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Preface

Excellence in project management cannot occur, at least not within a reasonable time
frame, without some form of strategic planning for project management. Although the
principles of strategic planning have been known for several decades, an understand-
ing of their applicability to project management has been slow in acceptance. Today,
as more companies recognize the benefits that project management can provide to their
bottom line, the need for strategic planning for project management has been identified
as a high priority.

The definition of project management maturity is constantly changing as the land-
scape for project management changes. Techniques such as agile and Scrum have
forced us to rethink our definitions of project management maturity. Maturity in proj-
ect management is a continuously evolving process. Traditional project management
maturity models must now allow for customization because each company can have a
different definition of project management maturity. One size no longer fits all.

This book is broken down into three major parts. The first part, Chapters 1 to 3,
discusses the principles of strategic planning and how it relates to project manage-
ment, the definition of project management maturity, and the need for customization.
The second part, Chapters 4 to 9, details the project management maturity model
(PMMM), which will provide organizations with general guidance on how to perform
strategic planning for project management. The various levels, or stages of develop-
ment, for achieving project management maturity, and the accompanying assessment
instruments, can be used to validate how far along the maturity curve the organization
has progressed. The PMMM has been industry validated. One large company requires
that, each month, managers and executives take the assessment instruments and then
verify that progress toward maturity is taking place from reporting period to report-
ing period. Other companies have used PMMM to assess the corporation’s knowledge
level regarding project management as well as a means for assessing the needs for a
project management office, a best practices library, external and internal benchmark-
ing, and the identification of the type of project management training needed. Options
exist for customization in the various levels.

Chapters 10 to 13 discuss some relatively new concepts in project management
such as how assessments can be made to measure the firm’s growth using PM 2.0 and

Xi
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PM 3.0. Many of these concepts are the result of strategic planning for project manage-
ment activities.

Perhaps the major benefit of the PMMM is that the assessment instruments for each
level of maturity can be customized for individual companies. This customization
opportunity makes Using the Project Management Maturity Model highly desirable as
a required or reference text for college and university courses that require students to
perform an individual or group research project. The book should also be useful as
a required text for graduate courses on research methods in project management. In
addition, the book can be used as an introduction to research methods for project man-
agement benchmarking and continuous improvement, as well as providing a brief over-
view of how to design a project management methodology.

Seminars on strategic planning for project management using this book, as well as
other training programs on various project management subjects, are available by con-
tacting Lori Milhaven, Vice President, at the International Institute for Learning, 212-
515-5121. Contact can also be made through the website (iil.com). PowerPoint slides
of the material in this book may also be found on the supporting website, www.wiley
.com/go/pmmm3e.

Harold Kerzner

International Institute for Learning
110 East 59th Street

New York, NY 10022-1380


http://www.wiley.com/go/pmmm3e
http://www.wiley.com/go/pmmm3e

Introduction

People often ask me how I came up with the idea for creating a project management
maturity model (PMMM). In 1996, the International Institute for Learning (IIL) part-
nered with Microsoft and Nortel to sponsor a global videoconference where 1 dis-
cussed some of the project management best practices that companies were using.
After the broadcast, I was flooded with questions, with conference participants asking
me how “quickly” their company could implement some of these best practices and
become good at project management. I responded to the participants that maturity and
excellence in project management cannot be achieved easily or quickly without some
type of strategic direction focusing on project management maturity. The direction
soon became the PMMM.

In 1997, when I first prepared the foundation for the PMMM, there were very few
maturity models in the marketplace. Today, there are more than 30. Every model
has its pros and cons. Some models take a great deal of time to do the assessments,
whereas others are fairly quick and cost-effective to use. Some models are more
applicable to specific industries, such as construction or IT, whereas other models are
more generic.

The PMMM was created to prepare companies for the future rather than the pres-
ent. To understand this, you must first recognize what makes project management work
well. Having an enterprise project management methodology does not necessarily lead
to maturity. Having policies and procedures embedded throughout the methodology
is also no guarantee that maturity will be forthcoming. Even following the PMBOK®
Guide exactly cannot guarantee maturity.

Before you start sending me nasty e-mails, let me state my position on the previ-
ous paragraph. Project management methodologies based on rather rigid policies and
procedures were created because management wanted standardization in the way that
projects were planned, scheduled, and controlled. This was a necessity because execu-
tives had concerns about the ability of their project managers to make the correct deci-
sions. Some people have argued that these rigid approaches mandated “obedience to
regulations” and limited the freedom that most project managers need. The problem
with standardization is that it often pulls people out of their comfort zones, and they

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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must work differently when assigned to projects. People who are asked to work outside
of their comfort zone often dislike working on project teams and may look forward
to the end of the project so they can return to their previous assignment. What I have
observed in the past five decades is that project management excellence comes from
four critical components:

m Effective communications
m Effective cooperation
m Effective teamwork

m Trust

With this in mind, the PMMM is significantly more behavioral than quantitative.
People manage projects; methodologies function as supporting tools. You can have the
greatest methodology in the world and still not reach a level of maturity, because the
correct human behavior is not in place. Maturity in project management occurs when
people work together correctly. The PMMM assessments focus on people interacting
with other people rather than just tools.

Over the years, executives have seen the benefits of using project manage-
ment correctly. As executives demonstrate more trust in project managers’ capa-
bilities, rigid methodologies are being replaced with forms, guidelines, templates,
and checklists. Today, at the beginning of a project, the project manager will walk
through the “cafeteria” and select from the shelves only those forms, guidelines,
templates, and checklists that are appropriate for that project and that client. We
now have flexible methodologies, or frameworks. If the project manager believes
that this project is a very low risk, then the project manager may not want to follow
or even use the “Risk Management” section of the PMBOK® Guide. Project manag-
ers are now being given more freedom over how to apply project management prac-
tices to satisfy the customer's needs. This leads to customer satisfaction and repeat
business.

But even with this new freedom, project managers must still recognize the
importance of the behavioral assessments in the PMMM, which focus on effective
communication, cooperation, teamwork, and trust. Behavioral assessments indicate
whether people believe that they are working within their comfort zone. If con-
tinuous improvements are made correctly (i.e., Level 5 of the PMMM) and people
are happy with their comfort zone, some degree of project management maturity
can be achieved quickly. The focus in the PMMM is that people manage projects;
people manage tools; tools by themselves manage neither people nor projects. As a
former Air Force lieutenant general stated, “You must never allow the tool to con-
trol the hand that's holding it.” Maturity models should certainly include an assess-
ment of whether the organization has the right tools and practices in place. But in
my opinion, there should be an equal or possibly heavier emphasis on the neces-
sary human behavior.

A few years ago, I was interviewed for an article on maturity models with an
emphasis on the PMMM. Following are some of the questions I was asked.



Q1: How much project management maturity does a company really need?

The amount of maturity a company needs is quite often customer driven rather than
internally driven. Whenever a contractor allows its customer to become more
mature than it is, very unfavorable results can occur. Among them, (1) the cus-
tomer tells the contractor how the work should be done, (2) the customer may
perform the work by themselves, and (3) the customer may seek out a more
mature contractor during competitive bidding. Therefore, companies that rely
heavily on external customers for their revenue stream, such as project-driven
companies, must never allow their customers to achieve a greater degree of
maturity than theirs. For these companies, project management maturity is
a necessity for survival, and the frequent use of a maturity model should be
mandatory.

Companies today should be willing to perform a frequent self-assessment to
make sure that the firm is continuously improving and reaching some level of
maturity. During competitive bidding activities, customers are now asking
contractors to show how mature their organization is with regard to project man-
agement. Maturity assessments could be the difference between winning and
losing a potential contract.

Q2: Which industries are making the greatest strides toward maturity?

First of all, it is questionable if maturity can ever be accurately defined or meas-
ured because saying that you are mature in project management might imply
that there is no further room for improvement. This can lead to complacency
and a loss of competitiveness. But if I were asked which industries appear to
be more mature than others, I would begin with project-driven companies that
rely on competitive bidding for their revenue stream and must sell their deliv-
ery system as well as the expected project outcomes. They have come to the
realization that they must try to remain more mature in project management
than their customers simply to stay in business. As companies become more
mature, tremendous pressure is exerted on their supplier base to improve in
project management, and organizational maturity assessment information is
appearing as a requirement in the RFP. In fact, reaching certain maturity levels
in project management has now become a competitive weapon during com-
petitive bidding activities. In general, organizations where projects have profit
expectations and the project manager is responsible for generating the profits
appear to mature faster than organizations where there are no profit margins
assigned to projects.

Q3: What can companies just starting out on the maturity process learn from
those leading the pack?

It is always better to learn from the mistakes of others rather than from your own
mistakes. Several lessons can be learned. First, strategic planning for project
management maturity is essential, even a necessity. Without guidance from
some sort of project management maturity (strategic planning) model, achieving
maturity could take decades as you learn from your own mistakes. All project
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management maturity models, in my opinion, are a form of strategic planning.
Second, there must be a corporate commitment (especially at the executive lev-
els) for maturity to occur, and the executives must see the value in achieving a
defined level of maturity in a reasonable time frame. There are assessment ques-
tions on this in the PMMM. Third, there must exist a dedicated organization that
drives the maturity process, and this normally becomes the responsibility of the
project management office (PMO). Companies where PMOs take the lead in
the assessment and continuous improvement processes generally reach levels of
maturity more quickly than those that do not have any involvement by the PMO.

Q4: Should every company be pursuing maturity? What keeps some companies
back?

Given the fact that many executives today view their company as being a stream
of projects, the project management approach permeates the entire organization,
mandating that maturity is necessary. Only those companies that want to stay
in business and remain competitive should pursue maturity. The alternative is
rather unpleasant.

Pursuing and even obtaining some degree of maturity does not guarantee that busi-
ness will improve. The company must still make realistic and practical business
decisions, and executives must visibility promote the continuation of project
management excellence.

QS5: What would prevent a company from achieving the height of maturity?

Other than the behavioral issues I discussed before, several factors prevent compa-
nies from achieving maturity. These include: (1) executives not seeing the value
in project management or in project management maturity; (2) executives not
recognizing that project management maturity is now a competitive weapon;
(3) executives not realizing the importance of project management maturity
to customers and competitors; (4) executives not willing to establish a PMO
to guide the maturity process; and (5) executives not willing to commit suffi-
cient resources to achieving maturity. Obviously, there is a common theme in
these five factors: executives. Hence, executive education has been a priority in
recent years. Executives must see the return on investment as a result of using
assessment instruments such as the PMMM. There are assessment questions on
executive expectations and involvement in the PMMM. And once again, this
emphasizes the importance of behavioral assessment.

Q6: There are a number of available maturity models in the marketplace. How
does a company choose the maturity model that's right for its needs?

There are several PM maturity models in the marketplace. And while they all have a
different approach, they all have the same ultimate objective: maturity! The deci-
sion of which model is best for a given company might be based on the time frame
allotted, number of resources available for implementing changes that are needed,
pressure from customers, maturity level of competitors, and whether the company
is project- or non-project-driven.



Today, there are numerous papers published as well as master's degree and Ph.D.
theses that benchmark the various models. Even though I am somewhat partial
to the PMMM, there are other models for maturity assessments that are equally
as good or better for certain applications. What should be important is not nec-
essarily what model you select but the fact that you are doing an assessment. In
my opinion, all of the models in the marketplace provide some type of value if
used properly.

Q7: What components differentiate the best models from the pack?

I think that two primary components must be considered: simplicity and assess-
ment capability. Published articles on maturity model benchmarking may have
dozens of components, many of which are industry specific. I prefer just these
two components as starters. The prospect of using a complex maturity model
may very likely scare away senior management because they may not be able
to determine time frames or resources needed to achieve maturity. With matu-
rity models, complexity breeds avoidance. With regard to capability, assessment
instruments are needed to identify areas of improvement and show that progress
is being made and that continuous improvements in project management are
adding value to the business.

Q8: What are the advantages and disadvantages of adopting a model using lev-
els of maturity versus one that does not?

Using a maturity model without levels is like managing a five-year project without
life-cycle phases. There is often a lack of structure and discipline, possibly a
lack of metrics, and no well-established decision points for corrective action. I
certainly would not like to manage a project without these elements in place.

Q9: How can a company maintain momentum after reaching a plateau?
The answer to this question is simple: executive support, executive support, and
executive support. Need I say more?

Q10: How long and how much money does it typically take companies to
reach the higher levels of maturity? Is it worth the investment in time and
money? Can you prove it?

It has been my experience that the single most important force for achieving higher
levels of maturity (other than continuous executive support) is the early-on
establishment of a PMO. The PMO becomes the major driver for the maturity
process. Without a PMO, it may take three to five years to reach certain initial
levels of maturity. With early establishment of a PMO, however, and the right
people assigned to the PMO, it may take only two years or less. The problem
with deciding upon a time frame for maturity is heavily based on someone's
definition of maturity, the speed with which tools are either purchased or devel-
oped, and the commitment to the right levels of project management education.
Any organization can develop all the tools necessary to achieve maturity. But
if the organization does not understand the benefits and value of project man-
agement or the use of the tools, what has it really accomplished? Maturity is
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not just the development of tools or processes. Maturity is the effective use of
these instruments, and continuous improvement in the use of these instruments
using captured best practices. Whenever companies ask me whether the invest-
ment of time and money to obtain maturity is worth it, my response is simple.
You know the amount of money needed to achieve a certain level of maturity.
But what is the cost or opportunity loss of not achieving it? Is it possible for
the opportunity loss to be at least an order of magnitude greater than the cost of
achieving maturity? You bet!
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</ CHAPTER ONE p

The Need for Strategic
Planning for Project
Management

» Introduction

For more than 50 years, American companies have been using the principles of project
management to get work accomplished. Yet, for more than 40 of these years, very few
attempts were made to recognize project management as a core competency for the
company. There were three reasons for this resistance to project management. First,
project management was initially viewed as simply a scheduling tool for the workers.
Second, since this scheduling tool was thought to belong at the worker level, execu-
tives saw no reason to look more closely at project management, and thus failed to
recognize the true benefits it could bring. Third, executives were fearful that project
management, if viewed as a core competency, would require them to decentralize
authority, to delegate decision-making to the project managers, and thus to diminish
the executives’ power and authority base.

» Misconceptions

As the twenty-first century approached, project management began to mature in vir-
tually all types of organizations, including those firms that were project-driven, those
that were non—project-driven, and hybrids. Knowledge concerning the benefits project
management offered now permeated all levels of management. Project management
came to be recognized as a process that would increase shareholder value.

This new knowledge regarding the benefits of project management allowed
us to dispel the illusions and misconceptions that we had believed in for over 40
years. These misconceptions or past views are detailed next, together with current
views.

MISCONCEPTIONS
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Cost of Project Management
Misconception: Project management will require more people and increase our
overhead costs.

Present view: Project management allows us to lower our cost of operations by
accomplishing more work in less time and with fewer resources, without any sacri-
fice in quality or value.

Profitability

Misconception: Profitability may decrease.

Present view: Profitability will increase.

Scope Changes
Misconception: Project management will increase the number of scope changes on
projects, perhaps due to the project manager’s desire for extreme creativity.

Present view: Project management provides us with better control of scope changes.
Good project managers try to avoid unnecessary scope changes.

Organizational Performance
Misconception: Because of multiple-boss reporting, project management will create
organizational instability and increase the potential for conflicts.

Present view: Project management makes the organization more efficient and
effective through better application of organizational behavior principles.

Customer Contact

Misconception: Project management is really “eyewash” for the customer’s benefit.

Present view: Project management allows us to develop a closer working relationship
with our customers. This can lead to increased business opportunities.

Problems
Misconception: Project management will end up creating more problems than
usual.

Present view: Project management provides us with a structured process for effectively
solving problems.

Applicability
Misconception: Project management is applicable only to large, long-term projects
such as in the aerospace, defense, and construction industries.

Present view: Virtually all projects in all industries can benefit from the principles of
project management.



Quality

m Misconception: Project management will increase the potential for quality problems.

m Present view: Project management will increase the quality and value of our products
and services.

Power/Authority
m Misconception: Multiple-boss reporting will increase problems related to power and
authority.

m Present view: Project management will reduce power/authority problems.

Focus
m Misconception: Project management focuses on suboptimization by looking at the
project only.

m Present view: Project management allows us to make better decisions for the best
interest of the company.

Project’s End Result

m Misconception: Project management delivers products to a customer.

m Present view: Project management delivers business solutions to a customer.

Competitiveness

m Misconception: The cost of project management may make us noncompetitive.

m Present view: Project management will increase our business (and even enhance our
reputation).

» Project Management Becomes a Strategic Competency

As senior management became more knowledgeable about project management, the mis-
conceptions subsided and appreciation and understanding of how project management could
benefit the organization grew. Today’s view of project management includes the following:

m Project managers should no longer consider themselves as simply managing a
project. Instead, they should see themselves as managing part of a business.

m Project managers are now expected to make both project- and business-related
decisions, whereas previously most business-related decisions were made by the
project sponsor or governance committee.

m Project managers are now managing both strategic as well as tactical projects. Previously,
strategic activities were assigned to line managers rather than project managers.

m Project management is now seen as the delivery system for achieving strategic busi-
ness objectives.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT BECOMES A STRATEGIC COMPETENCY
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m Project management produces deliverables and outcomes that can be converted into

business benefits and business value.

m Companies that wish to prepare for the future perform a study every year or two to

determine which four or five career-path positions are an absolute necessity for the

company to survive. Project management often makes the list and is now regarded

as a strategic competency rather than just another career-path position.

m As a strategic competency, project managers are expected to have a better understanding

than their predecessors had concerning the business itself and strategic planning.

» General Strategic Planning

Strategic planning is the process of formulating and implementing decisions about an

organization’s future direction. This is shown in Figure 1.1. It is vital to every organi-

zation’s survival because it is the process by which the organization adapts to its ever-

changing environment and achieves its strategic objectives. The process is applicable

to all management levels and all types of organizations.

External
analysis

Environmental Gathering
opportunities of
and threats information

Firm’s Evaluation
social of
responsibility information

Strategy
evaluation

Strategy
selection

Strategy
implementation

Figure 1.1 Basic strategic planning.

Internal
analysis

Organizational
strengths and
weaknesses

Managerial
values of
management

The critical box in Figure 1.1 is the last one, Strategy implementation. People tend

to focus heavily on the steps to get to strategy formulation and fail to realize that proj-

ect management is the delivery system necessary to implement the strategy.

As an example, a Fortune 500 company hired a consulting company to analyze all

the firm’s product lines and to provide the firm with advice on business strategy. For a



week, the executives met with the consultants. The beginning of the following week,
after the consultants left, the executives convened in the board room to review what
they had learned. The conclusion was that the consultants told them “what to do” but
not “how to do it.” The executives realized quickly that project management would be
needed to convert the “what” to “how.” The Human Resources department was given
the mandate to begin training in project management so that the firm could become
reasonably mature in delivering strategic objectives and to perform periodic assess-
ments to see that progress was being made.

In another example, the Industrial Products Group (IPG) of a Fortune 500 company
recognized quickly the need for project management to help achieve strategic business
objectives. Part of the company’s business was an Aerospace Group that appeared to
be reasonably mature in project management because it had been working on govern-
ment contracts for more than 20 years. Several managers from the Aerospace Group
were permanently transferred into the IPG in hopes of accelerating project manage-
ment maturity.

After a short while, assessments were conducted that showed progress was not
being made and, in some situations, conditions had gotten worse. The IPG then real-
ized that many of the tools and processes used in the Aerospace Group were either too
complex or not appropriate for the IPG. The company learned that the tools, forms,
guidelines, templates, and checklists that helped bring some level of maturity in one
division may not bring the same level of maturity in another division. Customization
would be required.

» Participation by the Project Manager in Strategic Planning

Historically, project managers were brought on board a project after the project was
approved, the business case was created, and the priority was set. Then the project
manager was told how much money they had and the time frame. Constraints were
often established by senior management or marketing/sales with no input by the proj-
ect manager. Then the project manager was expected to meet unrealistic expectations.
As stated previously, today’s project managers are more actively involved in busi-
ness decisions and responsible for achieving business objectives. As such, they are
being brought on board earlier and in some companies are participating in strategic
planning activities.' The formulation process shown in Figure 1.1 is the high-level pro-
cess of deciding where you want to go, what decisions must be made, and when they
must be made to get there in a timely manner. It is the process of defining and under-
standing the business you are in and how to remain competitive within that business.
The outcome of successful formulation results in the organization doing the right thing

! Traditional life-cycle phases are now being replaced by investment life-cycle phases where the project
managers are brought on board earlier than before. This is a necessity so that the project manager
understands the business benefits and value expected from this project or the portfolio of projects. For
additional information on this, see Harold Kerzner, Project Management Best Practices: Achieving Global
Excellence (Hoboken: John Wiley, 2018), 715-737.

PARTICIPATION BY THE PROJECT MANAGER IN STRATEGIC PLANNING
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in the right way (i.e. it results in project management) by producing goods or services
for which there is a demand or need in the external or internal environment. When this
occurs, we say the organization has been effective as measured by market response,
such as sales and market shares or customer acceptance. A good project management
methodology, whether a rigid methodology or a flexible methodology such as agile or
Scrum, can lead to better customer satisfaction and a greater likelihood of repeat busi-
ness. All organizations must be effective and responsive to their environments to sur-
vive in the long run.

All too often, projects are selected and approved without an accurate understanding
of the organization’s capabilities at that time. This occurs because executive manage-
ment does not know how much additional work they can undertake without over-
burdening the existing labor force. The benefit of having project managers brought
on board this early is that they can provide information related to the following
questions:

= How many resources will be needed?

= What skill levels must the resources possess?

m Does the organization currently have sufficient resources available internally?
= Will the resources be assigned full-time or part-time?

m Can this project be accomplished with a virtual project team?

The formulation process is performed at the top levels of the organization, but
involvement by the project manager can accelerate downstream decision-making and
possibly reduce the number of action items. Here, top management values provide the
ultimate decision template for directing the course of the firm.

Formulation:

m Scans the external environment and industry environment for changing conditions.

m Interprets the changing environment and the enterprise environmental factors in
terms of opportunities or threats.

® Analyzes the firm’s resource base for asset strengths and weaknesses.

m Defines the mission of the business by matching environmental opportunities and
threats with resource strengths and weaknesses.

m Sets goals for pursuing the mission based on top management values and sense of
responsibility.

The second step in strategic planning, implementation, translates the formulated
plan into a reality. At this point, project management involvement should be manda-
tory. Implementation involves all levels of management in moving the organization
toward its mission. The process seeks to create a fit between the organization’s for-
mulated goal and its ongoing activities or projects. Because implementation involves
all levels of the organization, it results in the integration of all aspects of the firm’s
functioning.



Integration management is a vital core competency of project management. As shown
in Figure 1.2, there is a hierarchy of plans, and they all require integration both within
and across strategic business units (SBUs). Project management is now recognized as a
vehicle for the integration of just about any type of plan for any type of project.
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etc.) markets) Budgets Budgets
| |
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Figure 1.2 Hierarchy of strategic plans.

Middle- and lower-level managers spend most of their time on implementation
activities. Effective implementation, supported by a mature project management orga-
nization, results in stated objectives, action plans, timetables, policies and procedures,
and in the organization moving efficiently toward fulfillment of its mission.

» What Is Strategic Planning for Project Management?

Strategic planning for project management is the development of the necessary tools
for project management. Some companies have as many as 50 tools that the project
manager can use. The tools, when combined, form a methodology or framework that
can be used over and over again and that will produce a high likelihood of achieving
the project’s objectives. Although strategic planning for the methodology and execu-
tion of the methodology or framework does not guarantee profits or success, it does
improve the chances of success.

One primary advantage of developing a flexible or inflexible methodology is that it
provides the organization with a consistency of action. As the number of interrelated
functional units in organizations has increased, so have the benefits from the integrat-
ing direction afforded by the project management implementation process.

Methodologies need not be complex. Figure 1.3 shows the “skeleton” for the devel-
opment of a simple project management methodology. The methodology begins with a
project definition process, which is broken down into a technical baseline, a functional

WHAT IS STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR PROJECT MANAGEMENT?
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or management baseline, and a financial baseline. The technical baseline includes, at a
minimum:

m Statement of work (SOW)

Specifications
Work breakdown structure (WBS)

Timing (i.e. schedules)

Spending curve (S curve)

</
Proie o N onal o Financial
de 0 b e geme baseline and
NDroce . SOW Dase € metrics
A * Specifications e Resumés

* WBS ¢ Policies/Proc.

e Timing * Proj. organiz.

¢ S curve ¢ RAMs

¢ Performance against baselines
e Validity of assumptions

Figure 1.3 Methodology structuring.

The functional or management baseline indicates how you will manage the technical
baseline. This includes:

m Résumés of the key players, if needed
m Project policies and procedures
m The organization for the project team

m Responsibility assignment matrices (RAMs)

The financial baseline identifies how costs will be collected and analyzed, how vari-
ances will be explained, and how reports will be prepared. Altogether, this process can
be applied to every project.

Another advantage of strategic project planning is that it provides a vehicle for the
communication of progress in accomplishing the overall goals and objectives to all
levels of management in the organization. It affords the potential for a vertical feed-
back loop from top to bottom, bottom to top, and functional unit to functional unit.
The process of communication and its resultant understanding helps reduce resistance
to change. It is extremely difficult to achieve commitment to change when employees
do not understand its purpose. The strategic project planning process gives all levels an



opportunity to participate, thus reducing the fear of the unknown and possibly elimi-
nating resistance.

The final and perhaps the most important advantage is the thinking process
required. Planning is a rational, logically ordered function. This is what a structured
methodology or framework provides. Many managers caught up in the day-to-day
action of operations will appreciate the order afforded by a logical thinking process.
Methodologies can be based on sound, logical decisions and customized for a client.
Figure 1.4 shows the logical decision-making process that could be part of the project-
selection process for an organization. Checklists can be developed for each section of
Figure 1.4 to simplify the process.
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" « Identify « Cost/ « Bid on the
H Cognpegltlve —> || skills > schedule |58 project
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Resources and benefits
capabilities
. Specification
Analysis of present
- of past TOiack
performance B

Figure 1.4 Project-selection process.

The first box in Figure 1.4 is the project-definition process. At this point, the proj-
ect-definition process simply involves a clear understanding of the objectives, which
should be defined in both business and technical terms. Based on the type of project,
the definition of the project may evolve as the project progresses.

The second box is an analysis of the environmental situation, which is similar to the
enterprise environmental factors but with a greater understanding of the business base.
This includes a market feasibility analysis to determine:

m The potential size of the market for the product
m The potential risks of product liability

m The capital requirements for the product

m The market position on price

m The expected competitive response

m The regulatory climate, if applicable

m The degree of social acceptance

m Human factors (e.g. unionization)

WHAT IS STRATEGIC PLANNING FOR PROJECT MANAGEMENT?
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The third box in Figure 1.4 is an analysis of the competitive situation and includes:

The overall competitive advantage of the product
Opportunities for technical superiority:

m Product performance

m Patent protection

m Exceptional price-quality-value relationship
Business attractiveness:

m Type and nature of competitors

= Structure of the competition/industry

m Differences among competitors (price, quality, etc.)
m Threat of substitute products

Competitive positioning:

m Market share

m Rate of change in market share

m Perceived differentiation among competitors and across various market
segments

m Positioning of the product within the product line
Opportunities for market positioning:
m Franchises

m Reputation/image

= Superior service

Supply chain management:

= Ownership of raw material sources
m Vertical integration

Physical plant opportunities:

m Locations

m Superior logistics support
Financial capabilities:

m Available capital

m Credit rating impact

= Wall Street support

Efficient operations management:

= Inventory management

m Production

= Distribution

m Logistics support



The next box in Figure 1.4 is resources and capabilities. Analysis of resources and
capabilities, combined with the analysis of competitive positioning just discussed,
allows you to determine our strengths and weaknesses. Identifying opportunities and
threats lets you identify what you want to do. However, it is knowing your strengths
and weaknesses that lets you identify what you can do. Therefore, the design of any
type of project management methodology must be based heavily on what the organiza-
tion can do.

Internal strengths and weaknesses can be defined for each major functional area.
The design of a project management methodology can exploit the strengths in each
functional area and minimize its weaknesses. Not all functional areas will possess the
same strengths and weaknesses.

The following illustrate typical strengths or weaknesses for various functional
organizations:

m Research and development:

m Ability to conduct basic/applied research

m Ability to maintain state-of-the-art knowledge

m Technical forecasting ability

m Well-equipped laboratories

m Proprietary technical knowledge

® An innovative and creative environment

m Offensive R&D capability

m Defensive R&D capability

m Ability to optimize cost with performance
m Manufacturing:

m Efficiency factors

m Raw material availability and cost

m Vertical integration abilities

m Quality assurance system

m Relationship with unions

m Learning curve applications

m Subsystems integration
m Finance and accounting:

m Cash flow (present and future projections)

m Forward pricing rates

m Working capital requirements
= Human resource management:

m Turnover rate of key personnel

m Recruitment opportunities

11
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Promotion opportunities

Having a project management career path

Quality of management at all levels

Public relations policies

Social consciousness

m Marketing:
m Price-value analysis
m Sales-forecasting ability
m Market share
m Life-cycle phases of each product
= Brand loyalty
m Patent protection

m Turnover of key personnel

Having analyzed what you can do, you must now look at past performance to see if
there are any applicable lessons learned files that could impact the current project or
selection of projects. Analysis of past performance, as shown in Figure 1.4, is usually
the best guide for the specifications of the present project.

Figure 1.4 represents a rough template of whether or not to undertake a proj-
ect. This type of decision-making process is critical if you are to improve your
chances of success. Historically, less than 10 percent of R&D projects make it
through full commercialization where all costs are recovered. Part of that problem
has been the lack of a structured approach for decision-making, project approval,
and project execution. All this can be satisfied with a sound project management
methodology.

In the absence of an explicit project management approach, decisions are made
incrementally. A response to the crisis of the moment may result in a choice that is
unrelated to, and perhaps inconsistent with, the choice made in the previous moment
of crisis. Discontinuous choices serve to keep the organization from moving forward.
Contradictory choices are a disservice to the organization and may well be the cause
of its demise. Such discontinuous and contradictory choices occur when decisions are
made independently to achieve different objectives, even though everyone is suppos-
edly working on the same project. When the implementation process is made explicit,
however, objectives, missions, and policies become visible guidelines that produce log-
ically consistent decisions.

Small companies usually have an easier time performing strategic planning for
project management excellence. Large companies with highly diversified product lines
and multiple management styles find that institutionalizing changes in the way projects
are managed can be very complex. Innovation and creativity in project management
can be a daunting, but not impossible, task.



