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~~ curiv~ ~~~~~~

Obje ctive: To determ ine if there is a difference in the way the

major nilitary department nana~e non—project mana~ ed systems items .

Background: rhere are specific criteria whereby a system is cateizorized

as :najor which requires that the ‘iitary Department havin c~ co~nizance

of this system , assi~ n a Project :ana~er to assure that the system is

developed and produced to meet certain specified performance , schedul e

and cost ob~ ectives . Those systems ‘,rhich do not meet the criteria and

therefore are not assigned a project manager , are defined herein as

‘t non—major”. ihese t1 nOn—major” systems are normally nana~ed by one

of those three cate~-ories of niana~ement : project nana~ement,

commodity :nana~enent and functional management.

Discussion: A ~ross survey ~ias conducted to determine if the 3ervices’

manageim~ent of “non—major” systems paralleled their project management

policies. This was done by identifyir~ which level of the or~anization,

certain essential project •iana~ement tasks were accomplished.

Conclusion: Based on the limited survey performed, the Navy tends

toward functional mana~-ement of their “non— !najor” systems acquisition

which parallels their approach to project mana~emont. The ArV and

Air ~
‘orce appear to be more closely ali~ned; however, their approaches

have reversed from that which they take to project ‘ianac~ement.
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A COMPARISON
B~NEEN MILItARY DEPARTMENTSOF
“NON-MAJOR” PROJECT MANAGE1’~ENT

I

SECTION I

OBJECT IVE

The objective of this paper is to determine if there is a

difference in the way the major military departments manage the

non—project managed systems/items . Given the same basic direction

from the Defense Department, each has chosen to manage its major

systems in a different way. The Air Force has chosen to form a

separate and relatively independent organization for each “major”

item/system; the Navy calls on its functional elements to a maximum

extent; and the Army’s policy is in between the other two departments .

“Project Management” , per Se , has attained a reputation of

being a way to successfully manage. Each military department has

examples of how their particular approach to project management has

resulted in the successful completion of a project within the cost,

schedule and performance parameters laid out for it, and each has its

failures. Each would appear to be satisfied with their particular

approach to project management and although there is considerable

This study represents the views, conclusions and recommendations
of the author and does not necessarily reflect the official opinion
of the Defense Systems Management School nor the Department of Defense.

1
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flexibility within each system, none have incurred major changes

since their inception, and are not likely to in the near future.

Thus, the management systems whereby the military departments

accomplish their major weapon system acquisitons are well-defined

and significantly different from each other. The question for

discussion herein is: Does the management of these items by the

various departments parallel their approach to project management

or is there more of a similarity in the approach that eacn takes

to the acquisition of ~m non_inajor ll items?

2
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SECTION II

SACK~ ROtJND INFORMATION

One does not think about military item acquisition without

thinking about Project Management . “A fundamental Department of

Defense (DOD ) policy is that the acquis ition of major weapon systems

will be directed by responsible managers under the concept of oro~ram

management.”~i 
There are specific criteria whereby the various pro-

grams are designated as major arid thus warrant a project manager com-

plete with his own management organization and charter. These criteria

are set out in DO DD 5000.1 and are as follows: “ . . . (1) dollar

value (programs which have an estimated RDT&E cost in excess of

50 million dollars, or an estimated production cost in excess o4’

200 million dollars); (2) National urgency ; (3) recommendations by

DOD Component Heads or Office of Secretary of Defens e (OSD) officials .”~’

~it what of those items which do not meet the above cr iteria? Only 28~
of the Army Materiel Command ’s (ANC) budget was allocated to project

managed items in F! 72.

,4hen considering project management in the various Services,

there are striking differneces between the way each Service has

implemented project management. This implementation will be illustrated

by a general description of project management in each service, general

in nature because certain of the project manaa~ement or c~anizations do

not strictly adhere to the pattern generally followed in their

particular service.

