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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Executive Summary

Change orders are often treated as upside in lumpsum and fixed-price

project environments.

A variation appears. Scope shifts. Delay creates a claim position.
Additional work emerges. A commercial opportunity seems to have

opened.
That alone does not amount to recovery.

In practice, projects often begin losing change order value well before the
client has rejected anything formally. The loss usually starts earlier and
more quietly through delay: delay between operational recognition and
contractual notice, delay between disruption and quantification, delay
between field adaptation and commercial framing, and delay between

management awareness and structured decision.

That matters because live project environments are unforgiving.
Resources are expensive. Equipment remains assigned. Sequences are
tight. Interfaces are fragile. Access can change quickly. Third-party
dependencies, weather, approvals, and logistics reduce optionality. In
that environment, the value of a change event does not remain intact
while a team “sorts it out later.” Operational reality moves faster than the
commercial process intended to protect it.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Executive Summary

In a live project environment, change order value is usually lost through

delay before it is lost through rejection.

Many teams misread where the real weakness begins. They assume the main
risk sits in the formal commercial debate: whether the client will approve
the variation, whether the entitlement will hold, whether the final number
will land. In reality, part of the value may already have been weakened

long before that stage, through absorbed inefficiency, incomplete records,
unclear ownership of the event, soft scope boundaries, late causation logic,
and financial forecasting that does not yet reflect the real maturity of the
recovery position.

Two contrasting project cases help make that visible. One is a cautionary
case in the Middle East involving UXO detection and removal, where
immediate recognition of a significant event did not prevent commercial
consequence from building through access disruption, third-party
interference, redirected assets, delayed milestone realization, and an
extended close-out period after operations had effectively concluded. The
other is a stronger-practice case in Latin America, where customs delay,
authority-related delay, and additional work were handled through more
structured variation and change-of-condition discipline, supported by

quantification, structured follow-up, and close-out practice.

What separates those cases is not the presence of change. One
organization allowed disruption to become commercially vague, while the
other imposed enough structure to protect recovery before delay consumed

more of the available value.

Seen that way, change recovery sits inside execution control, financial
forecasting discipline, governance, and close-out. Weakness in any of those

areas weakens recovery with it.

Organizations that protect value well identify commercially significant
events early, connect operational response to contractual protection in real
time, distinguish between recognized variation and protected value, and
carry that discipline through forecasting and into close-out.

That is the position advanced here.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Change Orders Are Not
Protected Value

In many projects, change orders are discussed as if they are inherently

positive.

A variation appears. The scope moves. An instruction changes the
sequence. Access is restricted. A third party interferes. Additional work
becomes necessary. The immediate assumption is that commercial upside

is now available.

That assumption is one of the more persistent misunderstandings in

project execution.

Change does not create value simply because it exists. At most, it creates
a potential recovery path because margin has already started to erode.
Whether that path turns into protected margin depends on something else
entirely: the speed and quality with which the team converts disruption
into notice, notice into evidence, evidence into quantification, and

quantification into a position that management can rely on.
That is where many organizations lose ground.

The language around change orders often becomes optimistic too early.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Change Orders Are Not Protected Value

The language around change orders often becomes optimistic too early.
A live variation register can create the impression that exposure is being
carried properly, that entitlement is in motion, and that the value at risk
has already been preserved. In reality, the register may only prove that
something has been recognized. It says very little about whether the value

of that event has been protected.

An organization can carry substantial reported change value on paper while
still losing margin operationally and commercially in the background. Work
continues. Costs accumulate. Sequencing adapts. The immediate problem
is dealt with. But the formal commercial structure around the event may still
be immature, incomplete, or slow. When that happens, the team is not yet

recovering change. It is carrying exposure in the hope of later recovery.

The misunderstanding becomes more dangerous in the field because
disruption does not sit still while paperwork catches up. Resource costs
continue to burn. Equipment remains assigned. Weather windows narrow.
Interfaces tighten. Access changes may affect more than one work package
at once. Third-party activity may force resequencing or standby without
giving the team sufficient time to formalize the consequence. In that
environment, delay in commercial conversion is not neutral. It consumes

value.
Variation significance and recoverability are not the same thing.

