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Abstract: Lean construction (LC) is becoming prevalent, and assessment of the level of LC implemen-
tation is vital for organizations to realize their full potential. In meeting that need, lean construction
maturity models (LCMMs) play a key role. However, there is less evidence of critical reviews in
spite of the significant number of LCMMs available. Therefore, this study was initiated with the
aim of systematically reviewing the literature on existing lean-construction-related maturity models
(MMs) through a critical review. The study adopted the PRISMA method to review 24 such models
using manual content analysis. The study revealed the most common attributes among the models,
along with their key strengths and weaknesses. The findings of this study can be directly used to
develop more robust LCMMs and enhance the knowledge base on theoretical underpinnings. From
an industry perspective, the findings assist organizations to more effectively assess LC maturity. The
study invites further research on the area of LC maturity and advocates for developing new MMs
addressing these areas identified for improvement.

Keywords: lean construction; maturity models; lean construction attributes; assessing lean construction;
systematic review

1. Introduction

The global construction industry faces a central challenge in improving its productivity
and innovation [1,2]. According to [3], the productivity in the construction industry has
been declining globally over the past decades. The construction industry is commonly faced
with many challenges, such as high wastage, repeated delays, cost overruns, and quality
control issues, which hinder overall efficiency [4]. As a counter-measure to conventional
construction problems, Koskela’s work made a significant and pioneering contribution to
introducing lean principles into construction [5].

Lean construction (LC) is a philosophy evolved from lean manufacturing. Despite the
perceived differences between the construction and manufacturing industries, there are
notable similarities between them [6]. Therefore, the principles of lean manufacturing can
be tailored and adapted for effective use in construction [7]. Lauri Koskela emphasized this
need to apply lean production principles to the construction sector to improve the industry
as a whole [8]. The core idea behind LC is delivering exact customer value through a con-
tinuous work flow by eliminating waste and continuous improvement [5,9–11]. Evidently,
the integration of lean construction principles into conventional construction projects
effectively addresses the pressing challenges within the construction industry [12–14].

Embedding lean construction in an organization typically requires many changes [15],
and can be a challenging endeavor [16]. In particular, when transformations take place, it
becomes crucial to measure the current state of the maturation process [17]. A prominent
reason for the lack of lean implementation in the construction industry is the inability to
assess the existing level of lean enactment [18,19] or to assess the real benefits of adopting
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lean [20]. Even though some organizations in the construction industry unwittingly practice
lean tools and techniques, they are unaware that such practices belong to LC principles [21]
hence, there is a need for a tool to assess LC maturity in organizations [22].

In fulfilling the above need, LCMMs provide directions and information to prioritize
improvement actions and initiate a change [23]. MMs measure, compare, describe, or
determine a path or roadmap [24]. Moreover, MMs assist in identifying strengths and
weaknesses of certain domains of an organization [25]. Aside from assessing the cur-
rent level [26], MMs provide a number of benefits, such as guidance in implementing
change [27], explaining a path to achieving excellence by evaluating how to implement
best practices [28], guiding transformation with information about strengths and weak-
nesses [29], creating awareness of the improvement requirements [30], providing support
in implementing change in a systematic and well-directed way [31], and enabling sustained
embedding of business processes [32].

Even though MMs provide such benefits, it is noticeable that there are fewer data
on prominent, well-renowned LCMMs in contrast to other industries such as IT, software
development, and manufacturing [33]. Intriguingly, there is a dearth in the literature of
critical reviews on LCMMs. Although research on construction MMs exists, they have
significantly less connection to lean construction [34,35]. Moreover, in the process of devel-
oping a new maturity model, Nesensohn [36], studied several MMs and their relevance, but
the study only reviewed construction-related MMs, not LCMMs. Further, Rodegheri [37]
carried out a study to identify the most suitable LCMMs for the Brazilian construction
industry. That study used several LCMMs in the same project to identify the best-suited
LCMM for Brazil. However, the study did not investigate the core of any LCMM and did
not critically review the LCMMs. These pieces of evidence prove that there is a clear gap
in the literature regarding the critical reviewing of LCMMs. Thus, this study is aimed at
systematically reviewing the existing LC-related MMs using a critical review. To achieve
that aim, firstly, the study identified the types of existing LCMMs and other relevant models
for LC maturity. Secondly, the key attributes of the models were explored. Moreover, using
critical analysis, the study aimed to identify the key strengths, existing gaps, and areas
of improvement. It is highly important to identify the gaps in existing models in order
to develop more robust LCMMs for the future, considering the increasing acceptance of
lean construction. The study explored the existing LCMMs and critically reviewed the
current status of the models. By doing so, the study aimed to contribute to the existing
knowledge base of the LCMMs by identifying the key issues and areas for improvement
to enhance the quality of LCMMs. This study contributes to the construction industry by
enhancing the effectiveness of lean maturity and enabling firms to successfully adopt lean
construction principles.

The paper begins with an introduction and follows with a comprehensive systematic
literature synthesis of existing LCMMs using the PRISMA systematic review method. Next,
the research method, comprising data collection techniques, is explained. Subsequently,
data collected from the literature are critically analyzed and discussed. Finally, the findings
are presented via a discussion of the analyzed data.

2. Literature Synthesis
2.1. Lean Construction

Lean construction is not an independent concept but rather a compilation of ideas and
principles derived from different industries and applied to the construction sector. It draws
its core principles from lean manufacturing, which originated in the Toyota Production
System (TPS) in Japan during the 1950s [38]. Lauri Koskela, recognized as a pioneer in lean
construction (LC), introduced the concept in 1992 through a seminal paper demonstrating
how lean manufacturing principles could be tailored and implemented in the construction
industry [5].

Glenn Ballard and Greg Howell founded LCI in 1997 with the goal of generating and
spreading novel insights in project work management. As per LCI, the key tenets of LC are
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to optimize the whole, removal of waste, focus on process and flow, generation of value,
and continuous improvement [39]. In the book Lean Construction: Core Concepts and New
Frontiers, many scholars who significantly contributed to the development and evolution of
LC present various concepts related to the above-mentioned LC principles, summarizing
the theoretical backgrounds to themes and theories, lean construction approaches, and the
new prospects of LC [40,41].

Koskela define LC as a new way of production that reduces time, resources, and
effort in order to generate the best possible outcome in terms of delivering value [11].
This notion is well-supported by LCI as it defines lean construction as an approach to
project delivery that employs techniques to optimize stakeholder value and minimize
waste through a strong emphasis on team collaboration [39]. Howell presents a similar
idea of LC, expanding on the production aspect and emphasizing LC as a production
management philosophy [42]. In defining LC, there is less evidence about a commonly
accepted definition; however, the central idea of LC is preserved and emulated through
the existing explanations. The fundamental idea of LC can be expressed as a management
philosophy that focuses on delivering bespoke customer value by minimizing waste of all
forms and creating a smooth workflow embedded in continuous improvement with the
idea of respect for people [11,43,44].

Regarding the practical side of LC, many lean tools and techniques have been devel-
oped. Such examples of significant lean tools are the last planner system, the pull-planning
concept, and the lean project delivery method [45–47]. The lean project delivery system
(LPDS) refers to an approach or system that applies lean principles and practices to project
management and project delivery processes. LPDS aims to maximize stakeholder value by
reducing waste, improving collaboration, enhancing productivity, and optimizing project
outcomes [48]. The last planner system operates as a cohesive and integrated system,
wherein each element is essential to facilitate lean project planning and execution. It is
crucial to resist the temptation to fragment the system and selectively employ specific
components [49].

The application of lean principles to construction has been supported by substan-
tial evidence, highlighting numerous advantages that can be derived from embracing
lean thinking in this industry [50]. The advantages encompass a wide range of benefits,
including enhanced productivity, heightened reliability, improved quality, greater client sat-
isfaction, increased predictability, shortened project schedules, minimized waste, reduced
costs, improved design feasibility, and enhanced safety measures [51,52].

2.2. Maturity Models

An MM is a tool with a structured set of elements that describes a progressive path
towards improvement from immature processes to mature processes [53]. Originally,
thinkers of quality management expressed the idea of maturity [54,55]. MMs have now
expanded into many industries [56]. In the evolution of MMs, the capability maturity
model (CMM), later updated as the CMMI (capability maturity model integrated) stands
as a prominent maturity model that was used later as the fundament of many other
models [33,57].

Even though the construction industry is described as being distinct from the manufac-
turing industry [58], Ballard and Howell argue that construction is similar to manufacturing,
in that production and assembly are undertaken at a specific site [59]. The idea of lean
production management can be taken with appropriate changes for effective management
of the construction industry [7]. In 1992, Lauri Koskela expressed the need for adaptation
of the lean production philosophy to the construction sector to gain competitiveness and to
increase efficiency [5]. With this revelation, lean construction became a “hot” topic amongst
industry specialists, academics, and business managers [60].