» Executive Involvement

Senior management’s involvement in strategic planning is essential if the process
is to move ahead quickly and if full employee commitment and acceptance is to be
achieved. The need for involvement is essential:

m A visible general endorsement is mandatory.

m  An executive champion (not necessarily a sponsor) must be assigned.

m The executive champion must initiate the process.

m The executive champion must make sure the ideas/aspirations of senior management
are included throughout the methodology.

m The executive champion must verify the validity of the corporate assumptions,
including:
m Forward pricing rate data
m Targeted customers/industries
m Reporting requirement for senior management
m Strategic trends

m Customer-interfacing requirements
If senior management’s support is not visible from the onset, then:

m The workers may believe that senior management is not committed to the process.

m Functional managers may hesitate to provide valuable support, believing that the
process is unreal.

m The entire process may lack realism and waste time.

Another critical function of senior management is determining strategic timing. A
strategic plan is a timed sequence of conditional moves that involve the deployment of
resources. The executive champion must either develop or approve the strategic-timing
activities, which include:

m Establishing the timetable for major moves
m Establishing resource requirements and ensuring availability

m Providing funding and release time for critical assets and hardware/software pur-
chases to support the project management systems

» Critical Success Factors for Strategic Planning

Critical success factors for strategic planning for project management include those
activities that must be performed if the organization is to achieve its long-term objectives.
Most businesses have only a handful of critical success factors. However, if even one of
them is not executed successfully, the business’s competitive position may be threatened.
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The critical success factors in achieving project management excellence apply
equally to all types of organizations, even those that have not fully implemented their
project management systems. Although most organizations are sincere in their efforts
to fully implement their systems, stumbling blocks are inevitable and must be over-
come. Here’s a list of common complaints from project teams:

m There’s scope creep in every project and no way to avoid it.
= Completion dates are set before project scope and requirements have been agreed on.

m Detailed project plans identifying all the project’s activities, tasks, and subtasks are
not available.

m Projects emphasize deadlines. We should emphasize milestones, quality, and
benefits and value received, not time.

m Senior managers don’t always allow us to use pure project management techniques.
Too many of them are still date-driven instead of requirements-driven. Original tar-
get dates should be used only for broad planning.

m QOutdated project management techniques are still being used on most projects. We
need to learn how to manage from a plan and how to use shared resources.

m Sometimes we are pressured to provide low estimates to win a contract, but then we
must worry about how we’ll accomplish the project’s objectives.

m There are times when line personnel not involved in a project change the project
budget to maintain their own chargeability. Management does the same.

m Hidden agendas come into play. Instead of concentrating on the project, some
people are out to set precedents or score political points.

m We can’t run a laboratory without equipment, and equipment maintenance is a
problem because there’s no funding to pay for the materials and labor.

m Budgets and schedules are not coordinated. Sometimes we spend money according to
the schedule but are left with only a small percentage of the project activities complete.

m Juggling schedules on multiple projects is sometimes almost impossible.

m Sometimes we filter information from reports to management because we fear
sending them negative messages.

m There’s a lot of caving in on budgets and schedules. Trying to please everyone all
the time is a trap.

» Identifying Strategic Resources

All businesses have corporate competencies and resources that distinguish them from
their competitors. These competencies and resources are usually identified in terms of
a company’s strengths and weaknesses. Deciding what a company should do can only
be achieved after assessing strengths and weaknesses to determine what the company
can do. Strengths support windows of opportunities, whereas weaknesses create limita-
tions. What a company can do is based on the quality of its resources.



Strengths and weaknesses can be identified at all levels of management. Senior
management may have a clearer picture of the overall company’s position in relation
to the external environment, whereas middle management may have a better grasp of
internal strengths and weaknesses. Unfortunately, most managers do not think in terms
of strengths and weaknesses; as a result, they worry more about what they should do
than about what they can do.

Large firms have vast resources with strong technical competency, but they often
react slowly when change is needed. Small firms can react quickly but have limited
strengths. Any organization’s strengths and weaknesses can change over time and
must, therefore, be closely monitored.

®m Tangible Resources

In basic project management courses, the strengths and weaknesses of a firm are usu-
ally described in the terms of its tangible resources. The most common classifications
for tangible resources are:
m Equipment
m Facilities
= Manpower
m Materials
= Money
= Information/technology

Another representation of resources is shown in Figure 1.5. Unfortunately,
these crude types of classification do not readily lend themselves to an accurate
determination of internal strengths and weaknesses for project management. A more

useful classification would be human resources, nonhuman resources, organizational
resources, and financial resources.

Knowledge of
business
Money Workforce
Project PI‘Oj ect Facilities, equipment,
management skills resources and machinery
Tools and Proprietary
methodologies knowledge
Reputation eigz:?:e

Figure 1.5 Project resources.
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Human Resources

Human resources are the knowledge, skills, capabilities, and talent of the firm’s
employees. This includes the board of directors, managers at all levels, and employees.
The board of directors provides the company with considerable experience, political
astuteness, and connections, and possibly sources of borrowing power. The board of
directors is primarily responsible for selecting the CEO and representing the best inter-
est of the diverse stakeholders as a whole.

Top management is responsible for developing the strategic mission and making
sure the strategic mission satisfies the shareholders. All too often, CEOs have singu-
lar strengths in only one area of business, such as marketing, finance, technology, or
production.

The biggest asset of senior management is its decision-making ability, especially
during project planning. Unfortunately, all too often senior management will delegate
planning (and the accompanying decision-making process) to staff personnel. This
may result in no effective project-planning process within the organization and may
lead to continuous replanning efforts.

Another important role of senior management is to define clearly its own managerial
values and the firm’s social responsibility. A change in senior management could result
in an overnight change in the organization’s managerial values and its definition of its
social responsibility. This could require an immediate update of the firm’s project man-
agement methodology.

Lower and middle management are responsible for developing and maintaining the
core technical competencies of the firm. Every organization maintains a distinct col-
lection of human resources. Middle management must develop some type of cohesive
organization such that synergistic effects will follow. The synergistic effects produce
the core competencies that lead to sustained competitive advantages and a high prob-
ability of successful project execution.

Nonhuman Resources

Nonhuman resources are physical resources that distinguish one organization from
another. Physical resources include plant and equipment; distribution networks; prox-
imity of supplies; and availability of raw materials, land, and labor.

Companies with superior nonhuman resources may not have a sustained competi-
tive advantage without also having superior human resources. Likewise, a company
with strong human resources may not be able to take advantage of windows of oppor-
tunity unless it also has strong physical resources. An Ohio-based company had a
30-year history of sustained competitive advantage on R&D projects that were won
through competitive bidding. As times changed, however, senior management saw
that the potential for megaprofits now lay in production. Unfortunately, to acquire the
resources needed for physical production, the organization diluted some of its technical
resources. The firm learned a hard lesson that the management of human resources is
not the same as the management of nonhuman resources. The firm also had to reformu-
late its project management methodology to account for manufacturing operations.



Organizational Resources

Organizational resources are the glue that holds all the other resources together.
Organizational resources include the organizational structure, the project office, the for-
mal (and sometimes informal) reporting structure, the planning system, the scheduling
system, the control system, and the supporting policies and procedures. Decentralization
can create havoc in large firms where each SBU, functional unit, and operating division
can have its own policies, procedures, rules, and guidelines. Multiple project manage-
ment methodologies can cause serious problems if resources are shared between SBUs.

Financial Resources

Financial resources are the firm’s borrowing capability, credit lines, credit rating, abil-
ity to generate cash, and relationship with investment bankers. Companies with qual-
ity credit ratings can borrow money at a lower rate than companies with non-quality
ratings. Companies must maintain a proper balance between equity and credit mar-
kets when raising funds. A firm with strong, continuous cash flow may be able to fund
growth projects out of cash flow rather than through borrowing. This is the usual finan-
cial-growth strategy for a small firm.

® Intangible Resources

Human, physical, organizational, and financial resources are regarded as tangible
resources. There are also intangible resources that include the organizational cul-
ture, reputation, brand name, patents, trademarks, know-how, and relationships with
customers and suppliers. Intangible resources do not have the visibility that tangible
resources possess, but they can lead to a sustained competitive advantage. When com-
panies develop a brand name, it is nurtured through advertising and marketing and is
often accompanied by a slogan. Project management methodologies can include para-
graphs on how to protect the corporate image or brand name.

m Social Responsibility

Social responsibility is also an intangible asset, although some consider it both intangi-
ble and tangible. Social responsibility is the public’s expectation that a firm will make
decisions that are in the best interest of the public as a whole. Social responsibility can
include a broad range of topics from environmental protection to consumer safeguards
to consumer honesty and employing the disadvantaged. An image of social responsibil-
ity can convert a potential disaster into an advantage.

» Why Does Strategic Planning for Project Management
Sometimes Fail?

We developed a strong case earlier for the benefits of strategic planning for project
management. Knowledge about this process is growing, and new information is being
disseminated rapidly. Why, then, does this process often fail? Following are some of
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the problems that can occur during the strategic planning process. Each of these pitfalls

must be considered carefully if the process is to be effective.

Lack of CEO endorsement: Any type of strategic planning process must originate
with senior management. They must start the process and signal their own aspira-
tions. A failure by senior management to endorse strategic planning may signal line
management that the process is unreal.

Failure to reexamine: Strategic planning for project management is not a one-
shot process. It is a dynamic, continuous process of reexamination, feedback, and
updating.

Being blinded by success: Simply because a few projects are completed successfully
does not mean the methodology is correct, nor does it imply that improvements are
not possible. A belief that “you can do no wrong” usually leads to failure.

Over-responsiveness to information: Too many changes in too short a time frame
may leave employees with the impression that the methodology is flawed or that its
use may not be worth the effort. The issue to be decided here is whether changes
should be made continuously or at structured time frames.

Failure to educate: People cannot implement successfully and repetitively a meth-
odology they do not understand. Training and education on the use of the methodol-
ogy is essential.

Failure of organizational acceptance: Company-wide acceptance of the methodol-
ogy is essential. This may take time to achieve in large organizations. Strong, visible
executive support may be essential for rapid acceptance.

Failure to keep the methodology simple: Simple methodologies based on guidelines are
ideal. Unfortunately, as more and more improvements are made, there is a tendency to
go from informality using guidelines to formality using policies and procedures.

Blaming failures on the methodology: Project failures are not always the result of
poor methodology; the problem may be poor implementation. Unrealistic objectives
and poorly defined executive expectations are two common causes of poor imple-
mentation. Good methodologies do not guarantee success, but they do imply that the
project will be managed correctly.

Failure to prioritize: Serious differences can exist in the importance that different
functional areas, such as marketing and manufacturing, assign to strategic project
objectives. Figure 1.6 shows three projects and how they are viewed differently by
marketing and manufacturing. A common, across-company prioritization system
may be necessary.

Rapid acquisitions: Sometimes an organization will purchase another company as
part of its long-term strategy for vertical integration. Backward integration occurs
when a firm acquires suppliers of components or raw materials to reduce its depen-
dency on outside sources. Forward integration occurs when an organization pur-
chases the forward channels of distribution for its products. In either case, the
company’s projects will now require more work, and this must be accounted for in
the methodology. Changes may occur quickly.
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Figure 1.6 Differences in strategic importance.

Only by watching out for these potential problems can a firm hope to avoid them
(or at least to minimize their negative effects). This is the path to success in strategic
planning for project management.

» Concluding Remarks

Strategic planning for project management, combined with good project processes, can
compress time, cost, and quality initiatives. However, there are still critical decisions that
must be made. Marketing must decide what products to offer and which markets to serve.
The information systems people must assist in the design, development, and/or selection
of support systems. And senior management must provide sufficient, qualified resources.

Strategic planning for excellence in project management needs to consider all aspects
of the company: from the working relationships among employees and managers and
between staff and management, to the roles of the various players (especially the role
of executive project sponsors), to the company’s corporate structure and culture. Other
aspects of project management must also be planned. Strategic planning is vital for every
company’s health. Effective strategic planning can mean the difference between long-
term success and failure. Even career planning for individual project managers ultimately
plays a part in a company’s excellence, or its mediocrity, in project management.
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</ CHAPTER TWO p

The Need to Plan for Project
Management Maturity

» Introduction

In today’s business world, project management has become the primary vehicle for
achieving strategic objectives, realizing business benefits, and creating business value.
Project management is treated in many firms as one of the four or five strategic com-
petencies, necessary for the long-term survival of the firm, rather than as just another
career-path position. Therefore, it is expected that companies will look for project
management maturity models to help them become better at using project manage-
ment delivery systems. Unfortunately, this is not as easy as it appears. More than 30
project management maturity models (PMMMs) are in the marketplace. There is some
commonality among several of the models, but there are also significant differences.
Selecting the right PMMM for your industry and type of business requires careful
consideration.

Companies can grow in project management practices by capturing lessons learned
and best practices. Most companies use internally generated lessons learned and best
practices to improve on the processes, forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists that
make up the project management methodology. PMMMs can achieve the same effect
and identify windows of improvement opportunities at a faster rate. PMMMs can also
be used to measure improvements in both tangible and intangible assets.

» The Need fora PMMM

The purpose of the PMMM is to assess the execution of the delivery system, seek out
areas for improvement, establish a continuous improvement baseline, and then reas-
sess performance periodically to see if continuous improvements were implemented.
The results of the PMMM study could indicate changes that need to be made to proj-
ect management processes as well as changes needed in the company’s infrastructure.
The results could indicate that more rather than less governance is needed. Since the
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strategic goals and objectives, as well as the delivery system, may be unique for each
company, the PMMMs may need to have the capability for customization.

It is unrealistic to believe that PMMM assessments need to be conducted just once
and that changes will take place in giant steps and occur quickly. Periodic reassess-
ments of maturity allow you to determine that continuous improvements are taking
place and whether gaps discovered in previous assessments have been closed. It is best
that the changes take place in small steps rather than risking major disruptions to ongo-
ing business or finding significant resistance when people are rapidly removed from
their comfort zones.

Assessments and accompanied continuous improvement activities can provide the
company with a competitive advantage. However, unless assessments are made period-
ically, it is unlikely that the competitive advantage will be sustained over the long term.

Assessments should be made with participation from all levels of management.
Some models mistakenly focus entirely on executive management assessments. Lower
and middle levels of management provide the staffing for projects and have issues that
need to be considered. Although some people believe the project manager is solely
responsible for the success or failure of a project, true success and failure should
be shared between the project team as well as the functional managers who staffed
the projects and committed to deliverables and meeting constraints. The results of the
assessments can therefore be recommended changes that need to be made at all levels
of management.

The purpose of conducting PMMM assessments is not only to improve the proj-
ect delivery system but also to improve the deliverables and outcomes of the system.
Assessments therefore mandate the use of performance metrics that can measure
improvements in both tangible and intangible values. Most people believe that PMMM
measurements focus exclusively on the standardization of the processes. However, tan-
gible and intangible business value metrics must also be established that can be related
to business performance or project execution (i.e., process) performance. Typical busi-
ness performance maturity metrics might include:

m Customer satisfaction

= Customer acceptance

= Met quality guidelines

m Product performance level
m Launched on time

m Speed to market

= Met revenue goals

= Met unit sales goals

m Revenue growth

® Attain margin goals

m Attain profitability goals

m Internal rate of return (IRR) / return on investment (ROI)



m Development cost
m Breakeven time
= Met market share goals

m Percent of sales by new products

All of these bullets are related to strategic business objectives. Therefore, the
PMMM must contain metrics that measure the ability of projects to be aligned either
directly or indirectly with strategic business objectives.

Intangible value improvements may be better communications, better cooperation,
more trust given to the teams, improved teamwork, and more involved corporate gov-
ernance. Intangible values may be difficult to measure, but they are not immeasurable.

» Other Purposes for the PMMM

The PMMM serves other purposes than just seeking out project management maturity.
Since programs are composed of several projects, the PMMM can also be used to look
for continuous improvement efforts related to program management. Another option is
portfolio management. A typical portfolio contains several projects. Project manage-
ment maturity can convert a portfolio of projects into strategic business outcomes that
meet strategic business objectives. Customization of the assessments may be necessary.

The PMMM described in this book is heavily oriented toward the behavioral factors
that influence project management maturity. As such, the assessment questions can be
customized to link organizational behavior in project management to traditional and
nontraditional leadership models.

Leadership theories and models have been developed to study the actions and
behaviors of successful leaders. In a project management environment, leadership does
not rest with one person but rests on the behaviors of the project team and project gov-
ernance groups. The focus is on how the project team accomplishes its goal rather than
who has been formally assigned a leadership role.

John Adair' noted the following eight key functions for which team leaders are
responsible. (Examples are given in brackets.) These key functions can be looked at
with the assessment questions:

1. Defining the task (by setting clear objectives)

2. Planning (by looking at alternative ways to achieve the task and having contin-
gency plans in case of problems)

3. Briefing the team (by creating the right team climate, fostering synergy, and mak-
ing the most of each person’s capabilities through knowing them well)

4. Controlling what happens (by being efficient in terms of getting maximum
results from minimum resources)

! John Adair, Action-Centered Leadership (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), www.johnadair.co.uk/profiles.
html.
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5. Evaluating results (by assessing consequences and identifying how to improve
performance)

6. Motivating individuals (by using both external motivators such as rewards and
incentives as well as eliciting internal motivators on the part of each team player)

7. Organizing people (by organizing yourself and others using effective time-
management practices, personal development, and delegation)

8. Setting an example (by recognizing that people observe their leaders and copy
what they do).

» Defining Project Management Maturity

There is no universally accepted definition for project management maturity. This
holds true whether the organization is project-driven or non-project-driven. As such, no
single PMMM satisfies the needs of all companies.

In most companies, executive management establishes the strategic goals and objec-
tives for the firm. These strategic goals and objectives help provide guidance in defining
maturity in business terms such as competitiveness, growth in market share, and profit-
ability. Project management is the delivery system for achieving the goals and objec-
tives and is therefore treated as a subset of strategic planning activities. Unfortunately,
many organizations do not recognize the importance of continuous improvements in
project management and redefining maturity until they either have difficulty achieving
their strategic goals and objectives or discover that performance reporting is not giving
them accurate or timely information concerning completion dates and costs.

Every company has its own definition of maturity. Some definitions that are more
closely aligned with business needs may include these:

m Compliance with project success criteria
m Completing work within the competing constraints
m Meeting strategic business goals and objectives

m Aligning project, program, and portfolio performance to strategic business
objectives

m Effectively managing beneficial changes as part of continuous improvement efforts
®m Maintaining or improving customer and stakeholder satisfaction

m Improving efficiency and effectiveness in execution

® Improving the organization’s governance structure

m Improving how the firm competes in the marketplace

Project management maturity can be defined in generic terms:

Project management maturity is the ongoing process of periodically identifying,
measuring, implementing, and reassessing continuous improvement opportunities in
the project delivery system and supporting infrastructure such that the organization
can improve its ability to meet its strategic goals and objectives.



If we dissect the definition and look at some of the words closely, we find the

following:

“ongoing process”: Project management maturity is not a single point in time. It is
a continuous improvement process where there are always opportunities for doing
things better. The purpose of the assessment is to identify these opportunities.

“reassessing”: It is necessary to perform reassessments periodically because, once
again, maturity is an ongoing process. The time between reassessments is based on
the cost of doing the assessments, along with the time needed between assessments
to implement the continuous improvement opportunities.

“project delivery system and supporting infrastructure”: Although maturity can be
sought out in all aspects of the way the firm conducts its business, the focus of the
PMMM is to look mainly at the project delivery system and the necessary gover-
nance requirements that flow through the firm’s infrastructure.

“meet its strategic goals and objectives”: If a company wants to stay in business,
it must continuously meet or improve on its strategic goals and objectives. Periodic
maturity assessment models can make this happen by identifying organizational
strengths and weaknesses, areas for improvement, and ways to correct things that
are not being done well; and benchmarking against industry competitors and world-
class companies.

PMMMs are assessments against predefined or preselected targets. The targets

might be the latest version of the PMBOK® Guide, industry standards, or industry or
world-class benchmarking studies. Measurements can also be made against a compa-
ny’s definition of maturity.

Whatever the measurement target is, the expectations of meeting 100 percent of the

target may be unrealistic. For example, some project managers may not need to know
the types of contracts or contract management practices because those do not relate
to their job now or in the future. Assessing them on this material may create a false
impression of the maturity level of the organization.

» Advantages of Using a PMMM

Using PMMMs provides several advantages. They include the following:

Identifies the organization’s strengths and weaknesses
Provides benchmarking information

Identifies opportunities for continuous improvements
Compares results against project management standards
Compares results against industry standards

Compares results against world-class standards

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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m Recognition that project management is a strategic rather than a tactical asset

m Allows a company to focus on competitive advantage opportunities rather than just
improvements in time, cost, scope, and customer service

= Allows a company to improve its performance indicators

= Allows a company to identify metrics that will measure both tangible and intangible
asset growth

m May raise awareness of how improvements in project management can benefit the

organization

Some people argue that the intent behind using PMMMs is to encourage organiza-
tions to manage their projects better. While this is true, it also forces organizations to
look at how they manage their programs and portfolios and provide governance and
overall business practices. Therefore, there may be no one correct road map for how
continuous improvement activities should take place, because the benefits apply to pro-
grams and portfolios as well as the project delivery system.

» Disadvantages of Using a PMMM

Not all PMMMs satisfy all the needs of a company. Some of the common disadvan-
tages among the models may include these:
m Too much focus on process maturity

m Inability to focus on human resource issues such as management competencies,
worker skill levels, capacity planning, and organizational development factors

m Too much focus on improvements in tangible assets, and little or no consideration of
intangible assets

m Lack of flexibility, and inability to be customized to a given company’s needs

= Inability to determine the impact that technology has on performance measurements
and reporting as well as continuous improvement efforts

m A belief that the PMMM will clearly identify cause-and-effect relationships for con-
tinuous improvements

m A heavy focus on problem identification, and a weak focus on problem solving

m Assessments targeted for the wrong people in the company, especially those that
cannot improve the project management delivery system

m A belief that the PMMM assessment needs to be performed only once

m The cost of using the PMMM, which may prevent companies from performing peri-
odic reassessments

m Models that are highly complex
m Using a PMMM that is applicable only to project-driven organizations
m Lack of ability to benchmark against other companies and industries

m Levels of project management maturity that do not overlap



m Too many levels of maturity

= No support for program and portfolio management

m Too difficult to understand

m Too much focus on the author’s definition of maturity

m Too much focus on a limited number of business objectives, such as ROI only

» Selectinga PMMM

With more than 30 PMMMs in the marketplace, it may be difficult for a company to
select the right fit for the firm. The advantages and disadvantages can vary with the use
of each PMMM. Some characteristics that are often used in differentiating between
PMMMs include these:

m The number of maturity levels

m Whether it is based on a definition of maturity

m The standards against which it was designed

m The option to benchmark results against other users of this model

m The model’s relationship to strategic planning activities

m [ts applicability to projects, programs, and portfolio management practices
m Ability to identify the organization’s strengths and weaknesses

m Ease with which the assessments can be made frequently

m Cost of performing the assessments

m Easy of understanding

m Ability to be customized

» Changing the Strategic Direction

In general, it isn’t until the project management delivery system becomes critical
because of deficient performance that organizations recognize the need for assess-
ments. The results of an assessment may bring to light that the company is not doing
things correctly and that changes are needed to improve competitiveness. As such,
there must be an executive-level commitment to use the PMMM and take actions if
needed.

The need for the assessment may be internally driven for improvements in efficiency
and effectiveness, or customer driven. When customers are more mature than con-
tractors, there is a risk that the customer will dictate to the contractor how the project
should be managed. Also, as part of competitive bidding, customers may seek out the
contractor that appears the most mature in project management and project delivery.
When customers are pleased with a contractor’s level of maturity in project manage-
ment, they may treat the contractor as a strategic supplier and award the contractor
with sole-source contracts.
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» Maturity and Core Competencies

Reaching some level of maturity may appear on the surface to be a success. However,
implementing any changes needed may enhance or destroy existing competencies that a
firm uses to implement its day-to-day operations and execute its strategy. Simply stated,
beware what you wish: some improvements can cause organizational disruption or even
failure if employees are removed from their comfort zones and resist the changes.

Some changes resulting from assessments may be simple, such as changes to forms,
guidelines, templates, and checklists. However, other changes may require that peo-
ple be removed from their comfort zones and change management or transformational
project management activities may be necessary.

There can be costs associated with seeking maturity and continuous improvement
activities if organizational change management is needed. Typical costs may be:

m Hiring and training new recruits

m Changing the roles of existing personnel and providing training
m Relocating existing personnel

m Providing new or additional management support

m Updating computer systems

m Purchasing new software

m Creating new policies and procedures

m Renegotiating union contracts

m Developing new relationships with suppliers, distributers, partners, and joint ventures

» Maturity and Assessment Timing

The definition of maturity is usually made up of multiple measures, and each measure
may have to be made at a different time along the entire PMMM initial measurement and
reassessment period. With any maturity model based on levels of maturity, there is always
the question of how long it will take to complete a given level of maturity. The answer is
dependent on how long it takes to acquire the necessary knowledge for that level.

As shown in Figure 2.1, actual learning takes place in three areas: on-the-job experi-
ence, education, and knowledge transfer. On-the-job experience and knowledge trans-
fer can take a great deal of time. Education is the fastest way to acquire the necessary
knowledge, provided the right educational programs are selected.

Ideal project management knowledge would be obtained by allowing each employee
to be educated on the results of the company’s lessons-learned studies, including risk
management, benchmarking, and continuous improvement efforts. This assumes that
a project management office (PMO) is in place with responsibility for benchmarking,
capturing lessons learned, and continuous improvement efforts (i.e., Levels 4 and 5 of
the PMMM, as explained in Chapter 4). Unfortunately, for many companies, this is
rarely achieved, and ideal learning is hardly ever reached.
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Some companies establish maturity success criteria that indicate established milestones
when certain levels of maturity are expected. Success criteria should be used because there
is a significant difference between short-term and long-term success. As an example, a com-
pany develops a new product and quickly introduces it into the marketplace. Profitability in
the short term may be difficult to assess because the company must first recover its product-
development and market-introduction costs. In another example, a company incurs debt and
constructs an attraction or a theme park. Short-term success may be the ability to service the
debt, whereas long-term success may be paying off or reducing the debt load.

While customer acceptance may be measurable quickly, financial success criteria
require long-term measurements. Many companies tend to focus on short-term profits
at the expense of long-term growth. Most studies do not distinguish between short-
term and long-term innovation project success.

» The Importance of Intangible Maturity Metrics

Companies can progress toward maturity by measuring both the tangible and intan-
gible value that is being created. Metrics are measurements that are needed to validate
that progress is being made. It is difficult, if not impossible, to manage what you do
not measure. Mismeasurement is a root cause of mismanagement, especially when you
measure just to collect data rather than measuring those items that make a difference.
Simply stated, you must measure what matters. Without good metrics, it is difficult to
determine if you are heading in the right direction, and you may be unsure as to what
you can and cannot do to reach higher levels of maturity.

Perhaps the greatest change in project management as companies mature is the need
for more complex metrics. For more than five decades, organizations have focused heav-
ily on earned value measurement techniques stressing only the measurements of time,
cost, and scope, because they were well understood and the easiest metrics to measure.
Historically, when managing a project, things tended to move slowly, and companies
adopted an attitude of “let’s just wait and see what happens.” Today, organizations must
react more quickly than in the past, and these three metrics alone are insufficient.
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Today, measurement techniques have advanced to the point that we believe we can
measure anything. Projects now have both financial and nonfinancial metrics, and
many of the nonfinancial metrics are regarded as intangible metrics. For decades, we
shied away from intangibles. As stated by Nick Bontis,” “The intangible value embed-
ded in companies has been considered by many, defined by some, understood by few,
and formally valued by practically no one.” Today, we can measure intangible factors
as well as tangible factors that impact performance.

An intangible asset is nonmonetary and without physical substance. Intangible
assets can be the drivers of innovation. In an excellent article, Ng et al. discuss various
key intangible performance indicators (KIPIs) and how they can impact project perfor-
mance measurements. The authors state,

[T]here are many diverse intangible performance drivers which impact organizational
[and maturity] success such as leadership, management capabilities, credibility, inno-
vation management, technology and research and development, intellectual property
rights, workforce innovation, employee satisfaction, employee involvement and rela-
tions, customer service satisfaction, customer loyalty and alliance, market opportuni-
ties and network, communication, reputation and trust, brand values, identity, image,
and commitment, HR practices, training and education, employee talent and caliber,
organizational learning, renewal capability, culture and values, health and safety,
quality of working conditions, society benefits, social and environmental, intangible
assets and intellectual capital, knowledge management, strategy and strategic plan-
ning and corporate governance.’

Today, there are measurement techniques for these. In dynamic organizations, both
key performance indicator (KPIs) and KIPIs are used to validate performance.
There is resistance to measuring intangibles:

m Companies argue that intangibles do not impact the bottom line.
s Companies are fearful of what the results will show.

m Companies argue that they lack the capability to measure intangibles.

Intangible elements are now considered by some to be more important than tangible
elements. This is happening with IT projects where executives are giving significantly
more attention to intangible values. The value of intangibles can have a greater impact
on long-term considerations than short-term factors. Management support for the value
measurements of intangibles can also prevent short-term financial considerations from
dominating decision-making. Intangibles are long-term measurements, and most com-
panies seem to still focus on the short-term results.

2 Nick Bontis, “Linking Human Capital Investment with Organizational Performance.” Drake Business
Review 1(2) (2002): 9.

S H. S. Ng, D. M. H. Kee, and M. Brannan, “The Role of Key Intangible Performance Indicators for
Organisational Success.” In Proceedings of the 8th International Conference on Intellectual Capital,
Knowledge, Management & Organizational Learning (The Institute for Knowledge and Innovation
Southeast Asia [IKI-SEA] of Bangkok University, 27-28 October 2011), vol. 2, pp. 779-787. Reading,
UK: Academic Publishing Ltd., 2011.
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Customizing the PMMM

» The Need for PMMM Customization

When companies make the decision to use a PMMM, three important assumptions are
usually made:

1. Continuous improvement opportunities will be easy to identify.
2. The opportunities will be easy to implement.

3. Everyone will agree to and use the changes.

Although these assumptions seem reasonable, they are often difficult to achieve if
the organization’s project management approach is not aligned to the standards against
which the model was created, or if the organization is primarily in a governance role
for the coordination of several outsourced projects where each project is managed by
a separate contractor that may have its own approach to managing projects. This situa-
tion holds true for many federal and state government agencies.

There are many situations in which customization would be beneficial. This
should not imply that standard models have limited value. Standard models may be
used if many of the assessment questions are aligned to the way the firm manages
projects.

» Understanding Customization

PMMMs should assess the organization on the tools, techniques, processes, gover-
nance requirements, and desired human behavior that the organization deems realistic
according to the organization’s definition of maturity. The definition of maturity can
and will change based on continuous improvements made and information obtained
from benchmarking studies. Therefore, it may be best to use a PMMM that allows for
both customization and updating of assessment instruments, even if initially the firm
does not believe that customization is necessary.

The starting point in customization of the assessment instruments is senior man-
agement’s vision about how they would like to run the company. The customization

UNDERSTANDING CUSTOMIZATION
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should also include the competencies that project personnel are expected to possess as
part of the vision. These competencies are best established by a project management
office (PMO) with guidance from any project management standards that exist. The
PMO will have, in addition to possibly other assignments, responsibility for compli-
ance with the firm’s project management approach.