A recoverable position depends on more than the fact that something has
changed. It depends on whether the team can show, early and credibly,
what changed, why it changed, who caused it, what contractual mechanism
is engaged, what cost or time consequence is accumulating, and whether

the supporting logic is strong enough to hold under challenge.

Without that, the organization may be commercially active but not
commercially protected.

This is where false security often enters. The variation count rises. The
contract team is busy. The site team is aware. Management hears that
there is "a claim there” or that the issue is “covered.” A rough value begins
circulating internally. But the actual maturity of the position remains much

weaker than the narrative surrounding it.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Change Orders Are Not Protected Value

That gap has consequences. It affects financial forecasts, because
management begins treating unresolved or weakly formed change as

if it already carries some degree of protection. It affects execution,
because operational teams continue adapting under the assumption

that the contracts side will sort it out later. It affects leadership behavior,
because a large volume of live variation can create a sense that exposure
is being addressed even where the underlying recovery logic is still
underdeveloped. It also affects close-out, because issues that were never
governed, documented, or memorialized properly during execution often
return later in diluted or disputed form, once the operational clarity that

could have supported them has already weakened.

The central question is straightforward. How much of that reported change
is moving through a structure capable of protecting value before delay
consumes it?

That distinction sits at the center of the argument.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Where Change Value Starts to Leak

Change value rarely disappears in one obvious moment.

More often, it leaks out through a sequence of smaller failures that do
not look decisive on their own but become commercially significant in
combination. That is why many project teams misread the problem. They
look for the point at which the client pushes back, rejects the claim, or
formally disputes the position, when in practice the real damage often

begins much sooner.

It begins when disruption is recognized but its commercial meaning is not
yet under control.

The first and most common leakage point is delay. An event is recognized
in the field. Operations understands that something has shifted. The
sequence is adapted. A planner sees the implication. A contract manager
is aware that something needs to be captured. But awareness is not yet
formalization.

If the team does not convert the event quickly enough into notice,
evidence, clear ownership, and early impact logic, the organization starts
carrying the consequence before it starts protecting it. If ownership is
blurred, the event quickly becomes everyone’s concern, and no one’s

controlled position.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Where Change Value Starts to Leak

That matters because projects do not pause while teams align internally.
Assets remain assigned, and if the commercial structure lags behind
operational reality for too long, part of the change order value is often
consumed before recovery has even been framed properly.

This is not always carelessness. In many cases, it is a familiar form of
operational pragmatism. Keeping work moving feels more urgent than
formalizing the consequence. Shared awareness can feel sufficient for the
moment. A team can convince itself that the issue is understood, that the
client already knows, or that the commercial record can be built properly
once immediate operational pressure has eased.

By the time the commercial record is built, the cleanest evidence may
already be gone.

Weak notice discipline creates another form of leakage. Sometimes the
issue is obvious enough that the team assumes formal notice can follow
later without much consequence. Sometimes the client is already aware
operationally, which creates false comfort. Sometimes the pressure to keep
work moving pushes formal notification into the background. All of those

instincts are understandable. None of them protect value.

Contracts do not usually reward shared memory. They reward disciplined
notification. Even where the contractual position is less rigid than the
strictest notice regime, weak notice still damages recovery because it
undermines chronology, blurs causation, and makes later reconstruction

more vulnerable to dispute.

This is especially important because many contracts require the contractor
to continue working while the commercial treatment of a change is being
discussed. The team may not have a practical right to stop. The sequence
may already be underway. The project may be under pressure to maintain
momentum. That makes early notice and early framing even more important,
because the contractor can be required to keep carrying cost and

disruption before the principle of recovery has been agreed.

A third leakage point comes from scope ambiguity. A team can struggle
to recover value simply because the original scope architecture was never

sharp enough to show precisely what changed.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Where Change Value Starts to Leak

An instruction is given, a sequence shifts, access narrows, an interface
assumption changes, a third party occupies space that was expected to
remain available, and additional support or standby becomes necessary.
The disruption may be obvious in practice and still difficult to defend
cleanly if the original commercial and operational boundaries were not
explicit enough.