With this increase, the need to assess lean construction has become vital [61]. Many
scholars have noted that implementing lean in construction requires monitoring and
measuring the current state of implementation and how it has improved over time [62].
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In accordance, MMs have been at the forefront of assessing organizations to measure
and evaluate the success of a process [63] and the new implementation on its progressive
path [33]. However, considering the field of lean construction, there are limited findings to
measure its maturity [36,64].

MMs relating to LC maturity are still an emerging topic. The literature provides only
a few published studies that explain lean construction MMs. Table 1 portrays the identified
models and general information.

Table 1. Identified maturity models.

Model Reference Source of Reference General Information

M1 [27]

• Based on CMMI and LC principles of Koskela;
• Presents five levels of maturity;
• Framework with 75 statements organized in 11 attributes classified in 6 layers,

completed by external evaluator after a construction site visit and
conversations with employees, evaluating through a Likert scale from 0 to 4.

M2 [65]

• Unique and easy model to evaluate the quality and degree of leanness. A quick
method to assess lean maturity at a given time;

• 30 questions, completed by an external evaluator after a one-hour site visit
evaluating through a Likert scale from 0 to 4.

M3 [66]

• Analyze degree of LC;
• Based on 11 principles of Koskela and Carvello. Performs the analysis

involving different stakeholders;
• Diagnoses the current state of a construction company in relation to

implementation of concepts of lean construction.

M4 [67]

• Based on principles of LC by Koskela and principles of Lean Thinking (LT) by
Womack and Jones and Lean Construction Institute;

• Presents an Excel tool that analyzes 4 main elements with 191 attributes
distributed in 36 characteristics, evaluated on a Linkert scale from 0 to 5.

M5 [68]
• Developed on principles of LC by Koskela, principles of LT by Womack and

Jones, and concepts proposed by Rentes;
• 24 questions, completed by an external evaluator through interviews.

M6 [69] • Based on the principles of LT by Womack and Jones and Diekmann;
• Self-assessment, evaluating 16 LC practices on a Likert scale from 0 to 5.

M7 [70]

• Data collected from 25 lean practitioners across 6 organizations;
• The model applied to projects of four different organizations and the LC

Maturity Ratings were calculated;
• This framework provides a means to measure the current state of lean maturity

to determine the prevailing degree of leanness and to understand the areas
requiring improvement.

M8 [71]
• The aim is to help organizations in the Highways Agency’s supply chain to

determine the extent to which they have transformed themselves to adopt lean
principles in providing products and services to Highways England.

M9 [72]

• Qualitative and quantitative surveys were conducted in the German
construction sector to investigate the consistency between the techniques
implemented and LC concepts;

• The survey concerns 61 companies that are classified among the Top 100
construction companies in Germany.

M10 [73]

• Identify best practices and the most commonly used principles of LC;
• Questionnaires and case studies are used to analyze;
• A study to identify the best practices of LC and a Lean Conformance Model is

developed.

M11 [74] • Summarizes LC principles to assess the consciousness of the LC principal
among Malaysian construction companies
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Table 1. Cont.

Model Reference Source of Reference General Information

M12 [75]

• Aims at clarifying the main conceptual basis of LC philosophy;
• Relationships between those principles and nine sources of waste

(transportation, motion, inventory, waiting, overproduction, defects,
over-processing, unused employee creativity, and work accidents)
were analyzed.

M13 [76]

• The model formulated a theory, then tested using a management simulation
game and computer simulation, and subsequently, developed for
practical application;

• The theoretical model developed is the result of the application of this
approach in a holistic manner to the management of high-rise apartment
building construction.

M14 [77]

• A framework for implementing lean construction and consequently improving
performance levels in the construction industry in the context of Saudi Arabia;

• Following a survey of 282 construction professionals, 12 critical success factors
for implementing lean construction.

M15 [78] • Aim to measure integrated BIM and lean maturity;
• Maturity model based on reviewing the literature around current MMs.

M16 [79]

• Analyze compatibility of BIM with IPD and LC in the context of MMs to
identify how these three concepts can be synchronized. Comparative analysis
is conducted using ten accessible, free, research-based, and frequently cited
BIM MMs.

M17 [80]

• Based on Toyota Production System and integrated project delivery;
• Provide an Excel tool that analyzes four main elements;
• 152 attributes distributed in 40 characteristics, evaluated on a Linkert scale

from 0 to 5.

M18 [81]

• Principles of LC by Koskela and principles of LT by Womack and Jones;
• 103 statements distributed over 15 categories where the LC practices are

described and with a scientific reference set out using the LC principle. The
categories have different weights.

M19 [82]
• Concepts proposed by Diekmann;
• Questionnaire with 33 questions, applied by external interviewer evaluating

through a Likert scale from 0 to 5.

M20 [83]

• Evaluate the implementation of LC and explore the influencing factors of lean
implementation in China’s construction firms;

• Based on principles of LC by Koskela and principles of LT by Womack and
Jones and LC tools.

• Framework with 26 statements organized in 7 instruments evaluated in a
Likert scale from 0 to 5 by different company actors in an interview.

M21 [84]

• Identify the parameters defining how LC is being implemented (current
condition) and how LC can be further promoted (future direction);

• Principles of LC by Koskela (1992), principles of LT by Womack and Jones;
• Evaluate current conditions and future directions in 5 categories using Likert

scale from 1 to 5.

M22 [85]

• A tool designed to guide leadership through a transformation process leading
to enterprise excellence;

• Originally developed with input from the aerospace industry in both the US
and UK;

• A tool for self-assessing the present state of “leanness”.

M23 [86]

• Provides a check list to assess the manufacturing changes towards lean
production using the results from a survey in the Spanish region of Aragon;

• Analyzes the lean production systems, and the determinants of the use of these
indicators.
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Table 1. Cont.

Model Reference Source of Reference General Information

M24 [87]
• Assessment of the concept of “leanness” for any wood products company;
• A methodology for quantitative and objective assessment of the leanness of

any wood products operation.
[M1] Lean Construction maturity model (LCMM) by Nesensohn, [M2] LCR–Rapid Lean Construction-Quality
Rating Model, [M3] Degree Of Lean Construction (DOLC), [M4] Lean IPD Health and Maturity Model, [M5] Lean
Construction Diagnostic Model (MDCE), [M6] Maturity Model For Development Of Lean Construction Prin-
ciples (MMDPLC), [M7] Framework For Progressive Evaluation Of Lean Construction Maturity Using Multi-
Dimensional Matrix, [M8] Highways Agency Lean Maturity Assessment Toolkit (HALMAT), [M9] Lean Con-
struction Framework (LCF), [M10] Lean Conformance Model (LCM), [M11] Lean Construction Concept Model
(LCCM), [M12] Development Of An Input–Output Model Of Lean Construction, [M13] Lean Management Model
for Construction of High-Rise Apartment Buildings, [M14] Framework for the implementation of lean construc-
tion strategies using the interpretive structural modeling, [M15] Development Of An Integrated BIM And Lean
Maturity Model–Ideal Maturity Model, [M16] An integrated BIM-IPD-LC (BIL) maturity model, [M17] Lean
Assessment Tool Baseline for Ireland (LATB), [M18] A Protocol For Assessing The Use Of Lean Construction
Practices (PALC), [M19] Assessing lean conformance (ALC), [M20] Evaluation index system of lean construction
(EISLC), [M21] Current condition and future directions for lean construction in highways projects (CC&FD),
[M22] Lean Enterprise Self-Assessment Tool (LESAT), [M23] Lean Production check-list, [M24] the Lean Index.

The study identified 24 key models that are discussed. Among the models, few are
exclusively identified as LCMMs that clearly portray the idea of LC maturity and the
models showcase a sensible path to measure LC maturity [27,66]. Another set of mod-
els/frameworks also unequivocally regards lean construction as the fundament element
of the models [73,88]. Lastly, three models that do not have direct connection to LC ma-
turity or LC were identified since they use lean principles and the adaptability of such in
models/frameworks [85,86].

3. Materials and Methods

A comprehensive literature review confirms the previous studies and assists the
researchers to better comprehend the important aspects relating to the area of interest [89].
In addition, a literature review is an excellent way of synthesizing research findings to
show evidence on a meta-level and to uncover areas in which more research is needed,
which is a critical component of creating theoretical frameworks and building conceptual
models [90]. Among several methods of conducting a literature review, an integrative
literature review helps scholars to identify areas of improvement regarding a topic through
exploring and analyzing the existing literature. The integrative literature review is a form
of research that reviews, critiques, and synthesizes representative literature on a topic in an
integrated way such that new frameworks and perspectives on the topic are generated [91].
Integrative literature reviews allow scholars to take a more critical approach in the pursuit
of enhancing the existing level of understanding of a subject or concept. Critical analysis of
the literature involves carefully examining the main ideas and relationships of an issue and
provides a critique of the existing literature [92]. Therefore, this study aimed to critically
analyze existing lean construction MMs and to identify areas for improvement in order to
upgrade the level of quality and effectiveness of LCMMs.

