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Abstract 

Motto 

I do not ask what public project may do for their governments. I ask what governments should do to assure their projects success. 

 
National Public Projects Implementation System (NPPIS) is the whole environment of public projects implementation in given 
country. It may be perceived as an extension of the concept of Project Management Office for the country level. It consists of 
six basic areas. The Public Projects Portfolio Management area is responsible for selecting, initiating and modifying the set of 
public projects in a given country. The Organizational Units area covers units engaged in implementing public project. It ranges 
from single PM agents through national level PMOs to advisory boards responsible for overseeing and improving the whole 
systems of public projects implementation. The Processes and Methodologies area covers processes related to project 
management in given country. Its main components are processes of project implementation and processes for project assurance 
and governance. The Knowledge Management area is responsible for providing knowledge to public projects actors (trainings, 
knowledge exchange etc.) and for knowledge exchange with project stakeholders (e.g. communities of citizens). Public projects 
are implemented by their actors: the most important of them are project managers and vendors. The approach to managing them 
is covered by the Actors area. The sixth area of NPPIS is the area of development of public projects implementation. It may 
range from establishing NPPIS in countries where there is no such system to sophisticated NPPIS improvement processes. 
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1. Introduction 

A public project is a project executed by a public administration or with the participation of a public 
administration, or implemented with the involvement of funds from the budget of such an administration. Public 
administrations spend more and more budget on public projects. There exist a need to build consistent, 
comprehensive methodology describing how institutions of public administration should support delivery of their 
public projects.  

This paper is a result of an analysis of practices of public projects implementation in four countries (and its 
component states): the United States, United Kingdom, Australia and Canada. The analysis consisted of three 
phases: review of internet resources, survey and interviews with selected actors engaged in public projects 
management. The next chapters describe six areas of practices of public projects management: portfolio 
management, institutions supporting project management, procedures and processes, knowledge management, 
actors of public projects and development of project implementation systems. These areas together make National 
Public Projects Implementation System (NPPIS, Gasik, 2014).  

2. Public Project Portfolio Management 

Public project portfolio management covers the processes of selecting, initiating and modifying the set of public 
projects in a given country or state. An organization's strategy usually makes up the basis for project portfolio 
management (e.g., PMI, 2013b). Government agencies must have strategic plans, for example, for periods of no 
less than five years (White House, 1993), which set out the objectives to be achieved through the implementation 
of programs. The strategic plan must also include an assessment of ways to achieve these objectives, i.e. the ways 
to measure the effectiveness of the programs. The annual plan defining a set of programs to be implemented by the 
agency must be consistent with the strategy of the agency. This approach ensures that only projects aligned with the 
strategy of government agencies will be selected for execution.  

Public projects or programs may be also initiated as a result of occurrence of a specific situation which had not 
been foreseen by the strategy. This approach is often used in UK (cf. Barker Report (Barker, 2004), Latham Report 
(Latham, 1994)). 

3. Organizational Units 

There are two basic types of organizational units engaged in and supporting public projects delivery: Public 
Projects Management Offices (PPMO) and advisory bodies. 

PPMOs have been established in many countries. Their objective is always to improve public projects delivery. 
PPMO's are placed in different locations and at different levels of organization structures. For example, the Major 
Projects Authority (MPA UK, 2013) in the UK is a part of Cabinet Office, Major Project Facilitation Unit (MPFU 
Australia, 2013) in Australia is a component of Ministry of Infrastructure and Regional Development. In the United 
States, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB USA, 2013), reports directly to the president. PPMO may be 
also located at other organizational levels. 

PPMOs perform different functions. Sometimes they are fully responsible for implementation and management 
of projects (MPA UK, 2013, EPMO New York, 2013). In other countries PPMOs provide staff for major public 
projects – this is the solution adopted in New South Wales (PS NSW, 2013) .  

PPMOs may facilitate project execution like in Australia at the Commonwealth level (MPFU Australia, 2013) or 
in Western Australia (DSD WA, 2013). Within this function they are responsible, among others, for removing all 
administrative barriers and obstacles, related, for instance to receiving all needed permits in complicated 
organizational environment. When public projects implementation involves many government agencies, PPMOs 
coordinate this involvement (MPMO Canada, 2013, OPMP Alaska, 2013, MPA UK, 2013).  

PPMOs may also perform separate project management services for government units. They provide general 
advisory services to project management teams. They develop the business case and feasibility studies (e.g., PM 
Missouri, 2013), provide services in the area of determining project governance rules (POCD California, 2013; 
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MPV Victoria, 2013). They define project scope (e.g., POCD, California 2013), define schedules (e.g., PMS 
Arizona, 2013) or support project teams in other ways.  

In the period of project implementation PPMO's provide various services, such as document management (PM 
Missouri, 2013), management of time, resources, and quality, and independent risk management (QAT Texas, 
2013). They collect information about project progress (e.g., EPMO Vermont, 2013, MPMO Canada, 2013) and 
analyze these information (MDoT Montana, 2013).  