/
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Air Force

The typical organization is self—sufficient in that it “is

organized and structured to operate by itself without having to

rely on functional organizations for technical and administrative

support”

The typical organization operates on a matrix principle which

“relies on functional organizations to perform such tasks as research ,

development, lo~istics planning, pro curement , inspection, and supply

and maintenance” .~~‘

. ithin this department, the organizations tend to fall between

the self—sufficient type, typical of the Air ~‘orce, and the matrix

ty pe, typical of the ~avy . ~.ach of the above types of organizations

nas certain advanta’es and disadvanta7es associated with it, namely,

that “a matrix orc~anization 
rosters & reater specialization with less

technical duplication but makes coordination more difficult. A self—

sufficient pro~’ram structure fosters coordination and communication

but makes specialization more diffic~ilt, arid some technical duplication

becomes inevitable” .~~‘

Thus it has been shown that each ervice is generally or~anized

in a different manner to “ project manage ” those items desic-nated as

~‘ major ” according to the criteria 0 e Department o~’ Tefense ~irective

500) .l .  ihe question to be addressed henceforth in ~.his paper is:

.an we make such clear—cut distinctions between the organizations

4 
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and techniques which the Services utilize to manage their individual

“non—major ” programs?

Management of “non—major ”DO D programs is exclusively located

within one of four major “Materiel” Commands : Army ~‘ateriel Comma nd ,

Navy Materiel Command , Air Forc e Logistics Command and the Air ‘orce

Systems Command . (.~1ith one exception , Safeguard System, all project

managers are also located within these four commands .)

One approach to answering the objectives of the paper would be

to list all of the duties or responsibilities of a project manager

arid the decisions he is required to make and then to determine who

has thes e duties/respons ibilities and makes the comparable decisions

for the ~non_majorhI programs. However, such an all—inclusive list

is beyond the scope of this paper. It would be possible to list some

specific representative areas for comparison purposes. Such a list

has been extracted from Army Regulation (AR) 70_l7~’ arid is

listed below :

1. Prepare and maintain the . . . Development Plan.

2. Approve . . . all contractual actions required for accomplish-
ment of the project.

3. Approve the scope and schedule of project effort proposed

for accomplishment by in—house activities and the cost

of such effort to be defrayed by project funds.

Li . Maintain adequate project evaluation and ôontrol schedules.

5. Report on the progress of the project . .
6. Maintain equipment distribution planning on a current basis.

5
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7. Assure that a complete technical data package is obtained

and consolidated.

8. Employ configuration management policies and procedures,

establish baseline controls and life cycle disciplines.

9. Participate with the combat developer arid the appropriate

agencies in the preparation and revision of materiel

requirements documents and the analyses which support them .

10. Task . . . those agencies having responsibility in the

broad managerial areas of training and doctrine or

operational employment when problem areas requiring

action are evident.

11. insure that effort at all stages of the project takes

I into account logistic support requirements arid that trade—

offs appropriate to the stage of development are made that

will maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of the

support systems to a degree which is in consonance with

the overall operational requirement of the system.

12. Insure that the planning, management , and design of

integrated logistic support for the system proceeds with

continuity throughout the lif e cycle of the project and is

kept in phase with materiel development.

13. Prepare the written environmental assessment or E~vironmenta1

impact Statement , as appro priate , for progra~’ not other-

wise covered . .

1’ 6
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A study of this list reveals that each item is equally as

important to the “non—major” progran as to the project managed

program in that the omission of any one of these items could

have serious irreparable consequences and result in the particular

program not being successful. The consequences of omitting or

downgradin~ one of these tasks will, be discussed more thoroughly

in Section IV, Discussion.

7



SECTION III

MEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

Because of the dearth of reference material upon which to base

a comparison of the management of “non—major” systems by the three

military departments, a questionnaire was constructed requesting

that addressees review the list of project manager responsibilities

listed in Section II, Background Information and identify where these

respons ibilities wer e accompl ished , in their respect ive Services, for

“non—major” systems. The addressees included a selected group of

D~ IS students and faculty and one member of an Army R&D center.

A total of twelve individuals were surveyed. A copy of the

instructions and questionnaire are in Fig . 1, (page 9).

8
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INSTRUCTIONS

Please review the attached list of ~~~~~~ “Duties ” cons idering who
performs these duties for a “non—major”, i.e. “not project managed”
item/system (LO~ LCC) . Suggest you select a “non—major ” item you
are familiar with and base your answer on this item. :~ark the
urg. Chart with the appropriate number.