In finding literature for the study, the authors adopted the Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-analyses (PRISMA) method. PRISMA is a comprehensive
and an exhaustive technique used to collect all the available and relevant data relevant to a
specific subject area and conforming to predetermined eligibility criteria [93]. By providing
checklists and reporting on how the information and data were screened, PRISMA provides
a systematic trail for data collection [94]. This method is further appreciated by scholars
since it provides sound backing to a study, and tries to present all the available data by
synthesizing previous works [95]. Since this study required the systematic identification
and analysis of all the data relating to LCMMs, the PRISMA method was adopted due to its
appropriateness. Figure 1 portrays the overall research process and the key steps followed.
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Figure 1. Research process.

As indicated in Figure 1, the study was carried out in three main stages. Firstly,
the study identified the need to research the area of LCMMs since the data are lacking
in this subject. As a result, the scope was determined as the critical review of existing
LCMMs. In selecting documents for the review, the PRISMA method was adopted and the
documents were collected. At the second stage, findings from databases were screened
and the documents were sorted and finalized. In the third stage of the study, an in-depth
analysis of the selected documents was carried out. With the analyzed data, the critical
review was conducted.

The literature search, or information retrieval process, not only informs the results
of a systematic review, it is the underlying process that establishes the data available for
analysis [96]. The key words were identified as; Lean Construction Maturity, LCMMs,
Modern LCMMs, Lean Construction Maturity Assessment, Lean Construction Maturity
Assessment Tools, Lean Construction Maturity Framework, Assessing lean construction.

In selecting the articles from the literature search, screening was undertaken through
two main lenses. Each of these lenses has different criteria, as discussed below.

1. Criteria relating to the relevance of the model to the study

In this aspect, articles were selected with respect to the suitability, compliance, and the
relevance to the study. The notion here is to screen the suitable models from a plethora of
models that would fit the aim of the research. Under these criteria, the following factors
were considered:

• Articles that correspond to any type of LCMM;
• Articles relating to lean construction maturity;
• Articles related to lean maturity/assessment.

Through the search it was noticeable that there is a dearth of literature directly conform-
ing to LCMMs. Since the existing literature is lacking on models that identify themselves
as “LCMMs”, the authors extended the reach to techniques and tools that discuss lean con-
struction maturity and lean maturity that resembles the idea of lean construction maturity.
This extension of the search provided the authors with the ability to identify impactful
studies conforming to the study.

2. The quality and the effectiveness of the papers

Under these criteria, the evaluation of the quality of the articles was taken into consid-
eration. The below-mentioned criteria were used to assess the quality and effectiveness of
academic papers:

• Explanation of use of model attributes;
• Reliability of the publisher;
• Originality and the reliability of the model;
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• Existence and clear explanation of model elements.

These criteria ensured the overall excellence, rigor, and contribution of the articles
to the field of study. These criteria guided the authors to screen out the most impactful
articles for the study.

Figure 2 explains in detail how the literature for the analysis was selected using the
PRISMA method. Initially, the words were carefully identified to suit the scope of the
study. Then, the literature search was carried out on three main databases from year 1990 to
2022, since lean construction become evident in 1992. The literature search, or information
retrieval process, not only informs the results of a systematic review, it is the underlying
process that establishes the data available for analysis [96]. Thus, the authors used scientific
databases for the literature search. The three main databases used for the study were
Science Direct, Google Scholar, and Emarald Insight.
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Figure 2. Stages of the Prisma systematic literature review adapted from [94].

In the beginning, authors identified 7658 results from leading databases. Articles
that did not meet the criteria described above were systematically discarded, as shown
in Figure 2, since they did not comply with the aim of the study. From the search results,
articles were excluded since they did not provide any relevance to the study. The selected
articles were screened through the titles and the abstracts. Subsequently, the identified
articles were critically reviewed in detail to gain a comprehensive understanding. Through
this rigorous screening, 52 articles were selected for the discussion as per the selection
criteria. Subsequently, nine articles were further identified through the reference lists
of the already-selected articles, and the suitable articles were also included in the study.
Eventually, 61 articles were selected for the final review and analysis of the study. Ultimately,
through the literature findings via the PRISMA analysis, the authors identified 24 prominent
models/tools or frameworks that portray substance, relevance, and conformance for the
scope of the study. These identified models are presented in the following sections.
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4. Findings
4.1. Key Attributes of Existing Lean-Related Maturity Models

As pointed out by many scholars, the attributes are a key component of any model
and expand the scope of the model. The attributes are the main element of the model, and
are the fundament of models and the base for assessment [97]. Table 2 provides an overall
outlook of the selected models and their attributes.

Table 2. Key attributes of lean-related maturity models.

Model Reference Key Attributes Focus Area

M1
Lean leadership, Customer focus, Way of thinking, Culture and behavior, Competencies,
Improvement Enablers, Processes and tools, Change, Work environment, Business
results, Learning, competency development.

LC Maturity

M2 Client focus, Waste Consciousness, Quality, Material Flow, Organization, Planning,
Information flow, Continuous improvement. LC Maturity

M3

Reduce the share of non-value-adding activities, Increase output value through
systematic consideration of customer requirements, Reduce variability, Reduce the cycle
time, Simplify by minimizing the number of steps, parts, and linkages, Increase output
flexibility, Increase process transparency, Focus control on complete process, Build
continuous improvement, Balance flow improvement with conversion
improvement, Benchmark.

LC Maturity

M4 Transformational change, Lean project delivery methods and management, Integrated
project delivery, Lean project delivery, and Last Planner System. LC Maturity

M5

Reduce the share of non-value-adding activities, Increase output value through
systematic consideration of customer requirements, Reduce variability, Reduce the cycle
time, Simplify by minimizing the number of steps and parts, Increase output flexibility,
Increase process transparency, Focus control on the complete process, Build continuous
improvement into the process, Balance flow improvement with conversion
improvement, Benchmark.

LC Maturity

M6 Waste disposal, Standardization, Culture/people, Customer focus, Continuous
improvement/Quality. LC Maturity

M7

Physical Manifestation (Implementation of Lean Tools and Processes, Continuous
Improvement, Focus on Value Creation, Work Standardization);
Behavioral Manifestation (Lean Culture and Behavior, Waste Identification and
Productivity, People Development);
Strategic Manifestation Collaborative Working, Strategic Use of Lean, Leadership to
drive Lean, Customer Focus).

LC Maturity

M8
Strategic use of Lean, Financial, information, and procurement systems, Lean
leadership, People development, Lean structure and behavior, Collaborative working,
Delivery of value, Standard work, Process flow, Process control and quality assurance.

LC Maturity

M9
Management, Planning Control, Behavior, Supply, Installation, Design, Collaboration,
Procurement; Qualitative and quantitative surveys were conducted to investigate the
current understanding of lean construction principles among German contractors.

LC

M10 Standardization, Culture/People, Continuous Improvement/Built-In Quality, Eliminate
Waste, Customer Focus; containing sixteen sub-principles. LC

M11 Specify value, Identify and map the value stream, Flow, Pull, Perfection/continuous
improvement, Transparency, Process variability. LC

M12 Customer focus, Supply, Continuous improvement, Waste elimination, People
involvement, Planning and scheduling, Quality, Standardization and transparency. LC

M13 Reduction in batch sizes, use of pull flow, work restructuring, and process improvement
with multitasking. LC
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Table 2. Cont.

Model Reference Key Attributes Focus Area

M14

Top management commitment, Education and training for lean construction. Adopting
alternative procurement methods, Adopting new construction technologies, Applying
appropriate LC tools/techniques, Implementing organizational change, Promoting a
culture of teamwork, Adoption of continuous improvement, Clear definition of client’s
requirements, Applying the lean methodology, Coordinating and promoting,
Establishing long-term relationships.

LC

M15 Integrated BIM and lean maturity concepts which could serve as a basis in terms of
assessing the performances of the projects implementing BIM and lean together. LC

M16
Lean Leadership, Customer Focus, Way of Thinking, Culture and behavior,
Improvement Enablers, Competencies Processes and Tools Change Work Environment
Business Results Learning and Competency Development.

LC

M17 Transformational change, Integrated project delivery strategy, Last Planner System,
Lean project management. LC

M18

Human Resources, Continuous Improvement, Work Standardization, Work Safety,
Layout, Quality Control, Logistics and Supply Chain Management, Information
Technology and Communication, Pull Production, Visual Management, Production
Planning and Control, Sustainability, Design Management and Product Development,
Costs Control, Continuous Flow.

LC

M19 Customer focus. Culture/people. Workplace organization and standardization.
Eliminate waste. Continuous improvement/built-in quality. LC

M20 Last Planner System, Visible Management, Conference Management, Just in Time,
Concurrent Engineering, Total Quality Management, 5S and 6S on-site management. LC

M21 Current Condition, Project delivery, Process, Training, Project governance, Supply chain
Future Direction, Project delivery, Process, Training, Project governance, Supply chain. LC

M22
Enterprise transformation, Leadership commitment, Identify relevant stakeholders and
value propositions, Enterprise effectiveness before efficiency, Ensure stability and flow,
Organizational learning.