PPMO's check whether projects and programs are implemented according to guidelines of the authorized bodies. 
They perform audits, reviews and project evaluations (e.g., MPMO Canada, 2013, MPA UK, 2013, EPMO 
Vermont, 2013, PQ Queensland, 2013). In order to control and monitor the projects, a special organizational unit 
may be created. In Maryland there is a team of Project Management Oversight (PMO Maryland, 2013), in Texas, 
the Quality Assurance Team (QAT Texas,  2013).  

PPMO's define and uphold policies and methodologies related to the projectized approach to management. 
POCD California (POCD California, 2013), PQ Queensland (PQ Queensland, 2013), or  PMSC Missouri (PMSC 
Missouri, 2013) deal with definition and maintenance of project management policies, guidelines and 
methodologies.  

PPMO's perform functions related to the maintenance and utilization of project management software 
applications. This is the case of DIT Michigan (DIT Michigan, 2000), MPV Victoria (MPV Victoria, 2013), or 
VITA Virginia (VITA Virginia, 2013).  

Another type of a body engaged in public projects management is advisory group. They generally advise on 
public project management and public PM systems. They promote project management as a profession (e.g. PMAC 
Tasmania, 2013). They remove obstacles to project management (PMAG North Carolina, 2013). They review 
applications for major projects (ITAC Arizona, 2013). They suggest improvements to public projects 
implementation systems (EPMO North Carolina , 2013, EPMO Kansas, 2008, p. 18).  

4. Processes and Methodologies  

Projects are implemented through activities that are grouped into processes. In this chapter, I describe the 
processes and the groups to which they are assigned: the governance processes and management processes.  

Governance processes are sequences of operations, usually conducted at planned intervals, checking project 
status and taking on this basis the key decisions, in particular regarding their initiation, and checking during their 
implementation the reasonableness of continuing to implement the project.  

Public projects are subject to business supervision during their implementation. The compatibility of the project 
with its business case, and viability of expected business results are the main areas of interest during such 
verification. The verifications are performed at certain points of the project (or program) life cycle, called "gates".  

The ordered set of such verifications is called the "gateway review process." This process has been defined by 
the British Office of Government Commerce (OGC, 2007) and has been implemented, among other places, in 
Australia at the federal level (DoF Australia, 2013), or in Texas (DIR Texas, 2013).  

Major projects and programs must pass through six gates (OGC, 2007): 
 

0. Strategic Assessment - The gate for programs only. Verification that the program is needed and that is likely to 
achieve its objectives.  

1. Business Justification - Verification that business requirements can be satisfied. Is it possible to finance the 
project? Determination of the effects which will be gained for invested money.  

2. Delivery strategy -Verification that the production or purchasing strategy planned for the project is appropriate 
for achieving project results. Verification of implementation plans or of tender documentation.  

3. Investment decision - Another verification whether the project is still needed, the funds exist, the 
implementation plans are appropriate, and the investment decision is appropriate to the current situation.  

4. Readiness for service - Verification that the organization is ready to implement project products.  
5. Operations review and benefits realization -Verification that the project products are used properly and the 

business results have been achieved.  
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Project management methodology is a structured collection of guidelines describing the ways of project 
management. Methodologies may be associated with the governance processes. From this point of view, the 
methodology describes activities that must be performed in order to effectively pass the governance process gates. 
In Texas, for each of the gates of the Texas Project Delivery Framework process (DIR Texas, 2013) the processes 
necessary for passing these gates have been developed, together with the techniques, tools and applicable forms. 
With this approach, the methodology is complementary to the process of governance.  

The set of methodology phases (together called “project life cycle”) may cover, for example, the preliminary 
evaluation phase, business case development phase, sourcing suppliers phase, establishment of service capability 
phase, and services delivery phase (QTF Queensland, 2013). The life cycle of the project, according to the PMBOK 
® Guide, can be divided into initiation, planning, execution (with monitoring and control) and closure of the 
project (CDOT California, 2013). Transportation project management methodology (WSDOT Washington, 2013) 
describes the project's life cycle, consisting of five phases: initiation and alignment to business objectives, planning 
the work, endorsement of the plan by engaged agencies, implementing the plan, transition of the product to 
operations, and closing the project.  

The scope of methodology application may be defined in different ways. It can be recommended for all public 
projects implemented by the government and its agencies (OEG Tasmania, 2011). It may be applied more broadly, 
so as to include both government agencies and suppliers implementing public projects (CDOT California, 2013).  

5. Knowledge and Stakeholders  

Knowledge is the basic resource necessary for the implementation of public projects (as for other types of 
projects, too). This knowledge may have codified form (as, for example, in project management standards) and can 
also be distributed through contacts of members of communities involved in the implementation of public projects.  

Project management standards may be treated as a source of knowledge about project management. Standards in 
the area of project management are not used directly as methodologies. Public institutions use the standards as 
sources of knowledge needed to develop their project management methodologies. National standards usually deal 
with knowledge needed for the management of individual projects (e.g., PMBOK ® Guide, PMI, 2013, Prince 2 ®, 
OGC, 2009).  