Although the light at the end of the tunnel is long-term efficiency and effective-
ness in execution of activities, the customization should be made based on short-term
expectations so that progress can be measured during reasonable assessment intervals.
If the expectations are long term, and people must remove themselves from their com-
fort zones rapidly for change to occur, there could be significant resistance to the use
of PMMM:s. The interval between assessments should allow for deficiencies to be dis-
covered and corrected using continuous improvement efforts and change-management
practices, if necessary.

If the assessments are being made quarterly, then updating the assessment ques-
tions yearly may be the best approach. This will give the firm time to measure
whether changes are taking place as well as the rate at which continuous improve-
ments are being made. This also allows for obtaining organizational buy-in in small
steps.

There are also valid reasons for using a standard assessment instrument without
any customization. The primary benefit is that some companies that have developed
a standard PMMM may allow you to benchmark your findings against other compa-
nies in their database that are in the same industry, are the same size, or have other
similarities.

There are also disadvantages to each approach. Some people argue that with a
customized PMMM, it may be impossible to benchmark against other companies.
However, this is not always true. Even with a customized PMMM, you can benchmark
against similar assessment results in a database. It is very difficult for a company to
state how mature it is without some form of benchmarking, regardless of whether you
benchmark all the results in the assessments or just part of them.

Simply stating that your company is mature may imply that there is no further room
for improvement. Benchmarking at least part of a customized PMMM allows for iden-
tification of areas of improvement.

The cost of frequent customization becomes an issue. Therefore, companies that
prefer a PMMM that allows for customization should select a model that is easy to use
and has low assessment costs. Standardized assessments have the risk of including top-
ics that are not applicable to your company and therefore may provide you with a false
impression as to your firm’s true maturity level.

> Issues with Public-Sector Project Management Maturity
It is not uncommon for both federal and state government agencies to outsource 90

percent or more of their projects for completion to private-sector firms but within the
public-sector overview. To make matters worse, many of the contracts are awarded to



the lowest bidder regardless of the bidder’s project management expertise. Government
agencies must maintain a project management system that can be used to manage their
own internal projects and, at the same time, coordinate the project management efforts
of a multitude of contractors that have their own forms of project management. In
addition to having a great deal of ambiguity and uncertainty in the public sector, more
so than in the private sector, political pressure and stakeholder management issues can
create a negative effect on project management practices.

There are significant differences between project management in the public and
private sectors. Although some of the issues can occur in both the public and private
sectors, the impact on the public sector can be more severe. Some of the differences
specifically related to the public sector when compared to the private sector include the
following:

m There are significantly more stakeholders in the public sector.

m Political stakeholders have a great deal of instability and can change assignment
because of elections, thus leading to changes in project objectives and financial
expectations.

m Getting all the stakeholders to agree on goals and objectives may be difficult.

m Stakeholders may have limited knowledge about how project management should
work.

m If a project is in trouble, government stakeholders may leave the project stranded
and bail out to protect their political ambitions.

m It is a frequent practice to hide the root cause of a failure to protect the career path
of the workers.

= Objectives are often established based on political agendas that are hidden.

m Political adversaries with their own hidden agendas may demand to be treated as
active stakeholders.

m There is extensive coverage by the news media.
m Project managers may need support from agencies that are not part of the project team.

m There is fierce competition for limited resources due to political intervention, and
recruitment practices are often more complex and time-consuming.

m During election years, politicians may arbitrarily reassign resources to their “pet
projects” to increase their chances of reelection.

m There may be a lack of continuity and understanding of project management
throughout the agency.

m Private-sector project managers may not be able to remove public-sector team mem-
bers who are underperforming.

m Public-sector team members may see the assignment to the project as a secondary
job that may not have an impact on their performance reviews.

m There may not be formal job descriptions or career paths established for project
managers.
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Regardless of how the private-sector project manager desires to manage the project,
public-sector team members may have to follow inflexible government policies and
rules that often create more work.

The success of public-sector projects may not be measured until well into the future.

The definition of success is significantly more complex, and there may be an abun-
dance of constraints.

Most projects in the public sector do not have well-defined success or failure
criteria.

Government agencies generally function in a hierarchical environment and without
any type of cooperative culture.

New risks and uncertainties occur more quickly than in the private sector.

Risk management practices may be avoided for fear of exposing risks that could
lead Congress to cancel the project, in which case project personnel would have
blemishes on their record.

There may be a lack of buy-in for the business case, and people in senior positions
may be unwilling to pull the plug for fear it will impact their career.

Since politicians in the public sector do not like to hear unwelcome news, the num-
ber of metrics used to measure project performance is minimized.

Although most budgets are tighter than in the private sector, the funding for cost
overruns is paid for by future generations.

Public-sector project managers and team members must follow the chain of com-
mand for information they need and for decision-making support.

Public sector project managers have less flexibility for tradeoffs and are forced to
work within the existing constraints and goals.

Cross-boundary communication and cooperation can be difficult, thus making the
implementation of matrix management difficult.

The public sector tends to move slowly when the outcome of a project mandates
change management.

There are many reasons public-sector projects fail, and quite a few are the result of

the previous bullets. They include:

Inability to identify the key stakeholders

Optimistic schedules with no contingency plans for late deliverables
Insufficient or unqualified resources

Not enough time devoted to up-front project planning

Constantly changing priorities due to political agendas

Inability to get an agreed-on prioritization of activities

Poor risk management practices for fear of exposing the seriousness of risks
No revalidation of assumptions and constraints

Lack of repeatable project management processes



m Inexperienced project managers

m Failing to benefit from, or capture, lessons learned and best practices from projects

All government agencies, even the smallest municipalities, need some form of
project management. Progress is being made regardless of the obstacles. Some gov-
ernment agencies have established life cycles for externally as well as internally man-
aged government projects, but there is still a heavy reliance on contractors for project
management expertise. In some government agencies, project management is now a
career-path position rather than a part-time assignment. There is still difficulty in some
organizations defining the skills needed to be a project manager in the government so
that it could become a career-path position. Skills needed include some capabilities in
management, human resources, organization, and dealing with political factors.

At the end of each project, government agencies have traditionally focused heavily
on the deliverables of the project with very little interest in identifying the best prac-
tices and lessons learned that were discovered by the contractors using government-
funded projects. Today, some government agencies have established PMOs to capture
these best practices, and some of the government’s requests for proposals state that
all best practices and lessons learned must be shared with the sponsoring government
agency at project completion. The use of PMOs in the government in becoming com-
mon. The PMOs are responsible for improving project management capabilities and
monitoring compliance.

As government agencies try to manage more projects internally, there is an increas-
ing need to build up public trust in the government. Effective project management
practices can make this happen. Therefore, use of PMMMs in government agencies
should take place regularly. But given the differences mentioned previously between
the public and private sectors, customization of PMMM assessment instruments should
be considered to address the differences and causes of failure. Traditional PMMMs can
be used, and benchmarking is an option, but there is still uncertainly as to whether
issues related to maturity can be assessed without some customization.

» Olympic Games Project Management Maturity

For a little more than two weeks every other year, we watch the heroics of some of
the greatest athletes in the world as they compete at the Summer and Winter Olympic
Games. Over 13,000 athletes from more than 200 countries compete in more than 30
different sports and nearly 400 events. Many of the athletes have prepared for years for
an event that is measured in seconds or minutes. In some cases, the Olympics and its
media exposure provide unknown athletes with the chance to attain national and some-
times international fame.

But while the Olympic Games appear to last slightly over two weeks, many people
do not realize the complexities of preparing for such events or the activities that follow
after the Games have ended. This is where project management plays a key role. The
preparation time for the Games can be more than a decade prior to the opening cer-
emonies, and business-related activities that are part of the Olympic Games can go on
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for years after the Games have ended. There can be hundreds of contractors involved
in preparation for the Games, and each one may have its own approach to project
management.

Most of the projects, based on which city hosts the Games, are likely infrastructure
projects organized by the host city’s government in coordination with the National and
International Olympic Committees. Typical infrastructure projects are:

= Sports facilities

m Housing for athletes, officials, and tourists

m Communications systems and IT

m Facilities for the media and the press

m Railways, stations, bridges, tunnels, interchanges, roads, and airports
m Power stations

m Traffic and crowd management

m Security

The city hosting the Games may have a standard project management approach
that it has developed and that is used by local contractors. The approach may be
for all projects including infrastructure projects, not necessarily those just for the
Olympic Games. Many local contractors may accept the host city’s approach and the
accompanying continuous improvement efforts since they expect other contracts over
several years. But the Olympic Games may occur just once in a lifetime in this city,
and it is therefore unlikely that one-time contractors will modify their approach to
appease the host.

» Capturing Olympic Games Lessons Learned

The Olympic Games tend to cost the host city billions of dollars more than anticipated.
As the funding required to support the Games grows, so does the need to capture best
practices and lessons learned from previous Olympic Games. Repeating mistakes can
be costly.

Perhaps the most important lesson learned from the Montreal Olympics in 1976,
Athens in 2004, Salt Lake City in 2010, and London in 2012 was the need for a col-
laborative working environment. Open, meaningful communication is essential. This
requires a willingness to hear both good and unwelcome news.

When politicians create a culture in which they refuse to hear unwelcome news,
the result is a breakdown in communications between politicians and various Olympic
stakeholder groups. This often leads to a slowdown on projects because problem res-
olutions are beyond the project manager’s level of authority. Action items can then
remain in the system forever without receiving proper attention.

Adding to that, an important lesson learned from Athens was the necessity for open
and honest communication among stakeholders, including government stakeholders.
For the 2010 Olympics in Salt Lake City, governance offices were created, including



the use of project charters. Authority and decision-making responsibilities were decen-
tralized to various teams in order for rapid decision-making to take place to keep the
program moving. Information transmitted between the public and private sectors must
be in a language that is easy for everyone to understand so they can therefore make
informed decisions based on evidence rather than guesses. This accelerates the han-
dling of action items.

Several other project management—related lessons were learned from past Olympics.
They include the following:

m There must be transparency about all assumptions made and how the costs in the bid
were derived.

m Critical issues, including unwelcome news, should be brought to the surface for res-
olution rather than being buried.

m There are limited opportunities for tradeoffs other than an escalation of costs.

m Given that economic conditions can change over the life cycle of the Olympics, con-
tinuous revalidation of assumptions is necessary.

m Because of the length of the life cycle, risk-management activities should focus on
mitigating future damages.

m The sharing of information is critical.

m There must be a clear understanding of each party’s role, responsibility, and
decision-making authority. This include governance personnel.

m Stakeholders and governance personnel must understand project management and
how their actions and decisions can impact the performance of the projects.

m Project managers must know how to deal with fraudulent activities, collusion, kick-
backs, embezzlement, and influence peddling. The project manager may not be able
to control these without support from above.

Best practices and lessons learned are now being captured for Olympic events.
Rather than call it a best practices library (as is common in industry), it is referred to as
the Learning Legacy. After the London Olympics, seminars were taught about lessons
learned. These seminars are expected to continue after each Olympics. Hopefully cit-
ies that plan to host the Games in the future will include these lessons learned in their
project management delivery systems. These best practices and lessons learned can be
used to customize a host city’s assessments of project management maturity, perhaps
during the bidding stage. This could then allow ample time for changes to be made and
possibly minimize damage from cost overruns.
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An Introduction to the
Project Management
Maturity Model (PMMM)

» Introduction

All companies desire to achieve maturity and excellence in project management.
Unfortunately, not all companies recognize that the time frame can be shortened by
performing strategic planning for project management. The simple use of project man-
agement, even for an extended amount of time, does not necessarily lead to excellence.
Instead, it can result in repetitive mistakes and, what’s worse, learning from your own
mistakes rather than from the mistakes of others.

Strategic planning for project management is unlike other forms of strategic plan-
ning in that it is most often performed at the middle-management level, rather than by
executive management. Executive-level management is still involved, mostly in a sup-
porting role, and provides strategic information and funding together with employee
release time for the effort. Executive involvement will be necessary to make sure that
whatever is recommended by middle management will not result in unwanted changes
to the corporate culture.

Today, because project management is seen as a strategic competency, executives
are involved in project management maturity. Executives are expected to be champi-
ons and active participants in the project management process, and to drive the devel-
opment and implementation process from the top down. In one automotive supplier,
middle management developed an outstanding project management methodology.
Senior management sponsored the implementation process to make sure that the entire
organization bought in to the methodology and used it. After implementation, exec-
utive sponsorship diminished. This resulted in a very weak continuous improvement
process because nobody was driving the change process from the top down. An execu-
tive champion was then reinstated, and continuous improvement flourished to the point
where this supplier now has one of the best project management methodologies within
the automotive industry.
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Organizations tend to perform strategic planning for new products and services by
laying out a well-thought-out plan and then executing the plan with the precision of
a surgeon. Unfortunately, strategic planning for project management, if performed at
all, is done on a trial-by-fire basis. However, there are models that can be used to assist
corporations in performing strategic planning for project management and achieving
maturity and excellence in a reasonable amount of time.

» The Foundation for Excellence

The foundation for achieving excellence in project management can best be described
as the project management maturity model (PMMM), which comprises five levels, as
shown in Figure 4.1. Each of the five levels represents a different degree of maturity in
project management. Each level is discussed in detail in the remaining chapters. The
levels are as follows:

m Level 1—Common language: In this level, the organization recognizes the
importance of project management and the need for a good understanding of
the basic knowledge on project management and the accompanying language/
terminology. Not all companies agree on project management terminology. The
terminology used in A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge
(PMBOK® Guide) is not the only acceptable terminology. Many companies that
are quite successful in project management have their own terminology. Flexible
project management approaches such as with frameworks as used in agile and
Scrum have their own terminology.
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Figure 41 The five levels of project management maturity.

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.



m Level 2—Common processes: In this level, the organization recognizes that common
processes need to be defined and developed such that successes on one project can
be repeated on other projects. Also included in this level is the recognition of the
application and support of the project management principles to other methodolo-
gies employed by the company.

m Level 3—Singular methodology: In this level, the organization recognizes the syn-
ergistic effect of combining all corporate methodologies into a singular methodol-
ogy, the center of which is project management. The synergistic effects also make
process control easier with a single methodology than with multiple methodologies.
Companies that reach Level 3 for traditional project management maturity may then
desire to go to a flexible project management approach whereby each project man-
ager can customize the tools for a given client.

m Level 4—Benchmarking: This level contains the recognition that process improve-
ment is necessary to maintain a competitive advantage. Benchmarking must be per-
formed on a continuous basis. The company must decide whom to benchmark and
what to benchmark.

m Level 5—Continuous improvement: In this level, the organization evaluates the
information obtained through benchmarking and must then decide whether this
information will enhance the use of project management processes.

When we talk about levels of maturity (and even life-cycle phases), there exists a
common misbelief that all work must be accomplished sequentially (i.e., in series).
This is not necessarily true. Certain levels can and do overlap. The magnitude of
the overlap is based on the amount of risk the organization is willing to tolerate.
For example, a company can begin the development of project management check-
lists to support the methodology while it is still providing project management
training for the workforce. A company can create a center of excellence (COE) in
project management or a project management office (PMO) before benchmarking is
undertaken.

» Overlap of Levels

Although overlapping does occur, the order in which the phases are completed cannot
change. For example, even though Level 1 and Level 2 can overlap, Level 1 must still
be completed before Level 2 can be completed. Overlapping of several of the levels
can take place, as shown in Figure 4.2:

m Overlap of Level 1 and Level 2: This overlap will occur because the organization
can begin the development of project management processes either while refine-
ments are being made to the common language or during training.

m Overlap of Level 3 and Level 4: This overlap occurs because, while the organization

is developing a singular methodology, plans are being made as to the process for
improving the methodology.

41

OVERLAP OF LEVELS



AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PROJECT MANAGEMENT MATURITY MODEL (PMMM)

42

Continuous
improvement

Benchmarking
Singular
methodology

Common
processes
Common
language

Figure 4.2 Overlapping levels.

m QOverlap of Level 4 and Level 5: As the organization becomes more and more com-
mitted to benchmarking and continuous improvement, the speed at which the
organization wants changes to be made can cause these two levels to have signifi-
cant overlap. The feedback from Level 5 back to Level 4 and Level 3, as shown in
Figure 4.3, implies that these three levels form a continuous improvement cycle, and
it may even be possible for all three of these levels to overlap.

Continuous
improvement

Common
language
Figure 4.3 Feedback among the five levels of project management maturity.

Level 2 and Level 3 generally do not overlap. It may be possible to begin some of the
Level 3 work before Level 2 is completed, but this is highly unlikely. Once a company is
committed to a singular methodology, work on other methodologies generally terminates.



Also, if a company is truly astute in project management, it may be possible to
begin benchmarking efforts even as early as Level 1. This way the company may learn
from the mistakes of others rather than from its own mistakes. It is possible for Level 4
to overlap all of the first three levels.

For example, a company recognized that project management would certainly be
beneficial and began performing strategic planning for project management. Senior
management approved the creation of a project management office (i.e., a component
of Level 4 of the PMMM) to head up the strategic planning for project management
effort. The PMO began functioning while the company began activities in Level 1 of
the PMMM. In less than six months, the company was able to complete the first three
levels of the PMMM.

» Risks

Risks can be assigned to each level of the PMMM. For simplicity’s sake, the risks can
be labeled as low, medium, and high. The level of risk is most frequently associated
with the impact of having to change the corporate culture. Assigning risk is a subjec-
tive assessment of the way the corporate culture might react at a specific level of the
PMMM. The following definitions can be assigned to these three risks:

m Low risk: There will be virtually no impact on the corporate culture, or the corporate
culture is dynamic and readily accepts change.

m Medium risk: The organization recognizes that change is necessary but may be
unaware of the impact of the change. Instituting multiple-boss reporting would be
an example of a change carrying medium risk.

m High risk: High risks occur when the organization recognizes that the changes
resulting from the implementation of project management will cause a change in
the corporate culture. Examples include the creation of project management meth-
odologies, policies, and procedures, as well as decentralization of authority and
decision-making.

Level 3 has the highest risks and degree of difficulty for the organization. This
is shown in Figure 4.4. Once an organization is committed to Level 3, the time and
effort needed to achieve the higher levels of maturity have a low degree of difficulty.
Achieving Level 3, however, may require a major shift in the corporate culture.

Everyone in the organization, perhaps even on a global basis, must use the same
methodology for project management. This could easily lead to changes in work hab-
its, social groups, and comfort zones. Unfortunately, developing a singular methodol-
ogy, often referred to as an enterprise project management methodology, is not easy.
Most people argue that several methodologies may be needed, such as one for infor-
mation systems projects and another for new product development. Some companies
that claim they are using a singular enterprise project management methodology may
have the information systems methodology as a subset of the new product development
methodology.
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N Degree of
Level Description | di fgcul ty
1 Common language Medium
2 Common processes Medium
3 Singular methodology High
4 Benchmarking Low
5 Continuous improvement Low

Figure 4.4 Degree of difficulty associated with each level
of the PMMM.

Implementing an enterprise methodology multinationally creates additional prob-
lems. Each country can have its own laws, types of contracts, labor and employment
requirements, and standards. Language barriers are also an issue.

The following chapters have detailed descriptions of each of the five levels of the
PMMM. For each of the five levels of maturity, we discuss:

m The characteristics of the level
= What roadblocks exist that prevent companies from reaching the next level
® What must be done to reach the next level

m Potential risks

» Assessment Instruments

Also included in each of the next five chapters is an assessment instrument to help
you determine your organization’s degree of maturity at each level. No two companies
implement project management the same way. Since maturity will be different from
company to company, the questions in these assessments can be modified to satisty the
needs of individual companies. Simply stated, using the principles contained in each
chapter, you can customize the assessment instruments for each level. Not all compa-
nies follow the PMBOK® Guide. And those that do follow it, do not necessarily empha-
size all areas of the PMBOK® Guide.

The assessment instruments can be custom-designed to include company-specific
areas of maturity such as supply chain management, the PMO, and portfolio manage-
ment implementation. The assessment grading system can also be custom-designed
to identify ways to speed up the implementation process. For additional information
on customization, contact Lori Milhaven at the International Institute for Learning,
212-515-2121.
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Level 1: Common Language

» Introduction

Level 1 is the level in which the organization first recognizes the importance of proj-
ect management. The organization may have a cursory knowledge of project manage-
ment or simply no knowledge. There are certain characteristics of Level 1, as shown in
Figure 5.1:

m If the organization is using project management at all, the use is sporadic. Both
senior management and middle-level management may be providing meaningless
or lip-service support to the use of project management. Executive-level support is
nonexistent.

m There may exist small pockets of interest in project management, with most of the
interest existing in the project-driven areas of the firm.

m No attempt is made to recognize the benefits of project management. Managers are
worried more about their own empires, power, and authority, and appear threatened
by any new approach to management.

m Decision-making is based on what is in the best interest of the decision-maker,
rather than the firm as a whole.

m There exists no investment or support for project management training and educa-
tion, for fear that this new knowledge may alter the status quo.

In Level 1, project management is recognized, as in all companies, but not fully sup-
ported. There is resistance to change, and some companies never get beyond this level.

The starting point to overcome the characteristics of Level 1 is a sound, basic
knowledge of the principles of project management. Education is the name of the game
to complete Level 1. Educational programs on project management cover the princi-
ples of project management, advantages (and disadvantages) of project management
methodologies, and the basic language of project management.

Project management certification training courses are ideal to fulfill organizational
needs to reach Level 1 of the project management maturity model (PMMM). Project
management and total quality management (TQM) are alike in that both require
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Common language |

e Lip service to project management
e Virtually no executive-level support
® Small “pockets” of interest

e No attempt to recognize the benefits
of project management

o Self-interest comes before company’s best
interest

® No investment in project management
training and education

Figure 5.1 Characteristics of Level 1.

an all-employee training program that begins at the senior levels of management.
However, the magnitude of the training program and the material covered can vary,
based on the type of employees, the skills needed, and the size and nature of the proj-
ects within the organization. Executives may require only an overview course of three
to six hours, whereas employees who are more actively involved in the day-to-day
activities of projects may require week-long training programs.

» Roadblocks

Training programs alone cannot overcome the fears and apprehensions that exist in the
management ranks concerning the implementation of project management. Figure 5.2 illus-
trates the most common roadblocks that prevent an organization from completing Level 1.
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«¥ == e Leaving well enough
w® E=  alone
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E e Not invented here
Level 1 E o It does not apply
to us
Common — .
language E e We don’t need it

Figure 5.2 Roadblocks to completion of Level 1.

Resistance to change is the result of management’s belief that the implementation of
project management will cause “culture shock,” where functional managers will have
to surrender some or all of their authority to the project managers. As a result, numer-
ous excuses will appear as to why project management is not needed or will not work.
Typical comments include: “We don’t need it.” “It doesn’t apply to our business.”
“Let’s leave well enough alone.”

The implementation of project management does not have to be accompanied by
shifts in the power and authority spectrum. However, there may be a shift in the report-
ing structure, inasmuch as project management is almost always accompanied by



multiple-boss reporting. All training programs on project management emphasize mul-
tiple-boss reporting.

» Advancement Criteria

Five key actions are required before the organization can advance to Level 2:

m Arrange for initial training and education in project management.

m Encourage the training (or hiring) of certified project management professionals
(PMP® credential holders).

m Encourage employees to begin communicating in common project management
language.

m Recognize available project management tools.

m Develop an understanding of the principles of project management: the project man-

agement body of knowledge as spelled out in the PMBOK® Guide.

The last item may prove the most difficult in non—project-driven organizations
where project management is not regarded as a profession.

The successful completion of Level 1 usually occurs with a medium degree of dif-
ficulty. The time period to complete Level 1 could be measured in months or years,
based on such factors as:

m Type of company (project-driven versus non—project-driven)
m Size and nature of the projects

= Amount of executive support

m Visibility of executive support

= Strength of the existing corporate culture

m Previous experience, if any, with project management

m Corporate profitability

m Economic conditions (inflation, recession, etc.)

m The speed by which training can be accomplished

» Risk

Level 1 carries a medium degree of risk. The organization might very well be resistant
to change. Management may be fearful of a shift in the balance of power and authority.

Another major problem at Level 1 is when the organization first recognizes the
complexities of multiple-boss reporting, which is a necessity for project management.
Multiple-boss reporting can affect the wage and salary administration program and
how employees are evaluated.

PMP and PMBOK are registered marks of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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Typical factors that cause Level 1 to present a medium level of risk include:

m Fear of organizational restructuring
m Fear of changes in roles and responsibilities

m Fear of changes in priorities

» Assessment Instrument for Level 1

Completion of Level 1 is based on gaining knowledge of the fundamental principles of
project management and its associated terminology. The requirements for completing
Level 1 can be fulfilled through a good understanding of the PMBOK® Guide prepared
by the Project Management Institute (PMI)®.

Testing on the PMBOK® Guide is a good indicator of where you stand in relation to
Level 1. The testing can be accomplished on an individual basis or by taking the aver-
age score from a group of individuals.

Following are 80 questions covering the PMBOK® Guide and the basic principles of
project management. There are five answers for each question. Although some of the
answers may appear quite similar, you must select one and only one answer. After you
finish question 80, you will be provided with written instructions on how to grade the
exercise.

» Questions

1. A comprehensive definition of scope management would be:

A. Managing a project in terms of its objectives through all life-cycle phases and
processes

B. Approval of the scope baseline

0

Approval of the detailed project charter

D. The processes required to ensure that the project includes all the work
required to complete the project successfully

2. The most common types of schedules include all but one of the following:
A. Project network diagrams with date information added
B. Resource-leveling heuristics
C. Bar charts
D. Milestones

3. The communications environment involves both internal factors and external fac-
tors. An example of a typical internal factor is:

A. Power games

B. Business environment
C. Technical state of the art
D

. Political environment



10.

The most effective means of determining the cost of a project is to price out the:

A
B.
C.
D.

Work breakdown structure (WBS)
Linear responsibility chart
Project charter

Scope statement

Employee unions would most likely satisfy which level in Maslow’s hierarchy of
needs?

A.
B.
C.
D.

Social
Self-actualization
Esteem

Physiological

A document that describes the procurement item in sufficient detail to allow pro-
spective sellers to determine if they can provide it is a:

A.
B.
C.
D.

Contractual provision
Statement of work (SOW)
Terms and conditions statement

Proposal

Future events or outcomes that are favorable are called:

A
B.
C.
D.

Risks
Opportunities
Surprises

Contingencies

An example of an appraisal cost in terms of the cost of quality is:

A
B.
C.
D.

Surveys of vendors, suppliers, and subcontractors
Evaluations of customer complaints
Internal-external design reviews

Process studies

Perhaps the biggest problem facing the project manager during integration activi-
ties within a matrix structure is:

A
B.
C.
D.

Coping with employees who report to multiple bosses
Too much sponsorship involvement
Unclear functional understanding of the technical requirements

Escalating project costs

If you wish to compare actual project results to planned or expected results, you
should:

A

Hold a performance review

B. Request a progress report
C.
D

. Perform a variance analysis

Perform a trend analysis
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11. Communications has many different dimensions. Deciding to form a group among
project managers in your organization to discuss lessons learned and best prac-
tices to follow is an example of which of the following dimensions:

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

A
B.
C.
D.

Internal
External
Horizontal

Vertical

Which of the following methods is best suited to identifying the “vital few”?

A
B.
C.

D.

Pareto analysis
Cause-and-effect analysis
Trend analysis

Process control charts

A collection of formal procedures that includes the steps by which official project
documents will be changed is defined through:

A
B.
C.

D.

The project management information system
The change control system
The Change Control Board

Performance reports

A risk is noted by having a cause and:

A
B.
C.

D.

In

If it occurs, it only has a negative effect on the project’s objectives
A known unknown

If it occurs, it has a consequence

A constraint

general, differences between and among project stakeholders should be

resolved in favor of the:

A.
B.
C.

D.

Project sponsor
Performing organization
Functional manager

Customer

Project life cycles share many common characteristics, which include all of the
following except:

A

B.

Increased ability for stakeholders to influence the final characteristics of the
project toward the end of the life cycle

Probability of successful completion being lowest at the beginning of the
project

Reduced ability of stakeholders to influence the final cost of the project as the
project continues

A low staffing level at the start of the project



17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

Smoothing out resource requirements from period to period is called:
A. Resource allocation

B. Resource partitioning

C. Resource leveling

D. Resource quantification

The difference between the EV (earned value) and the PV (planned value) is
referred to as:

A. The schedule variance

B. The cost variance

C. The estimate of completion

D. The actual cost of the work performed

Project managers must use a number of different interpersonal influences on
projects to contribute to project success. If the project manager is viewed as
being empowered to issue orders, he or she is using which of the following types
of power?

A. Expert

B. Reward

C. Referent

D. Legitimate

The sender-receiver model in project communications includes:
A. The choice of media

B. The feedback loops and barriers to communications

C. The presentation and meeting management techniques

D. The choice of technology

A deliverable-oriented grouping of project components to organize and define the
total project scope is:

A. A detailed plan

B. A linear responsibility chart

C. A work breakdown structure (WBS)
D. A cost accounting coding system

Modern quality management and project management are complementary because
both disciplines recognize the importance of all but one of the following:

A. Customer satisfaction

B. Processes within phases

C. Management responsibility
D

. Inspection over prevention
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23. In which of the following circumstance(s) would you be most likely to buy goods
or services instead of producing them in-house?

A.
B.
C.

D.

Your company has excess capacity and can produce the goods or services.
Your company lacks capacity.

There are many reliable vendors for the goods or services that you are
attempting to procure, but the vendors cannot achieve your level of quality.

Your company has an ongoing need for the item.

24. A limitation of the bar chart is:

A
B.

C.
D.

Difficulty changing it once it is prepared

Difficulty in understanding if you do not have a knowledge of project
management

Difficulty adding new items to it as the project changes

Difficulty performing any sensitivity analysis because it does not show the
uncertainty involved in performing activities

25. The tool and technique used for risk-management planning is:

A
B.
C.
D.

Assessment of stakeholder risk tolerances
Planning meetings
Interpersonal and team skills

Assumption and constraint analyses

26. Typically, during which phase in a project life cycle are most of the project
expenses incurred?

A
B.
C.
D.

Concept phase
Development or design phase
Execution phase

Termination phase

27. Going from Level 3 to Level 4 in the work breakdown structure (WBS) will
result in:

A
B.
C.
D.