Project hanager’ s Res~~nsibilities/Duties

(See Sec. I, Background Information)

ORGANIZATION CHART

— 

t ajor
Level 1 Materiel ~.). AMC, ~YCCommand AFL C, AFSC

Level 2 Commodity E.~~. NAVAIR , AJD
Command

Commodity
dub—Command

Level 3 1st Level E.G. Directorate

Level 4 2nd Level z~.G. Division

Level 5 j 3rd Level E. G . Branch

Figure 1. ~uestionnaire

9
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ECTION IV

DiSCUSSION

This paper is concerned with the acquisition of “non—major ”

systems/items or more specificafly , what approach the individual

military departments take to manage this acquisition process.

In addition to project management which is almost exclusively

associated with ~~~~~~ system acquisition, there are such terms

as program management, product management, intensive management,

cocr.modity management , functional ‘n anagement ,—-the list is endless.

Also endles s is the list of titles attached to the individuals who

are assigned the respons ibility for the acquisition process , to

include; project manager, program manager, product manager,

intensive manager , commodity manager , product engineer , syst em

engineer , configuration manamer , action officer , etc. It is not

possible , from these titles alone, to determine how a particular

organization is organized for handling individual projects.

Nor would it be practical to atteni t to distin~~ish between all

the categories of management listed previously. However, it is

possible to narrow the field down to three distinguishable cat egories :

funct ional management , project management and commodity management.

i hese are defined as follows:

.~\inctional ~anagement-—Functiona1 management is a function—

oriented management approach which derives its authority and

responsibility from the commander. The functional director is

directly responsible to the (cosimander) for those related activities

10
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which are assigned to him, i.e., research arid development, per sonnel

training, procurement arid production , etc. Ihe functional director

has marny items or projects to consider and does not focus his

attention upon only one or two projects as do the project manager

and commodity manager. The functional director at a headquarters

is responsible to the commander for all activities concerning his

function provided they are not otherwise assigned. Normally the

functional director is not concerned with life cycle materi~].

management whereas both the project manager and commodity manager

are vitally interested .~’

Proj .ect :~ana~ement——Project management is a technique wherein

total responsibility for development, production, and fielding of

the project—iianaged items is assigned to one individual who is

given the necessary authority and resources to do the job. ~e has

full line authority over all planning, direction and control of’

tasks and associated resources involved in providing the designated

weapon, weapon system or equipment to using units or for its

delivery to the intended operational destination. The project

manager coordinates and directs subsystems development within .

subordinate command s arid coordinates and takes appropriate actions

with other :~:ilitary Departments, other Government agencies, arid

industry . . .
Commodity f anage~ent__Corsnodity management is an item—orient ed

management approach which centers authority and responsibility for

a commodity in a sin~ le individual . . . commodity management is

11
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is a tool which , when utilized by the commander , fills a pressing

need for unification and integration of puroose, direction, arid

ef for t  in the research , development , procurement, production, supplsr,

maintenance and general support operations pertaining to those

end items and major items not under project management . Commodity

ma na~’ ement is an approach which is available to the commander to

parallel project management and assist him in maintaining adequate

item appraisal and control riot otherwise practical through his

functional s taff  organization . . . ~eneral1y , they operate off—lin e

and do not have directive authority.~!

There are other more subtle considerations and comparisons that

bear mentioniri~ such as the fact that the oroject mana~er has full

control of the project’s funds , the functional manager controls the

fur~ds allocated to his function and the  commodit .y manager normally

has no control over fundir~~.~
/ The project mana~er is most likely

to have better qualified personnel on his staff due to hi~’her ~rade

level, ~reater visibility, etc. ~.ach cate~ory is likely to suffer

from their dependence on functional or~’anizations who are rated b~r

a different superior; however, the project manager has the advanta~ e

that he controls the fundin~ while the functional manac’er has the

advantage that at least some of the personnel may wo rk directly for

him or for the same superior. The t ransfer  of the project f rc~ one

lik e cycle phas e to the next would entail the takeover by a ne~

functional nianager arid consequently a posstb ility o ” droppin~’ the

ball or at best , something “fa11jri~ through the crack”. It becomes

difficult  to fix responsibility in such cases .~~
’