Lean Maturity in
Enterprises

M23 Elimination of zero-value activities, Production and delivery Just in Time,
Multifunctional teams, Continuous improvement, Supplier integration.

Lean
Manufacturing

Maturity

M24

Production Cost/, Production Time, Inventory Control, Yield Maximization vs. Value
Maximization, Production Scheduling, Employee Commitment and Involvement,
Management, Commitment, Competitive Benchmarks Market share vs. Competition
Process Re-engineering Time/Cost Time to implement, Pull Manufacturing, Managing
Raw Material Lead Time, Overhead/Accounting/Documentation Cost,
Customer Satisfaction.

Lean Maturity in
Wood Production

Models such as the LCMM by Nesensohn, LCR–Rapid Lean Construction-Quality
Rating Model, DOLC, Lean IPD Health and Maturity Model, MDCE, MMDPLC, Multi-
Dimensional Matrix, and HALMAT have all been identified as LCMMs. These models
share several common characteristics. Primarily, all of these models have the same goal of
assessing LC maturity and are designed accordingly. Further, all of these models consider
LC principles as the fundament in designing model attributes [5]. Table 2 presents the
attributes of each model, and it clearly depicts that the main component of model attributes
is similar to that of LC principles. They are identified as follows:

• Reduce the share of non-value-adding activities;
• Increase output value through systematic consideration of customer requirements;
• Reduce variability;
• Reduce the cycle time;
• Simplify by minimizing the number of steps, parts, and linkages;
• Increase output flexibility;
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• Increase process transparency;
• Focus control on the complete process;
• Build continuous improvement into the process;
• Balance flow improvement with conversion improvement;
• Benchmarking.

Notable LCMMs, such as the model by Nesensohn [36], Lean IPD Health and Maturity
Model by the Lean Construction Institute [67], and DOLC by Carvalho and Scheer [66],
have adopted all the LC principles in the model attributes. However, some models have
only considered segments of LC principles as key attributes. This suggests that even though
these models try to assess lean maturity, some key elements are excluded. Moreover, the
close attention to attributes reveals that LC principles such as strategic use of lean, the
customer-centric approach, enabling people, waste consciousness [98] and standardization
are common among all the models [99]. Importantly, attributes act as the outer-most layer
of the models. However, these attributes are further subdivided into measurable outcomes
such as key performance indicators, industry best practices, and ideal statements. The
measurable outcomes have drastic variations since these are shaped pertaining to the
country of the developed model. Even though a resemblance is visible in the outer-most
layer, the models’ content inside is significantly different as the inner elements of the models
present data specific for the country for which the model is developed. Consequently, in
many cases, a model developed in certain industry conditions is not ideal to be used in
other countries where industry characteristics are considerably different.

Moreover, another set of models was considered for the study due to their close re-
semblance to LCMMs and the appropriateness of the models to the study. These models,
i.e., LCF, LCM, LCCM, Input–Output Model of Lean Construction, Lean Management
Model for High-Rise Apartment Buildings, Framework for the implementation of lean con-
struction, Ideal Maturity Model, BIM-IPD-LC maturity model, LATB, PALC, ALC, EISLC,
and CCFD, all are closely related to lean construction maturity. For instance, even though
these models do not explicitly mention the term lean construction maturity, the entire
assessment process is centered around exploring the LC capabilities of the organizations.
As an example, LCM assesses the conformance of an entity with LC principles. It em-
ploys six attributes i.e., standardization, culture/people, continuous improvement/built-in
quality, eliminate waste, and customer focus, in assessing the level of visible LC prac-
tices. These attributes can be directly credited to LC principles [100]. Further, the model
presents industry best practices with regard to LC and assists organizations to compare and
contrast [73]. Although these models do not directly identify as lean MMs, they provide
useful insight into the exploration of the ideas behind lean construction maturity since
they directly explore the level of leanness in construction companies or organizations.
Further, models such as the Input–Output Model of Lean Construction try to assess the lean
capacity through LC attributes including customer focus, supply, continuous improvement,
waste elimination, people involvement, planning and scheduling, quality, standardization,
and transparency [75]. These model attributes also clearly outline the presence of key
LC principles.

Additionally, models are presented that do not belong to the category of LCMMs,
nor do they relate to lean construction. Instead, these models investigate lean maturity
in industries other than the construction industry. The attributes of these models do not
show alignment with LC principles. However, the attributes were based on lean concepts
such as lean manufacturing and lean thinking. LESAT, the Lean Production checklist, and
the Lean Index are identified as lean-related models that are not primarily identified as
LCMMs but which, however, provide ideas about how to assess lean maturity in other
fields. These models belong to enterprise (general), manufacturing, and wood production
industries, respectively.
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4.2. Identified Strengths and Weaknesses of Lean-Related MMs

The study identified 24 prominent models that were considered for the study. Table 3
illustrates those models with their key strengths and weaknesses.

Table 3. Key insights from the models.

Model Reference Key Insights/Strengths Identified Weakness

M1

• Application of all LC principles of Koskela.;
• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Validation of the model;
• Weighing of factors;
• Clear identification of key attributes,

performance areas and point of measurements.

• Key ideal statements and best practices are
influenced by UK construction industry;

• Best suited for UK and similar
construction sectors;

• Less consideration for LCMMs knowledge;
• Model is too generic;
• Have no recorded data on usage.

M2

• Adaptation of LC principles of Koskela;
• Questions based on LC principles;
• Segregation of maturity levels;
• Classification of projects into 12 categories;
• Qualitative evaluation through observation

together with quantitative analysis;
• Clear identification of key attributes,

performance areas and point of measurements.

• The measurement is biased as per the reviewer;
• No best practices or ideal statements presented;
• 30 rating points need to be memorized;
• Highly theory-based;
• LCR model hardly considers the degree of

mechanization in construction;
• One-hour site visit for assessing (not sufficient);
• Not validated.

M3

• Adaptation of LC principles of Koskela;
• Providing the user with a tool that allows

investigate the use of LC among the main
agents involved in the value chain of the
construction company;

• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Classification of projects in levels.

• Tailored for Brazilian LC sector;
• Only checks the readiness for lean construction;
• Limited to ideas of director, engineer,

craftsmen, suppliers, and designers of a
construction company;

• No best practices or ideal statements presented;
• No extensive evaluation;
• Biased toward the measurer.

M4

• Highly structured model;
• Provide guidance on model usage;
• Application of all LC principles;
• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Presentation of ideal statements and industry

best practices;
• Highly automated excel tool for easy use.

• LCI Lean IPD covers the LC diversity but does
not allow the evaluation of company culture;

• More generic and needs calibration;
• Provides a good base to build a

customized model.

M5

• Adaptation of LC principles of Koskela;
• Use of principles of LT by

Womack and Jones [101], and concepts
proposed by Rentes

• No validation in the industry;
• No structured guideline;
• Only assessed the presence of LC principles not

LC maturity;
• Highly theory-based;
• No best practices or ideal statements presented.

M6

• Use of principles of LT by
Womack and Jones [101], and concepts
proposed by Rentes

• Application of several LC principles of Koskela.

• A self-assessment tool;
• No scale is proposed and no results presented;
• Applicability is limited to Brazilian

construction industry;
• The measurement is biased as per the reviewer;
• No best practices or ideal statements presented;
• No consideration of the LC knowledge

of interviewee;
• Highly theory-based.
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Table 3. Cont.

Model Reference Key Insights/Strengths Identified Weakness

M7

• Using actual data from organizations using LC;
• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Model with weighted factors;
• Lean scores for the various factors are shown

on a spider radar and a bar chart.;
• Validated through experts.

• All the parameters of lean might not be
convertible to quantifiable scales and some of the
practices considered under each concept might be
project-specific or need more detailing;

• No industry best practices or ideal
statement presented;

• Less informative;
• Based mainly on empirical data;
• No theoretical substantiation.

M8

• Highly structured model;
• Provide guidance on model usage;
• Application of all LC principles;
• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Presentation of ideal statements and

best practices.

• Specifically designed for highways in the UK;
• Very limited parameter in terms of lean

applications and use of theories;
• Not designed to measure general construction.

M9
• Qualitative and quantitative data gathered;
• Empirical data collected from 61 companies.

• Data not presented sufficiently for
further evaluation;

• Largely relevant to German
construction companies;

• Only a conceptual framework with
no validation;

• Limited in size and representation;
• Assumes larger companies with some

international connections are most likely to be
those involved in innovation.

M10

• Qualitative and quantitative date gathered;
• All LC principles were considered;
• Identify best practices related to

LC conformance.

• Check the applicability of LC principles;
• Only tries to identify the best practices of

lean construction;
• Does not analyze maturity, instead merely checks

what tools and techniques are being used;
• Limited lean construction principles;
• Relevant mainly for US.

M11

• Summarizes best LC practices through
the literature;

• Seven key LC principles were presented.

• Limited to a literature study targeting the
Malaysian industry;

• Does not consider the practical side;
• Only summarizes LC principles.