Less estimating accuracy
Better control of the project
Lower status reporting costs

A greater likelihood that some key project element has been overlooked

28. Conflict management requires problem-solving. Which of the following is often
referred to as a problem-solving technique and used extensively by project manag-
ers in conflict resolution:

A

Confrontation

B. Compromise
C.
D

. Forcing

Smoothing



20.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Estimating the effect of the change of one project variable on the overall project is
known as:

A. The project manager’s risk-aversion quotient

B. The total project risk

C. The expected value of the project

D. Sensitivity analysis

Power games, withholding information, and hidden agendas are examples of:
A. Feedback

B. Communication barriers

C. Indirect communication

D. Mixed messages

The basic terminology for networks includes:

A. Activities, events, personnel, skill levels, and slack

B. Activities, documentation, events, personnel, and skill levels
C. Slack, activities, events, and time estimates

D. Time estimates, slack, sponsorship involvement, and activities

The “control points” in the work breakdown structure (WBS) used for assign-
ments to specific organizational units or individuals are:

A. Work packages
B. Subtasks

C. Tasks

D. Code of accounts

Establishing a market window on a technology project or achieving government-
mandated compliance with environmental remediation are examples of:

A. Imposed dates

B. Weather restrictions on outdoor activities

C. Major milestones

D. Product characteristics

An example of a constraint to consider during procurement planning is:

A. Indirect costs

B. Legal obligations and penalties

C. Market conditions

D. Procurement resources

The basic elements of a communication model include:

A. Written and oral, and listening and speaking

B. Communicator, encoding, message, medium, decoding, receiver, and feedback
C. Reports and briefings as well as memos and ad hoc conversations
D

. Reading, writing, participating in meetings, and listening
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Assume that you are managing a project that is a joint venture between your com-
pany and two other firms. The project’s quality policy then should be:

A.
B.
C.
D.

Your responsibility to prepare
The same as that of your customer
The same as that of your company

Prepared by the project team

The three most common types of project cost estimates are:

A
B.
C.
D.

Order of magnitude, parametric, and budget
Parametric, definitive, and top down
Order of magnitude, definitive, and bottom up

Order of magnitude, budget, and definitive

Good project objectives must be:

A
B.
C.
D.

General rather than specific
Established without considering resource constraints
Realistic and attainable

Measurable, intangible, and verifiable

The process of determining which risks might affect the project and documenting
their characteristics is:

A
B.
C.
D.

Risk identification
Risk response planning
Risk management planning

Qualitative risk analysis

In which type of contract arrangement is the contractor most likely to control
costs?

A
B.
C.
D.

Cost-plus-fixed fee
Firm-fixed price
Time and materials

Fixed-price-incentive firm target

A project can best be defined as:

A

B.

A series of nonrelated activities designed to accomplish single or multiple
objectives

A coordinated effort of related activities designed to accomplish a goal with-
out a well-established end point
Cradle-to-grave activities that must be accomplished in less than one year and

consume human and nonhuman resources

Any undertaking with a definable time frame and well-defined objectives that
consumes both human and nonhuman resources with certain constraints



42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

Risk management decision-making falls into three broad categories:

A
B.
C.
D.

Certainty, risk, and uncertainty
Probability, risk, and uncertainty
Probability, risk event, and uncertainty

Hazard, risk event, and uncertainty

A process is considered to be out of control when there are how many consecutive
data points (minimum) on either side of the mean on a control chart?

A.
B.
C.
D.

3
7
9
11

The work breakdown structure (WBS), the work packages, and the company’s
accounting system are tied together through:

A.
B.
C.
D.

The code of accounts

The overhead rates

The budgeting system

The capital budgeting process

A program can best be described as:

A
B.

C.

D.

A grouping of related activities that lasts two years or more

A collection of projects and other work designed to meet strategic business
objectives

A group of projects managed in a coordinated way to obtain benefits not
available from managing them individually

A product line

Which of the following types of power comes through the organizational
hierarchy:

A
B.
C.
D.

Coercive, legitimate, referent
Reward, coercive, expert
Referent, expert, legitimate

Legitimate, coercive, reward

The most common definition of project success is:

A

Within time

B. Within time and cost
C.
D

. Within time, cost, performance, and acceptance by the customer/user

Within time, cost, and technical performance requirements
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48. Activities with zero time duration are referred to as:

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

A. Critical path activities

B. Noncritical path activities

C. Slack time activities

D. Dummies

The procurement planning process should be accomplished during:
A. Scope definition

B. Solicitation planning

C. Project initiation

D. Scope planning

Project cash reserves are often used for adjustments in escalation factors, which
may be beyond the control of the project manager. Other than possible financ-
ing (interest) cost and taxes, the three most common escalation factors involve
changes in:

A. Overhead rates, labor rates, and material costs

B. Rework, cost-of-living adjustments, and overtime

C. Material costs, shipping costs, and scope changes

D. Labor rates, material costs, and cost reporting

The critical path in a network is the path that:

A. Has the greatest degree of risk

B. Is the longest during the project and determines its duration
C. Must be completed before all other paths

D. Has activities with float greater than zero

The major difference between project and line management is that the project
manager may not have any control over which basic management function?

A. Decision-making

B. Staffing the project

C. Tracking/monitoring

D. Reviewing project performance

During which phase of a project is the uncertainty the greatest?
A. Design

B. Development/execution

C. Concept

D. Closing

Quality often is confused with grade. This means that:

A. Low quality is always a problem, but low grade may not be a problem.

B. Low grade is always a problem, along with low quality.



55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

D.

Quality is defined as a category or rank, with entities having the same func-
tional use but different technical characteristics.

Grade is defined as the total characteristics of an entity that bear on its ability
to satisfy stated or implied needs.

Project managers need exceptionally good communication and negotiation skills
primarily because:

A.
B.
C.
D.

They may be leading a team over which they have no direct control.
This need is mandated by the project’s procurement activities.
They are expected to be technical experts.

They must provide executive/customer/sponsor briefings.

For effective communication, the message should be oriented to:

A
B.
C.
D.

The initiator
The receiver
The management style

The corporate culture

Common factors that may constrain how the project team is organized include all
but one of the following:

A
B.
C.
D.

The structure of the performing organization
Preferences of the team
Expected staff assignments

Responsibility Assignment Matrix

On a precedence diagram, the arrow between two boxes is called:

A
B.

C.
D.

In

An activity

A constraint

An event

The critical path

which type of contract arrangement is the contractor least likely to control

costs?

A
B.

C.
D.

Cost-plus-incentive fee
Firm-fixed price
Fixed-price-award fee

Purchase order

The financial closeout of a project dictates that:

A

B
C.
D

All project funds have been spent.

. No charge numbers have been overrun.

No follow-on work from this client is possible.

. No further charges can be made against the project.
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

A graphical display of accumulated costs and labor hours for both budgeted and
actual costs, plotted against time, is called:

A.
B.
C.
D.

A trend line
A trend analysis
An S curve

A percent completion report

If you are using a control chart and find that the process is in control, it is impor-
tant to recognize that:

A
B.
C.

D.

The process should not be adjusted.
The process should not be changed to provide improvements.

Sources of random variation can be easily changed without the need to
restructure the process.

Sources of random variation are never present.

The major difference between PERT and CPM networks is:

A
B.

C.

D.

PERT requires three time estimates whereas CPM uses one time estimate.

PERT is used only for construction projects whereas CPM is used solely for
R&D.

PERT addresses only time whereas CPM also includes costs and resource
availability.

PERT is measured in days whereas CPM uses weeks or months.

Information can be shared by team members and other stakeholders using a vari-
ety of information retrieval systems including:

A
B.
C.
D.

Project meetings
Fax
Electronic mail

Electronic databases

Assume that you have decided to use mitigation as a risk-response technique. This
means:

A
B.

C.
D.

You are shifting consequences of a risk to another party.

You are reducing the probability and/or consequences of an adverse risk event
to an acceptable threshold.

You now need to establish a contingency allowance.

Your next step should be to prepare a fallback plan.

The traditional or functional organizational form has the disadvantage of:

A

Poorly established vertical communications channels

B. No single focal point for clients/sponsors
C.
D

. Inflexible use of personnel

Ineffective technical control



67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Which of the following is not a basic element of contracts?
A. Consideration

B. Mutual agreement

C. Level of effort

D. Legal purpose

Taking action to increase the effectiveness and efficiency of the project to provide
added benefits to the stakeholders is the purpose of:

A. Quality planning

B. Inspections

C. Quality audits

D. Quality improvement efforts

During the procurement planning process, it is important to assess the current
project boundaries. This can be done by reviewing the:

A. Results of the make-or-buy analysis
B. Product description

C. Scope statement

D. Constraints and assumptions

In project communications management, in order to ensure that the information
needs of various stakeholders are met, you should:

A. Prepare a stakeholder analysis.

B. Establish an information distribution system.

C. Assess communications skills.

D. Evaluate available communications technologies.

Assigning resources in an attempt to find the shortest project schedule consistent
with fixed resource limits is called:

A. Resource allocation

B. Resource partitioning

C. Resource leveling

D. Resource quantification

The process of assessing the impact and exposure of identified risks is known as:
A. Risk-management planning

B. Risk-response planning

C. Qualitative risk analysis

D. Quantitative risk analysis

An advantage of the analogous cost-estimating technique is:

A. Tt provides greater accuracy than parametric estimating.

B. Historical information is not required.

C. Expert judgment is never needed.
D

. Lower costs are involved in its use than with definitive estimates.
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74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

Action taken to bring a defective or nonconforming item in compliance with
requirements or specifications is the purpose of:

A.
B.
C.
D.

Rework
Control charts
Audits

Process adjustments

If you want to describe where the project now stands, you should:

A
B.
C.
D.

Prepare an estimate to complete.
Prepare an earned value analysis.
Prepare a status report.

Prepare a progress report.

One purpose of risk control is to:

A
B.
C.
D.

See if assumptions are still valid.
Determine whether risk-response actions are as effective as expected.
Assess whether a risk trigger has occurred.

Take corrective action.

In source selection, a weighting system may be used for all but one of the follow-
ing purposes:

A
B.
C.

D.

To rank-order all proposals to establish a negotiating sequence
To select a single source who will be asked to sign a standard contract

To establish minimum requirements of performance for one or more evalua-
tion criteria

To quantify qualitative data to minimize the effect of personal prejudice on
source selection

The overall intentions and directions of an organization with regard to quality is
the purpose of:

A
B.
C.
D.

The total quality management movement
The quality assurance process
The quality planning process

The organization’s quality policy

The project communications management plan should:

A
B.
C.

State communications skills to use.
Describe methods used to gather and store information.

Provide information to stakeholders as to how resources are being used to
meet project objectives.

Describe relationships between the organization and stakeholders.



80. During a project review meeting, you discover that the planned value is $400,000,
the actual costs are $325,000, and the earned value is $300,000. You can therefore
conclude that:

A. The project is behind schedule and overrunning costs.

B. The project is ahead of schedule, but costs are higher than budgeted.
C. The project is behind schedule with costs under control.

D. The project is on schedule, but costs are higher than budgeted.

» Answer Key

Using the answer key, score yourself and fill in the tables in Exhibit 1. Give yourself
10 points for each correct answer and no points for an incorrect answer. After you fill
in the tables in Exhibit 1, continue on for an interpretation of your results.

1. D 21. C 41. D 61. C
2. B 22.D 42. A 62. A
3. A 23.B 43. B 63. A
4. A 24.D 44. A 64.D
5 A 25. B 45. C 65.B
6. B 26.C 46.D 66.B
7. B 27. B 47. D 67. C
8. C 28. A 48.D 68.D
9 A 29.D 49. A 69.C
10.D 30.B 50. A 70. A
11. C 31. C 51. B 71. A
12. A 32. A 52. B 72.C
13. B 33. A 53. C 73.D
14. C 34.B 54. A 74. A
15.D 35.B 55. A 75. C
16. A 36.D 56. B 76.D
17. C 37.D 57. D 77. C
18. A 38.C 58.B 78.D
19.D 39. A 59. A 79.- B
20.B 40.B 60.D 80. A

ANSWER KEY
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m Exhibit 1

Put the points in the space provided by each question, and then total each category.

Scope

Management
1.
16.
21,
27.
32.
38.
41.
45.
47.
60.
Total

Procurement

Management
6.
13.
23.
34.
40.
49.
59.
67.
69.
77.
Total

Category

Scope Management

Time
Management
2.

17.
24.
31.
33.
48.
51.
58.
63.
71.
Total

Quality
Management
8.

12.

22.

36.

43.

54.

62.

68.

74.

78.
Total

Cost

Management
4.
10.
18.
26.
37
44.
50.
61.
73.
8o.
Total

Risk
Management
7.

14.
25.
290.
39.
42.
53.
65.
72.
76.
Total

Time Management

Cost Management

Human Resources Management

Procurement Management

Quality Management

Risk Management

Communications Management

Total

Human Resources

Management

5.

o.
15.
19.
28.
46.
52.
55.
57.
66.
Total

Communication

Management
3.
11.
20.
30.
35.
56.
64.
70.
75.
79
Total



» Explanation of Points for Level 1

If you received a score of 60 or more points in each of the eight categories, then you
have a reasonable knowledge of the basic principles of project management. If you
received a score of 60 or more in all but one or two of the categories, it’s possible
that you and your organization still possess all the knowledge you need of basic prin-
ciples but that one or two of the categories do not apply directly to your circumstances.
For example, if most of your projects are internal to your organization, procurement
management may not be applicable. Also, for internal projects, companies often do not
need the rigorous cost-control systems that would be found in project-driven organiza-
tions. Eventually, however, specialized training in these deficient areas will be needed.

If your score is less than 60 in any category, a deficiency exists. For scores less than
30 in any category, rigorous training programs on basic principles appear necessary.
The organization appears highly immature in project management.

A total score on all categories of 600 or more would indicate that the organization
appears well positioned to begin work on Level 2 of the PMMM. If your organization
as a whole scores less than 600 points, there may exist pockets of project management.
Each pocket may be at a different level of knowledge. Project-driven pockets generally
possess more project management knowledge than non—project-driven pockets.

This assessment instrument can be used to measure either an individual’s knowl-
edge or an organization’s knowledge. To assess organizational knowledge accurately,
however, care must be taken in determining the proper cross-section of participants to
be tested.

» Opportunities for Customizing Level 1

Level 1 assessment questions can be customized based on the knowledge areas most
commonly used in the company. At present, there are 10 knowledge areas in the
PMBOK?® Guide, but only 8 areas were tested on here. Some companies prefer custom-
ization to expand on the knowledge areas that are of a greater concern to the firm. For
example, the questions related to quality management may be more appropriate to a
firm that has manufacturing capability and uses statistical process-control charts. If this
is not the case, then the quality management questions could be replaced with ques-
tions related to integration management or stakeholder management.

Some of the questions could be replaced with questions related to other knowledge
areas or even processes that are commonly used by the firm but are not part of the
PMBOK?® Guide. Level 1 is probably the easiest level for customization.
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<« CHAPTER SIX

Level 2: Common Processes

» Introduction

Learning the basics of project management, and even having several employees
certified as project management professionals (PMP® credential holders), does not
guarantee that project management is being used in your organization. Even if it is
being used, it may not be used effectively. Level 2 is the stage where an organization
makes a concerted effort to use project management and to develop processes and
methodologies to support its effective use.

In Level 2, the organization realizes that common methodologies and processes
are needed such that managerial success on one project can be repeated on other
projects. Also apparent in this level is the fact that certain behavioral expectations of
organizational personnel are necessary for the repetitive execution of the methodology.
These are the characteristics of Level 2, as shown in Figure 6.1:

m Tangible benefits of using project management must become apparent. The most
common benefits include lower cost, shortened schedules, no sacrifice of scope or
quality, and the potential for a higher degree of customer satisfaction.

m Project management must be supported throughout all levels of the organization,
including the senior levels. It is possible that changes to the corporate culture may
be necessary, thus mandating executive support.

m A continuous stream of successfully managed projects requires methodologies and
processes that can be used over and over again. This requires an organizational
commitment.

m Managing projects within scope and time is only part of the effort. The projects
must also be completed within cost, and this may mandate changes to the cost
accounting system.

m The final characteristic of Level 2 is the development of a project management
curriculum rather than just a project management course. This is often seen as proof
of the organization’s firm commitment to project management.

PMP is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.

INTRODUCTION
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Common processes

e Recognition of the benefits of project
management

e Organizational support at all levels

® Recognition of the need for
processes/methodologies

® Recognition of the need for cost control

® Development of a project management
training curriculum

Figure 6.1 Characteristics of Level 2.

These bullets are the outputs of the common processes. In other words, do you have
common processes to facilitate repeatability? It should be noted that many of the ben-
efits of common processes many not be clearly visible. The benefits may be intangible
at first, and then become visible benefits later.

» Life Cycles for Level 2

Common processes require a good process-definition effort accompanied by the
necessary organizational behavior needed for the execution of the processes. Level 2,
common processes, can be broken down into five life-cycle phases, as shown in
Figure 6.2. These life-cycle phases are actually subphases or steps within Level 2 of
the project management maturity model (PMMM) in order to develop common pro-
cesses. The first life-cycle phase of Level 2 is the embryonic phase, which is where
the organization recognizes that project management can benefit the organization. The
embryonic phase includes:

m Recognizing the need for project management

m Recognizing the potential benefits of project management

m Recognizing the applications of project management to the various parts of the
business

m Recognizing some of the changes necessary to implement project management

Executive
Embryonic | management
acceptance
Line
management Growth Maturity
acceptance

Figure 6.2 Life-cycle phases for Level 2 of
project management maturity.



Companies do not generally promote the acceptance of project management unless

they understand a sound basis for wanting project management. The six most common

driving forces for project management are as follows:

Capital projects: High-dollar-value capital projects require effective planning
and scheduling. Without project management, ineffective use of manufacturing
resources may occur.

Customer expectations: Customers have the right to expect the contractor to manage

the customer’s work requirements efficiently and effectively.

Internal competitiveness: Executives want employees to focus on external competi-
tion rather than internal competition, power struggles, and gamesmanship.

Executive understanding: Although it’s uncommon, executives can drive the accep-
tance of project management from the top of the organization down to the bottom.

New-product development: Executives want a methodology in place that provides a
high likelihood that R&D projects will be completed successfully, in a timely man-
ner, and within reasonable cost.

Efficiency and effectiveness: Executives want the organization to be highly competitive.

In theory, most companies have one and only one driving force. While we’ve just

discussed six different driving forces, in practice they combine to give one, and only

one: survival. This is shown in Figure 6.3. Once executives recognize that project man-

agement may be needed for survival, changes occur quickly.

Efficiency and Capital
effectiveness projects
New product Customers’
development expectations
Executive
understanding Competitiveness

Figure 6.3 The components of survival.

What is unfortunate about the embryonic phase is that the recognition of benefits

and applications may be seen first by lower and middle levels of management. Senior
management must then be “sold” on the concept of project management. This leads
us to the second life-cycle phase: executive management acceptance. Included in the

executive management acceptance phase are the following:

Visible executive support
Executive understanding of project management
Project sponsorship and/or governance

Willingness to change the way the company does business
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The third life-cycle phase of Level 2 is line management acceptance. This includes:

m Visible line-management support
m Line management commitment to project management
m Line management education

m Release of functional employees for project management training programs

It is highly unlikely that line managers will provide support for project management
unless they also see visible executive support.

The fourth life-cycle phase of Level 2 is the growth phase. This is the critical phase.
Although some of the effort in this phase can be accomplished in parallel with the first
three life-cycle phases of Level 2, the completion of this phase is predicated upon the
completion of the first three life-cycle phases. The growth phase is the beginning of the
creation of the project management process. Included in this phase are:

m Development of company project management life cycles
m Development of a project management methodology

= A commitment to effective planning

m Minimization of scope changes (i.e., of creeping scope)

m Selection of project management software to support the methodology

Unfortunately, companies often develop several types of methodologies for each
type of project within the organization. This becomes an inefficient use of resources,
although it can function as a good learning experience for the company.

The fifth life-cycle phase of Level 2 is the initial maturity phase. Included in this
phase are:

m The development of a management cost/schedule control system
m Integration of schedule and cost control

m Development of an ongoing educational curriculum to support project management
and enhance individual skills

Many companies never fully complete this life-cycle phase because the organiza-
tion is resistant to project cost control, otherwise known as horizontal accounting. Line
managers dislike horizontal accounting because it clearly identifies which line manag-
ers provide good estimates for projects and which do not. Executives resist horizontal
accounting because the executives want to establish a budget and schedule long before
a project plan is created.

» Roadblocks

Figure 6.4 illustrates the most common roadblocks that prevent an organization
from completing Level 2. Based on the strength and longevity of the corporate cul-
ture, there could be strong resistance to change. The argument is always, “What we
already have works well.” The resistance to change stems from the fear that support
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Figure 6.4 Roadblocks to completion of Level 2.

for a new methodology will result in a shift in established power and authority
relationships.

Another area of resistance is due to the misbelief that a new methodology must
be accompanied by rigid policies and procedures, thus once again causing potential
changes to the power and authority structure. The final roadblock comes from the fear
that horizontal accounting will bring to the surface problems that people would prefer
to keep hidden, such as poor estimating ability.

» Advancement Criteria

Four key actions are required to complete Level 2 and advance to Level 3:
m Develop a culture that supports both the behavioral and quantitative sides of project
management.

m Recognize both the driving forces/need for project management and the benefits that
can be achieved in both the short term and the long term.

m Develop a project management process/methodology such that the desired benefits
can be achieved on a repetitive basis.

m Develop an ongoing, all-employee project management curriculum such that project
management benefits can be sustained and improved upon for the long term.

» Risk

The successful completion of Level 2 usually occurs with a medium degree of diffi-
culty. The time to complete Level 2 is usually six months to two years, based on such
factors as the following:

m Type of company (project-driven versus non—project-driven)

m Visibility of executive support

m Strength of the corporate culture
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m Resistance to change

m Speed with which a good, workable methodology can be developed

m Existence of an executive-level champion to drive the development of the project
management methodology

m Using a PMO to lead the effort

m Speed with which project management benefits can be realized

The risk in this level can be overcome through strong, visible executive support.

» Overlapping Levels

Level 2 can and does overlap Level 1. There is no reason you must wait for a multitude
of people to be trained in project management before you begin the development of
processes and methodologies. Also, the earlier the company begins developing pro-
cesses and methodologies, the earlier those processes and methodologies can be
included as part of the training. One company conducted a three-day course on the
principles of project management. A fourth day was spent covering the company’s
processes and methodologies for project management. Thus, the employees could
see clearly how the processes/methodologies utilized the basic concepts of project
management.

> Assessment Instrument for Level 2

Level 2, common processes, is the process-definition level. Level 2 can be fulfilled by
recognizing the different life-cycle phases of Level 2.

The following 20 questions explore how mature you believe your organization to be
in regard to Level 2 and the accompanying life-cycle phases of Level 2. Beside each
question, circle the number that corresponds to your opinion. In the following example,
your choice would have been “slightly agree”:

-3 Strongly disagree

-2 Disagree

—1 Slightly disagree

0 No opinion

@ Slightly agree

+2 Agree

+3 Strongly agree

Example: (=3, -2, —1, 0,(+1), +2, +3)

The row of numbers from -3 to +3 will be used later for evaluating the results. After
answering question 20, you will grade the exercise.



» Questions

The following 20 questions involve Level 2 maturity. The questions look at both repeat-

ability of processes and actions necessary to support continuous development of processes.

Please answer each question as honestly as possible. Circle the answer you feel is correct.

1.

10.

11.

My company recognizes the need for project management. This need is
recognized at all levels of management, including senior management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company has a system in place to manage both cost and schedule. The system
requires charge numbers and cost account codes. The system reports variances
from planned targets.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company has recognized the benefits that are possible from implementing
project management. These benefits have been recognized at all levels of
management, including senior management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company (or division) has a well-definable project management methodology
using life-cycle phases.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our executives visibly support project management through executive presenta-
tions and correspondence, and by occasionally attending project team meetings/
briefings.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company is committed to quality up-front planning. We try to do the best we
can at planning.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our lower- and middle-level line managers totally and visibly support the project
management process.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company is doing everything possible to minimize creeping scope (i.e., scope
changes) on our projects.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our line managers are committed not only to project management but also to the
promises made to project managers for deliverables.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

The executives in my organization have a good understanding of the principles of
project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company has selected one or more project management software packages to
be used as the project tracking system.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Our lower- and middle-level line managers have been trained and educated in
project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our executives both understand project sponsorship and serve as project sponsors
on selected projects.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our executives have recognized or identified the applications of project
management to various parts of our business.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company has successfully integrated cost and schedule control for both man-
aging projects and reporting status.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company has developed a project management curriculum (i.e., more than one
or two courses) to enhance the project management skills of our employees.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our executives have recognized what must be done in order to achieve maturity in
project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

My company views and treats project management as a profession rather than a
part-time assignment.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our lower- and middle-level line managers are willing to release their employees
for project management training.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our executives have demonstrated a willingness to change our way of doing
business in order to mature in project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Now turn to Exhibit 2 and grade your answers.

m Exhibit 2

Each response you circled in questions 1-20 had a column value between -3 and +3.

In the appropriate spaces below, place the circled value (between —3 and +3) beside

each question.

Embryonic

14.
17.
TOTAL




Executive Management

b.
10.
13.
20.
TOTAL

Line Management

7.
9.
12.
19.
TOTAL

Growth

4.
6.
8.
11.
TOTAL

Maturity

2.
15.
16.
18.
TOTAL

Transpose your total score in each category to the following table by placing an X in
the appropriate area.

Litecyieprases ] <12 | <0 ¢ o] =8 2 0] o2 [ o4 [ o6 [ =% | 0]

Maturity

Growth

Line Management

Executive

Embryonic
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» Explanation of Points for Level 2

High scores (usually +6 or greater) for a life-cycle phase indicate that these evolution-
ary phases of early maturity have been achieved or at least you are now in this phase.
Phases with very low numbers have not been achieved yet.

Consider the following scores:

Embryonic +38
Executive +10
Line Management +38
Growth +3
Maturity 4

This result indicates that you have probably completed the first three stages and
are now entering the growth phase. Keep in mind that the answers are not always this
simple because companies can achieve portions of one stage in parallel with portions
of a second or third phase.

» Opportunities for Customizing Level 2

Level 2 focuses heavily on culture. Many of the questions can be changed to include
how much executive and line management support exists, whether you use virtual
teams and the support for virtual teams, how well functional organizations work with
one another, and stakeholder relationship management issues. If the customization is
done carefully, the grading system may not need to be changed.



Using the Project Management Maturity Model: Strategic
Planning for Project Management, Third Edition

By Harold Kerzner

Copyright © 2019 by John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

</ CHAPTER SEVEN p»

Level 3: Singular
Methodology

» Introduction

Level 3 is the level at which the organization recognizes that synergism and process
control can best be achieved through the development of a singular methodology rather
than by using multiple methodologies for the same group or domain of projects. There
may exist a separate methodology for new product development and another methodol-
ogy for information systems. The goal, however, should be to determine the minimum
number of domains or groups and have one methodology for each.

When companies first start out in project management, the goal is a singular meth-
odology that allows the organization (especially at the senior management levels) to
maintain some degree of standardization and control over projects. As companies
develop some degree of maturity, the singular approach becomes a flexible approach
where each project manager can create their own methodology from the existing
forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists to satisfy a client. As organizations prog-
ress in the maturity process, flexible methodologies and frameworks, such as with agile
and Scrum, appear. However, the assumption made at this level is that the organiza-
tion may just be starting out in project management. Modifications can be made to this
level to account for flexible methodologies.

At this level, the organization is totally committed to the concept of project manage-
ment. The characteristics of Level 3, as shown in Figure 7.1, are as follows:

m [ntegrated processes: The organization recognizes that multiple processes can
be streamlined into a single integrated process encompassing all other processes.
(However, not all companies have the luxury of using a single methodology nor do
they desire to do so.)

m Cultural support: Integrated processes create a singular methodology. It is through
this singular methodology that exceptional benefits are achieved. The execution of
the methodology is through the corporate culture, which now wholeheartedly sup-
ports the project management approach. The culture becomes a cooperative culture.

INTRODUCTION
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m Management support: At this level, project management support permeates the
organization throughout all layers of management. The support is visible. Each layer
or level of management understands its role and the support needed to make the sin-
gular methodology work.

m [nformal project management: With management support and a cooperative cul-
ture, the singular methodology is based on guidelines and checklists, rather than the
expensive development of rigid policies and procedures. Paperwork is minimized.

m Training and education: With strong cultural support, the organization realizes
financial benefits from project management education. The benefits can be described
quantitatively and qualitatively.

m Behavioral excellence: The organization recognizes the behavioral differences
between project management and line management. Behavioral training programs
are developed to enhance project management skills.

e Integrated processes

e Cultural support

® Management support at all levels
e Informal project management

e Return on investment for project
management training dollars

® Behavioral excellence

Figure 71 Characteristics of Level 3.

These six characteristics formulate the hexagon of excellence, as shown in
Figure 7.2. These six areas differentiate those companies excellent in project
management from those with average skills in project management. Each of the six
areas is discussed next.

Figure 7.2 The hexagon of excellence.

» Integrated Processes

Companies that are relatively immature in project management have multiple pro-
cesses in place. Figure 7.3 shows the three most common of these separate processes.



Concurrent engineering, for those unfamiliar with the term, is similar to fast-tracking
a project where activities are overlapping, in order to accelerate the completion date.
Why, however, would a company want its processes, its facilities, its resources in gen-
eral, to be totally uncoupled? The first two processes to be integrated, once an organi-
zation understands the advantages, are usually project management and total quality
management (TQM) or other quality improvement techniques such as Six Sigma. After
all, employees trained in the principles of TQM will realize the similarities between
the two processes. All the winners of the prestigious Malcolm Baldrige National
Quality Award appear to have excellent project management systems in place.

When organizations begin to realize the importance of a singular methodology, proj-
ect management becomes integrated with quality improvement practices and concur-
rent engineering to formulate a singular methodology. This integration is shown in
Figure 7.4. As companies begin to climb the ladder toward excellence in project man-
agement, the initial singular methodology is further enhanced to include risk manage-
ment and change management, as shown in Figure 7.5. Risks generally require scope
changes, which, in turn, create additional risks. Creating a singular, integrated method-
ology that encompasses all other methodologies leads to organizational efficiency and
effectiveness.

Project
management

Total quality
management

Concurrent
engineering

Figure 7.3 Totally uncoupled processes.

Project
management

Total quality
management

Concurrent
engineering

Figure 7.4 Totally integrated processes.
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Project management

Concurrent Total quality

engineering management
Change Risk

management management

Figure 7.5 Integrated processes for the twenty-first century.

As a final note, not all companies have the luxury or ability to utilize one and only
one methodology for the execution of all projects. Some companies readily admit that
two or more methodologies might be needed, such as one for new product develop-
ment and a second for information systems projects. Therefore, it may be more appro-
priate to recognize this level as an attempt to get everyone to agree to a singular
methodology, if possible.

» Culture

Project management methodologies must not simply be pieces of paper. The pieces of
paper must be converted into a world-class methodology by the way in which the cor-
porate culture executes the methodology. Companies excellent in project management
have cooperative cultures where the entire organization supports the singular method-
ology. Organizational resistance is at a minimum, and everyone pitches in during times
of trouble.