Recovery starts earlier than the first formal variation. It starts with how
clearly the team understands what was originally meant to be delivered,

under what conditions, and with which dependencies or exclusions in place.

Late or blurred quantification creates another major loss point. Even where
notice exists and the event is accepted internally as genuine, value often
starts leaking because the cost and time logic takes shape too slowly. This is
especially dangerous in the field because the economic effect of disruption
accumulates while the quantification logic is still forming. Standby costs,
resequencing, inefficiencies, subcontractor knock-on effects, and access-
related distortions can all build quickly. If the team waits too long to isolate
those effects, the picture becomes harder to defend later. Costs mix with
other inefficiencies unrelated to the variation. Time consequences become
harder to attribute cleanly. Field adjustments that felt temporary become
part of the background. The event remains real, but its value becomes less

precise.
Late quantification does not just delay recovery. It often weakens it.

Causation is another point at which commercially active teams become
commercially weak. The team may have no doubt that disruption occurred.
The event may be visible. The operational consequence may be well
understood. But unless the organization can show why that consequence
flowed from the specific change, instruction, delay, restriction, or client-

side condition at issue, recovery weakens.

This matters because fieldwork generates overlapping noise quickly. Third-
party interference, weather, equipment constraints, incomplete interface
data, evolving client priorities, and knock-on effects from earlier sequence
changes may all sit in the same period. In that environment, a team can

be right about the fact of disruption and still lose strength because

the causation logic is too broad, too late, or too mixed with parallel
inefficiencies.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Where Change Value Starts to Leak

Finally, value leaks when the organization is not working from one shared
interpretation of the event. The operations team may see the practical
disruption. Planning may see the sequence implication. Cost control may
see the expenditure movement. Contracts may see a potential recovery
path. Finance may see cash flow implications. Leadership may see only

a partial summary. If those lenses are not connected early enough, the
organization begins carrying several incomplete versions of the same event.
Without enough integration, the team does not turn those perspectives into

one controlled position. It accumulates fragments instead.
And fragments recover poorly.

These mechanisms explain why value is often lost earlier than teams admit.
By the time the claim is formally challenged, part of the value may already

have been consumed.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Middle East Case:

Delay and Commercial Erosion

The cautionary pattern becomes clearer in a complex project in the Middle

East involving UXO detection and removal.

This was not a case where the team failed to recognize a significant event.
A major UXO-related discovery was notified immediately, and the team
understood early that the item required special handling, additional
safety measures, and a different execution logic from the one originally
expected. The work was serious enough that it was treated internally as a

separate effort, with separate reporting and redirected core assets.

Immediate recognition simply did not prevent prolonged commercial
consequence from building around it.

The event forced the team to redirect key assets and focus execution on
the removal activity, which had an obvious effect on the original plan.
At the same time, access to other work areas was constrained by third-
party activity, shifting priorities, and later by restricted berth access
and competing terminal use. What began as a significant operational
event quickly became something larger: a pattern of delayed access,
resequencing, standby, and extended exposure that kept changing the
commercial shape of the job.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Middle East Case: Delay and Commercial Erosion

A team can respond correctly to the immediate issue and still lose
commercial ground if the surrounding structure does not convert the wider

consequences into protected recovery with enough speed and discipline.

In this case, the commercial effect did not sit neatly inside one isolated
variation. The initial event escalated into redirected assets, delayed access,
third-party interference, resequencing, delayed milestone realization,

and later demobilization and handover issues. That is a much harder

environment in which to preserve value.

The access problem is especially revealing. After the critical removal activity
was completed, access to major work locations remained disrupted by other
contractors and by terminal operations priorities. Areas that had already
been surveyed later had to be re-surveyed because third-party activity

had shifted the targets, and extended access restrictions contributed to

substantial additional cost exposure.

The team could see what was happening. Operations could adapt.
Management could discuss the issue. But the recovery burden continued to
build while access, sequencing, dependencies, and handover obligations
remained unsettled.

At that point, change is no longer behaving like a contained recovery case.

It is becoming extended commercial consequence.