M12

• Clarifies the main conceptual basis of LC;
• Identifies interrelations among all wastes and

how to tackle them using LC principles;
• Provide strategies to minimize construction

waste through LC principles.

• Generalization of construction to an
Input–Output model;

• Investigates how US organizations have
implemented lean construction;

• Mainly focuses on how human factor
influences lean;

• Based on seven case studies in US;
• Provide recommendation based on seven

US companies.

M13

• Adopts pull scheduling, reduced batch sizes,
and a degree of multiskilling;

• Presents an analysis of conventional practice,
the theoretical background to the
lean approach;

• Specific management changes proposed to
increase effectiveness of LC.

• Only relevant for housing projects;
• Base of the model is one case study and

its activities;
• Does not measure LC maturity;
• Limited applications to lean construction.
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Table 3. Cont.

Model Reference Key Insights/Strengths Identified Weakness

M14

• Provide LC data from extensive survey in
LC industry;

• 12 critical success factors were introduced for
successful LC implementation.

• Only limited for Saudi Arabian
construction industry;

• The case study approach has not considered
the theoretical contribution;

• Model is limited to only 12 critical success
factors (CSFs) for implementing lean
construction in the KSA;

• The number of CSFs was restricted to 12;
• Based on the opinions of a small group of

experts, which may be biased and may not
fully reflect the idea of LC maturity.

M15

• Application of certain LC principles of Koskela;
• Differentiated maturity levels;
• Measure integrated maturity of LC and BIM.

• Tries to identify the integrated maturity of
lean + BIM;

• Less relevance;
• Does not cover all the LC principles;
• Does not measure LC maturity directly.

M16

• Tries to identify the integrated maturity of Lean
+ LEAN + BIM + IPD;

• Increase the understanding of practitioners and
researchers about BIM interaction with LC
and IPD.

• Less relevancy to LC maturity;
• Not covering the full spectrum of

LC principles.

M17

• Application of certain LC principles of Koskela;
• Present 152 attributes relating to LC;
• Provide a maturity scale for LC.

• Does not cover the full spectrum of
LC principles;

• No industry best practices or ideal
statement presents;

• Less informative about the assessment process.

M18

• Present an audit protocol to evaluates the level
of lean implementation;

• Protocol was composed of 4 dimensions,
35 categories, 136 items, and 223 examples of
verifying evidence.

• Limitation of the protocol is concerned with the
fact that no evaluation is made of the
interactions among LC practices;

• Suitable only for organizations that have
adopted lean as a philosophy from the level of
top management.

M19
• Present principles of LC by Koskela and

principles of LT by Womack and Jones.

• Limited only to Jordanian
construction industry;

• Less relevance to LC maturity;
• Does not cover the full spectrum of

LC principles.

M20

• Identifies key successful factors for LC
implementation;

• Presents key lean tools and techniques
imperative for successful LC implementation.

• Does not directly measure LC maturity;
• Limited to China.;
• Ignored the dissimilarities among countries,

such as cultural, political, and economic
differences;

• Requires that companies have a good
knowledge and understanding of
lean construction;

• Only evaluated two types of firms (state-owned
firms or reformed state-owned firms).

M21

• Present principles of LC by Koskela and
principles of LT by Womack and Jones;

• Provides an analysis on current LC status and
how to achieve higher LC capacities;

• Measures the leanness from 1–5 scale.

• Only highway projects were used for the survey;
• Does not directly relate to LC maturity; instead,

the focus is where LC is now and how to
promote it further;

• Only for Small-Medium Sized Enterprises
(SMEs) perspective.
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Table 3. Cont.

Model Reference Key Insights/Strengths Identified Weakness

M22

• Identify key lean principles;
• Provide strategic ideas to leadership on how to

embed lean into enterprises.

• Not customized for construction industry;
• Originally created with the idea of targeting the

aerospace industry;
• Only measure the presence of lean principles.

M23

• Present data from empirical surveys;
• Provides a check list to implement

lean manufacturing.

• Does not cover all the lean
construction principles;

• Provides only a check list to assess conformance;
• Not relevant for the construction industry.

M24

• Presents a methodology for quantitative and
objective assessment of the leanness of any
wood products operation;

• Presents a system to measure leanness
introduced (Lean Index).

• Only applicable for wood production;
• Only measures the presence of lean principles;
• Does not cover the full spectrum of LC principles.

As shown in Table 3, the study identified 24 key models that were critically analyzed in
order to provide an in-depth knowledge about the parameters of LCMMs. A key discovery
identified through the analysis is that the number of models that directly falls under the
category of “LCMMs” is extremely low in contrast with models in industries such as
software development, manufacturing, and healthcare [33,102,103].

4.2.1. Strengths Identified in LCMMs

A key strength visible in all the models related to LC is the close alignment of model
attributes with LC principles. All the models related to LC revealed that the base of the
model is designed with the adaptation of LC principles. LCMM by Nesensohn, DOLC,
MDCE, LCR, and HALMAT use all the LC principles. This use of LC principles in their
entirety in model attributes is a key success factor for effective LC maturity assessment
because the LC journey is an interconnected process. Moreover, adaptation of all LC
principles assists in the measurement of the presence and extent of all essential LC practices,
resulting in better LC assessment [104,105].

A key prospect identified in most of the models is the appropriate division of maturity
levels, thereby clearly emphasizing the differences, so the end user can obtain a better
understanding of the current situation. Many models, such as LCMM by Nesensohn [27],
the LCR–Rapid Lean Construction-Quality Rating Model [65], and the Lean IPD Health and
Maturity Model [67], clearly provide details about how to achieve the respective maturity
levels with a comprehensible assessment mechanism. It must be noted that some models
provide levels with 12 categories [65].

Further, as depicted in Table 3, few models have been validated and had their theo-
retical parameters readjusted considering the functional component of the construction
industry [106]. The validation of elements through real cases is a key strength of a model.
Many scholars have pointed out the importance and the value of validating concepts and
gathered data prior to the ultimate use because it verifies the theoretical findings with
industry practices [107,108]. To demonstrate this, the model developed by Nesensohn has
been validated and changes to the theoretical findings have been incorporated [27].

A key success factor identified is providing measurable outcomes such as key per-
formance indicators, ideal statements, and industry best practices, which enhance the
accuracy and effectiveness of assessment [109]. LCMM by Nesensohn, the Lean IPD Health
and Maturity Model, and HALMAT provide these measurable outcomes. Another merit
identified is the weighting factors of attributes. In certain models, each attribute is given a
certain weighting factor, thereby identifying prominence in attributes, which enhances the
ultimate assessment of LC maturity [110].
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4.2.2. Weaknesses and Areas for Improvement

A key point of concern identified via the analysis of the models is that the majority
of these models is developed based on the conditions of the respective country or region.
In particular, the ideal statements, best practices, and success factors of models are highly
influenced by the surveyed firms and local conditions. The compatibility of such models
in opposing or different conditions raises concerns. The key point is that the construc-
tion industry varies from country to country due to many factors, such as economical,
technological, human, cultural, and geopolitical differences [111,112]. The differences are
broader regarding LC since it is still an emerging concept in some parts of the world [113].
Therefore, when using these models, consideration must be given to how well the model
and its attributes should be fine-tuned to address the characteristics to mitigate the issues.
Moreover, models should clearly outline and explain the conditions in which the models
are developed and their specific attributes, so that the end user gains a better understanding
of the caliber of the model.

Models such as Lean IPD, MMDPLC, and the Multi-Dimensional Matrix only use
certain segments from the LC principles. This might create a scenario where an entity
measures LC maturity but does not assess all of the LC principles. For example, the main
focus areas of MMDPLC are waste disposal, standardization, culture/people, customer
focus, and continuous improvement/quality [69]. This clearly underlines the lack of key
LC principles such as reduction in non-value adding activities and reduction in process
times, which are prominent measures of LC maturity. As noted by lean experts and
scholars, implementing lean requires a more holistic and comprehensive approach as it is
interdependent and interconnected [50,105]. Thus, a coherent LCMM must incorporate all
the lean construction principles in order to provide a more holistic, comprehensive, and
all-inclusive measurement of the LC maturity.

As mentioned by lean construction specialists, assessing LC maturity is a progressive
and cumbersome task [13,113]. Some of the models consider that the assessment can be
completed within a brief period of time. The best example is the LCR model, which is
claimed to be able to assess the degree of leanness of the organization by assessing the
entity for only one hour [65]. Many scholars and specialists in the LC industry provide the
counter-argument that the assessment process needs to be carefully and vigilantly handled,
which consumes time and resources [27,114]. Therefore, this idea of hastened assessment
lowers the credibility of the model. Thus, this is identified as a key weakness and an area
for improvement.