Cultural transformation is never easy. From a project management perspective, com-
mon purposes for a cultural transformation include corporate vision, corporate goals,
and the creation of a singular methodology for project management. Although there are
a multitude of cultural issues, the four most common fears affecting project manage-
ment are:

m The embedded fear of change
m The fear of having to create a new social group
m The fear of a change in work habits or comfort zone
m The uncertain impact on the wage and salary program
The hierarchy of fears can differ from company to company, but strategies must be

put in place to overcome these fears or else Level 3 completion could be prolonged.
Typical ways to overcome these fears are shown in Figure 7.6.



EMBEDDED FEARS
» “How will I overcome o Education
the fears of failure ~ « Willingness to pitch in \
and uncertainty?” ¢ Sharing information
SOCIAL GROUPS
. “Will my relationships * Existing relationships still in effect
with my peers be * Avoid cultural shock
~ changed?” ¢ Rate of change at an acceptable pace
WORK HABITS
“What must I give up? * Mandatory conformance
Must I work differently? » New comfort zones created
\ Can I succeed?” « Identification of benefits
WAGE AND SALARY ADMINISTRATION
“How will I be evaluated eLink incentives to
after the changes? Will I change
be better or worse off?” e |dentify future

advancement path
and opportunities

Figure 7.6 \Ways to overcome resistance to change.

» Management Support

Cooperative cultures require effective management support at all levels. During the
execution of the project management methodology, the interface between project man-
agement and line management is critical. Effective relationships with line management
are based on these factors:

m Project managers and line managers share accountability for the successful comple-
tion of a project. Line managers must keep their promises to project managers.

m Project managers negotiate with line managers for the accomplishment of deliver-
ables rather than for specific talent. Project managers can request specific talent, but
the final decision for staffing belongs to the line manager.

m Line managers trust their employees enough to empower those employees to make
decisions related to their specific functional area without continuously having to run
back to their line manager.

m If a line manager is unable to keep a promise they made to a project, then the project
manager must do everything possible to help the line manager develop alternative
plans.

The relationship between project management and senior management is equally
important. A good relationship with executive management, specifically the executive
sponsor, includes these factors:

m The project manager is empowered to make project-related decisions. This is done
through decentralization of authority and decision-making.

m The sponsor is briefed periodically while maintaining a hands-off, but available,
position.
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m The project manager (and other project personnel) are encouraged to present recom-
mendations and alternatives rather than just problems.

m Exactly what needs to be included in a meaningful executive status report has been
formulated.

® A policy is in place calling for periodic, but not excessively frequent, briefings.

» Informal Project Management

With informal project management, the organization recognizes the high cost of paper-
work. Informal project management does not eliminate paperwork. Instead, paperwork
requirements are reduced to the minimum acceptable levels. For this to work effec-
tively, the organization must experience effective communications, cooperation, trust,
and teamwork. These four elements are critical components of a cooperative culture.

As trust develops, project sponsorship may be pushed down from the executive lev-
els to middle management. The project manager no longer wears multiple hats (i.e.,
being a project manager and line manager at the same time), but functions as a dedi-
cated project manager.

The development of project management methodologies at Level 2 are based on rigid
policies and procedures. But at Level 3, with a singular methodology based more on infor-
mal project management, methodologies are written in the format of general guidelines
and checklists. This drastically lowers methodology execution cost and execution time.

Dashboard reporting systems have allowed companies to provide additional infor-
mation without words. As an example, one company uses a “traffic light” beside each
work breakdown structure (WBS) work package in the status report. The traffic light is
either red, yellow, or green, based on the following definitions:

m Red: A problem exists that may affect time, cost, scope, or quality. Sponsor involve-
ment is necessary.

m Yellow: This is a caution. A potential problem may exist. The sponsor is informed,
but no action by the sponsor is necessary right now.

m Green: Work is progressing as planned. Sponsor involvement is not necessary.

» Training and Education

At Level 3, there is a recognition that there exists a return on investment for training
dollars. The benefits, or return on investment, can be measured quantitatively and qual-
itatively. Quantitative results include:

m Shorter product development time

m Faster, higher-quality decisions

= Lower costs

m Higher profit margins

m Fewer people needed



m Reduction in paperwork
m Improved quality and reliability
m Lower turnover of personnel

m Quicker “best practices” implementation
Qualitative results include:

m Better visibility and focus on results
m Better coordination
m Higher morale
m Accelerated development of managers
= Better control
m Better customer relations
m Better support from the functional areas
m Fewer conflicts requiring senior management involvement

Project management training and education is an investment and, as such, senior manage-
ment wishes to know when the added profits will materialize. This can best be explained
from Figure 7.7. Initially, a substantial cost may be incurred during Level 2 and the begin-
ning of Level 3. But as the culture develops and informal project management matures, the
cost of project management diminishes to a pegged level while the additional profits grow.

The question mark in Figure 7.7 generally occurs during Level 3, which is usually about two
to five years after the organization has made a firm commitment to project management.

Cost of project

management > Additional
profits from
. better project
T : management
$ Pegged
[

? Time —»

Figure 7.7 Project management costs versus benefits.

A question normally asked by executives is, “How do we know if we are in Level 3
of the project management maturity model (the PMMM)?” The answer is, by the num-
ber of conflicts coming up to the senior levels of management for resolution.

By Level 3, executives have realized that the speed at which the benefits can be
achieved can be accelerated through proper training and education. Therefore, the
training and education in Level 3 does not consist merely of a few random courses.
Instead, as discussed in the advancement criteria for completing Level 2 and moving up
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to Level 3, the company develops a project management curriculum. This will encom-
pass a core competency model for the basic and advanced skills that a project manager
should possess. Training is conducted to support the core competency skills.

» Behavioral Excellence

Behavioral excellence occurs when the organization recognizes the differences
between project management and line management, and the fact that a completely
different set of training courses is required to support sustained project management
growth. Emphasis is placed on:

= Motivation in project management

= Creation of outstanding project leaders

m Characteristics of productive teams

m Characteristics of productive organizations

m Sound and effective project management practices

People are often under the misapprehension that achieving Level 3 in the PMMM will
deliver 100 percent successful projects. This is not true. Successful implementation of
project management does not guarantee that your projects will be successful. Instead,
it does guarantee that your projects will be managed effectively, thus improving your
chances of success. From Figure 7.8 you can see that, during Level 3 of the PMMM, the
number of project successes increases. However, even though the number of successes
increases and comes to dramatically exceed the number of failures, failure still exists.
Project management does not circumvent the problem of unrealistic objectives or targets,
unforeseen acts of God, poor decision-making by people with authority, and economic
upheaval. Any company that has a 100 percent project success rate is not working on
enough projects. No risk is being taken. Also, any executive sponsor or project manager
who always makes the right decision is probably not making enough decisions.

Failures

Successes

Projects

MATURITY EXCELLENCE

2 YEARS 5 YEARS

e [

Figure 7.8 Growth in successes.



» Roadblocks

Figure 7.9 shows the key roadblocks that prevent an organization from completing

Level 3. They include:

Senior management may have the attitude, “Don’t fix it if it isn’t broken” and feel
that the organization should continue to use the processes now in place.

There will always exist initial resistance to a singular methodology, for fear that it
will be accompanied by shifts in the balance of power.

Line managers may resist accepting accountability for the promises made to the
projects. Shared accountability is often viewed as a high risk for line managers.

Organizations with strong, fragmented corporate cultures often resist being con-
verted over to a single, cooperative culture.

Some organizations thrive on the belief that what is not on paper has not been said.
Overemphasis on documentation is a bad habit that is hard to break.

E e Don’t fix it if it isn’t
—] broken
S .=. e Resistance to a singular
S = integrated methodolo
00(\ :_: (i.e., repeatable process)
E ® Resistance to shared
— accountability
Level 3 E e Fragmented corporate
Singular — culture
methodology e Overemphasis on
= documentation

Figure 7.9 Roadblocks to completion of Level 3.

» Advancement Criteria

Certain key actions are needed, to advance from Level 3 to Level 4. These key actions
are as follows:

Integrate all related processes into a single methodology with demonstrated success-
ful execution.

Encourage the corporate-wide acceptance of a culture that supports informal project
management and multiple-boss reporting.

Develop support for shared accountability.

» Risk

The successful completion of Level 3 is accompanied by a high degree of difficulty
if the culture of the company must change. Culture shock may result especially if the
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change is seen as a radical modification that removes people from their comfort zone.
The time period to complete Level 3 may be measured in years, based on such factors
as:

m The speed at which the culture will change
m The acceptance of informal project management

m The acceptance of a singular methodology

The greatest degree of risk in project management is attributed to the corporate cul-
ture. Poorly designed methodologies can convert a good, cooperative culture into a
combative culture.

If an organization develops a singular methodology (or, if necessary, one methodol-
ogy for each domain), then the organization should strive for corporate-wide acceptance
of that methodology for each domain. If the methodology is accepted and used only in
pockets of interest, then a fragmented culture will occur. Fragmented cultures generally
do not allow the organization to maximize the benefits of project management.

» Overlapping Levels

Generally speaking, Levels 2 and 3 do not overlap. Once a company recognizes the true
benefits of project management and the need for a singular methodology, the organiza-
tion stops developing individual processes and focuses on what’s best for the whole.

Allowing individual processes to continue without any integration into a singular
methodology gives employees a viable excuse to resist change. Employees must be
encouraged to make decisions that are in the best interest of the entire company rather
than in the best interest of their own department.

» Assessment Instrument for Level 3

The following 42 multiple-choice questions will allow you to compare your organiza-
tion against other companies with regard to the Level 3 hexagon of excellence. After
you complete question 42, a grading system is provided. You can then compare your
organization to some of the best that have achieved Level 3 maturity.

Please pick one and only one answer per question. A worksheet and answer key fol-
low the exercise.

» Questions

1. My company actively uses the following processes:
A. Total quality management (TQM) or other quality initiatives only

B. Concurrent engineering (shortening deliverable development time) only



C. TQM or other quality initiatives and concurrent engineering only
D.
E
F.

Risk management only

. Risk management and concurrent engineering only

Risk management, concurrent engineering, and TQM or other quality initiatives

. On what percentage of your projects do you use the principles of total quality
management?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

F.

0%
5-10%
10-25%
25-50%
50-75%
75-100%

. On what percentage of your projects do you use the principles of risk management?

A
B.
C.
D.
E.

F.

0%
5-10%
10-25%
25-50%
50-75%
75-100%

. On what percentage of your projects do you try to compress product/deliverable
schedules by performing work in parallel rather than in series?

mmo oW >

0%
5-10%
10-25%
25-50%
50-75%
75-100%

. My company’s risk management process is based on:

moowp

We do not use risk management.
Financial risks only

Technical risks only

Scheduling risks only

A combination of financial, technical, and scheduling risks based on the project

. The risk management methodology in my company is:

A.
B.

Nonexistent

More informal than formal
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10.

11.

C.
D.

Based on a structured methodology supported by policies and procedures

Based on a structured methodology supported by policies, procedures, and
standardized forms to be completed

How many different project management methodologies exist in your organiza-
tion (i.e., do you consider a systems development methodology for MIS projects
different than a product development project management methodology)?

A
B.
C.
D
E

. We have no methodologies.

1
2-3

. 4-5
. More than 5

With regard to benchmarking:

A
B.

D.

My company has never tried to use benchmarking.

My company has performed benchmarking and implemented changes, but not
for project management.

My company has performed project management benchmarking, but no
changes were made.

My company has performed project management benchmarking, and changes
were made.

My company’s corporate culture is best described by the concept of:

Mmoo w >

Single-boss reporting

Multiple-boss reporting

Dedicated teams without empowerment
Nondedicated teams without empowerment
Dedicated teams with empowerment

Nondedicated teams with empowerment

With regard to morals and ethics, my company believes that:

A
B.

C.

D.

The customer is always right.

Decisions should be made in the following sequence: best interest of the
customer first, then the company, then the employees.

Decisions should be made in the following sequence: best interest of the
company first, customer second, and the employees last.

We have no such written policy or set of standards.

My company conducts internal training courses on:

A
B.
C.

Morality and ethics within the company
Morality and ethics in dealing with customers

Good business practices



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

D. All of the above

E. None of the above

F. Atleast two of the first three

With regard to scope creep or scope changes, our culture:
A. Discourages changes after project initiation

B. Allows changes only up to a certain point in the project’s life cycle using a
formal change-control process

C. Allows changes anywhere in the project life cycle using a formal change-
control process

D. Allows changes but without any formal control process
Our culture seems to be based on:

A. Policies

B. Procedures (including forms to be filled out)

C. Policies and procedures

D. Guidelines

E. Policies, procedures, and guidelines

Cultures are either quantitative (policies, procedures, forms, and guidelines),
behavioral, or a compromise. The culture in my company is probably
behavioral.

A. 10-25%
B. 25-50%
C. 50-60%
D. 60-75%
E. Greater than 75%

Our organizational structure is:

Traditional (i.e., it is predominantly vertical).

A strong matrix (i.e., project manager provides most of the technical direction).
A weak matrix (i.e., line managers provide most of the technical direction).

We use colocated teams.

moOwP>»

I don’t know what the structure is: management changes it on a daily basis.
When assigned as a project leader, our project managers obtain resources by:
A. “Fighting” for the best people available

Negotiating with line managers for the best people available

Negotiating for deliverables rather than people

Using senior management to help get the appropriate people

moo®

Taking whatever they get, no questions asked
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Our line managers:

A

mooOow

Accept total accountability for the work in their line.
Ask the project managers to accept total accountability.
Try to share accountability with the project managers.
Hold the assigned employees accountable.

We don’t know the meaning of the word accountability; it is not part of our
vocabulary.

In the culture within my company, the person most likely to be held accountable
for the ultimate technical integrity of the final deliverable is/are:

mooOwP>»

The assigned employees
The project manager
The line manager

The project sponsor

The whole team

In my company, the project manager’s authority comes from:

©O0Nw >

Within themselves—whatever they can get away with
The immediate superior to the project manager
Documented job descriptions

Informally, through the project sponsor in the form of a project charter or
appointment letter

After project go-ahead, our project sponsors tend to:

A

mooOow

Become invisible, even when needed

Micromanage

Expect summary-level briefings once a week

Expect summary-level briefings once every two weeks

Get involved only when a critical problem occurs or at the request of the proj-
ect manager or line managers

What percentage of your projects have sponsors who are at the director level or
above?

A
B.
C.
D
E

. 0-10%

10-25%
25-50%

. 50-75%
. More than 75%

My company offers approximately this many different internal training courses
for the employees (courses that can be regarded as project-related):

A
B.

Fewer than 5
6-10



23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

C.
D.
E.

1120
21-30
More than 30

With regard to the previous answer, what percentage of the courses are more
behavioral than quantitative?

A
B.
C.
D
E

. Less than 10%

10-25%
25-50%

. 50-75%
. More than 75%

My company believes that:

A
B.
C.

D.

E.

Project management is a part-time job.
Project management is a profession.

Project management is a profession, and we should become certified as proj-
ect management professionals, but at our own expense.

Project management is a profession, and my company pays for our training to
become certified as project management professionals.

We have no project managers in my company.

My company believes that training should be:

A
B.
C.
D.

Performed at the request of employees
Performed to satisfy a short-term need
Performed to satisfy both long- and short-term needs

Performed only if there exists a return on investment on training dollars

My company believes that the content of training courses is best determined by:

. The instructor

A
B. The Human Resource department
C.
D
E

Management

. Employees who will receive the training

Customization after an audit of the employees and managers

What percentage of the training courses in project management contain documented
lessons-learned case studies from other projects within your company?

A

moow

None

Less than 10%
10-25%
25-50%

More than 50%
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

What percentage of the executives in your functional (not corporate) organization
have attended training programs or executive briefings specifically designed to
show executives what they can do to help project management mature?

None!

Less than 25%
25-50%
50-75%

More than 75%

In my company, employees are promoted to management because:

moOOwP>

A. They are technical experts.

B. They demonstrate the administrative skills of a professional manager.
C. They know how to make sound business decisions.

D. They are at the top of their pay grade.

E. Our rank-and-file pool is over its numerical upper limits.

A report must be written and presented to the customer. Neglecting the cost to
accumulate the information, the approximate cost per page for a typical report is:

A. I have no idea.

$100-200 per page
$200-500 per page
Greater than $500 per page

mooOow

Free; exempt employees in my company prepare the reports at home on their
own time.

The culture within my organization is best described as:

Informal project management based on trust, communication, and cooperation
Formality based on policies and procedures for everything

Project management that thrives on formal authority relationships

Executive meddling, which forces an overabundance of documentation

moOOwP>»

Nobody trusting the decisions of our project managers

What percentage of the project manager’s time each week is spent preparing
reports?

A. 5-10%

B. 10-20%

C. 20-40%

D. 40-60%

E. Greater than 60%

During project planning, most of our activities are accomplished using:
A. Policies

B. Procedures



34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

C. Guidelines

D. Checklists

E. None of the above

The typical time duration for a project status-review meeting with senior manage-

ment is:

A. Less than 30 minutes

B. 30-60 minutes

C. 60-90 minutes

D. 90 minutes-2 hours

E. Greater than 2 hours

Our customers mandate that we manage our projects:

A. Informally

B. Formally, but with scope creep disallowed

C. Formally, but with scope creep allowed

D. Itis our choice as long as the deliverables are met.

My company believes that poor employees:

A. Should never be assigned to teams

B. Once assigned to a team, are the responsibility of the project manager for
supervision

C. Once assigned to a team, are still the responsibility of their line manager for
supervision

D. Can be effective if assigned to the right team

E. Should be promoted into management

Employees who are assigned to a project team (either full time or part time) have
a performance evaluation conducted by:

A
B.
C.
D.

Their line manager only
The project manager only
Both the project and line managers

Both the project and line managers, together with a review by the sponsor

The skills that will probably be most important for my company’s project manag-
ers as we move into the twenty-first century are:

A

moow

Technical knowledge and leadership

Risk management and knowledge of the business
Integration skills and risk management
Integration skills and knowledge of the business

Communication skills and technical understanding

o1
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39.

40.

41.

42.

In my organization, the people assigned as project leaders are usually:

A

mooOow

First-line managers

First- or second-line managers

Any level of management

Usually non-management employees

Anyone in the company

The project managers in my organization have undergone at least some degree of
training in:

A
B.
C.
D.

Feasibility studies
Cost-benefit analyses
Both A and B

Our project managers are typically brought on board after project approval/award.

Our project managers are encouraged to:

A
B.
C.
D.

Take risks
Take risks upon approval by senior management

Take risks upon approval by project sponsors

Avoid risks

Consider the following statement: Our project managers have a sincere interest in
what happens to each team member affer the project is scheduled to be completed.

E.

A. Strongly agree
B. Agree

C.
D

. Disagree

Not sure

Strongly disagree

Using the answer key that follows, please complete Exhibit 3.

» Answer Key

The assignment of the points is as follows:

Integrated Processes

Question Points

1 A.2 B.2 C. 4 D.2 E. 4 E5
2 A.0 B.0 C. 1 D.3 E. 4 E. 5
3 A.0 B.0 C.3 D.4 E.5 E5
4 A.0 B. 1 C.3 D.4 E.5 E 5
5 A.0 B.2 C.2 D.2 E.5

6 A.0 B.2 C.4 D.5

7 A.0 B.5 C.4 D.2 E. 0




Culture

Question | Points

8 A.0 B.2 C.3 D.5

9 Al B.3 C.4 D.4 E.5 F. 5
10 Al B.5 C.4 D.0

11 A3 B.3 C.3 D.5 E.0 F. 4
12 A. 1l B.5 C.5 D.3

13 A.2 B.3 C.4 D.5 E. 4

14 A.2 B.3 C.4 D.5 E.5

Management Support

Question Points

15 Al B.5 C.5 D.5 E.O
16 A.2 B.3 C.5 D.0 E.2
17 A3 B.2 C.5 D. 1 E.0
18 A.2 B.3 C.5 D.0 E.3
19 A. 4 B. 1 C.2 D.5

20 Al B.1 C.3 D.4 E.5
21 Al B.3 C.5 D.4 E. 4

Training and Education

Question Points

22 Al B.3 C.5 D.5 E.5
23 A.0 B.2 C.4 D.5 E.5
24 A.0 B.3 C.4 D.5 E.0
25 A.2 B.3 C.4 D.5

26 A.2 B. 1 C.2 D.3 E.5
27 A.0 B.1 C.3 D.5 E.5
28 A.0 B.1 C.3 D.4 E.5
Informal Project Management

Question Points

29 A.2 B.4 C.5 D. 1 E.0
30 A.0 B.3 C.4 D.5 E.0
31 A5 B.2 C.3 D.1 E.0
32 A3 B.5 C.4 D.2 E. 1
33 A.2 B.3 C.4 D.5 E.O
34 A. 4 B.5 C.3 D. 1 E.O
35 A3 B.4 C.3 D.5
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Behavioral Excellence

Question Points

36 Al
37
38
39
40
41
42

E.O

E. 4
E.3
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m Exhibit 3

Determine your points for each of the questions, and complete the following:

A. Points for integrated processes (questions 1-7):

B. Points for culture (questions 8—14):

Points for management support (questions 15-21):

Points for training and education (questions 22-28):

Points for informal project management (questions 29-35):

mmO O

Points for behavioral excellence (questions 36—42):

TOTAL:

» Explanation of Points for Level 3

Each of the six areas is a component of the Hexagon of Excellence discussed in Level 3.
The total points can be interpreted as follows:

Points Interpretation

169-210 Your company compares very well to the companies discussed in this
text. You are on the right track for excellence, assuming that you have not
achieved it yet. Continuous improvement will occur.

147-168 Your company is going in the right direction, but more work is still needed.
Project management is not totally perceived as a profession. It is also
possible that your organization simply does not fully understand project
management. Emphasis is probably more toward being non—project-driven
than project-driven.

80-146 The company is probably just providing lip service to project management.
Support is minimal. The company believes that it is the right thing to do, but
has not figured out the true benefits or what they, the executives, should be
doing. The company is still a functional organization.

Below 80 Perhaps you should change jobs or seek another profession. The company
has no understanding of project management, nor does it appear that the
company wishes to change. Line managers want to maintain their existing
power base and may feel threatened by project management.




» Opportunities for Customizing Level 3

Level 3 focuses heavily on the organization’s culture and support for project manage-
ment. Customization for Level 3 is relatively easy as long as the customized questions
follow the categories in the Hexagon of Excellence. If customization follows the cat-
egories, the grading system may not need to be changed.

The amount of customization may be based on the size of the company and whether
profit and loss are assigned to each project. If only five of the six categories are
needed, then additional questions can be added to the other categories or a completely
new category can be introduced.

This level may have to go through major changes if the assessments are being done
and the firm is a heavy use of the agile or Scrum approach. Modifications for agile and
Scrum will be discussed later in this book.
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Level 4. Benchmarking

» Introduction

Project management benchmarking is the process of continuously comparing the
project management practices of your organization with the practices of leaders any-
where in the world; its goal is to gain information to help you improve your own per-
formance. The information obtained through benchmarking might be used to help
you improve your processes and the way in which those processes are executed, or
the information might be used to help your company become more competitive in the
marketplace.

Benchmarking is a continuous effort of analysis and evaluation. Care must be taken
in deciding what to benchmark. It is impossible and impractical to evaluate every
aspect of project management. It is best to decide on those few critical success factors
that must go right for your business to flourish. For project management benchmark-
ing, the critical success factors are usually the key business processes and how they are
integrated. If these key success factors do not exist, then the organization’s efforts may
be hindered.

Deciding what information to benchmark against is usually easier than obtain-
ing that information. Locating some information will require a critical search. Some
information may be hard to find. Some information you would find helpful might not
be available for release because the organization that has it views it as proprietary.
Identifying the target companies against which you should benchmark may not be as
easy as you believe.

Benchmarking has become common since it was first popularized by Xerox dur-
ing the 1980s. Benchmarking is an essential ingredient for those companies that
have won the prestigious Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award. Most of these
award winners seem willing to readily share their project management experiences.
Unfortunately, there are some truly excellent companies in project management that
have not competed for these awards because they do not want their excellence dis-
played. They view it as a competitive advantage.

INTRODUCTION
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Benchmarking for project management can be accomplished through surveys,
questionnaires, attending local chapter meetings of the Project Management Institute
(PMI®), and attending conferences and symposiums. Personal contacts often provide
the most valued sources of information.

There is a so-called code of conduct for benchmarking:

m Keep the benchmarking process legal.

= Do not violate rules of confidentiality.

m Sharing information is a two-way street.

m Be willing to sign a nondisclosure form.

m Do not share any information received with a third party without written permission.

m Emphasize guidelines and checklists, but avoid asking for forms that may be highly
sensitive.

Benchmarking should not be performed unless your organization is willing to make
changes. The changes must be part of a structured process that includes evaluation,
applicability, and risk management. Benchmarking is part of the strategic planning
process for project management that results in an action plan ready for implementation.

» Characteristics

Level 4 is the level where the organization realizes that its existing project manage-
ment approach can be improved. The complexity rests in figuring out how to achieve
that improvement. For project-driven companies, continuous improvement is a means
to maintain or improve on a competitive advantage. Continuous improvement is best
accomplished through continuous benchmarking. The company must decide whom to
benchmark and what to benchmark.

Level 4 has certain characteristics, as shown in Figure 8.1:

m The organization must establish a project management office (PMO) or a center of
excellence (COE) for project management. This is the focal position in the company
for project management knowledge.

m The PMO or COE must be dedicated to the project management improvement
process along with other activities. This is usually accomplished with full-time, ded-
icated personnel.

m Benchmarking must be made against both similar and nonsimilar industries. In
today’s world, a company with five years of experience in project management
could easily surpass the capabilities of a company that has used project management
for 20 years or more.

m The company should perform both quantitative and qualitative benchmarking.

Quantitative benchmarking analyzes processes and methodologies, whereas qualita-
tive benchmarking looks at project management applications.



Benchmarking

« Establishment of a project management office (PMO)
or a center of excellence (COE)

« Dedication to benchmarking

» Looking at both similar and nonsimilar
industries

« Quantitative benchmarking (processes
and methodologies)

« Qualitative benchmarking (cultures)

Figure 8.1 Characteristics of Level 4.

» The Project Office or Center of Excellence

When companies reach Level 4, they are committed to project management across the
entire organization. Project management knowledge is now considered as essential for
the survival of the firm. To centralize the knowledge regarding project management,
organizations have created a project management office (PMO) or a center of excel-
lence (COE) for project management.

Major responsibilities for a PMO/COE include:
m A strategic planning focal point of project management
m An organization dedicated to benchmarking for project management
m An organization dedicated to continuous improvements in project management
m An organization that provides mentorship for inexperienced project managers
m A centralized data bank of lessons learned, possibly with a best practices library
m An organization for sharing project management ideas and experiences

m A hotline for problem-solving that does not automatically inform senior
management

®  An organization for creating project management standards and processes
m A focal point for centralized planning and scheduling activities
m A focal point for centralized cost control and reporting

®  An organization to assist Human Resources in the creation of a project management
career path

®m An organization to assist Human Resources in developing a project management
training curriculum

Most companies view the PMO and the COE as being two names for the same
thing. There are, however, fundamental differences, as shown in Table 8.1. Despite the
responsibilities, companies struggle with the organizational reporting location of the
PMO/COE. There appears to be agreement that the location should be at the senior
levels of management (see Figure 8.2).
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Table 8.1 Project office versus center of excellence.

Project office ‘ Center of excellence

Permanent line function for projects May be a formal or informal manager committee
(may be part time)

Focus on internal lessons-learned Focuses on external benchmarking
activities

Champion for the implementation of the | Champion for continuous improvement and

methodology benchmarking
Expertise in the use of project Expertise in the identification of project
management tools management tools

| ! |
gl il Jeced
managers staff

Figure 8.2 Simplified PMO organizational chart.

» Benchmarking Opportunities

Historically, benchmarking has been accomplished using two approaches: competi-
tive benchmarking and process benchmarking. Competitive benchmarking concen-
trates on deliverables and quantitative critical success factors. Process benchmarking
focuses on process performance and functionality. Process benchmarking is most
closely aligned to project management. For simplicity’s sake, we will consider only
process improvement benchmarking. We can break it down into quantitative (i.e.,
integration) process improvement opportunities and qualitative process improvement
opportunities.

Figure 8.3 shows the quantitative process improvement opportunities, which center
on enhancements due to integration opportunities. The five major areas identified in
Figure 8.3 are the five integrated processes described in Level 3 of the project manage-
ment maturity model (PMMM).

Figure 8.4 shows the qualitative process improvement opportunities, which center
on applications and further changes to the corporate culture. Included in the qualitative
process improvement activities are:

m Corporate acceptance: This includes getting the entire organization to accept a proj-
ect management approach. Pockets of project management support tend to hinder
rapid acceptance of project management by the rest of the organization. To obtain
corporate acceptance, you must:



— Tighter cost control
o Project L Corporate resource models
Management L Efficiency/effectiveness
— Parts scheduling
Concurrent |~ Risk identiﬁcatiop )
Engineen'ng = Resou.rce. constraint analysis
L Supplier involvement
X ; ~ Lower cost of quality
Integration ||| Upgrade 11 | Total Quality | |- Customer involvement
opportunities methodology Management L Supplier involvement
™ Impact analysis
| | Scope Change | - Customer management
Management L Enhancement projects
. [~ WBS analysis
Risk —— Technical risk analysis
Management L Customer involvement

Figure 8.3 Quantitative process improvement opportunities (generic integrated
process strategies).

m Increase the usage and support of existing users

m Attract new internal users, those who have been providing resistance to project
management

m Discourage the unnecessary development of parallel methodologies, which can
create further pockets of project management. This is done by showing the added
costs of parallelization.

m Emphasize the present and future benefits to the corporation that will result
from using a singular methodology as a starting point to project management
maturity.

Integrated processes: This is a recognition that the singular methodology can be
enhanced further by integrating other existing processes into the singular methodol-
ogy. Typically, this includes business processes such as capital budgeting, feasibil-
ity studies, cost-benefit analyses, and return-on-investment analyses. New processes
that could be integrated include supply chain management.

m Enhanced benchmarking: Everyone tends to benchmark against the best within

their own industry, but benchmarking against nonsimilar industries can be just
as fruitful. An aerospace company spent over 10 years benchmarking only
against other aerospace companies. During the mid-1990s, the firm began
benchmarking against non-aerospace firms, and found that these firms had
developed outstanding methodologies with capabilities exceeding those of the
aerospace firm.

Software enhancements: Although off-the-shelf software packages exist, most firms
still need some type of customization. This can be done through internal upgrades
for customization or by new purchases, with the software vendor developing the
customization.
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Increase usage/loyalty of

existing users
| Corporate .
Attract new internal users
acceptance i
Discourage « Show benefits;
development | present and future
of parallel
methodologies |+ Show cost of
parallelization
Performance Integrate existing processes
improvement T Upgrade T {
Integrate new processes
s methodolo processes g p
opportunities 24 - « New ideas
Nonsimilar
industries icati
. « New applications
— Benchmarking { o
Similar
industries
Internal upgrades
Software { pe
enhancements New purchases

Figure 8.4 Qualitative process improvement opportunities (generic performance
improvement strategies).