Because completion certificates and invoicing were tied to stage clearance,
access disruption did not only affect execution timing. It delayed the ability
to invoice for work that had largely been performed earlier, changing cash
flow and compounding the recovery pressure while execution was still
underway.

In live projects, delayed access and disrupted sequence do not merely
create operational inconvenience. They can distort the timing of
recognition, invoicing, and recovery in ways that compound commercial

pressure.

The pattern did not end when the main operational work was substantially

complete.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Middle East Case: Delay and Commercial Erosion

The operational effort may conclude in one period. The cost exposure can
remain alive much longer. Even after the main work had effectively moved
toward completion, collection and final delivery arrangements remained
delayed, receiving resources were not always suitable for the handover
required, and demobilization stretched beyond the point at which the team

would otherwise have been ready to wind the operation down.
This is the longer commercial shadow of weak change recovery.

An event occurs, the team responds, and the work continues. But the
consequences keep escalating into access, sequence, milestones, cash flow,

handover, demobilization, and final recovery burden.

That is the cautionary pattern: visible disruption whose commercial

meaning expands faster than the recovery structure around it.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Latin America Case:

Disciplined Recovery

The contrast appears in a project in Latin America.

This operation did not avoid disruption. It encountered customs delay,
authority-related delay, and additional work that sat outside the original
scope of work. The difference is that those events were handled with more

commercial structure while they were unfolding.

What makes this case useful is the way disruption was turned into a
commercially legible position early enough to hold its shape.

When recovery is poorly managed, delay and additional work are often
absorbed operationally first and framed commercially later. In a more
disciplined process, the recovery position starts taking shape while

the event is still live. The event is identified, the contractual route is
considered, the variation or change-of-condition logic is framed, the
supporting evidence is built while the consequences are still visible, and
structured follow-up continues until the position is either resolved or

explicitly closed.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Latin America Case: Disciplined Recovery

The Latin America case shows this clearly. Customs delay affecting critical
project equipment was not treated as background inconvenience. It was
formalized as a variation tied to authority-related delay. A separate delay
around mooring approval was also handled explicitly rather than left to sit
inside general disruption. Additional work and changed conditions were
likewise connected back to contractual recovery logic rather than being
absorbed as operational residue.

Strong recovery begins when the team refuses to let commercially

significant events remain vague.

Not every issue becomes a strong recovery case. The discipline is to start
structuring the logic before certainty is available. When customs delay is
framed early, chronology stays cleaner. When authority delay is tied to
the work sequence early, the time logic remains more defensible. When
additional work is connected back to a change-of-condition mechanism

early, the team is less likely to dilute it later into general field adaptation.
This does not guarantee recovery. It gives recovery a stronger shape.

The Latin America example also points to something equally important:
disciplined recovery does not stop at notification. A team can issue timely
notice and still weaken its position if the commercial treatment becomes
passive afterward. Recovery requires continued ownership, quantified
follow-up, alignment between operational and contract records, clarity

on what remains unresolved, and enough persistence to move the event

toward closure.

This is where many organizations overestimate their maturity. They equate

"we notified it” with “we control it.”

The more useful lesson is that recovery has to be built while the event is
still live. Timely notice is only the start. A recoverable position still has to
be carried through follow-up, quantification, aligned records, management

visibility, and close-out discipline.

The close-out lessons reinforce the same point. Off-hire surveys, structured
repair follow-up, timely invoice handling, and stronger final settlement
discipline were treated as part of the same control chain rather than as an

administrative tail left for later.
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Latin America Case: Disciplined Recovery

The work still faced change, delay, and conditions that could easily have

been absorbed vaguely. But the handling was more disciplined.

The lesson is simple: disruption was structured early enough to remain

commercially legible. The difference is rarely the presence of disruption.

It is the speed, discipline, and persistence with which the team turns

disruption into a controlled commercial position.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Change Recovery as Control

One of the reasons project change recovery is often handled poorly is that
it is still treated in too many organizations as a downstream commercial

activity.

The event happens in execution. Operations continue. The contracts
function becomes involved later. The file develops afterward. Recovery is

expected to emerge from the quality of the paperwork.
That is too late.