Another key concern discovered is the lack of consideration of the entire entity as the
measuring unit. Models such as DOLC, in particular, only consider several professionals,
such as the director, engineer, craftsmen, suppliers, and designers. The problem that might
arise with this kind of measurement is the inability to capture key professionals, such as the
project manager and construction managers, who possess vital information regarding some
of the instrumental LC parameters, including time management, waste reduction [115], and
reduction in defects [116]. Thus, models need to consider the entire entity for assessment,
so the data collection is justified. Further, when no document review is undertaken for
the assessment, important aspects would also be missed from the evaluation. MMDPLC
presents a self-evaluating mechanism through an internal evaluator; however, due to the
nonexistence of the requirement of an outside evaluation, there is a tendency for the results
to be unrealistic. Further, this model lacks best practices or the requirement that industry
standards be followed; thus, the results might be highly biased toward the reviewer, thereby
resulting in non-uniformity.

Several models aim to measure the maturity of various integrated concepts. The
BIL maturity model attempts to measure the integrated maturity of building information
modeling (BIM), integrated project delivery, and lean construction [79]. Moreover the Ideal
Maturity Model aims to measure the combined maturity of BIM and lean [78]. In this
approach, relevance for LC maturity is reduced due to the integration of various major
concepts since assessing LC maturity on its own is considered a highly complex, arduous



Buildings 2023, 13, 1508 17 of 23

task [14]. This is not to say that the models would not provide any valuable insights,
although their applicability to the measurement of LC maturity is a concern.

In the case of some models, the categorization of maturity levels is not informative.
This gap was clearly visible in models such as MDCE [68], which merely checks for the
presence of certain LC principles without rating it on a scale. This leads to reducing the
sensitivity and the accuracy of the final results of the model, and thus needs to be addressed
in future models.

Among LCMMs, the LCR model does not consider the degree of mechanization
involved in the construction industry in the assessment of LC maturity [65]. This is a
major concern when assessing LC maturity since LC fundamentally relies on various lean
tools and techniques [117,118], and encourages the consideration of certain mechanical
and technological advancements [119]. Researchers must attend to this inadequacy when
developing new models since LC principles evidently recognize that mechanization will
reduce non-value-adding activities and wastage [120].

5. Discussion

The models identified through the literature were mainly analyzed in three main
categories. Eight models were identified as LCMMs. The models offered several key points
that are highly important. In the main, many of the models exhibited alignment with LC
principles. To date, LC principles stand as the fundamentals of LC [11]. Even though
several models have incorporated ideas from models such as CMMI, the fundaments of
LC principles are visible in all the models. When a model is aimed at measuring LC
maturity, it is vital that all the LC principles to be covered are included in the assessment
parameters. Then, only the holistic idea of LC maturity is effectively assessed. Another area
of importance identified through the analysis is model validation. Validation of a model is
also identified as being essential to improve the viability of the model. As many scholars
have pointed out, this allows the theoretical base to be substantiated through industry
practices and developments [77,121].

Several models are shaped primarily with the data and industry specifics of the
researched country or region [27,66,72]. However, construction practices, methods, and
techniques vary vastly from region to region [111,112]. Therefore, even if the key attributes
that comprise the outer-most layer of the models are common, the internal parts of the
models tend to be country-specific. Thus, it is vital that the model specifies the conditions
and areas that are specific to the model; otherwise, the model will provide results that
would not be feasible to be acted upon. However, in avoiding this predicament, several
models were developed under certain circumstances and further models aim to be used in
specific scenarios [37]. Further, it is advised that the models outline the country-specific
and generic elements in their structure.

Another key point identified through the analysis is the fact that, for a few models in
the assessment process, specific personnel were chosen to be interviewed in data collection.
This idea increases the risk of excluding certain highly important professionals from being
interviewed. The idea here is that, since the entire organization is unable to be interviewed,
authorities and professionals relevant to lean construction in the organization must be
given the opportunity to present their ideas in order to capture all relevant data relating
to the LC maturity. Therefore, it is better that the model itself does not predetermine the
interviewees and an open platform is used so the actual features are able to be captured.

It was visible through the analysis that few models, such as the integrated project
delivery, BIM, and LC, aim to measure the integrated maturity of multiple attributes. How-
ever, as many argue, because lean implementation is complex, a lean construction model
would be more effective if the attribute of the model directly targets LC maturity. Further,
it is evident that few models have been developed while considering the technological and
mechanization aspects of construction. For instance, the LCR model does not consider the
effect of mechanization in construction under the assessment of LC maturity [65]. However,
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novel models developed in the future must consider all the new developments in the
construction industry, thereby modernizing the model to the present day.

A point to ponder in new models to be developed is that the scope of the model needs
to be clearly outlined. It was found that some models do not specifically indicate the scope
that can be assessed, creating ambiguity for the user. Few models were identified that
precisely explain the facets of the construction sector that could ideally be assessed by the
model [71,76].

A key area that needs to be addressed is establishing a uniform assessment mechanism.
As identified in many models, the assessment becomes biased or influenced by several
factors, such as the influence of the assessor, irregularities in the assessment criteria, and not
interviewing the relevant groups. Future models need to address these areas, which would
drastically improve the quality of the models. Many models identified as a limitation,
that it was hard to strike a balance in the expertise on the areas of lean, construction, and
maturity. Therefore, this is an area that needs further thinking and development since the
concept of lean construction has not reached maturity.

Referring to all the data, the study suggests that the existing knowledge on LCMMs
is still a relatively new area, and needs further research and development. This does not
diminish the importance or the value the existing models add to the discussion. However,
there is significant scope for improvement and modernization. The identified attributes
could also be used in further analysis. In particular, the identified strengths must be
considered to enhance the quality of future models, and the identified weaknesses provide
a clear guideline for further developments in LCMMs.

6. Conclusions

Although LCMMs can be observed in the literature as being important to LC processes
in organizations, there is a lack of LCMM reviews. Thus, this study was carried out with the
aim of systematically reviewing the existing LCMMs through a critical review by studying
the different types of LC maturity-related models, examining the attributes of the models,
and reviewing their strengths and weaknesses. The study adopted an integrative approach
and the PRISMA literature review method was used to gather data.

Using the PRISMA method, 24 key models were identified and a critical analysis
was carried out. The study demonstrated several key findings. Predominantly, from the
investigation of the literature, it was concluded that lean construction maturity is an area
that calls for further research. Only a few LCMMs exist in the literature, proving the area is
not yet saturated, and the existing models are yet to be critically reviewed.

The study concluded that the alignment of model attributes to the LC principles of
Koskela is a common characteristic among the models, even though several models only
adopted particular elements from the LC principles. Overall, all the LC maturity-related
models used the key LC principles of Koskela; specifically, production efficiency, lean
leadership, customer focus, waste reduction, enabling people, and standardization were
discovered to be the most common LC principles. This provides a positive insight for new
model developers and offers a platform to build on relating to the scope of model attributes.

Further, the study discovered valuable insights from exploring the strengths of the
models. The proper adaptation of LC principles, the presentation of different maturity lev-
els, the provision of ideal statements and best practices for assessment, and the validation
of model components before use are noted as the key strengths identified in the models.
However, the study also discovered several key inefficiencies in the studied models. Not
assessing the entire entity, providing “Yes/No”-type assessments rather than scaled mea-
surement, formulating the attributes of the models based only on theoretical underpinnings
or only on empirical data, and not providing stepwise clear guidance for model usage are
identified to be key shortcomings that need further improvement. These findings indicate
that, even though existing models provide a sensible mechanism to assess LC maturity,
they require significant improvements.
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This study contributes to the existing knowledge on LC maturity by presenting novel
findings to future and current users and developers of LC-related maturity models. The
study presents attributes that are common to LCMMs. These attributes can be used for
further developments of LCMMs. The study further contributes to the knowledge base of
LCMMs by presenting key strengths and key areas that need further improvements. The
discovered strengths of the models can be directly applied to future model development
as a platform to build on, and the identified inefficiencies can be taken as guidelines or as
areas of improvement for enhancing the robustness of future models.

The study invites further research in terms of a few aspects. Initially, scholars can
use the problems recognized in the discussed models and study ways to rectify them to
enhance the effectiveness of the existing models. Additionally, in further research, scholars
can expand the reach of the models from attributes to measurable outcomes. Moreover,
researchers can study the development of new, more resilient models using the findings
and discovered strengths and weaknesses of the models as guidelines.
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53. Facchini, F.; Oleśków-Szłapka, J.; Ranieri, L.; Urbinati, A. A Maturity Model for Logistics 4.0: An Empirical Analysis and a

Roadmap for Future Research. Sustainability 2020, 12, 86. [CrossRef]
54. Juran, J.M.; De Feo, J.A. Juran’s Quality Handbook: The Complete Guide to Performance Excellence; McGraw-Hill Education: New York,

NY, USA, 2010.
55. Deming, W.E. Out of the Crisis Cambridge; Center for Advanced Engineering Study, Massachusetts Institute of Technology:

Cambridge, MA, USA, 1986.
56. Santos-Neto, J.B.S.; Costa, A.P.C.S. Enterprise maturity models: A systematic literature review. Enterp. Inf. Syst. 2019, 13,

719–769. [CrossRef]
57. Khoshgoftar, M.; Osman, O. Comparison of maturity models. In Proceedings of the 2009 2nd IEEE International Conference on

Computer Science and Information Technology, Beijing, China, 8–11 August 2009; pp. 297–301. [CrossRef]
58. Andersen, B.; Belay, A.M.; Seim, E.A. Lean construction practices and its effects: A case study at st olav’s integrated hospital,

Norway. Lean Constr. J. 2012, 2012, 122–149.
59. Ballard, G.; Howell, G. What kind of Production is construction. In Proceedings of the 6th Annual Conference of the International

Group for Lean Construction, Guarujá, Brazil, 13–15 August 1998; pp. 13–15.
60. Salem, O.; Solomon, J.; Genaidy, A.; Minkarah, I. Lean construction: From theory to implementation. J. Manag. Eng. 2006, 22,

168–175. [CrossRef]
61. Stevens, M. Increasing adoption of lean construction by contractors. In Proceedings of the 22nd Annual Conference of the

International Group for Lean Construction: Understanding and Improving Project Based Production, IGLC 2014, Oslo, Norway,
25–27 June 2014; pp. 377–388.