» Roadblocks

There also exist roadblocks to completing Level 4 and reaching Level 5, as shown
in Figure 8.5. The singular methodology created in Level 3 was developed internally
within the company. Benchmarking may indicate that improvements can be made. The
original architects of the singular methodology may resist change with arguments such
as, “It wasn’t invented here,” or “It does not apply to us.” Another form of resistance is
the argument that you have benchmarked against the wrong industry.

People are inherently fearful of change, and benchmarking opens the door for
unexpected results to surface. Sooner or later, everyone realizes that benchmarking is
a necessity for company survival. It is at this junction that a serious commitment to
benchmarking occurs.

® Not invented here
syndrome

® Does not apply to us

® Wrong industry to
benchmark against

Level 4 o Fearful of what
results will be found
Benchmarking ® Resistance to change

HHHHEHHHHHHHH

Figure 8.5 Roadblocks to completion of Level 4.
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» Advancement Criteria

Four key actions are required by the organization to advance to Level 5, the final level.
These actions are as follows:
m Create an organization dedicated to benchmarking.
m Develop a project management benchmarking process.
m Decide what to benchmark and against whom to benchmark.
m Recognize the benefits of benchmarking.
The successful completion of Level 4 is accompanied by a low degree of difficulty.
Since the organization may have already accepted the idea of a singular methodology,

it is a low risk to expect the employees to accept changes. They now know that change
is inevitable.

» Assessment Instrument for Level 4

On the next several pages you will find 25 questions concerning how mature you
believe your organization to be. Beside each question, circle the number that cor-
responds to your opinion. In the example below, your choice would have been
Slightly Agree:

-3 Strongly Disagree

-2 Disagree

—1 Slightly Disagree

0 No Opinion

@ Slightly Agree

+2 Agree

+3 Strongly Agree

Example: (=3, -2, 1, 0,G1) +2, +3)

The row of numbers from -3 to +3 will be used later for evaluating the results. After
answering question 25, you will grade the exercise.

» Questions

The following 25 questions involve benchmarking. Please answer each question as
honestly as possible. Circle the answer you feel is correct, not the answer you believe
the question is seeking out.
1. Our benchmarking studies have found companies with tighter cost-control pro-
cesses than we use.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Our benchmarking studies have found companies with better impact analysis dur-
ing scope change control.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking studies have found that companies are performing risk man-
agement by analyzing the detailed level of the work breakdown structure (WBS).
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking studies investigate supplier involvement in project manage-
ment activities.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking studies investigate customer involvement in project manage-
ment activities.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking studies investigate how to obtain increased loyalty/usage of
our project management methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at industries in the same business area as our
company.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at nonsimilar industries (i.e., industries in different
business areas).

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmark efforts look at nonsimilar industries to seek out new ideas and
new applications for project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at other companies’ concurrent engineering activi-
ties to see how they perform parts scheduling and tracking.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts have found other companies that are performing
resource-constraint analyses.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies manage their custom-
ers during the scope change management process.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies involve their custom-
ers during risk-management activities.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25.

Our benchmarking efforts look at software enhancements through internal
upgrades.

(-3 =2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)
Our benchmarking efforts look at software enhancements through new purchases.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies attract new, internal
users to their methodology for project management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts focus on how other companies perform technical risk
management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts focus on how other companies obtain better efficiency
and effectiveness of their project management methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)
Our benchmarking efforts focus on how to obtain a lower cost of quality.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies perform risk manage-
ment during concurrent engineering activities.

(-3 =2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies use enhancement proj-
ects as part of scope change management.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at ways of integrating existing processes into our
singular methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at ways other companies have integrated new
methodologies and processes into their singular methodology.

(-3 ) -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts look at the way other companies handle or discourage
the development of parallel methodologies.

(-3 ) -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

Our benchmarking efforts seek out other companies’ use of corporate resource
models.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

An answer sheet follows. Please complete Exhibit 4.
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m Exhibit 4

Each response you circled in questions 1-25 had a column value between —3 and +3.
In the appropriate spaces below, place the circled value (between —3 and +3) beside
each question.

Quantitative Benchmarking Qualitative Benchmarking

1. 6.
2. 7.
3. 8.
4. 9.
5. 14.
10. 15.
11. 16.
12, 22,
13. 23.
17. 24.
18.
19. TOTAL
20.
21,
25.
TOTAL

Quantitative benchmarking total:
Qualitative benchmarking total:
Combined total:

» Explanation of Points for Level 4

This exercise measures two items: Is your organization performing benchmarking?
And, if so, are you emphasizing quantitative or qualitative benchmarking?

Quantitative benchmarking investigates improvements to the methodology and
processes. Scores greater than 25 are excellent and imply that your organization is
committed to quantitative benchmarking. Scores of 10 or less indicate a lack of com-
mitment or that the organization does not understand how to benchmark or against
whom to benchmark. Scores from 11 to 24 indicate that some benchmarking may be
taking place, but a PMO or COE is not in place as yet.

Qualitative benchmarking looks more at applications benchmarking and how the
culture executes the methodology. Scores greater than 12 are excellent. Scores of 5 or



less indicate that not enough emphasis is placed on the “soft side” of benchmarking.
Scores from 6 to 11 are marginally acceptable.

Combined scores (i.e., quantitative and qualitative) of 37 or more imply that your
organization is performing benchmarking well. The right information is being consid-
ered, and the right companies are being targeted. The balance between quantitative and
qualitative benchmarking is good. The company probably has a COE or PMO in place.

» Opportunities for Customizing Level 4

The questions in the benchmarking assessments can change if the firm is looking for
specific information as part of benchmarking. The number of assessment questions can
increase or decrease for quantitative and qualitative benchmarking, in which case the
grading would have to be adjusted.

Other categories could also be included, such as industry benchmarking or bench-
marking against specific companies such as those of a certain size. But the intent with
this level and the assessment questions is to make sure the firm at least realizes the
importance of benchmarking. As companies mature in project management, bench-
marking may change from industry or competitive benchmarking to world-class
benchmarking.

Level 4 can begin as early as Level 1. If this is done, then the information received
can be valuable for Levels 2 and 3, and minimize downstream changes.
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</ CHAPTER NINE

Level 5: Continuous
Improvement

» Characteristics

At the previous level, the organization began benchmarking against other companies.
At Level 5, the organization evaluates the information learned during benchmarking
and implements the changes necessary to improve the project management process.
It is at this level that the company comes to the realization that excellence in project
management is a never-ending journey.

There are four characteristics of Level 5, as shown in Figure 9.1:

The organization must create lessons-learned files from the debriefing sessions at
the end of each project. Case studies on each project, discussing mistakes made and
knowledge learned, are critical so that mistakes are not repeated.

The knowledge learned on each project must be transferred to other projects and
teams. This can be accomplished through quarterly or semiannual lessons-learned
forums or from lessons-learned case studies discussed in training programs.

The company must recognize that a mentorship program should be put in place to
groom future project managers. Knowledge and lessons-learned information can
be transmitted through the mentorship program as well. The mentorship program
is best administered through a project management office (PMO) or a center of
excellence (COE).

The final characteristic of Level 5 is a corporate-wide understanding that strategic
planning for project management is a continuous, ongoing process.

Documenting project results in lessons-learned files and the preparation of case
studies can be difficult to implement. People learn from both successes and failures.
One executive commented that the only true project failures are the ones from which
we learned nothing. Another executive commented that project debriefings are a waste
of time unless we learn something from them.
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Continuous improvement

e | essons-learned files

® Knowledge transfer

® COE/PMO mentorship program

e Strategic planning for project
management

Figure 9.1 Characteristics of Level 5.

Documenting successes is easy. Documenting mistakes is more troublesome
because people do not want their names attached to mistakes for fear of retribution.
Company employees still know which individuals worked on which projects, even
when the case study is disguised. A strong corporate culture is needed to make docu-
menting mistakes work effectively as a learning experience.

» Continuous Improvement Areas

Project management methodologies must undergo continuous improvement. This may
be strategically important to stay ahead of the competition. Continuous improvements to
a methodology can be internally driven by factors such as better software availability, a
more cooperative corporate culture, or simply training and education in the use of project
management practices. Externally driven factors include relationships with customers and
suppliers, legal factors, social factors, technological factors, and even political factors.

Five areas for continuous improvement to the project management methodology are
shown in Figure 9.2 and in the following:

Existing Process Improvements

m Frequency of use: Has prolonged use of the methodology made it apparent that
changes can be made?

Existing Integrated

. process
1improvement Pprocesses

N

Managerial Continuous Behavioral
issues improvement issues

!

Benchmarking

Figure 9.2 Factors to consider for continuous improvement.



Access to customers: Can you improve the methodology to get closer to your
customers?

Substitute products: Are there new products (i.e., software) in the marketplace that
can replace and improve part of your methodology?

Better working conditions: Can changes in the working conditions cause you to
eliminate parts of the methodology (i.e., paperwork requirements)?

Better use of software: Will new or better use of the software allow you to eliminate
some of your documentation and reports?

Integrated Process Improvements

Speed of integration: Are there ways to change the methodology to increase the
speed of integrating activities?

Training requirements: Have changes in training requirements mandated changes in
your methodology?

Corporate-wide acceptance: Should the methodology change in order to obtain
corporate-wide acceptance?

Behavioral Issues
Changes in organizational behavior: Have changes in behavior mandated
methodology changes?

Cultural changes: Has your culture changed (i.e., to a cooperative culture) such that
the methodology can be enhanced?

Management support: Has management support improved to a point where fewer
gate reviews are required?

Impact on informal project management: 1s there enough of a cooperative culture
that informal project management can be used to execute the methodology?

Shifts in power and authority: Do authority and power changes mandate a looser or
a more rigid methodology?

Safety considerations: Have safety or environmental changes occurred that will
impact the methodology?

Overtime requirements: Do new overtime requirements mandate an updating of
forms, policies, or procedures?

Benchmarking
Creation of a project management COE: Do you now have a core group responsible
for benchmarking?

Cultural benchmarking: Do other organizations have better cultures than you do in
project management execution?

Process benchmarking: What new processes are other companies integrating into
their methodology?
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Managerial Issues
Customer communications: Have there been changes in the way you communicate
with your customers?

Resource capability versus needs: If your needs have changed, what has happened
to the capabilities of your resources?

Restructuring requirements: Has restructuring caused you to change your sign-off
requirements?

Growing pains: Does the methodology have to be updated to include your present
growth in business (i.e., tighter or looser controls)?

These five factors provide a company with a good framework for continuous

improvement. The benefits of continuous improvement include:

Better competitive positioning

Corporate unity

Improved cost analysis

Customer value added

Better management of customer expectations

Ease of implementation

» The Never-Ending Cycle

Given the fact that maturity in project management is a never-ending journey, we can
define excellence in project management as a never-ending cycle of benchmarking—
continuous improvement—singular methodology enhancement, as shown in Figure 9.3.
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Figure 9.3 The five levels of maturity.



This implies that Levels 3, 4, and 5 of the PMMM are repeated over and over again.
This also justifies our statement of the need for overlapping levels.

» Examples of Continuous Improvement

As more and more industries accept project management as a way of life, continuous
improvement opportunities in project management practices have arisen at an astound-
ing rate. What is even more important is the fact that companies are sharing their
accomplishments with other companies during benchmarking activities.

Ten recent interest areas are included in this chapter:

m Developing effective procedural documentation
m Project management methodologies

= Continuous improvement

= Capacity planning

= Competency models

= Managing multiple projects

m End-of-phase review meetings

m Strategic selection of projects

m Portfolio selection of projects

m Horizontal accounting

These 10 topics appear to be the quickest to change. However, as project manage-
ment evolves, other topics, such as those discussed in Chapter 11, may replace some
of these.

» Developing Effective Procedural Documentation

Previously, we showed the necessity to develop processes and ultimately a singular
methodology for project management. Project management methodologies require a
project management information system (PMIS), which is based on procedural docu-
mentation. The procedural documentation can be in the form of policies, procedures,
guidelines, forms and checklists, or a combination of these. Good procedural docu-
mentation will accelerate the project management maturity process, foster support at
all levels of management, and greatly improve project communications. The type of
procedural documentation selected can change over the years and is heavily biased
toward whether you wish to manage more formally or informally. In any event, pro-
cedural documentation supports effective communications, which in turn provides for
better interpersonal skills.

An important facet of any project management methodology is to provide the
people in the organization with procedural documentation on how to conduct project-
oriented activities and how to communicate in such a multidimensional environment.
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The project management policies, procedures, forms, guidelines, templates, and
checklists can provide some of these tools for delineating the process, as well as a for-
mat for collecting, processing, and communicating project-related data in an orderly,
standardized format. Project planning and tracking, however, involve more than just
the generation of paperwork. They require the participation of the entire project team,
including support departments, subcontractors, and top management. This involve-
ment of the entire team fosters a unifying team environment. This unity, in turn,
helps the team focus on the project goals and, ultimately, fosters each team mem-
ber’s personal commitment to accomplishing the various tasks within time and bud-
get constraints. The specific benefits of procedural documents, including forms and
checklists, are that they help to:

m Provide guidelines and uniformity.

m Encourage useful, but minimum, documentation.
m  Communicate clearly and effectively.

m Standardize data formats.

m Unify project teams.

m Provide a basis for analysis.

m Document agreements for future reference.

m Refuel commitments.

= Minimize paperwork.

= Minimize conflict and confusion.

m Delineate work packages.

m Bring new team members on board.

m Build an experience track and method for future projects.

Done properly, the process of project planning must involve both the performing
and the customer organizations. This involvement creates new insight into the intrica-
cies of a project and its management methods. It also leads to visibility of the project at
various organizational levels, management involvement, and support. It is this involve-
ment at all organizational levels that stimulates interest in the project and the desire
for success, and fosters a pervasive reach for excellence that unifies the project team.
It leads to commitment toward establishing and reaching the desired project objectives
and to a self-forcing management system where people want to work toward these
established objectives.

Not all procedural documentation will be used on every project, as companies

embrace agile and Scrum. As such, project personnel will be given the freedom to
decide which documentation is critical for a project.

® The Challenges

Despite all of these benefits, management is often reluctant to implement or fully sup-
port a formal project management system. Management concerns often center on four



issues: overhead burden, start-up delays, stifled creativity, and reduced self-forcing
control. First, the introduction of more organizational formality via policies, proce-
dures, and forms might cost some money, plus additional funding will be needed to
support and maintain the system. Second, the system is seen, especially by action-ori-
ented managers, as causing undesirable start-up delays by requiring the putting of cer-
tain stakes into the ground, in terms of project definition, feasibility, and organization,
before the detailed implementation can start. Third and fourth, the system is often per-
ceived as stifling creativity and shifting project control from the responsible individual
to an impersonal process that enforces the execution of a predefined number of proce-
dural steps and forms without paying attention to the complexities and dynamics of the
individual project and its possibly changing objectives.

The comment of one project manager may be typical for many situations: “My
support personnel feel that we spend too much time planning a project upfront; it
creates a very rigid environment that stifles innovation. The only purpose seems to
be establishing a basis for controls against outdated measures and for punishment
rather than help in case of a contingency.” This comment is echoed by many project
managers. It’s not a groundless attitude, for it also illustrates a potential misuse of
formal project management systems: establishment of unrealistic controls and pen-
alties for deviations from the program plan rather than help in finding solutions.
Whether these fears are real or imaginary within a particular organization does
not change the situation. It is the perceived coercion that leads to the rejection of
the project management system. An additional concern is the lack of management
involvement and funding to implement the project management system. Often the
customer or sponsoring organization must also be involved and agree with the pro-
cess for planning and controlling the project.

® How to Make It Work

Few companies have introduced project management procedures with ease. Most have
experienced problems ranging from skepticism to sabotage of the procedural system.
Realistically, however, program managers do not have much of a choice, especially for
larger, more complex programs. Every project manager who believes in project man-
agement has their own success story. It is interesting to note, however, that many have
had to use incremental approaches to develop and implement their project management
methodology.

Developing and implementing such a methodology incrementally is a multifaceted
challenge to management. The problem is seldom one of understanding the techniques
involved, such as budgeting and scheduling, but rather one of involving the project
team in the process; getting their input, support, and commitment; and establishing a
supportive environment. Furthermore, project personnel must have the feeling that the
policies and procedures of the project management system facilitate communication,
are flexible and adaptive to the changing environment, and provide an early warning
system through which project personnel can obtain assistance rather than punishment
in case of a contingency.
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The procedural guidelines and forms of an established project management meth-
odology can be especially useful during the project planning/definition phase. Not
only do they help to delineate and communicate the four major sets of variables for
organizing and managing the project—(1) tasks, (2) timing, (3) resources, and (4)
responsibilities—but they also help to define measurable milestones, as well as report
and review requirements. This, in turn, makes it possible to measure project status
and performance and supplies the crucial inputs for controlling the project toward the
desired results.

Developing an effective project management methodology takes more than just a
set of policies and procedures. It requires the integration of these guidelines and stan-
dards into the culture and value system of the organization. Management must lead the
overall efforts and foster an environment conducive to teamwork. The greater the team
spirit, trust, commitment, and quality of information exchange among team members,
the more likely it is that the team will develop effective decision-making processes,
make individual and group commitments, focus on problem-solving, and operate in a
self-forcing, self-correcting control mode. These are the characteristics that will sup-
port and pervade the formal project management system and make it work for you.
When understood and accepted by the team members, such a system provides the
formal standards, guidelines, and measures needed to direct a project toward specific
results within the given time and resource constraints.

m Established Practices

Although project managers may have the right to establish their own policies and pro-
cedures, many companies have taken the route of designing project-control forms that
can be used uniformly on all projects to assist in the communications process. Project-
control forms serve two vital purposes by establishing a common framework from
which:

m The project manager will communicate with executives, functional managers, func-
tional employees, and clients.

m Executives and the project manager can make meaningful decisions concerning the
allocation of resources.

Success or failure of a project depends on the ability of key personnel to have suf-
ficient data for decision-making. Project management is often considered to be both an
art and a science. It is an art because of the strong need for interpersonal skills, and the
project planning and control forms attempt to convert part of the “art” into a science.

Many companies tend not to realize until too late the necessity of good planning and
control forms. Today, some of the larger companies with mature project management
structures maintain a separate functional unit for forms control. This is quite common
in aerospace and defense, but it is also becoming common practice in other industries.
Yet some executives still believe that forms are needed only when the company grows
to a point where a continuous stream of unique projects necessitates some sort of uni-
form control mechanism.



In some small or non—project-driven organizations, each project can have its own
forms. But for most other organizations, uniformity is a must. Quite often, the actual
design and selection of the forms is made by individuals other than the users. This can
easily lead to disaster.

Large companies with a multitude of different projects do not have the luxury of control-
ling projects with three or four forms. There are different forms for planning, scheduling,
controlling, authorizing work, and so on. It is not uncommon for companies to have 20 to
30 different forms, each dependent on the type of project, length of project, dollar value,
type of customer reporting, and other such factors. Some companies have as many as 50
tools for project managers to use, and each tool has its own procedural documentation.

In project management, project managers are often afforded the luxury of being able
to set up their own administration for the project, a fact that could lead to irrevocable
long-term damage if each project manager were permitted to design his or her own
forms for project control. Many times, this problem remains unchecked, and the num-
ber of forms grows exponentially with each project.

Executives can overcome this problem either by limiting the number of forms nec-
essary for planning, scheduling, and controlling projects, or by establishing a separate
department to develop the needed forms. Neither of these approaches is really practi-
cal or cost-effective. The best method appears to be the task force concept, where both
managers and doers have the opportunity to interact and provide input. In the short run,
this may appear to be ineffective and a waste of time and money. However, in the long
run, there should be large benefits.

There is growth in the use of a flexible project management approach. This
approach depends on the trust executives have in the project managers. With this
approach, the organization establishes a library of forms and allows the project team to
select which forms are appropriate for a project. The team may also design their own
forms to meet a client’s needs.

To be effective in traditional project management, the following ground rules can be
used:

m Task forces should include managers as well as doers.

m Task-force members must be willing to accept criticism from other peers, superiors,
and especially subordinates who must live with these forms.

m Upper-level management should maintain a rather passive (or monitoring)
involvement.

= A minimum of signature approvals should be required for each form.
m Forms should be designed so that they can be updated periodically.

m Functional managers and project managers must be dedicated and committed to the
use of the forms.

m Categorizing the Broad Spectrum of Documents

The dynamic nature of project management and its multifunctional involvement create
a need for a multitude of procedural documents to guide a project through the various
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phases and stages of integration. Especially for larger organizations, the challenge is
not only to provide management guidelines for each project activity, but also to pro-
vide a coherent procedural framework within which project leaders from all disciplines
can work and communicate with each other. Specifically, each policy or procedure
must be consistent with and accommodating to the various other functions that inter-
face with the project over its life cycle. This complexity of intricate relations is illus-
trated in Figure 9.4.
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Figure 9.4 Interrelationship of project activities with various functional/organizational
levels and project management levels.

Source: Reprinted from H. Kerzner and H. J. Thamhain, Project Management Operating Guidelines
(New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1985).

One simple and effective way of categorizing the broad spectrum of procedural doc-
uments is to utilize the work breakdown concept, as shown in Figure 9.5. This concept
organizes the principal procedural categories along the lines of the principal proj-
ect life-cycle phases. Each category is then subdivided into (1) general management
guidelines, (2) policies, (3) procedures, (4) forms, and (5) checklists. If necessary, the
concept can be extended an additional step to develop policies, procedures, forms, and
checklists for the various project and functional sublevels of operation. Although this
level of formality might be needed for very large programs, an effort should be made
to minimize layering of policies and procedures, because the additional bureaucracy
can cause new interface problems and additional overhead costs. For most projects, a
single document covers all levels of project operations.
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Figure 9.5 Categorizing procedural documents within a work breakdown structure.
Source: Reprinted from H. Kerzner and H. J. Thamhain, Project Management Operating Guidelines (New York:
Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1985).

®m As We Mature ...

As companies become more mature in executing the project management method-
ology, project management policies and procedures are discarded and replaced with
guidelines, forms, and checklists. More flexibility is thus provided to the project man-
ager. Unfortunately, reaching this stage takes time, because executives need to develop
confidence in the ability of the project management methodology to work without the
rigid controls provided by policies and procedures. All companies seem to go through
the evolutionary stage of relying on policies and procedures before they advance to
guidelines, templates, forms, and checklists.

» Project Management Methodologies

The ultimate purpose of any project management system is to drastically increase the
likelihood that your organization will have a continuous stream of successfully man-
aged projects. The best way to achieve this goal is with the development of a proj-
ect management methodology. Good project management methodologies are based on
guidelines and forms rather than policies and procedures. Methodologies must have
enough flexibility that they can be adapted easily to each and every project. There are
consulting companies that have created their own methodologies and that will try to
convince you that the solution to most of your project management problems can be
resolved with the purchase of their (often expensive) methodology. The primary goal
of these consulting companies is turning problems into gold: your problems into their
gold!
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One major hurdle that any company must overcome when developing or purchas-
ing a project management methodology is the fact that a methodology is nothing more
than a sheet of paper with instructions. To convert this sheet of paper into a success-
ful methodology, the company must accept, support, and execute the methodology. If
this is going to happen, the methodology should be designed to support the corporate
culture, not vice versa. It is a fatal mistake to purchase a canned methodology pack-
age that mandates you change your corporate culture to support it. If the methodology
does not support the culture, the result will be a lack of acceptance of the methodology,
sporadic use at best, inconsistent application of the methodology, poor morale, and
perhaps even diminishing support for project management. What converts any method-
ology into a world-class methodology is its adaptability to the corporate culture.

There is no reason why organizations cannot develop their own methodologies. The
amount of time and effort needed to develop a methodology will vary from company
to company, based on such factors as the size and nature of the projects, the number of
functional boundaries to be crossed, whether the organization is project-driven or non—
project-driven, and competitive pressures.

» Continuous Improvement

All too often, complacency directs the decision-making process. This is particularly
true of organizations that have reached some degree of excellence in project manage-
ment and become self-satisfied. They often realize only too late that they have lost
their competitive advantage. This occurs when organizations fail to recognize the
importance of continuous improvement.

Figure 9.6 illustrates activities in a continuous improvement cycle. As companies
begin to mature in project management and reach some degree of excellence, they
achieve a sustained competitive advantage. Achieving this edge might very well be the
single most important strategic objective of the firm. Once the firm has this sustained
competitive advantage, it will then begin to exploit it.

I

Sustained
competitive
position

Time —

Figure 9.6 Activities in a continuous-improvement cycle.

Unfortunately, the competition will not sit by idly, watching you exploit your sus-
tained competitive advantage; they will begin to counterattack. When they do, you
may lose a large portion, if not all, of your sustained competitive advantage. To remain



effective and competitive, your organization must recognize the need for continuous
improvement, as shown in Figure 9.7. Continuous improvement allows a firm to
maintain its competitive advantage even when its competitors counterattack.
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Figure 9.7 The need for continuous improvement.
» Capacity Planning

As companies become excellent in project management, the benefits of performing
more work in less time and with fewer resources become readily apparent. The ques-
tion, of course, is how much more work the organization can take on. Companies are
now struggling to develop capacity-planning models to see how much new work can
be undertaken within the existing human and nonhuman constraints.

Figure 9.8 illustrates the classical way that companies perform capacity planning.
The approach shown holds true for both project- and non—project-driven organiza-
tions. The “planning horizon” line indicates the point in time for capacity planning.
The “proposals” line indicates the resources needed for approved internal projects or
a percentage (perhaps as much as 100 percent) for all work expected through com-
petitive bidding. The combination of this line and the “manpower requirements” line,
when compared against current staffing, provides an indication of capacity. This plan-
ning technique can be effective if performed early enough that training time is allowed
for future manpower shortages.
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Figure 9.8 Classical capacity planning over time.
There is an important limitation to this process for capacity planning, however:

Only human resources are considered. A more realistic method would be to use the
strategy shown in Figure 9.9, which can also be applied to both project-driven and
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non—project-driven organizations. Using the approach in Figure 9.9, projects are
selected based on such factors as strategic fit, profitability, consideration of who the
customer is, and corporate benefits. The objectives for the projects selected are then
defined in both business and technical terms, because there can be both business and
technical capacity constraints.

Selection
of
projects

Capacity-
planning
models

Project Planning
objectives objectives

Figure 9.9 Capacity-planning activities.

The next step points up one critical difference between average companies and excel-
lent companies. An excellent company will identify capacity constraints from the sum-
mation of the schedules and plans. Project managers will meet with project sponsors to
determine the objective of the plan, which is different than the objective of the project.
Is the objective of the plan to achieve the project’s objective with the least cost, least
time, or least risk? Typically, only one of these applies, whereas immature organizations
believe that all three can be achieved on every project. This, of course, is unrealistic.

The final box in Figure 9.9 is now the determination of the capacity limitations.
Previously, we considered only human resource capacity constraints. Now we realize
that the critical path of a project can be constrained not only by available manpower but
also by time, facilities, cash flow, and even technology. It is possible to have multiple
critical paths on a project other than those identified by classical capacity planning. Each
of these critical paths provides a different dimension to the capacity-planning models,
and each of these constraints can lead to a different capacity limitation. As an example,
manpower might limit you to taking on only four additional projects. Based on available
facilities, however, you might only be able to undertake two more projects; and based on
available technology, you might be able to undertake only one new project.

» Competency Models

Over the past decade, companies began replacing job descriptions with competency
models. Job descriptions for project management tend to emphasize the deliverables
and expectations from the project manager, whereas competency models emphasize
the specific skills needed to achieve the deliverables.



Figure 9.10 shows the competency model for

expected to have competencies in three broad areas:!

m Scientific/technical skills
m Leadership skills

m Process skills
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Figure 9.10 Competency model for Eli Lilly.

For each of the three broad areas, there are subdivisions or grade levels. A primary

advantage of a competency model is that it allows the training department to develop

customized project management training programs to satisfy the skill requirements.

Without competency models, most training programs are generic rather than custom-

ized. Also, competency models make it easier for organizations to develop a complete

training curriculum, rather than a single course.

Competency models focus on specialized skills in order to assist project managers

in more efficiently utilizing their time. Figure 9.11,

although theoretical, shows how,

with specialized competency training, project managers might be able to increase their

time effectiveness by reducing time robbers and rework. Unfortunately, time robbers

and rework cannot always be eliminated, but they can be reduced.
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Figure 9.11 Core competency analysis.
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"' A detailed description of the Eli Lilly competency model can be found in H. Kerzner, Project
Management Best Practices: Achieving Global Excellence (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley, 2018), 373-384.

123

COMPETENCY MODELS



LEVEL 5: CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

124

As stated previously, competency models make it easier for companies to develop
project management curricula, rather than simply single courses. This is shown in
Figure 9.12. As companies mature in project management and develop a company-
wide core competency model, an internal, custom-designed curriculum will be devel-
oped. Companies, especially large ones, will find it necessary to maintain a course
architecture specialist on their staffs.
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with without models
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Generic Generic Customized
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training training training

Figure 9.12 Competency models and training.

» Managing Multiple Projects

As organizations begin to mature in project management, there is a tendency toward
wanting to manage multiple projects. This might entail either the company sponsoring
the various projects, or each project manager managing multiple projects. Several fac-
tors support the managing of multiple projects.

First, the cost of maintaining a full-time project manager on all projects may be prohibi-
tive. The magnitude and risks of the project dictate whether a full-time or part-time assign-
ment is necessary. Assigning a project manager full-time on an activity that does not require
it is an overmanagement cost. Overmanagement of projects was considered an acceptable
practice in the early days of project management because we had little knowledge regard-
ing how to handle risk management. Today, methods for risk management exist.

Second, line managers now share accountability with project managers for the suc-
cessful completion of projects. Project managers are managing at the template levels
of the work breakdown structure (WBS), with line managers accepting accountability
for the work packages at the detailed WBS levels. Project managers now spend more
of their time integrating work rather than planning and scheduling functional activities.
With the line managers accepting more accountability, time may be available for proj-
ect managers to manage multiple projects.