By the time a team is relying mainly on retrospective paperwork, part of

the value has often already been weakened.

Change recovery is better understood as a control process. It sits inside

execution while the event is still live.

That distinction matters because live work does not allow much distance
between operational reality and commercial interpretation. Costs
accumulate before internal alignment is complete. If the commercial
meaning of an event is not being governed while those consequences are
still forming, value starts leaking in the background.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Change Recovery as Control

The real test is whether the organization can control the path between
operational recognition, contractual framing, impact logic, management

interpretation, and commercial protection.

In practice, that requires several things to happen at once. Someone has
to decide that the event is commercially significant enough to require
structure. Ownership of the event has to become explicit. The team needs
a clear lead for notice, chronology, time and cost logic, and the connection
between field reality and contractual position. The organization also has

to preserve one shared interpretation of the event. Unless the different
perspectives are brought together early enough, the event does not

become a controlled position. It becomes a set of parallel interpretations.
That is where a great deal of value leaks.
Behavior matters here as well.

Weak recovery is often driven by behavior that appears reasonable in the
moment. People defer uncomfortable commercial conversations because
the job has to keep moving. Shared awareness is mistaken for actual
control. Ownership stays blurred because everyone agrees the issue
matters and assumes someone else is already carrying it. Management
accepts optimistic recovery language because absorbing exposure early is

harder than waiting for more clarity.

These are not abstract cultural problems. They are commercially
consequential behaviors under delivery pressure.

The issue also must remain visible in management rhythm, but usefully
visible rather than performatively visible. That means the event is not
merely logged. It is reviewed in terms of what changed, what is at risk,
what the team can already support, what still needs to be proven, and what

decision is required now rather than later.

More process does not solve this by itself. Process can make the problem
worse if it gives the organization more ways to narrate the issue without
actually governing it. What matters is enough structure to stop the team
from silently financing uncertainty, meaning unknowingly losing margin
because weak governance allows unresolved commercial exposure to keep

accumulating in the background.
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Change Recovery as Control

This is also why change recovery sits much closer to project controls than
many organizations assume. A disciplined recovery position depends

on clear baseline logic, timely recognition of movement, usable linkage
between event and impact, honest treatment in forecast thinking, and
management visibility strong enough to support early judgment. Those
are not peripheral controls concerns. They are central to whether recovery

remains commercially usable.

A valid event does not protect itself. The organization should not rely on
the client’s operational awareness as a substitute for notice discipline.

A client may be fully aware of an event but that is not the same as an
obligation to protect the contractor’s margin. The organization must protect

its own position.

Control here does not mean bureaucracy. It means enough commercial
and managerial grip that disruption does not become vague faster than
recovery can be built.

Once disruption outruns control, the work may still look active and

commercially engaged. The recovery position is already weakening.
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OFFSHORE CHANGE RECOVERY

Change Orders as a
Governance Test

One of the clearest ways to judge the maturity of an organization is to look

at how change orders appear in financial forecasting and governance.

Not whether they exist. Not whether the register is long. Not whether the
contract team is busy.

What matters is whether the organization can translate live change into a

forward view that is honest enough to support real management judgment.

A variation register can look commercially active while the forecast
remains strangely calm. Management may be told that recovery is in
motion, that entitlement is being developed, that the issue is covered,
and that the position is expected to improve once the client responds.
But unless the forecast reflects the actual maturity of the recovery path,

leadership is no longer looking at control.
It is looking at hope in a more organized form.

Forecasting is not there to echo commercial optimism. It is there to show
what is actually holding, what is still exposed, and what the organization is
still depending on without enough protection underneath it.

LPMS
CONTROL BY DESIGN

22



OFFSHORE CHANGE RECOVERY

Change Orders as a Governance Test

That is why change orders belong inside governance, not only contract

management.

A stronger organization does not treat all variation value as if it sits at

the same level of confidence. It distinguishes between instructed and
measurable work, recoverable but disputed positions, plausible but weakly
evidenced impacts, and value that is still being discussed more confidently
than it is being protected.

That distinction matters because management decisions become distorted
when unresolved change is allowed to sit inside the forecast with more
certainty than it deserves.