12
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fhe objective of eff icient acquisition should be the same

regardless of whether the acquired item is large or small , or in

the current vernacular of the Department of Defens e, major or “non—

major ” . This objective is to develop and produce a (system meeting

perfor mance, sch edule, and cost objectives which are defined by the

(individual) service. This just happens to be the stated role of

a program (project) manager (with the addendum that the Secretary

of Defense must approve the performance, schedule, and cost

objectives).2J By definition, however , only major systems warrant

a project manager who is directly assigned the acquisition responsi-

bility arid is also given sufficient authority to be able to exercise

control. The criteria for a major system was ~iveri in 3ection 1 ,

Background Information.

i here is no such policy stated for “non—major ” systems , i .e.,

that the Services “provide centralized management authority over

all of the technical and business aspects of a pro ciram ” .i’
1

Consequently, there is no requirement that a single individual be

given responsibility and authority; however, the objective of

efficient acquisition is still present.

rhere are various approaches to, or cate~ories of, manac~ement

which would apply to the acquisition process of “ rion—~”ajor ” iyst ems ,

namely , project management , com modity manarement. and functional

ma na~ ement. ihese were discussed in .~ectior , Ii , Back~ round Information.

ihere are certainly many other categories ; however , they would be

variations of these three basic ones. rhe ervices have the flexibility

13
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to or~anize their P~nofl_~ ajor~ system acquisition process around any

one of these since they do riot have a requirement to assign an

individual manager as they do for major pro o-rams .

Considering the organization of their major promrams , the

iervices have certain flexibility here also, below the project

manager level, and in fact the three military departments do each

organize differently: the ~ir ~
‘orce project manager has a dedicated

functional staff’ report irr! to him , the Navy makes maximum use of

existing functional organizations , and the Arn~r operates somewhere

in between these two extremes.

Not only is the objective of efficient acquisition also pres ent

in the “non—major” system acquisition, the tasks required to achieve

this objective are the same whether the syster~ ~~ proj ect managed ,

i.e., major , or not. Thes e tasks are also i~sted in 5ection ,
Sack~, round information and in Table I.

Averi that the ervices practice different categories o~

mana~ ement for their project managed items , an a t ter r .ot ‘a s  made ~

determine if there were differences in their management practices

associated with “ non—major ” system acquisition. in . ection 1 .T ,

the technique by which a comparison was mad e, is described .

labl e I is a summary of the results obtained using the questionnaire ,

~i~ure 1. .; subjective average of the responses by -~ervice is shown .

The total figures indicate tha t  the Navy would t end to perform the

tasks at, a lower level than the other .~ervices , and the  Army at a

higher level . Ihe overall interpretation is that the lower the

14



_

TABLE I

Organizational Level , B7 Service, in
~4hich Specific Tasks are Performed

Tasks .~ervice*L~~ ±~
1. prepare and maintain the . • . Development Plan. 4 5 4

2. Approve . . . all contractual actions required for
accomplishment of the project. 3 3 2

3. Approve the scope and schedule of project effort
prooosed for acco~ plishment by in—house activities
and the cost of such effort  to be defray ed by
project fu nds . 4 3 2

4 . .~aintain adequate oroject evaluation and control
sched ules. ~ 5 3

5. r~eport on the progress of the project . . . 5 4

.
~~. :laintairi equioment thstribution planning on a

current basIs. 5 5 4

7. assure that a complete technical data packa~ e Is
obtained and consolidated . 5 5 5

o. hmp loy conf i~uration management policies and
pro cedures , establish baseline controls and life
cycle disciplines. 5 5 5

9. Participate with the combat developer arid the
appropriate agencies in the preparation and revision
of materiel requirements documents and the analyses
which support them. 3 5 4

10. Task . . . those amencies having responsibility in
the broad managerial areas of training and doctrine
or operational employment when problem areas
requiring action are evident. 5 2 4

I
15
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TABLE I——Continu ed

11. Insure that effort at all stages of the project
takes into account logistic support requirements
and that trade—off s appropriat e to the stage of
development are made that will maximize the
effect iveness and efficiency of the support
systems to a degree which is in consonance with
the overall operational requirement of the system. 3 5 5

12. Insure that the planning , management , and design
of integrated logistic support for the system
proceeds with continuity throughout the lif e
cycle of the pro j ect and is kep t in phase with
materiel development. ~ 5 5