Third, senior management has come to the realization that they must provide high-
quality training for project managers if they are to reap the benefits of managing mul-
tiple projects. Senior managers must also change the way they function as sponsors.
There are six major areas where the corporation as a whole may have to change in
order for the managing of multiple projects to succeed:



m Prioritization: If a project-prioritization system is in effect, it must be used correctly
such that employee credibility in the system is realized. There are downside risks to
a prioritization system. The project manager, having multiple projects to manage,
may favor those projects having the highest priorities. It is possible that no priori-
tization system at all may be the best solution. Also, not every project needs to be
prioritized. Prioritization can be a time-consuming effort.

m Scope changes: Managing multiple projects is almost impossible if sponsors/
customers are allowed to make continuous scope changes. When managing mul-
tiple projects, the project manager must understand that the majority of the scope
changes desired may have to be performed through enhancement projects rather
than through a continuous scope-change effort on the original projects. A major
scope change on one project could limit the project manager’s available time to ser-
vice other projects. Also, continuous scope changes will almost always be accom-
panied by reprioritization of projects, a further detriment to the management of
multiple projects.

m Capacity planning: Organizations that support the management of multiple projects
generally have tight control over resource scheduling. As a precondition, these orga-
nizations must have knowledge of capacity planning, theory of constraints, resource
leveling, and resource-limited planning.

m Project methodology: Methodologies for project management range from rigid
policies and procedures to more informal guidelines and checklists. When manag-
ing multiple projects, the project manager must be granted some degree of freedom.
This necessitates guidelines, checklists, and forms. Formal project management
practices create excessive paperwork requirements, thus minimizing the opportuni-
ties to manage multiple projects. The project size is also critical.

m Project initiation: Managing multiple projects has been going on for almost 50
years. One thing we have learned is that it can work well as long as the projects
are in relatively different life-cycle phases. The demands on the project manager’s
time are different during each life-cycle phase. Therefore, for the project manager to
effectively balance his or her time among multiple projects, it would be best for the
sponsor not to have the projects begin at exactly the same time.

m QOrganizational structures: If the project manager is to manage multiple projects,
then it is highly unlikely that the project manager will be a technical expert in all
areas of all projects. Assuming that the accountability is shared with the line manag-
ers, the organization will most likely adopt a weak-matrix structure.

» End-of-Phase Review Meetings

For more than 30 years, end-of-phase review meetings were simply an opportunity for
executives to rubber-stamp the project to continue. The meetings were used to give the
executives some degree of comfort concerning project status. Only good news was pre-
sented by the project team.
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Executives, from a selfish point of view, very rarely canceled projects. The executive
was better off allowing the new product to be developed, even though the executive
knew full well that the product would have no buyers or would be overpriced. Once the
product was developed, the executive sponsor was off the hook. The onus now rested
on the shoulders of the marketing group to find potential customers. If customers could
not be found, obviously the problem was with marketing.

Today, end-of-phase review meetings take on a different dimension. First and fore-
most, executives are no longer afraid to cancel projects, especially if the objectives
have changed, the objectives are unreachable, or the resources could be used on other
activities that have a greater likelihood of success. Executives now spend more time
assessing the risks in the future rather than focusing on accomplishments in the past.

Since project managers are now becoming more business-oriented, rather than
technically oriented, they are expected to present information on business risks, reas-
sessment of the benefit-to-cost ratio, and any business decisions that could affect the
ultimate objectives. Simply stated, end-of-phase review meetings now focus more on
business decisions than on technical decisions.

> Strategic Selection of Projects

What a company wants to do is not always what it can do. The critical constraint is
normally the availability and quality of the critical resources. Companies usually have
an abundance of projects they would like to work on; but, because of resource limita-
tions, they have to develop a prioritization system for the selection of projects.

One commonly used selection process is the portfolio classification matrix shown
in Figure 9.13. Each potential project undergoes a situational assessment for strengths,
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats. The project is then ranked on the nine-square
grid, based on its potential benefits and the quality of resources needed to achieve
those benefits. The characteristics of the benefits appear in Figure 9.14, and the charac-
teristics of the resources needed are shown in Figure 9.15.
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Figure 9.13 Portfolio classification matrix.
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Develop new technology
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Projects’ benefits

Figure 9.14 Potential benefits of a project.
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Figure 9.15 Characteristics of the resources
needed to achieve a project's benefits.
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Figure 9.16 Strategic importance of projects.

This classification technique allows for proper selection of projects, as well as pro-
viding the organization with the foundation for a capacity-planning model to see how
much work the organization can take on. Companies usually have little trouble figuring
out where to assign highly talented people. The model, however, provides guidance on
how to make the most effective use of average and below-average individuals as well.

The boxes in the nine-square grid in Figure 9.13 can then be prioritized according
to strategic importance, as shown in Figure 9.16. If resources are limited but funding is
adequate, the boxes identified as high priority will be addressed first.
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The nine-square grid in Figure 9.16 can also be used to identify the quality of the

project management skills needed, in addition to the quality of functional employees.

This is shown in Figure 9.17. As an example, the project managers with the best over-

all skills will be assigned to those projects that are needed to protect the firm’s current

position. Each of the nine cells in Figure 9.17 can be described as follows:

Protect position (high benefits and high quality of resources): These projects may
be regarded as vital to the survival of the firm. They mandate professional project
management, possibly certified project managers, and that the organization consider
project management as a career path position. Continuous improvement in project
management is essential to make sure the methodology is the best it can be.

Protect position (high benefits and medium quality of resources): Projects in this
category may require a full-time project manager, but not necessarily a certified one.
An enhanced project management methodology is needed, with emphasis on rein-
forcing vulnerable areas of project management.

Protect position (medium benefits and high quality of resources): Emphasis in these
projects is on training project managers, with special attention to their leadership
skills. The types of projects here are usually efforts to add customer value rather
than to develop new products.

Line management project management (high benefits and low quality of resources):
These projects are usually process-improvement efforts to support repetitive production.
Minimum integration across functional lines is necessary, which allows line managers to
function as project managers. These projects are characterized by short time frames.

Build selectively (medium benefits and medium quality of resources): These proj-
ects are specialized, perhaps repetitive, and focus on a specific area of the busi-
ness. Limited project management strengths are needed. Risk management may be
needed, especially technical risk management.

Team leaders (low benefits but high quality of resources): These are normally small,
short-term R&D projects that require strong technical skills. Since minimal inte-
gration is required, scientists and technical experts will function as team leaders.
Minimal knowledge of project management is needed.
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Figure 9.17 Strategic guide to allocating project resources.



m Part-time project management (medium benefits and low quality of resources):
These are small capital projects that require only an introductory knowledge of
project management. One project manager could end up managing multiple small
projects.

m Part-time project management (low benefits and medium quality of resources):
These are internal projects or very small capital projects. These projects have small
budgets and perhaps a low to moderate risk.

m Part-time project management (low benefits and low quality of resources): These
projects are usually planned by line managers but executed by project coordinators
or project expediters.

» Portfolio Selection of Projects

Companies that are project-driven organizations must be careful about the type
and quantity of projects they work on, due to the constraints on available resources.
Because timing is often critical, it is not always possible to hire new employees and
have them trained quickly enough, or to hire subcontractors, whose skills may well be
questionable anyway.

Figure 9.18 shows a typical project portfolio.> Each circle represents a project. The
location of each circle represents the quality of resources needed and the life-cycle
phase the project is in. The size of the circle represents the magnitude of the achievable

Quality of resources
Strong  Medium Low

[— Definition GA
Design @ B @ C

Development

Life-cycle <
phases

Implementation

Conversion

Figure 9.18 Basic portfolio.

2 This type of portfolio was adapted from the life-cycle portfolio model used for strategic planning activities.
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benefits, relative to those of other projects, and the “pie wedge” represents the
percentage of the project completed thus far.

In Figure 9.18, Project A has relatively low benefits and uses medium quality of
resources. Project A is in the definition phase. However, when Project A moves into the
design phase, the quality of resources may change to low or high quality. Therefore,
this type of chart has to be updated frequently.

Figures 9.19, 9.20, and 9.21 show three different types of portfolios. Figure 9.19
represents a high-risk project portfolio where high-quality resources are required on
each project. This may be representative of a project-driven organization that has been
awarded several highly profitable, large projects. This could also be a company that
competes in the computer field, an industry that has short product life cycles and where
product obsolescence occurs only six months downstream.

Quality of resources
Strong Medium  Low

&

[— Definition G

Design

g e (Y

Implementation

L Conversion G

Figure 9.19 Typical high-risk project portfolio.

Figure 9.20 represents a conservative, profit-oriented project portfolio—say, that
of an organization that works mainly on low-risk projects that require low-quality
resources. This could be representative of project portfolio selection in a service orga-
nization, or even a manufacturing firm that has projects designed mostly for product
enhancement.

Figure 9.21 shows a balanced portfolio with projects in each life-cycle phase and
where all qualities of resources are being utilized, usually quite effectively. A very
delicate juggling act is required to maintain this balance.
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Figure 9.20 Typical conservative, profit-oriented project portfolio.
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Figure 9.21 Typical balanced project portfolio.

» Horizontal or Project Accounting

In the early days of project management, project management was synonymous with
scheduling. Project planning meant simply laying out a schedule, with very little
regard for costs. After all, we know that costs will change (i.e., most likely increase)
over the life of the project and that the final cost will never resemble the original bud-

get. Therefore, why worry about cost control?
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Recessions and poor economic times have put pressure on the average company to
achieve better cost control. Historically, costs were measured on a vertical basis only.
This created a problem in that project managers had no knowledge of how many hours
were actually being expended in the functional areas to perform the assigned project
activities. Standards were very rarely updated, and, if they were, it was usually without
the project manager’s knowledge.

Today, methodologies for project management mandate horizontal accounting using
earned-value-measurement techniques. This is extremely important, especially if the
project manager has the responsibility for profit and loss. Projects are now controlled
through a series of charge numbers or cost-account codes assigned to all the work
packages in the WBS.

Strategic planning for cost control on projects is a three-phase effort, as shown in
Figures 9.22 through 9.24. The three phases are as follows:

m Phase [—Budget-based planning (Figure 9.22): This is the development of a proj-
ect’s baseline budget and cash flow based on reasonably accurate historical data.
The historical databases are updated at the end of each project.

m Phase II—Cost/performance determination (Figure 9.23): Here, costs are deter-
mined for each work package, and actual costs are compared against actual perfor-
mance in order to determine the true project status.

m Phase [II—Updating and reporting (Figure 9.24): This involves the preparation of
the necessary reports for the project team members, line managers, sponsors, and
customer. At a minimum, the reports should address these questions:

m Where are we today (time and cost)?
m Where will we end up (time and cost)?
m What problems and/or risks do we have now and will we have in the future, and

what mitigation strategies have we come up with?

Good methodologies provide the framework for gathering the information to answer
these questions.
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data/project plan
files e Labor rates «Baseline
* Estimating » Overhead
databases rates Cash flow
o Team * Material plan
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knowledge «Cost of capital
 Subject matter
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Figure 9.22 The evolution of integrated cost-schedule man-
agement. Phase |—Budget-based planning.



Cost/
performance

¢ Timecards

¢ Overhead
rates

* Materials
* Subcontracts

« Percent
complete

Actual costs;
actual performance

Figure 9.23 The evolution of integrated cost-
schedule management. Phase [l—Cost/performance
determination.

A of the Variance
. d analysis

» Comparison of o Closi vemiewee
actual versus » Schedule
planned variance
e Trend
extrapolation
. S;SSI:ISﬂ o Estimated Update
commitments cost at corporate

completion portfolio

Figure 9.24 The evolution of integrated cost-schedule
management. Phase lll—Updating and reporting.

» Organizational Restructuring

Effective project management cultures are based on trust, communication, coopera-
tion, and teamwork. When the basis of project management is strong, organizational
structure becomes almost irrelevant. Restructuring an organization only to add project
management is unnecessary and perhaps even dangerous. Companies may need to be
restructured for other reasons, such as making the customer more important. But suc-
cessful project management can exist within any structure, no matter how awful the
structure looks on paper, as long as the culture of the company promotes teamwork,
cooperation, trust, and effective communication.

The organizations of companies excellent in project management can take almost
any form. Today, small- to medium-size companies sometimes restructure to pool man-
agement resources. Large companies tend to focus on the strategic business unit as the
foundation of their structures. Many companies still follow matrix management. Any
structure can work with project management as long as it has the following traits:

m The company is organized around nondedicated project teams.

m [t has a flat organizational hierarchy.
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m [t practices informal project management.

m [t does not consider the reporting level of project managers to be important.

The first point listed here may be somewhat controversial. Dedicated project teams
have been a fact of life since the late 1980s. Although there have been many positive
results from dedicated teams, there has also been a tremendous waste of manpower cou-
pled with duplication of equipment, facilities, and technologies. Today, most experienced
organizations believe that they are scheduling resources effectively so that multiple proj-
ects can make use of scarce resources at the same time. And, they believe, nondedicated
project teams can be just as creative as dedicated teams, perhaps at a lower cost.

Although tall organizational structures with multiple layers of management were the
rule when project management came on the scene in the early 1960s, today’s organiza-
tions tend to be lean and mean, with fewer layers of management than ever. The span
of control has been widened, and the result of that change has been mass confusion
in some companies but complete success in others. The simple fact is that flat organi-
zations work better. They are characterized by better internal communication, greater
cooperation among employees and managers, and atmospheres of trust.

In addition, today’s project management organizations, with only a few exceptions
(purely project-driven companies), prefer to use informal project management. With
formal project management systems, the authority and power of project managers must
be documented in writing. Formal project management policies and procedures are
required. And documentation is required for the simplest tasks. By contrast, in infor-
mal systems, paperwork is minimized. In the future, I believe that even totally project-
driven organizations will develop more informal systems.

The reporting level for project managers has fluctuated between top-level and lower-
level managers. As a result, some line managers have felt alienated over authority and
power disagreements with project managers. In the most successful organizations, the
reporting level has stabilized, and project managers and line managers today report at about
the same level. Project management simply works better when the managers involved view
each other as peers. In large projects, however, project managers may report higher up,
sometimes to the executive level. For such projects, a project office is usually set up for
project team members at the same level as the line managers with whom they interact daily.

To sum it all up, effective cross-functional communication, cooperation, and trust
are bound to generate organizational stability. Let’s hope that organizational restructur-
ing on the scale we’ve seen in recent years will no longer be necessary.

» Career Planning

In organizations that successfully manage their projects, project managers are considered
professionals and have distinct job descriptions. Employees traditionally are allowed to
climb one of two career ladders: the management ladder or the technical ladder. (They
cannot, however, jump back and forth between the two.) This presents a problem to proj-
ect managers, whose responsibilities bridge the two ladders. To solve this problem, some
organizations have created a third ladder, one that fills the gap between technology and



management. It is a project management ladder, with the same opportunities for advance-
ment as the other two. In some cases, this ladder becomes extremely important if the firm
considers project management to be a strategic competency.

» Assessment Instrument for Level 5

The following 16 questions concern how mature you believe your organization to be
with regard to Level 5. Beside each question, circle the number that corresponds to
your opinion. In the example below, your choice would have been Slightly Agree.:

-3 Strongly Disagree

-2 Disagree

—1 Slightly Disagree
0 No Opinion

@D Slightly Agree

+2  Agree

+3  Strongly Agree
Example: (-3~ -2 -1 0 &D +2 +3)

The row of numbers from -3 to +3 will be used later for evaluating the results. After
answering question 16, you will grade the exercise by completing Exhibit 5.

» Questions

Answer the following questions based on continuous improvement changes over the
past 12 months only. Circle the answer you feel is correct.

1. The improvements to our methodology have pushed us closer to our customers.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

2. We have made software enhancements to our methodology.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

3. We have made improvements that allowed us to speed up the integration of
activities.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

4. We have purchased software that allowed us to eliminate some of our reports and
documentation.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

5. Changes in our training requirements have resulted in changes to our
methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)
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6. Changes in our working conditions (i.e., facilities, environment) have allowed us
to streamline our methodology (i.e., paperwork reduction).
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

7. We have made changes to the methodology in order to get corporate-wide
acceptance.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

8. Changes in organizational behavior have resulted in changes to our methodology.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

9. Management support has improved to the point where we now need fewer gates
and checkpoints in our methodology.
(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

10. Our culture is a cooperative culture to the point where informal rather than formal
project management can be used, and changes have been made to the informal
project management system.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

11. Changes in power and authority have resulted in looser methodology (i.e.,
guidelines rather than policies and procedures).

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

12. Overtime requirements mandated change in our forms and procedures.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

13. We have changed the way we communicate with our customers.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

14. Because our projects’ needs have changed, so have the capabilities of our
resources.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

15. (If your organization has restructured) Our restructuring caused changes in sign-
off requirements in the methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

16. Growth of the company’s business base has caused enhancements to our
methodology.

(-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3)

m Exhibit 5

Each response you circled in questions 1-16 had a column value between -3 and +3.

In the appropriate spaces below, place the circled value (between —3 and +3) beside

each question.



© ON OO~ WNR

53
o

[nY
Lo

[
N

[
w

R
>

R
o

16.
TOTAL:

The grading system for this exercise follows.

» Explanation of Points for Level 5

Scores of 20 or more are indicative of an organization committed to benchmarking and
continuous improvement. These companies are probably leaders in their field. These
companies will always possess more project management knowledge than both their
customers and their competitors.

Scores from 10-19 are indicative that some forms of continuous improvement are
taking place, but the changes may be occurring slowly. There may be resistance to
some of the changes, most likely because of shifts in the power and authority spectrum.

Scores less than 10 imply a strong resistance to change or simply a lack of senior
management support for continuous improvement. This most likely occurs in low
technology, non—project-driven organizations where projects do not necessarily have
a well-defined profit-loss statement. These organizations will eventually change only
after pressure by their customers or an erosion of their business base.

» Opportunities for Customizing Level 5

The assessment questions in Level 5 are generic, such as improvements to the meth-
odology. If the company has a list of improvements it wishes to make now or in the
future, the questions can change.
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The questions can also be customized for continuous improvement opportunities
when dealing with clients and stakeholders. Customization can also include behavioral
changes needed for improvements to the culture.

Chapter 11 discusses many of the changes taking place in project management as
we begin using the concepts of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0. These topics can also be tested in
the assessments.
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<« CHAPTER TEN »

Sustainable Competitive
Advantage

» Introduction

To spend time and money developing a project management methodology or approach
because you believe it is the right thing to do is a wasted effort. The better approach
is to develop a methodology or approach with the intent of converting it into a sus-
tainable competitive advantage. A sustainable competitive advantage not only placates
your customers, it also puts pressure on your competitors to spend money to compete
with you.

Sustainable competitive advantages can be determined for individual functional
areas rather than for the entire company. As an example, consider Figure 10.1, which
illustrates the efforts needed to achieve a sustained competitive advantage in research
and development (R&D). As a company advances through the various stages of inno-
vation, the technical risks will increase. The organization must have developed a good
approach to the problem of assessing technical risks and must be willing to admit when
a project should be cancelled because the resources could be allocated more effectively
on other projects. Maintaining a competitive advantage requires a continuous stream of
new and/or enhanced products or services. Risk management is an essential ingredient
in the evaluation process.

As technical risks increase, so does the amount of money expended, as well as the
requirement for superior technical ability. The technical skills required increase as you
go from basic to applied research and on through development. Although some people
may argue about the need for this increase in skill levels, the fact remains that a prod-
uct that can be developed on a small laboratory bench may never be able to be mass-
produced; or, even if it can be mass-produced, the quality may have to be degraded.
Also, it is in development that you finally obtain the hard numbers as to whether the
product can be manufactured at a competitive price.
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Source: Reprinted from P. Rea and H. Kerzner, Strategic Planning
(New York: Wiley, 1997), 105.

» Strategic Thrusts

As shown in Figure 10.2, there are four strategic thrusts that must be considered before your
project management methodology can be turned into a sustainable competitive advantage.
These strategic thrusts must be identified while the methodology is being designed and
developed, not later. Developing a methodology and then having to make major changes to
it because the strategic thrusts were not considered can waste time and money, and can also
lower morale. Poor morale can cause the workers to lose faith in the methodology.

Strategic
focus
Core Sustainable -
values/ competitive CO?(?C?SUVC
purpose advantage
Synergy

Figure 10.2 Strategic thrusts.



The first strategic thrust is the core values/purpose. The core values/pur-

pose thrust describes the heart of the company, as well as the basic reason for its

existence:

Core values: A company usually has three to five core values: the timeless, passion-
ately held guiding principles of the organization. At Procter & Gamble, for example,
the core values are delivering consumer value, developing breakthrough innovation,
and building strong brands. The core values for the Walt Disney Company might be
imagination and wholesomeness, while at Nordstrom they could be service to the
customer, trust, and products with style. Core values come from within the organiza-
tion; they represent what the organization is at its very essence, as opposed to what
it does from day to day.

Core purpose: An organization’s core purpose should last for at least 100 years; it is
the organization’s reason for being that goes beyond current products and services.
For 3M, the core purpose is “to solve unsolved problems innovatively.” For Hewlett-
Packard, it is “to make technical contributions for the advancement and welfare of
humanity.” For McKinsey & Company, it is “to help leading corporations and gov-
ernments to be more successful.” For Merck, it is “to preserve and improve human
life.” And for the Walt Disney Company, it is “to make people happy.” One approach
to finding a core purpose is to ask five whys. Start with a description of the business,
and ask, “Why is that important?” five times; after a few whys, you get to the very
essence of the business.'

Generally speaking, all projects undertaken using the project management meth-

odology must support the company’s core values/purpose, which could very well be
regarded as the most important strategic thrust.

The second strategic thrust in Figure 10.2 is the strategic focus. The strategic focus

identifies the product/market element in which the organization competes. Three pri-
mary questions must be addressed in the strategic focus:

Where will the organization compete? (What products are offered, and which mar-
kets are served, by segment or geographically?)

Against whom will the organization compete? (Who is the competition?)
How will the organization compete? (By product, by proper positioning, by func-

tional strategy as channels of distribution, etc.?)

The answers to these three questions provide guidance regarding the quality and

competencies of the resources and assets needed. Project management methodologies

must be designed around the competencies of the resources.

The third strategic thrust is the competitive focus. Although this thrust has some

similarities to the strategic focus thrust, there are other overriding factors. The

'D. A. Aaker, Strategic Market Management, 5th ed. (New York: Wiley, 1998), 28.
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competitive focus emphasizes the differences between your organization and your
major competitors. The differences can exist in such areas as:

m Product features

m Product design

m Product performance

= Product quality

m Products offered

m Value-added opportunities

= Brand name and image

m Cost-reduction opportunities (i.e., experience curves, labor rates)

m Strategic alliances and partnerships

These strategic competitive differences can give your methodology one step up on
the competition.

The final strategic thrust in Figure 10.2 is synergy. Synergy reflects the orga-
nization’s ability to perform more work in less time and with fewer resources.
Organizational synergy is a measure of how well the employees cooperate with
one another. Does the organization have a cooperative or noncooperative culture?
Cooperative cultures allow for the design of a flexible methodology that will take
advantage of continuous improvement opportunities.

Because market conditions and the environment can change, continuous improve-
ment is necessary to maintain the sustained competitive advantage. Change generates
risk that, if not properly analyzed and mitigated, can cause a firm to lose its competi-
tive advantage. The key here is for the competitive advantage to become a sustainable
competitive advantage. Typical risks associated with maintaining a sustainable advan-
tage are shown in Figure 10.3.

Risks to maintaining
a sustainable competitive

advantage
Competitive Market Firm’s
risks changes limitations
* Too many * Price/cost * Quality of
competitors instability assets
* New entrants * New * Availability
* New strategic legislation of resources
alliances o New * New
technologies constraints

Figure 10.3 Risks associated with maintaining a sustainable
competitive advantage.



» The Need for Continuous Improvement

Sustained competitive advantages require continuous improvement for a firm to main-
tain its strength in the marketplace. Although new products/services are one way,
strengthening your internal position can also be effective if it results in the introduction
of new and/or more sophisticated tools that allow a firm to make faster and better deci-
sions. Tools for the future can be classified as follows:

Resource analysis tools

m Resource-limited planning
m Resource leveling
= Capacity planning

m  Multiproject resource analysis

Cost analysis tools

m Earned value forecasting
m Variance analysis
m Trend analysis

m Crashing (or schedule compression) costs

Risk analysis tools

m Risk analysis
m Risk quantification

m Lessons-learned databases

Forecasting analysis tools

m Technology forecasting
m Forward pricing rates
m Escalation factors

m Market analysis

» Project Management Competitiveness

Figure 10.4 shows the process of developing project management competitiveness.
These steps are somewhat similar to the steps in the project management maturity
model (PMMM). In the first step in Figure 10.4, the organization undergoes project
management training, which leads to the development of project management skills.
But even with a reasonable skill base, the organization can still be reasonably imma-
ture. The project management skill base must be regarded as a company-wide project
management competency designed to benefit the entire company.
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This is more than simply obtaining knowledge. It also includes developing a corpo-
rate culture that is based on effective organizational behavior and creating a well-devel-
oped project management methodology, accompanied by the proper supporting tools.

Once the organization recognizes that project management is a core competency, the
organization can convert this competency into a sustainable competitive advantage, as
shown in Figure 10.4. The ultimate purpose is for the sustainable competitive advan-
tage to become the pathway for a strategic competency that becomes a primary effort
during strategic planning activities. This requires strong executive support and a firm
belief that project management does, in fact, impact the bottom line of the corporation.

Is the .
pathway to Strategic
competency
Are the Sustainable
foundation for competitive
advantage

Are the Project
source of | management
competencies

Project
Leads to management
skills

Project

management
trainin

Immaturity Maturity I Excellence I

Figure 10.4 Project management competitiveness.

» Products versus Solutions

Quite often the need for strategic planning for project management is driven exter-
nally by changing customer requirements and expectations rather than internally. As an
example, customers are now requesting that contractors provide them with solutions to
their business needs rather than products. When you provide a product to a customer,
the customer has the responsibility to unpack the project, inspect it, install it, test it,
and get it up and running. When you sell a solution to the customer, then you perform
all of those activities for the customer and provide the customer with a totally work-
able product.

To sell solutions to a customer, you must sell not only the product but also the
delivery system that will achieve the solution. The delivery system is your project
management methodology. You must convince the customer that you have the project
management methodology to deliver a solution.

Figure 10.5 illustrates how strategic planning for project management now focuses
on solutions. Strategic planning for project management has led to the belief that proj-
ect management provides the company with a vision that project management can



lead to a competitive advantage and should be regarded as a strategic competency. To
achieve this vision, the company establishes an intermediate mission that focuses on
providing solutions rather than just products.

Products/Services

Mission ——| Solutions

Strategic competency

Vision —— o
Competitive advantage

Figure 10.5 Identifying the mission and vision.

Achieving this strategic competency and competitive advantage requires that some
foundation elements for project management exist. This is shown in Table 10.1, which
identifies what must be done in the near term and long term.

Table 10.1 The foundation elements.

Long term Short term

Mission Primary and secondary processes
Results Methodology

Logistics Globalization rollout

Structure Business case development
Accountability Tools

Direction Infrastructure

Trust

Teamwork

Culture

» Enterprise Project Management

For almost 30 years, project management has meant different things to different peo-
ple. The focus was always on the end result. Today, the focus is on the delivery system.
Historically, every organizational unit within a company was allowed to have its own
methodology for producing components, products, and services.

But today, customers want complete solutions, where a solution can be defined as
the integration of multiple components, products, and services. The result is a require-
ment for a single methodology, which is called an enterprise project management
approach and spans the entire company.
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Figure 10.6 illustrates the evolutionary process that companies go through to bring in
enterprise project management. The vertical arrows reflect functional project manage-
ment, where each functional area, such as marketing or engineering, could have its own
form of project management. This is acceptable as long as customers want products
or components. But when a customer wants complete solutions, then all of the func-
tional areas must work together, thus necessitating a single enterprise project manage-
ment methodology. As companies begin to realize that project management has become
a strategic competency, there is a desire for relationships with customers and suppliers
to be partnerships rather than just customer-contractor relationships. Therefore, strategic
planning on the enterprise project management methodology must occur such that your
methodology can easily adapt itself and interface with the methodologies of your cus-
tomers and suppliers. This is the meaning of the bottom portion of Figure 10.6.

1111

Functional project management (products)

Suppliers Customers
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Extended enterprise project mgt. (partnerships)

Figure 10.6 Growth of enterprise project management.

» Engagement Project Management

One of the newest terms to enter the project management vocabulary is engagement
project management. Engagement project management involves the way you approach
a prospective client and how you present what you are selling. Given the fact that cli-
ents are looking for strategic, long-term partnerships, as well as for solutions rather
than just products, you must sell your project management skills to win future busi-
ness. To provide solutions and a meaningful partnership, engagement project manage-
ment must emphasize:

m Realistic deliverables and constraints

® An enterprise project management methodology that can deliver continuously and
with a high probability of success

= Continuous status reporting
= Customer involvement during decision-making

Engagement project management has created an understanding and demand for
project management in both the buyer’s and seller’s organizations.
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<« CHAPTER ELEVEN »

Advanced Project
Management Maturity
Assessments

» Introduction: Changing Times

In today’s business environment, a new generation of workers are growing up in a
Web 2.0 world of Web-based project management tools that allow people on virtual
or distributed teams to work together much more closely than in the past. Advances in
computer technology and information flow have shown that the way we traditionally
managed projects and defined maturity in the past may have been incorrect and may be
ineffective for many of today’s projects.

Literature is now appearing describing project management (PM) 2.0 and 3.0, which
focus on new project management tools, better project governance, improved collab-
oration with stakeholders, and more meaningful information reporting using metrics,
key performance indicators (KPIs), and dashboard performance reporting systems. The
result is that as technology and tools change, so does our need to redefine our defini-
tion of project management maturity. Therefore, project management maturity models
(PMMMs) need to be updated periodically to account for these changes.

» Redefining Maturity from PM 1.0 to PM 2.0/3.0

Project management had its roots in the aerospace, defense, and construction industries
more than 50 years ago. Project management practices were effective on large projects
with reasonably known and predictable technology, assumptions, and constraints that
were unlikely to change over the duration of the project and that were being carried
out in a somewhat stable political environment. Unfortunately, for most companies,
these types of projects represented only a small portion of all projects they needed to
complete to remain in business. Maturity models were required for companies whose
projects did not necessarily fit the traditional mold.
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Today, we are applying the project management approach to a wider variety of proj-
ects encompassing all areas of business; and politics, risk, value, company image and
reputation, goodwill, sustainability, and quality are potentially more important to the
firm than the traditional time, cost, and scope constraints. As such, the traditional proj-
ect management practices that we have used for decades, which I will call PM 1.0, are
now seen as ineffective for managing some of these new types of projects.

PM 1.0 is based on the following activities:

m Projects are identified, evaluated, and approved without any involvement by project
managers.

m Project management is seen as an overhead expense, but a necessity.

m Project planning is done by a centralized planning group, which may or may not
include the project manager’s input.

m Even though the planners may not fully understand the complexities of the proj-
ect, the assumption is that the planners can develop the correct baselines and plans,
which will remain unchanged for the duration of the project.

s Team members are assigned to the project and expected to perform according to a
plan in which they had virtually no input.

m Baselines are established and often approved by senior management without any
input from the project team, and again the assumption is that these baselines will not
change over the duration of the project.

m Any deviations from the baselines are variances that need to be corrected to main-
tain the original plan.

m Project success is defined as meeting the planned baselines; resources and tasks may
be continuously realigned to maintain the baselines.

m If scope changes are necessary, there is a tendency to approve only those that will
not cause the existing baselines to change much.

m Projects are often completed late, over budget, and without satisfying all the cus-
tomer’s requirements.

= If a methodology exists, the accompanying processes, tools, and techniques may not
be used in a consistent manner.