The result is familiar. Leadership sees a stable outlook and assumes the
underlying exposure is under control. The team knows the recovery path is
still developing. Contracts believes the position is justified. Planning sees
ongoing disruption. Finance is waiting for cleaner recognition. The forecast

carries a number that looks calmer than the real condition of the work.
This is a governance weakness before it is anything else.

Governance is supposed to do more than receive updates. It is supposed
to force interpretation. It is supposed to make sure the organization is not
confusing reported change with protected value, management comfort with

recovery maturity, or activity with control.

Live project work rarely fails first in the claim file. It weakens earlier, when
management continues making decisions as if exposure is under control

while the commercial structure around that exposure is still too weak.

There is another practical point. Even where entitlement is sound, recovery
is still affected by client behavior, budget constraints, authority levels, and

the willingness of the client’s representative to escalate the issue internally.

A position can be legitimate and still slow, resisted, discounted, or pushed
into a negotiation. That does not make the position weak in principle,

but it should affect how confidently management treats it in the forecast.
Recovery maturity is not only a legal or contractual question. It is also a

practical commercial question.
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Change Orders as a Governance Test

A live variation should not sit outside the real forward view of the project.
A growing register should not be allowed to create a false impression

of commercial protection. The more useful management question is how
much of that reported value is mature enough to influence the forecast
with confidence. That depends on whether it is timely noticed, causally
supportable, cleanly quantified, actively governed, and commercially
realistic.

It also changes behavior earlier. When teams know that unresolved change
will be examined as a forecasting and governance issue, ownership
becomes more visible, evidence is built earlier, weak assumptions are
challenged sooner, and the gap between operational recognition and
commercial formalization becomes harder to ignore.

Change recovery weakens most quickly when an organization continues
speaking confidently about value that has not yet been realized. The
forecast should interrupt that comfort, but governance should interrupt it
earlier.

Mature change recovery depends on a clear distinction between what is

protected, what is probable, and what is still exposed.

Anything less leaves management with too little grip on what the
organization is really carrying.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Close-Out Is Part of Recovery

One of the quietest ways project teams lose value is by treating close-out

as if it sits outside change recovery.
It does not.

An operation may be substantially complete in operational terms and
remain commercially exposed because delivery obligations, collection
arrangements, off-hire conditions, repairs, invoices, settlement positions,
and final documentation have not yet been governed with enough

discipline.
It is not an administrative tail. It is part of the recovery picture.

Complex project work often carries a long commercial shadow after the
main execution phase is over. Recovered items still have to be handed
over. Equipment still has to come off-hire properly and repairs have to be
agreed. Final invoices still have to be issued and defended. Outstanding
variation positions still have to be carried to conclusion, sometimes
through formal dispute resolution. If that closing structure is weak, value
continues bleeding away after the operational story feels complete.

LPMS 25
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Close-Out Is Part of Recovery

Teams often treat close-out as paperwork at the end, an internal clean-up
phase, or a period of residual administration once the real work is done.

That view misses commercial reality.
Close-out is where the final condition of recovery is tested.

A position that looked recoverable during execution can still weaken if
delivery or collection obligations remain unclear, supporting evidence
is not brought together cleanly, off-hire and repair issues are not settled
with discipline, invoice timing slips, settlement logic becomes diluted, or

unresolved items remain live for too long without clear ownership.
In that situation, the operation finishes operationally but not commercially.

The two cases illustrate the same close-out point from opposite directions.
In the Middle East, delayed collection and delivery arrangements, extended
equipment presence, and late demobilization kept the commercial
consequences alive after operational completion. In Latin America, off-hire,
repair follow-up, invoicing, and final settlement were treated as part of
disciplined closure rather than as afterthoughts.

That last stage matters because close-out is where earlier weaknesses
become harder to hide. If notice was weak, the record now looks thin. If
causation was never built properly, the position now looks broad but soft.
If quantification lagged, the cost picture now looks mixed. If ownership
was blurred, unresolved items now sit between functions. If recovery was
spoken about more confidently than it was governed, the final settlement
phase exposes that gap.

