
 

  

 
 

 

 

 

Coordinating Design with Execution 

When deploying network capacity, ensuring your design takes into account permitting / site acquisition and construction 

feasibility is critical to success.  The process and project controls whereby downstream impacts are taken into account in 

the design phase must be precisely calibrated for success. 

 

Logan Hertz 



 pg. 2    © Duke Tech Solutions Inc. Proprietary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In any business, seamless coordination and communication between the teams involved is 

a critical success factor.  In telecom in particular, managing the interactions between 

design, permitting (or site acq for wireless), and construction resources is an area often 

overlooked but packed with great opportunities for improvement.  These teams can often 

become somewhat siloed, given the different skillsets involved in each team, the different 

communication styles and ways of working, and the various KPIs by which each team is 

being measured. 

The first challenge in managing these interactions properly is to try to establish end-to-end 

ownership and accountability on a per-project basis.  Each of these teams is responsible for 

their respective pieces of the puzzle, but there oftentimes is not a clear person or team 

being held accountable for end-to-end execution.  This drives more of a “kick it over the 

fence” mentality, where each team is trying to complete their portion of the process as 

quickly as possible without sufficiently considering the downstream impacts of their 

output, or without a clear understanding of which teams are using their output and how.  

As an example, there is often an opportunity for construction and permitting (or site acq) 

resources to provide more input to the design in order to drive a more holistic and cost-

effective design – in other words, a design that takes into account not just coverage and 

capacity type criteria, but also feasibility of permitting / site acq and construction. 

Design SMEs may protest at this point that they do indeed consider feasibility criteria, and 

this may be the case in general.  Design teams may in fact interact with downstream teams 

to try to address this, but these interactions are usually not formalized, and no quantitative 

set of criteria exists to measure how cost-effective the design may be.  The teams should 

strive to have a formal established way of interacting with each other, rather than simply 

having protracted negotiations.  Considering construction feasibility in the design phase is 

good, but ideally there should be a quantitative scorecard which measures the feasibility of 

each design.  In this way, a lot of the back-and-forth between the various teams is 

eliminated, and designs can be quickly evaluated to find the best one. 

In addition, to drive the right behavior and accountability, input and perhaps sign-off on 

the design should be provided by an experienced construction resource who will be held 

accountable for delivering on the design.  In this way, this resource will be highly motivated 

to ensure the design is the simplest and most feasible one possible.  The goal here is not to 

add bureaucratic hoops for the design team to jump through, but to assist them in 

delivering the right outputs to downstream teams to streamline the whole process.  Even if 

this lengthens the design phase somewhat, the added time will be more than offset by the 

cycle time and capital savings in the downstream processes, resulting in a smoother and 

more cost-effective execution process. 

Improving this coordination between design and execution is an iterative process, and the 

feedback loop from downstream to upstream teams should be formal and continuous.  

Once the design (and permitting / site acq) teams get a better understanding of what the 

execution teams need and want, it creates a virtuous cycle where all parties involved are 

driving toward the best overall solution rather than engaging in a lot of back-and-forth 

negotiations with no quantitative criteria to drive toward.  Companies that can create this 

kind of seamless interaction with an end-to-end vision which reduces barriers between the 

teams and provides a common guiding vision can drive major improvements to their build 

process, both in terms of cycle time and capital savings. 

Ensure your design team has 

the right input from 

downstream teams to drive a 

holistic design 

 

What is the problem? 

Designs often do not take into 

consideration all the downstream 

impacts.  This is partly because the 

design team is not “living and 

breathing” permitting and 

construction and because they are 

not held accountable for execution.  

As a result, designs may not account 

for all downstream impacts. 

 

Recommendations 

Create a “bridge” between design 

and downstream processes 

(permitting / site acq, construction) 

that provides end-to-end 

accountability for project 

completion and ensures the best 

possible design output. 
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