Knowledge about project management is being promoted in various ways by public institutions. The group of 
techniques based on a social approach to project management include meetings (PSPMF, 2013) and conferences 
(Expotrade, 2013) for project managers of the public sector, in which they can establish contacts and exchange 
knowledge. Such events also provide a forum for the exchange of knowledge between the public and private 
sectors.  

The techniques based on knowledge codification include running web portals that enable exchange of 
knowledge between the managers of public projects (e.g., NYS Forum, 2013) and web portals containing best 
practices and knowledge gained from the projects (VITA Virginia, 2013b). Websites describing methods of public 
projects management oriented specifically at project managers, owners, sponsors or public project team members 
(DTMB Michigan, 2013) are maintained. Public institutions run mailing lists devoted to public projects 
management (OEG Tasmania, 2013).  

Increasing the level of knowledge on public projects management among people involved in such projects is a 
form of knowledge management. At the most advanced level of education, studies of public projects management 
are conducted (University of Oxford, 2012). Public institutions provide training in public projects management 
(e.g., ITSD Missouri, 2013, DTMB Michigan, 2013, WSDOT Washington, 2013b). 

Public projects typically have multiple stakeholders: administration, contractors and, above all, communities of 
administrative units for which they are implemented. Due to the large number of stakeholders, it is important to 
provide efficient, easily accessible channels of information transfer between actors implementing projects and other 
stakeholders. In order to gather such information, repositories of information on public projects are maintained 
(e.g., EPMO Vermont, 2013). Internet tools, like projects registers or portals are used as communication tools (e.g., 
DTPR Alaska, 2013, MPA UK, 2013).  
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6. Actors 

The main actors involved in public projects implementation, in addition to institutions mentioned above, are 
external companies implementing projects and project managers. Public institutions incorporate such entities into 
projects in various ways. Relationships with companies engaged in public projects execution is regulated by law. 

The requirements to be met by companies implementing public projects are defined in order to facilitate the 
management of contracts by contracting their execution only to qualified companies. Such requirements concern 
the experience and the characteristics of the company – in which case we are dealing with the direct qualification  – 
or they specify certifications required from the companies implementing public projects – an approach I call the 
indirect qualification (e.g. DoFD Australia, 2012). Based on directly or indirectly defined requirements, registers of 
qualified public project contractors are maintained (PM Missouri, 2013, DoFD Australia, 2012).  

In addition to companies, project managers have significant influence on public projects. For them too, as for 
companies, the pertinent requirements are formulated. In some countries, only people who meet these requirements 
may manage public projects. Requirements for public project managers usually focus on three areas: general 
project management skills, specific skills needed to manage public projects (e.g., knowledge of the applicable 
regulations) and knowledge of local realities. Having a certificate issued by a recognized body may be the basis for 
recognition as a qualified project manager (e.g. PMO Maine, 2013). Other criteria which must be satisfied by 
public project managers (like the ability to identify project products and services, or the ability to develop and 
implement a project plan) are too formulated (VITA Virginia, 2011).  

7. Development of Public Projects Management Systems 

What is the desired target state of public projects management? The countries that want to optimize the benefits 
gained from public projects, clearly define their strategic goals in this area and prepare plans pursuant to achieving 
these goals.  

The following development prospects for public projects management systems may be defined: general goals, 
business goals, management goals, and operational goals.  

The general goals may include, for example, a recommendation that a public projects management strategy be 
developed (ANAO, 2011), strengthening the national path of public projects and program management (Brewer, 
Smith, & Sandeen, 2013), or developing and streamlining processes and guidelines for public projects management 
(TBCS, 2010).  

In the group of business goals I include the goal of public projects management planning in a way that 
guarantees the highest possible return values (WSDOT Washington, 2013c). This group of goals may also include 
achieving the desired outcome of projects and programs while limiting their risk to stakeholders and taxpayers 
(TBCS, 2010).  

The largest group of public projects management goals relate to the methods of project implementation. 
Improvements should target the various phases, such as planning (ANAO, 2011, EPMO Kansas, 2008b) and 
closing projects (EPMO Kansas, 2008b).  

In the group of operational goals I include those goals that require the implementation of specific organizational 
solutions, such as the establishment of an academic institution that educates public project managers (University of 
Oxford, 2012) or the plan for defining the major projects portfolio, the implementation of which will be reported 
directly to the government (Cabinet Office, 2013).  

8. Summary and Conclusions 

There are two basic groups of factors contributing to successes of public projects. The first, much better 
analyzed in professional and academic literature, consists of processes and activities performed by project 
managers and their teams. But public projects are executed in the environment established by public 
administrations. This environment constitutes the second main group of factors influencing project success. Such 
an environment is called National Public Projects Implementation System (NPPIS, Gasik, 2014) and consists of six 
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basic areas: public projects portfolio management, institutions, processes and methodologies, knowledge 
management, actors and development of NPPIS. Establishing such an environment conductive to public project 
delivery should be one of the most important tasks of each government. There is no economical development 
without strong NPPIS.  
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