62. Meiling, J.; Backlund, F.; Johnsson, H. Managing for continuous improvement in off-site construction: Evaluation of lean
management principles. Eng. Constr. Archit. Manag. 2012, 19, 141–158. [CrossRef]

63. Brookes, N.; Butler, M.; Dey, P.; Clark, R. The use of maturity models in improving project management performance: An
empirical investigation. Int. J. Manag. Proj. Bus. 2014, 7, 231–246. [CrossRef]

64. Rodegheri, P.M.; Baptista Serra, S.M. Lean construction and maturity models: Applying five methods. In Proceedings of the 27th Annual
Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction, IGLC 2019, Dublin, Ireland, 3–5 July 2019; pp. 1081–1092. [CrossRef]

65. Hofacker, A.; Oliveira, B.D.; Gehbauer, F.; Freitas, M.D.C.D.; Mendes Júnior, R.; Santos, A.; Kirsch, J. Rapid lean construction-
quality rating model (LCR). In Proceedings of the 16th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction,
Manchester, UK, 16–18 July 2008; pp. 241–250.

66. Carvalho, B.S.; Scheer, S. Analysis and assessment for lean construction adoption: The DOLC Tool. In Proceedings of the
25th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction (IGLC), Heraklion, Greece, 9–12 July 2017.

67. Lean Construction Institute—LCI. LCI Lean IPD Health and Maturity Assessment Tool 1.0; LCI: Arlington, TX, USA, 2016. Available
online:m https://www.leanconstruction.org/learning/tools-and-technologies/ (accessed on 5 February 2023).

68. Arantes, L. Diagnosis of the Application of Two Principles of Embedded Construction in Builders of the Building Sector that
Operate in Belem-PA. Ph.D. Thesis, Federal University of Para, Belem-PA, Brazil, 2011.

69. Soto Becerra, U.B. Assessment of the Maturity of Lean Principles in Construction Projects. Master’s Thesis, Pontificia Universidad
Católica de Chile, Santiago, Chile, 2016.

70. Sainath, Y.; Varghese, K.; Raghavan, N. Framework for progressive evaluation of lean construction maturity using multi-
dimensional matrix. In Proceedings of the IGLC 2018—26th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction:
Evolving Lean Construction Towards Mature Production Management Across Cultures and Frontiers, Chennai, India, 18–20 July
2018; pp. 358–369. [CrossRef]

71. Highways Agency. Highways Agency Lean Maturity Assessment Toolkit (HALMAT). 2012. Available online: https://www.
aldercross.com/cms/uploads/Bolton%20PPs/Highways%20Agency%20Lean%20Maturrity%20Toolkit%20(HALMAT)%2
0version%2021.pdf (accessed on 18 January 2023).

72. Johansen, E.; Walter, L. Lean construction: Prospects for the German construction industry. Lean Constr. J. 2007, 3, 19–32.
73. Diekmann, J.E.; Balonick, J.; Krewedl, M.; Troendle, L. Measuring lean conformance. In Proceedings of the 11th Annual Conference

of the International Group for Lean Construction, Blacksburg, VA, USA, 21–24 July 2003; Volume 102, pp. 2–8.
74. Jeni, A.; Luthfi, M.; Akasah, Z.A. Implementation of lean construction concept among contractors in Malaysia. In Proceedings of

the International Conference on Engineering and Built Environment, Selangor, Malaysia, 19–20 November 2013.
75. Cookson, M.D.; Stirk, P.M.R. The potential effectiveness of lean construction principles in reducing construction process waste:

An input-output model. Wood Fiber Sci. 2019, 12, 4141–4160.
76. Sacks, R.; Goldin, M. Lean Management Model for Construction of High-Rise. J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2007, 133, 374–384. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2019.01.012
http://www.tbher.org/index.php/tbher/article/view/81
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12010086
https://doi.org/10.1080/17517575.2019.1575986
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICCSIT.2009.5234402
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0742-597X(2006)22:4(168)
https://doi.org/10.1108/09699981211206089
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMPB-03-2013-0007
https://doi.org/10.24928/2019/0195
https://www.leanconstruction.org/learning/tools-and-technologies/
https://doi.org/10.24928/2018/0416
https://www.aldercross.com/cms/uploads/Bolton%20PPs/Highways%20Agency%20Lean%20Maturrity%20Toolkit%20(HALMAT)%20version%2021.pdf
https://www.aldercross.com/cms/uploads/Bolton%20PPs/Highways%20Agency%20Lean%20Maturrity%20Toolkit%20(HALMAT)%20version%2021.pdf
https://www.aldercross.com/cms/uploads/Bolton%20PPs/Highways%20Agency%20Lean%20Maturrity%20Toolkit%20(HALMAT)%20version%2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2007)133:5(374)


Buildings 2023, 13, 1508 22 of 23

77. Sarhan, J.G.; Xia, B.; Fawzia, S.; Karim, A.; Olanipekun, A.O.; Coffey, V. Framework for the implementation of lean construction
strategies using the interpretive structural modelling (ISM) technique: A case of the Saudi construction industry. Eng. Constr.
Archit. Manag. 2020, 27, 1–23. [CrossRef]

78. Mollasalehi, S.; Aboumoemen, A.A.; Rathnayake, A.; Fleming, A.J.; Underwood, J. Development of an integrated BIM and lean
maturity model. In Proceedings of the 26th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction, Chennai, India,
18–20 July 2018; pp. 1217–1228.

79. Rashidian, S.; Drogemuller, R.; Omrani, S. The compatibility of existing bim maturity models with lean construction and
integrated project delivery. J. Inf. Technol. Constr. 2022, 27, 496–511. [CrossRef]

80. Lean Construction Institute—LCI, Ireland Community of Practice. Lean Assessment Tool Baseline for Ireland; CoP 09022116; LCI:
Dublin, Ireland, 2015. Available online:m http://leanconstructionireland.ie/gettingstarted/lean-assessment-tool/ (accessed on
2 March 2023).

81. Etges, B.M.B.S.; Saurin, T.A.; Bulhões, I.R. A protocol for assessing the use of lean construction practices. In Proceedings of the
21th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction, Fortaleza, Brazil, 29 July–2 August 2013; pp. 93–102.

82. Sweis, G.J.; Hiyassat, M.; Al-Hroub, F.F. Assessing lean conformance by frst-grade contractors in the Jordanian construction
industry. Constr. Innov. 2016, 16, 446–459. [CrossRef]

83. Li, S.; Wu, X.; Zhou, Y.; Liu, X. A study on the evaluation of implementation level of lean construction in two Chinese firms.
Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 71, 846–851. [CrossRef]

84. Tezel, A.; Koskela, L.; Aziz, Z. Current condition and future directions for lean construction in highways projects: A small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) perspective. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 2018, 36, 267–286. [CrossRef]

85. Nightingale, D.; Broughton, T.; Brown, K.; Cool, C.; Crute, V.; James-Moore, M.; Womersley, M. Lean enterprise self assessment
tool. Lean Aerosp. Intitiative Camb. Mass 2001, 68, 51–71.

86. Sanchez, A.M.; Pérez, M.P. Lean indicators and manufacturing strategies. Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag. 2001, 21, 1433–1452. [CrossRef]
87. Ray, C.D.; Zuo, X.; Michael, J.H.; Wiedenbeck, J.K. The lean index: Operational “lean” metrics for the wood products industry.