13. Prepare the written environmental assessment or
Environmental Impact 3tatement, as appropriate, for
pro~ rans not otherwise covered . . . 3 5 3—
TO r AL 53 58 51

* AF — Air Force

A - A r m y

- - 
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level at which the task is performed , the more the organization

tends toward the functional management category . The hi ;her the

level at w hich the task is perfor med, the more the organizatior.

tends toward project management.

it is recoc~nized that this survey represent s a very small

sample of the total number of projects in the “non-major” ca tegory

within the three .ervices.

o narrow the scope even further, a specific, b~t un~ident ified,

cas e of how a “non—major ” system is managed is described . .r. this

case, the primary responsibility for the system rests with either

the development activity or the production activity depending on the

life cycle phas e the system is in. An individual is tasked by the

respective organization as “pro ject en~ineer” and he is expected to

perform his own functional duties on the system in question, and

possibly on others as well , while at the same ti,me serving as

coordinator for the system. This entails resolving the various

problems whIch come up, providing support and/or guidance to the

contractor(s),  reportin~ system status to command level , etc.

de exercises this responsibility with no direct authority over

supportirl7 functional elements and thus has no control over their

priorities or funding. therefore , a projact engineer faced ~‘ith a

production problem requiring input from the developing activity,

generally has the additional problem of motivating the develooment

activity to respond with some sense of urvency which he feels and

he is very often fi~istrated in his attempts . This Is primarily due

17
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to the fact that the development activity is not normally faced with

situations whereby its input is required on short notice to resolve

serious problems arid to the fact that it does not report directly

to this project. engineer. This is the classical example of

functional management and is probably representative of the

majority of ~fl~fl_~ ajQrtI systems.

One additional aspect of the major versus “non—major” system

does bear some discussion. As was mentioned earlier, the tasks

listed In rable 1 are no less Important in the “non-major” system

acquisition proces s than in that of the major system. In fact ,

because of the vast diff erence in resource s, both in money and person-

nel, the possibility of overlooking one of the tasks in the “non—

major” category is significantly higher than in the major category.

~nd in fact the impact of this mistake, as a percenta~e of the

total ef f o r t , could also be significantly higher than in the major

category. Ihis is not say that if the project manager (i.e., major

system) overlooked task number nine concerning training and operational

deployment it would not have a significant impact on his program.

~Iowever , the impact would not be as significant as on the “non—major”

program, primarily becaus e of the author ity and resources he could

bring to bear on the situation. And it is not possible that any

of the tasks would be totally overlooked by the major program; however,

it is possible that one mi~’ht be overlooked, or as a minimum reviewed

but deemed not applicable to the “non—major” project only to find

out later that it does have a significant effect on the program

18 
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and the resources that would be required to correct the situation

are not available or are not justifiable compared to the overall

investment to date in the project.

19



.3EC rION V

~~NCLU3 ION~3

ihe objective of this paper was to determine if there is a

difference in the ~ay the military departments manage the non—

project managed systems/items , by specifically answering the

question :

Does the management of (“non—major) items by the
various departments parallel their approach to
project management or is there more of a similarity
in the approach that each takes to the acquisition
of “non—major ” items ?

:he an~~er to the question i~ tha , base~ on the limited survey

...erfo r ’eI , the avv tends to~;ard functional ~ana~e~ont of their

“ non— .~iajor ” systems acquisition which parallels their approach

to project management. L ’ne ~rmy and ~~~ •or.~e appear to he more

closely align~ci; io~ ever, their appro~’che3 have reversed fro~. t h a t

which they take to oroiec~. ~~~~~~~~

It i~ reco . ntzod that ~n~s ;aT a gross survey an~ one ~‘ro~ .~hich

no :i~nificant conclusions can be drawn. ~v co~bi nir. - ~~~~ survey

~poroach , on a rnich broader 3cale, ~~th an analysis of ‘he a ch ieve—

~ent of ori in.al performance, schedule and cost ob~oct~ ve~ by the

erz ~~~e , , re ~~~~~~~~ “non—major” systems ac~uisH.ion, a meanirn fi~1.

co iparison could be ira’.m.
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