Close-out is the final stage of control. It is the point at which the
organization either converts the remaining exposure into disciplined

closure or allows the work to keep eroding value after the main job is done.

Unresolved issues stay visible, ownership remains explicit, evidence
stays connected, and invoice or settlement timing is governed before

demobilization outruns the commercial logic.

It also affects what the organization is able to learn. If close-out is weak, the
organization is not only losing value on the current job. It is also weakening
its ability to see clearly what happened, what was protected well, what

leaked, and where the recovery structure first started weakening.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Close-Out Is Part of Recovery

Recovery is not complete when the work stops. Recovery is complete when
the remaining obligations, exposures, and commercial positions have been
carried through with enough discipline that value stops surrendering itself

quietly after operations have already moved on.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Recovery Behavior Under Pressure

In live project environments, change value is usually lost through delay

before it is lost through rejection.
That has implications for process, governance, and behavior.

The dividing line is rarely disruption itself. Serious project work
experiences disruption. The real test is what an organization does before
disruption turns commercially vague. That difference is visible in behavior
long before it becomes visible in outcome.

Under pressure, false security often enters. Formalization is deferred
because momentum feels more important. Shared awareness is confused
with a protected position. Operational competence is relied upon to carry
issues that should already be commercially structured. Optimistic internal
language is accepted because it is easier than confronting weak recovery

maturity early.

Weak recovery rarely begins with one dramatic mistake. It usually starts
with a series of decisions that feel practical in the moment and become

expensive later.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Recovery Behavior Under Pressure

And then there is the behavioral side of recovery. Someone must be willing
to have difficult commercial conversations while the relationship with

the client still matters. That capability is often underestimated. A strong
recovery position can weaken if no one is prepared to raise the issue
clearly, early, and persistently. The organization may have entitlement,
records, and logic, but still lose value if the commercial conversation is
delayed, softened, or delegated.

Forecast optimism is often a behavior before it is a reporting issue.
Management wants confidence. Teams want the claim to hold up. The
Contract Manager believes the position is justified. Mature governance

resists the urge to let optimism outrun maturity.

The same applies to governance. A useful management rhythm forces
interpretation. It asks what exactly is at risk now, what has already been
secured, what still depends on weak assumptions, what decision is required

now rather than later, and where time is quietly eroding value.

Over time, this is what separates repeatable execution strength from heroic

delivery with a commercial lag.

A team can recover one difficult event through individual effort or unusually
strong leadership. That is not the same as organizational strength. What
matters is whether the organization behaves consistently under pressure:
identifying commercially significant change early, translating operational
disruption into structured recovery logic, connecting forecasts to recovery
maturity, governing unresolved exposure before it hardens, and carrying
that discipline into close-out. If it does not, too much still depends on who
happens to be on the job, and that is not a durable control system.

Repeatable recovery depends on structure that makes the right behaviors

more likely under pressure and makes the weaker habits harder to sustain.

Change recovery reveals execution quality. It shows whether the
organization can turn live disruption into a controlled commercial position
before delay consumes it.
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CHANGE ORDER RECOVERY

Closing Perspective

Project work does not usually lose change value in one dramatic

commercial defeat.

It loses value earlier, while disruption is still being absorbed, while notice
is still forming, while quantification is still delayed, while forecasts remain
calmer than the underlying exposure, and while management still believes

the organization has more protection than it actually does.
The core issue is control strength.

Organizations that protect value well do not wait for the end to discover
whether change was recoverable. They build recovery while the event

is still unfolding. They connect operational response to commercial
protection in real time. They govern uncertainty before it becomes
vagueness. They carry that discipline through forecasting and into close-
out.

That is how value is protected. Not perfectly, and not without dispute, but
with enough structure that delay does not quietly consume the position

before the formal commercial argument has even begun.

Some work remains operationally active while value is already leaking in
the background. Disciplined organizations recognize that leakage earlier,
structure the position earlier, and protect it with more consistency.
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LPMS

Project intelligence for complex project execution

Better execution rarely depends on awareness alone.
It depends on structure, judgment, and the discipline

to act before value starts leaking.
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