Wood Fiber Sci. 2006, 38, 238–255.
88. Moyano-Fuentes, J.; Sacristán-Díaz, M. Learning on lean: A review of thinking and research. Int. J. Oper. Prod. Manag. 2012, 32,

551–582. [CrossRef]
89. Saunders, M.; Lewis, P.; Thornhill, A. Research Methods for Business Students, 7th ed.; Pearson Education Limited: London, UK, 2016.
90. Snyder, H. Literature review as a research methodology: An overview and guidelines. J. Bus. Res. 2019, 104, 333–339. [CrossRef]
91. Torraco, R.J. Writing Integrative Literature Reviews: Guidelines and Examples. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 2005, 4, 356–367. [CrossRef]
92. Basuroy, S.; Chatterjee, S.; Ravid, S.A. How critical are critical reviews? The box office effects of film critics, star power, and

budgets. J. Mark. 2003, 67, 103–117. [CrossRef]
93. Sohrabi, C.; Franchi, T.; Mathew, G.; Kerwan, A.; Nicola, M.; Griffin, M.; Agha, M.; Agha, R. PRISMA 2020 statement: What’s new

and the importance of reporting guidelines. Int. J. Surg. 2021, 88, 39–42. [CrossRef]
94. Page, M.J.; McKenzie, J.E.; Bossuyt, P.M.; Boutron, I.; Hoffmann, T.C.; Mulrow, C.D.; Shamseer, L.; Tetzlaff, J.M.; Moher, D.

Updating guidance for reporting systematic reviews: Development of the PRISMA 2020 statement. J. Clin. Epidemiol. 2021, 134,
103–112. [CrossRef]

95. Ahn, E.; Kang, H. Introduction to systematic review and meta-analysis. Korean J. Anesthesiol. 2018, 71, 103–112. [CrossRef]
96. Rethlefsen, M.L.; Kirtley, S.; Waffenschmidt, S.; Ayala, A.P.; Moher, D.; Page, M.J.; Koffel, J.B. PRISMA-S: An extension to the

PRISMA Statement for Reporting Literature Searches in Systematic Reviews. Syst. Rev. 2021, 10, 39. [CrossRef]
97. Zoubek, M.; Poor, P.; Broum, T.; Basl, J.; Simon, M. Industry 4.0 maturity model assessing environmental attributes of manufactur-

ing company. Appl. Sci. 2021, 11, 5151. [CrossRef]
98. Viana, D.D.; Formoso, C.T.; Kalsaas, B.T. Waste in construction: A systematic literature review on empirical studies. In Proceedings

of the 20th Annual Conference of the International Group of Lean Construction, San Diego, CA, USA, 18–20 July 2012; Tommelein,
I.D., Pasquire, C.L., Eds.; Montezume Publishing: San Diego, CA, USA, 2013; Volume 1, pp. 351–360.

99. Huovila, P.; Koskela, L. Contribution of the principles of lean construction to meet the challenges of sustainable development.
In Proceedings of the 6th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction. Guaruja, São Paulo, Brazil,
13–15 August 1998.

100. Herrera, R.F.; Sanz, M.A.; Montalbán-Domingo, L.; García-Segura, T.; Pellicer, E. Impact of game-based learning on understanding
lean construction principles. Sustainability 2019, 11, 5294. [CrossRef]

101. Womack, J.P.; Jones, D.T. Lean thinking—Banish waste and create wealth in your corporation. J. Oper. Res. Soc. 1997, 48, 1148. [CrossRef]
102. Burmann, A.; Meister, S. Practical Application of Maturity Models in Healthcare: Findings from Multiple Digitalization Case Studies. In

Proceedings of the 14th International Joint Conference on Biomedical Engineering Systems and Technologies (BIOSTEC 2021)—Volume 5:
HEALTHINF, Online, 11–13 February 2021; Curran Associates, Inc.: Red Hook, NY, USA, 2021; pp. 100–110. [CrossRef]

103. Sinnwell, C.; Siedler, C.; Aurich, J.C. Maturity model for product development information. Procedia CIRP 2019, 79, 557–562. [CrossRef]
104. Ballard, G.; Tommelein, I. Lean management methods for complex projects. Eng. Proj. Organ. J. 2012, 2, 85–96. [CrossRef]
105. Marhani, M.A.; Jaapar, A.; Bari, N.A.A.; Zawawi, M. Sustainability Through Lean Construction Approach: A Literature Review.

Procedia Soc. Behav. Sci. 2013, 101, 90–99. [CrossRef]
106. Abdelhamid, T.S.; El-Gafy, M.; Salem, O. Lean construction: Fundamentals and principles. Am. Prof. Constr. J. 2008, 4, 8–19.

https://doi.org/10.1108/ECAM-03-2018-0136
https://doi.org/10.36680/j.itcon.2022.024
http://leanconstructionireland.ie/gettingstarted/lean-assessment-tool/
https://doi.org/10.1108/CI-04-2015-0024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2016.12.112
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443570110407436
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571211226498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484305278283
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.67.4.103.18692
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2021.105918
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2021.02.003
https://doi.org/10.4097/kjae.2018.71.2.103
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-020-01542-z
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11115151
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11195294
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jors.2600967
https://doi.org/10.5220/0010228601000110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2019.02.111
https://doi.org/10.1080/21573727.2011.641117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.07.182


Buildings 2023, 13, 1508 23 of 23

107. Amaratunga, D.; Baldry, D.; Sarshar, M.; Newton, R. Quantitative and qualitative research in the built environment: Application
of “mixed” research approach. Work. Study 2002, 51, 17–31. [CrossRef]

108. Angen, M.J. Evaluating interpretive inquiry: Reviewing the validity debate and opening the dialogue. Qual. Health Res. 2000, 10,
378–395. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

109. Hatzigeorgiou, A.; Manoliadis, O. Assessment of performance measurement frameworks supporting the implementation of
lean construction. In Proceedings of the IGLC 2017—25th Annual Conference of the International Group for Lean Construction,
Heraklion, Greece, 9–12 July 2017; pp. 153–160. [CrossRef]

110. Dixit, S.; Mandal, S.N.; Sawhney, A.; Singh, S. Area of linkage between lean construction and sustainability in Indian construction
industry. Int. J. Civ. Eng. Technol. 2017, 8, 623–636.

111. Horta, I.; Camanho, A.S.; Johnes, J. Performance trends in the construction industry worldwide: An overview of the turn of the
century. J. Product. Anal. 2013, 39, 89–99. [CrossRef]

112. Liu, Z.J.; Pypłacz, P.; Ermakova, M.; Konev, P. Sustainable construction as a competitive advantage. Sustainability 2020, 12,
5946. [CrossRef]

113. Ranadewa, K.A.T.O.; Sandanayake, Y.G.; Siriwardena, M. Enabling lean through human capacity building: An investigation of
small and medium contractors. Built Environ. Proj. Asset Manag. 2021, 11, 594–610. [CrossRef]

114. Getahun, E.; Delele, M.A.; Gabbiye, N.; Fanta, S.W.; Vanierschot, M. Studying the drying characteristics and quality attributes of chili
pepper at different maturity stages: Experimental and mechanistic model. Case Stud. Therm. Eng. 2021, 26, 101052. [CrossRef]

115. Nikakhtar, A.; Hosseini, A.A.; Wong, K.Y.; Zavichi, A. Application of lean construction principles to reduce construction process
waste using computer simulation: A case study. Int. J. Serv. Oper. Manag. 2015, 20, 461–480. [CrossRef]

116. Ansah, R.H.; Sorooshian, S.; Mustafa, S.B. Lean construction: An effective approach for project management. ARPN J. Eng. Appl.
Sci. 2016, 11, 1607–1612.

117. Yu, H.; Tweed, T.; Al-Hussein, M.; Nasseri, R. Development of lean model for house construction using value stream mapping.
J. Constr. Eng. Manag. 2009, 135, 782–790. [CrossRef]

118. Singh, S.; Kumar, K. A study of lean construction and visual management tools through cluster analysis. Ain Shams Eng. J. 2021,
12, 1153–1162. [CrossRef]

119. Davis, N.; Companiwala, A.; Muschard, B.; Petrusch, N. 4th Industrial Revolution Design Through Lean Foundation. Procedia
CIRP 2020, 91, 306–311. [CrossRef]

120. Dave, B.; Koskela, L.; Kiviniemi, A.; Tzortzopoulos, P.; Owen, R. Implementing Lean in Construction: Lean Construction and BIM
[CIRIA Guide C725]; CIRIA—Construction Industry Research and Information Association: London, UK, 2013.

121. Hutchinson, A.; Finnemore, M. Standardized process improvement for construction enterprises. Total Qual. Manag. 1999, 10,
576–583. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1108/00438020210415488
https://doi.org/10.1177/104973230001000308
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10947483
https://doi.org/10.24928/2017/0073
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11123-012-0276-0
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12155946
https://doi.org/10.1108/BEPAM-03-2020-0045
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csite.2021.101052
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSOM.2015.068528
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9364(2009)135:8(782)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asej.2020.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2020.03.102
https://doi.org/10.1080/0954412997550

	Introduction 
	Literature Synthesis 
	Lean Construction 
	Maturity Models 

	Materials and Methods 
	Findings 
	Key Attributes of Existing Lean-Related Maturity Models 
	Identified Strengths and Weaknesses of Lean-Related MMs 
	Strengths Identified in LCMMs 
	Weaknesses and Areas for Improvement 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

