliance
Cascading objectives should create line of sight, not bureaucracy.
Teams should be able to answer:
· which mission critical objective their work supports
· how success is measured
· what trade-offs they are allowed to make
This turns alignment into a living conversation rather than a quarterly reporting exercise.
7. Address culture indirectly, through structure
Firefighting cultures rarely change through messaging or values statements.
They change when:
· priorities are explicit
· decision rights are clear
· information supports early intervention
· leaders stop rewarding heroics that compensate for poor governance
BIG treats culture as an outcome of system design, not a starting point.
8. Build capability through use, not training
Interest in BIG, ISO 37000 and OKRs is encouraging - but frameworks only matter when applied to real decisions.
The final step is to:
· pilot integrated governance around a small number of objectives
· learn what breaks
· adapt governance, data and roles iteratively
Capability emerges through doing, not certification.
In short:
The next step for an organisation that recognises these conclusions is not “implement BIG”.
It is to redesign how the organisation governs what matters most, starting with objectives, and then deliberately aligning governance, delivery, data and accountability around them.



Help
Information – https://www.big-cic.org.uk 
Specialists – https://big-cic.org.uk/sponsors/sponsors-list/ 
Community - https://www.linkedin.com/groups/13651399/ 



Approach
What a BIG capability roadmap might look like (This is a capability roadmap, not a transformation programme)
· Phase 1: Expose reality (0–90 days)
· Phase 2: Rewire governance (3–6 months)
· Phase 3: Fix information flows (6–12 months)
· Phase 4: Embed alignment (12–18 months)
· Phase 5: Sustain and adapt (18+ months)
The critical BIG insight
BIG is not a maturity model and not a framework to “implement”.
It is a design discipline:
· start with what matters
· integrate how the organisation governs it
· let behaviour change as a consequence
If you try to start with tools, training, or reporting, BIG will fail.
If you start with objectives and governance, everything else follows.
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