Despite all these challenges, companies can still achieve Level 5 maturity accom-
panied by a continuous stream of successful projects and customer satisfaction, but
often with great difficulty in execution. With PM 1.0, executives are fearful that project
managers may begin making decisions that should be made only at the executive lev-
els. Senior management wants standardization and control over the way projects are
managed, with the expectation that risks will be mitigated and problems will be mini-
mal. Project managers are given very little real authority to make decisions. Almost all
business-related and strategic decisions are made by the project sponsors. Enterprise
project management (EPM) methodologies were created with the mistaken belief that
one size fits all. Every project has to follow the EPM methodology because it supports
the executives’ comfort zones regardless of the ramifications. The EPM methodologies



were constructed around rigid policies and procedures. Project status reporting results
in massive reports, and as much as 25 percent of a project’s direct labor budget may be
consumed by reporting requirements.

Even though a new edition of the PMBOK® Guide comes out every four or five
years with changes to move us further from PM 1.0, the PMBOK® Guide still contains
many of the elements of PM 1.0. It may not be possible, or even practical, to create a
single PMBOK® Guide that can satisfy those firms that still prefer PM 1.0 and those
that require the new approaches in PM 2.0 and/or PM 3.0.

» Some Critical Issues with PM 1.0

PM 1.0 has worked well for many companies for the types of projects they tradition-
ally managed. But for other companies, PM 1.0 had significant defects that needed
to be changed. As an example, conventional project and even business planning, as
used with PM 1.0, works on the expectation that managers can predict future out-
comes by extrapolating from past results. Planning is often based on history. But for
many new business opportunities and forthcoming projects, this way of planning is
not possible. Experience may be lacking, or extrapolating from experience may be
misleading.

A solution to this problem using PM 2.0 and possibly PM 3.0 is to predict future
outcomes based on realistic assumptions. Some of the assumptions made dur-
ing the planning process will very likely come true, whereas the outcome of others
may impact the project to a point that the project should be redirected or even can-
celed. Project managers may have to test all the assumptions by developing contin-
gency plans based on “what-if” scenarios. However, with PM 1.0, the assumptions that
appear in the business case or the project charter are taken as fact and often never chal-
lenged. This results in a waste of valuable resources.

Several other PM 1.0 issues needed to be corrected with PM 2.0 and PM 3.0. They
included the following:

m Believing that one project management methodology can be applied to every project
and will solve almost all problems

m Taking for granted that the constraints and assumptions in the business case/charter
are correct and need not be tracked

m Trusting that the planning of others, such as a planning department, is always cor-
rect and need not be challenged

m Not having enough metrics to perform trade-off analyses on all problems
m Lacking ownership of plans in which the project manager did not participate, result-
ing in lack of commitment to the project

m Working with a structured project plan that does not allow for the creativity of team
members and possibly trade-offs

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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m Not having all necessary information available to the project team

m Working with sponsors and governance committees that do not understand their
roles and responsibilities

m Trusting that all decisions made by the sponsors or governance committees are
correct

m Believing that implementing project management by executive decree will make
it work

= Having no project management culture in the firm
m Believing that a changeover to a project management culture can happen overnight

m Having project management recognized as a part-time addition to a primary job
rather than seen as a career path opportunity

m Not understanding the need for project health checks or how to perform a health
check

m Having limited tools to support project management activities

m Having too many projects and not enough qualified resources

= Wasting time on projects that need resources we do not have

= Not having any optimization of resources during staffing activities

m Having no benefit-realization plan

m  Not understanding how to track benefits or value

= Not working on the projects with the highest business value

= Not recognizing the relationship between the project and strategic business objectives
m Believing that if the project fails, we still have an endless stream of customers

= Not having any meaningful collaboration with stakeholders

m Reporting project information vertically up the organizational hierarchy rather than
making information available to the whole team

m Preparing all reports in an optimistic manner with the hope that we can correct any
problems before management recognizes the truth

Obviously, there are other issues that could be added to the list. But at least we rec-
ognize that a valid need exists for PM 2.0 and PM 3.0, and traditional PMMMs need to
be updated to include this material or treat it as an add-on to the PMMM.

» The Need for PM 2.0

The idea for PM 2.0 came primarily from project managers involved in software
development projects, where adding version numbers to project management seemed
necessary because of the different tools being used and different project needs. Over
the years, several studies have been conducted to determine the causes of IT project
failures. Common failure threads among almost all the studies included lack of user
involvement early on, poor governance, and isolated decision-making. These common



threads identified the need for distributed collaboration on IT projects, and eventually
led to the development of the agile and Scrum approaches. From an IT perspective, we
can define PM 2.0 using the following formula:

PM 2.0 = PM 1.0 + distributed collaboration

Distributed collaboration is driven by open communication. It thrives on collec-
tive intelligence that supports better decision-making. Traditional project manage-
ment favored hierarchical decision-making and formalized reporting, whereas PM 2.0
stresses the need for access to information by the entire project team, including stake-
holders and people who sit on the project governance committee.

The need for distributed collaboration is quite clear:

m Stakeholders and members of governance committees are expected to make
informed decisions based on evidence and facts rather than making spur-of-the-
moment decisions.

m Informed decision-making requires more meaningful metrics.

m The metrics information must be shared rapidly.

Collaboration through formalized reporting can be a very expensive proposition,
which is why PM 2.0 focuses heavily on project management metrics, KPIs, and dash-
board reporting systems. This increase in collaboration leads some people to believe
that PM 2.0 is “socialized project management.”

Agile project management is probably today’s primary user of PM 2.0. However,
there is criticism that the concepts of PM 2.0, accompanied by the heavy usage of dis-
tributed collaboration, cannot be used effectively on some large projects. This criti-
cism may have merit. There still exists a valid need for PM 1.0, but at the same time
there are attempts to blend together the principles of PM 1.0 and PM 2.0. This creates
a challenge when trying to update PMMMs.

All new techniques undergo criticism. PM 2.0 is no exception. Some people argue that
PM 2.0 is just a variation of traditional project management. Table 11.1 shows many of
the differences between PM 2.0 and PM 1.0. When reading Table 11.1, keep in mind that
not all projects, such as those utilizing an agile project management methodology, will
necessarily use all the characteristics shown in the PM 2.0 column. This can alter the way
assessments in PMMMs are made when considering PM 2.0 characteristics.

Table 1112 Differences between PM 1.0 and PM 2.0.

Factor PM 1.0 PM 2.0
Project approval process Minimal project management | Mandatory project
involvement management involvement
Types of projects Operational Operational and strategic
Sponsor selection criteria From funding organization Business and project
management knowledge

(Continued)
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Factor

Overall project sponsorship

PM 1.0

Single-person sponsorship

PM 2.0

Committee governance

Planning Centralized Decentralized
Project requirements Well defined Evolving and flexible
Work breakdown structure Top down Bottom up and evolving

(WBS) development

Assumptions and constraints

Assumed fixed for duration
of project

Revalidated and revised
throughout project

Benefit-realization planning

Optional

Mandatory

Number of constraints

Time, cost, and scope

Competing constraints

Definition of success

Time, cost, and scope

Business value created

Importance of project

Nice-to-have career path

Strategic competency

management necessary for success
Scope changes Minimized Possibly continuous
Activity work flow In series In parallel

Project management Rigid Flexible

methodologies

Overall project flexibility Minimal Extensive, as needed

Type of control Centralized Decentralized

Type of leadership Authoritarian Participative (collaborative)
Overall communications Localized Everywhere

Access to information

Localized and restricted

Live, unlimited access, and
globalized

Amount of documentation Extensive Minimal
Communication media Reports Dashboards
Frequency of metrics Periodically Continuously
measurement

Role of software As needed Mandatory
Software tool complexity Highly complex tools Easy-to-use tools

Type of contract

Firm fixed price

Cost reimbursable

Responsibility for success With project manager With the team
Decision-making By project manager By the team

Project health checks Optional Mandatory

Type of project team Co-located Distributed or virtual
Resource qualifications Taken for granted Validated

Team member creativity Limited Extensive




Factor PM 1.0 PM 2.0
Project management culture Competitive Cooperative
within firm

Access to stakeholders At selected intervals Continuous
Stakeholder experience with Optional Mandatory
project management

Customer involvement Optional Mandatory
Organizational project Optional Mandatory

management maturity

Life-cycle phases Traditional life-cycle phases | Investment life-cycle phases
Executive’s trust in the project | Low level of trust Elevated level of trust
manager

Speed of continuous Slow Rapid

improvement efforts

Project management education | Nice to have, but not Necessary and part of life-
necessary long learning

Project managers in the future will be given the freedom to select what approach
will work best for them on their projects. Rigid methodologies will be replaced by
forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists. The project manager will walk through
a cafeteria and select from the shelves those elements/activities that best fit a given
project. At the end of the cafeteria line, the project manager, accompanied by the proj-
ect team, will combine all the elements/activities into a project playbook specifically
designed for a given client. Client customization will be an essential ingredient of PM
2.0. Rigid methodologies will be converted into flexible methodologies or frameworks.

PM 2.0 is not a separate project management methodology appropriate just for
small projects. It is more of a streamlined compilation of many of the updated prac-
tices that were embodied in PM 1.0, to allow for a rapid development process. The
streamlining was largely due to advances in Web 2.0 software, and success was
achieved when everyone on the project team used the same tools.

Although PM 2.0 has been reasonably successful on small projects, the question still
exists as to whether PM 1.0 is better for large projects. The jury has not delivered a
verdict yet. But some of the publications that discuss how PM 1.0 and PM 2.0 can be
combined offer promise. The expected benefits are proactive rather than reactive man-
agement, more rapid decision-making, quicker problem resolution, and a better work-
ing environment.

» The Need for PM 3.0

PM 3.0 focuses heavily on project management as a recognized business process
responsible for the delivery of outcomes necessary to meet strategic business objectives.
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Heavy emphasis is placed on benefits realization and value-management practices, with

the expectation that bad projects either will not make it into the portfolio or will be can-

celled early on. Table 11.2 shows some of the differences with PM 3.0.

Table 11.2 Differences between PM 1.0, PM 2.0, and PM 3.0.

Factor

Project management
areas of emphases

PM 1.0 and PM 2.0

Project planning, measuring, and
controlling

PM 3.0

Benefits realization and value
management

Project investment
drivers

Cost and profitability

Alignment to strategic
business objectives

Metrics selected

To track tangible elements only

To track tangible and
intangible elements

Assumptions and
constraints

Fixed over the project’s life cycle

Can vary over the project’s
life cycle

Business case
development

Unstructured and often with vague
assumptions

Structured, including benefits
and value identification

Methodologies

Project methodologies; earned value
measurement systems (EVMS)

and enterprise project management
(EPM)

Frameworks and value
measurement methodologies
(VMM)

Project staffing

Misapplication of critical resources

Capacity planning and
resource management

» Criticisms of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0

All new techniques bring with them both advantages and disadvantages. This adds
significant complexity when deciding to update a PMMM to include PM 2.0 and PM
3.0, because companies may not be using all the activities. The disadvantages of using
some of the activities will most certainly lead to criticism. PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 are no
exception. Examples of some of the criticisms are:

PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 are just variations on traditional project management, and the
changes would have happened anyway.

Many companies have track records of success using PM 1.0. Asking them to now
use PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 may lead to unnecessary problems.

PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 work only on IT projects, especially those requiring use of agile
or Scrum techniques.

PM 2.0 advocates open communications, and this may not be possible on large proj-
ects. Distribution and control of proprietary information could be an issue as well.

The data distributed in PM 2.0 may not be auditable, whereas most people believe
that PM 1.0 data is auditable.

Additional tools will have to be created to support PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 implementa-
tion. Developing those tools may be expensive.



m Data requirements can easily get out of control, and we may end up with informa-
tion overload and unwanted executive meddling.

= Although PM 2.0 focuses on collaboration, there is no guarantee that stakeholders
or governance committee members will communicate freely with one another.

= PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 will most certainly benefit strategic as well as operational proj-
ects, but there is no guarantee that executives will allow project managers to manage
strategic projects even if governance is provided.

Another criticism of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 is having too much information as a result
of metric mania. There’s an old saying: “Be careful what you wish for, because you
may get it!” As with any new technique, people often go to extremes rather than fol-
lowing the straight and narrow or simplest path. The real fear with the quest for metrics
is that a metric mania mentality will sink in and people will look for the maximum
number of metrics that can be collected rather than only what is needed.

While this approach of collecting more metrics than needed may have some merit,
the result is usually information overload. The risk is that everyone will want the met-
rics they found to be permanently part of the metrics database. Not all metrics carry
with them an informational value that justifies their use. People may end up collect-
ing too many metrics without fully understanding what the metrics information really
means or how it should be used.

When information overload occurs, it may become difficult to identify a core set of
metrics for the project. Providing clients and stakeholders with too much or too little
information can slow down a project. One of the responsibilities of the project manage-
ment office’s (PMO) policing activities with PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 is ensuring that the
correct metrics are placed in the metrics library.

Naysayers will argue against any new technique that may be perceived as pulling
them away from their comfort zone. Only time will tell if the criticisms have any merit.
But one thing is certain: PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 are being implemented, and they work.

» Implementing Continuous Improvement Changes

It is wishful thinking to believe that all the PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 activities listed in
Tables 11.1 and 11.2 will evolve naturally. Some of the changes may be initiated by
senior management, others by functional management or as a result of client-requested
actions, but most of them will be the result of project management continuous
improvement initiatives. Someone must assume responsibility for policing the change-
over from PM 1.0 to PM 2.0 and then to PM 3.0, and making sure the transition goes
smoothly. This is often referred to as transformational project management (TPM).
Regardless of the assessment results of the PMMMs, and without some sort of struc-
ture and guidance, the continuous improvement initiatives can take much longer than
necessary, which will then prolong the time needed to see the benefits of the changes.
The policing function should be performed by the PMO.

Traditionally, PMOs were created to help promote the installation and growth
of project management. This was particularly true for PM 2.0 implementations.
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Implementing or using a PMO included creating a project management methodology
and the accompanying forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists. It also included
the establishment of a metrics library. As the number of project successes increased,
management began assigning additional responsibilities to the PMO. Some of these
responsibilities are:

m Forms for standardization in estimating

m Forms for standardization in planning

m Forms for standardization in scheduling

m Forms for standardization in control

m Forms for standardization in reporting

m Clarification of the project manager’s roles and responsibilities

m Preparation of job descriptions for project managers

m Preparation of archive data on lessons learned

= Continuous project management benchmarking

m Developing project management templates

m Developing the project management methodology

m Recommending and implementing changes and improvements to the existing
project management methodology

m Identifying project management standards
= Identifying best practices in project management
m Performing strategic planning for project management
m Establishing a project management problem-solving hotline
m Coordinating and/or conducting project management training programs
m Transferring knowledge through coaching and mentorship
m Developing a corporate resource capacity/utilization plan
m  Assessing risks in projects
m Planning for disaster recovery in projects
m Performing or participating in the portfolio management of projects
m Acting as the guardian for project management intellectual property

Companies began recognizing the return on investment of using a PMO. It is there-
fore a natural follow-on for the PMO to take the lead with PM 3.0 implementation
activities. However, there are significant challenges. Perhaps the greatest challenge
is that PM 3.0 focuses on alignment to strategic business objectives as well as the
operational objectives most commonly used with PM 1.0. The PMO must now mon-
itor closely how PM 3.0 will interface with all business units rather than just those
functional areas that are using project management.

Some companies have established a portfolio PMO that is dedicated to the maximi-
zation of benefits and value from the projects within the project portfolio. This requires



the use of additional metrics, mainly business-related metrics, needed to answer critical

portfolio PMO questions such as these:

Do we have any weak investments that need to be cancelled or replaced?
Must any of the programs and/or projects be consolidated?

Must any of the projects be accelerated or decelerated?

How well are we aligned to strategic objectives?

Does the portfolio have to be rebalanced?

Can we verify that value is being created?

Do we understand all the risks, and are they being mitigated?

Are there any indications that we must intervene in some projects?

Is the information sufficient to predict future corporate performance?

Must we perform resource reoptimization?

The answer to these questions requires more metrics than most project managers are

accustomed to using. These additional metrics are related to:

Business profitability
Portfolio health

Portfolio benefits realization
Portfolio value achieved
Portfolio selection and mix
Resource availability
Capacity utilization
Strategic alignment

Business performance

» How to Update the Assessment Instruments

All PMMMs need to be updated. The updates must address issues such as how often
to update the material, how much material should be updated, and how to structure the
updates. Updates are necessary when the standards for the assessments are updated or
when an innovative approach to project management enters the marketplace, such as agile

and Scrum. There are three ways to structure the updates to the assessment instruments:

Option 1: Keep the size of the assessment instruments the same, but replace old
questions with new questions related to PM 2.0 and PM 3.0.

Option 2: Expand the size of the assessment instrument by including in each section
questions related to PM 2.0 and PM 3.0.

Option 3: Update the questions in the traditional assessment where needed, and add
new sections that may be optional and contain questions solely related to PM 2.0
and PM 3.0.

157

HOW TO UPDATE THE ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS



ADVANCED PROJECT MANAGEMENT MATURITY ASSESSMENTS

158

Most of the PMMMs in the marketplace are still valid if they are periodically
updated to the standards they measure against, such as new editions of the PMBOK®
Guide and changes in the way the firm defines project management maturity. However,
there are risks in the way the updates are made. With option 1, the original assessment
instrument may still be valid for companies just starting out in project management.
Rewording questions to include advanced levels may eliminate important questions for
some firms and scare others away by showing them that they are far from achieving
some degree of maturity.

Option 2 has some of the same risks as option 1. Some companies may believe that
PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 are attributes solely of agile and Scrum projects, and therefore may
not believe it is appropriate to be assessed using these questions. Also, there are com-
panies that are quite good at project management and may use a small percentage of
the attributes of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0.

I believe option 3 is best because it allows for customization. With this option,
the traditional assessment instruments can be updated and customized according to
changes in standards and the definition of maturity. This also has the advantage of
allowing existing databases to remain intact for benchmarking purposes. The PM 2.0
and PM 3.0 assessments, because they are separated, can likewise be customized based
on how much of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 the firm uses or plans to use. The risk with this
option is that the size of the assessment instruments will increase, and it may take more
time to complete the assessments.

» Changing Definitions for PM 2.0 and PM 3.0

The change to PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 is causing some companies to rethink their defini-
tion of project and project success. This is shown in Table 11.3.

Table 11.3 Changing definitions.

Definitions PM 1.0 PM 2.0 and PM 3.0

Project

According to the PMBOK®
Guide, 6™ edition glossary:
“a temporary endeavor
undertaken to create a unique
product, service or result”

A collection of sustainable
business value scheduled for
realization

Project success

Completion of the project
within the triple constraints
of time, cost, and scope

Achieving the desired
business value within the
competing constraints

Project management maturity

A continuous stream of
successful projects

Maximization of portfolio
business value that is aligned
to strategic objectives

The definitions of a project and project success may change with PM 2.0 and PM
3.0 because of the importance of business benefits realization, business value, the need



to align projects to strategic objectives, new project management tools, and other con-
tinuous improvement efforts. Some companies can use PM 1.0 activities and still have
a continuous stream of successful projects even though they may not be performing
in the most efficient or effective manner and may not be utilizing the assigned project
resources effectively.

In the future, after PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 practices become everyday occurrences, per-
haps we can establish different maturity-assessment instruments for PM 1.0, 2.0, and
3.0. But as of today, perhaps the best we can do is to identify whether a company is
using PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 tools and practices to achieve their level of maturity.

» Assessing Maturity for PM 2.0 and PM 3.0

The following 10 statements will allow you to determine whether your company is
focusing on PM 1.0, PM 2.0, or possibly PM 3.0. Please pick one and only one state-
ment in each of the 10 categories, which represents how your company views metrics.
Please read all the statements before selecting.

» Statements

1. Metrics:

A. My company has been using the same traditional metrics for at least the past
five years.

B. My company understands that project performance measurement requires
more metrics than just time, cost, and scope.

C. We are designing processes and templates that include metrics other than
time, cost, and scope.

D. Our methodology currently measures and tracks metrics other than time, cost,
and scope.

E. We currently benchmark against other companies to see what metrics they use
other than time, cost, and scope, and how those metrics are being measured.

F. We are performing continuous improvement efforts on all metrics and have
established a metrics library.

2. Project business value:

A. My company focuses more on completing a deliverable than on the business
value that is created.

B. My company understands that the focus of a project is to create business value
rather than just meeting time, cost, and scope constraints.

C. Our business-case template requires an identification of benefits to be realized
and business value being created.

D. Our methodology tracks metrics for reporting business value created.

STATEMENTS
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We benchmark against other companies as to how they measure and report
business value.

We have business-value metrics in our metrics library, and they are updated
periodically by our metric owners.

3. Definition of project success:

A
B.

m

My company defines project success according to time, cost, and scope.

My company understands that project success requires an understanding of
more than just time, cost, and scope.

Our templates and processes identify success criteria using several metrics
including business-value metrics.

Our methodology identifies, measures, tracks, and reports business value.
We benchmark against other companies as to how they define project success.

Our best-practices library includes continuous improvement efforts on updat-
ing our project-success criteria templates.

4. Project health checks:

A
B.

My company has no standards in place for performing project health checks.

My company understands the need to periodically perform project health
checks.

We are creating templates that should be used for project health checks.
Our methodology identifies core metrics for project health checks.

We benchmark against other companies on how and when they perform proj-
ect health checks.

Our best-practices library contains data on health check information best
practices.

5. Assumptions and constraints tracking:

A

My company does not track assumptions and constraints as the project
progresses.

My company understands the need to track assumptions and constraints the
same way we track traditional metrics of time, cost, and scope.

We are developing or have developed templates and processes for tracking
assumptions and constraints.

Our methodology allows for the tracking of assumptions and constraints other
than time, cost, and scope. We can also challenge the assumptions.

We benchmark against how other companies track and report assumptions and
constraints.

Our best-practices library has a section for continuous improvements
to assumptions and constraints tracking and how we will challenge the
assumptions.



6. Sponsorship and committee governance

A

Almost all projects are governed by a single person acting in the capacity of a
project sponsor.

My company understands that some projects require committee governance
rather than single person’s sponsorship.

We have templates and processes that define the role of committee

governance.

Our methodology allows for customization of performance reporting for the
individual needs of members of the governance committee.

We benchmark against other companies to see how they are performing com-
mittee governance.

At the end of each project, we capture best practices and lessons learned
related to committee governance.

7. Evolving project requirements:

A

m

My company will not allow projects to begin until the project’s scope is com-
pletely defined.

My company understands that, on some projects, a complete upfront defini-
tion of the requirements may not be possible, and the project must allow for
the requirements to evolve as the project progresses.

We have templates and processes describing how to handle evolving
requirements.

Our methodology allows for project execution with evolving requirements.
We benchmark against other companies that allow for evolving requirements.

Our best-practices library has information on lessons learned and best prac-
tices when dealing with evolving requirements.

8. Flexible methodologies:

A.

We have a rigid project management methodology that all projects must
follow.

My company understands that clients want a flexible methodology that can be
customized to their business model.

My company has a methodology that is based on templates and processes that
are suitable for customization to a client’s needs.

Our methodology or methodologies are treated as frameworks, where the proj-
ect manager customizes the methodology to fit the client’s needs.

We benchmark against how other companies use frameworks rather than rigid
methodologies.

Our best-practices library includes lessons learned and best practices on how
to customize a methodology to a client’s needs.
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9. Trust:

10.

A

The amount of trust that executives have in today’s project managers is about
the same as it was five years ago.

My company recognizes that more trust must be placed in the hands of the
project managers regarding making both project- and business-related
decisions.

We are updating/streamlining our templates and processes to reflect the addi-
tional trust we have in project managers.

Our methodology allows for the project managers to make significantly more
decisions.

We benchmark against how other companies have provided more trust to proj-
ect managers.

We are capturing best practices and lessons learned on what has happened
when the project managers are given more trust.

Transformational project management (TPM):

A

Once our projects are completed, the deliverable are handed over to another
group for implementation or execution, and the project manager moves on to
the next project.

My company understands that, on some projects, the project manager may
eventually become the owner of the deliverables and then act as a functional
manager.

We have designed forms and templates that account for the possibility of TPM
at the end of the project.

Our methodology can be used for projects that eventually fall into the TPM
category.

E. We benchmark against how other companies handle TPM projects.

We are capturing best practices and lessons learned on TPM projects.

®m Grading System

For each of the 10 statements you selected, award yourself points as follows:

A: 0 points
B. 1 point

C: 2 points
D: 3 points
E: 4 points
F: 5 points

Now add up the total points for all 10 statements. Table 11.4 illustrates how the

points might be used as an indicator as to whether you are a user of PM 1.0, 2.0, or 3.0.



Table 11.4 Interpretation of the points.

Points ‘ Interpretation

0-5 Your company appears to be heavily entrenched in PM 1.0. You can still
achieve a very high level of maturity according to the traditional PMMM
and appear comfortable with the way your projects are managed. You may
understand that some changes may be necessary in the future, but you appear
somewhat reluctant to understand new practices such as PM 2.0 and PM 3.0.

6-15 Your company still appears entrenched in PM 1.0 practices but understands
several of the PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 activities. However, not much is being done
to implement any of the PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 activities.

16-25 Even though you may have a reasonably elevated level of maturity according
to the PMMM, you understand the need for change. Several of the PM 2.0
and PM 3.0 characteristics are already included in your project management
methodology, and continuous improvement to PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 is being
done slowly.

26-40 Your company has implemented many of the characteristics of PM 2.0 and
PM 3.0.

41-50 You company has implemented most of the PM 2.0 and PM 3.0
characteristics.

Although several other topics are included in PM 2.0 and PM 3.0, only 10 topics

were selected for the assessment. The topics in the statements are as follows:

Advances in metric-measurement techniques have made it possible to use more met-
rics than just time, cost, and scope to execute a project. It is impossible to determine
true performance from just time, cost, and scope.

We are now creating metrics that can track and measure the creation of business
value as the project progresses. Why work on a project if the intent is not to create
business value?

The use of a value metric changes our definition of success. Simply stated, success
is when sustainable business value has been created.

Project health checks are now a structured process rather than merely a guess using
traditional metrics. New metrics may be needed for health checks.

The chance that changing assumptions and constraints can cause a project to fail
means they must be tracked throughout the project life cycle.

Sponsors may no longer be able to resolve all problems. Committee governance will
become a necessity.

Not all projects have well-defined requirements at project initiation. Scope must be
allowed to evolve, such as with agile project management.

Project management methodologies will become flexible and will be able to be
adapted to the client’s business model, thus providing a good opportunity for repeat
business.
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m Executives are exhibiting more trust in project managers by giving them additional
responsibilities for both business and project decisions.

m At the end of some projects, the project manager assumes the role of the business
owner for the deliverables that were created. The project manager then acts as a
functional manager for the implementation of the deliverables.

» Measuring Intangible Benefits and Value

For more than five decades, we have focused heavily on earned value measurement
techniques stressing the measurements of just time, cost, and scope because they
were well understood and the easiest metrics to measure. They were tangible met-
rics. For many executives, the information provided using earned value measurement
techniques reflects short-term thinking where the benefits and value are attributed
to a project that has just ended. Project management was believed to be a series of
actions and processes to achieve short-term results. This was in line with executive
thinking, since most executives have historically been rewarded for meeting bud-
gets and deadlines. But are there long-term benefits and value from using project
management?

The measurement of intangibles is not generally part of PM 2.0 or PM 3.0. Some
people in academia, myself included, believe this could be the beginning of PM 4.0.
For years, we had questions about intangibles that we had difficulty answering:

m Are corporate project management assets tangible, intangible, or both?

m Can we define intangible project management assets?

m Can intangible project management assets be expressed in financial terms and that
can impact the corporate balance sheet?

m Can intangible project management assets be measured?
m Are they value-added, and can we establish intangible project management metrics?

= Will they impact the performance of the organization in the future?

Today, we can measure intangible factors as well as tangible factors that impact
project performance. Intangible benefits and value are now seen as intangible assets
and can be evaluated by accounting personnel to help indicate the health of a company.
An intangible asset is non-monetary and without physical substance. Intangibles may
be hard to measure, but they are not immeasurable.

The following are often regarded as intangible project management assets and can
be measured:

m Project management governance: Did we have proper governance, was it effective,
and did the governance personnel understand their roles and responsibilities?



m Project management leadership: Did the project manager provide -effective
leadership?

m  Commitment: Is top management committed to continuous improvements in project
management?

m Lessons learned and best practices: Did we capture lessons learned and best
practices?

m Knowledge management: Are the best practices and lessons learned part of our
knowledge management system?

m [ntellectual property rights: Is project management creating patents and other forms
of intellectual property rights?

m Working conditions: Are the people on the project teams satisfied with the working
conditions?

m Teamwork and trust: Are the people on the project teams working together as a
team, and do they trust one another’s decisions?

As seen in this list, intangible assets are more than just goodwill or intellectual
property. They also include maximizing human performance. Understanding and mea-
suring intangible asset value improves performance.

Intangibles are now seen as long-term measurements; most companies no longer
focus on just short-term results. Companies now recognize that intangibles impact
the long-term bottom line of the firm; they are no longer fearful of what the results
will show. And companies no longer argue that they lack the capability to measure
intangibles.

» Customizing PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 Assessments

If PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 assessments remain as separate attachments, then customization
is relatively easy since not all companies will utilize all the features. However, some
companies may wish to customize the traditional assessment instruments by including
PM 2.0 and PM 3.0 attributes.

Figures 11.1 through 11.10 match each of the earlier 10 questions to the five levels
of maturity in the PMMM. As you might expect, the subject matter for each of the 10
questions is a characteristic of PM 2.0 and PM 3.0, but does not necessarily indicate
that a company is mature or immature in project management. Because most of these
topics are relatively new to most companies today, they may not be considered as cri-
teria for maturity because companies can become mature without these characteristics
(based on the nature of their business.) In future versions of the PMMM, these charac-
teristics may become important and may be fully integrated into each of the levels of
the PMMM, as shown in the figures.
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» PMMM and the Agile Environment*

The PMMM discussed in this book has an extensive database comparing the maturity
level of hundreds of organizations and thousands of practitioners. It is safe to assume
that most of the organizations that used the PMMM in this book had managed projects
using a more traditional approach, but it can be customized for agile projects as well.

First, it is important to clarify that a project can be managed and delivered by using
a traditional project management approach (i.e., according to the PMBOK® Guide) or
by using an agile approach (i.e., Scrum). The decision of which approach to use is one
that the organization must make based on the nature of the project, the level of uncer-
tainty and complexity, alignment with the overall strategy, the organizational structure,
resource availability, and the client’s requirements, just to name a few factors.

Related to the assessment, a project management maturity assessment asks ques-
tions about how the organization manages its projects; it doesn’t matter if the project
manager is using a traditional or an agile approach. Specifically, the project manage-
ment maturity assessment allows people to define how mature an organization is when
managing projects, breaking down the results into five distinct levels. In the following,
you will see how each level can be applied when using an agile approach.

Level 1 (common language) measures the practitioner’s knowledge in project man-
agement. When using a traditional way to manage projects, common language is
related to the practitioner’s knowledge regarding managing projects; understanding of
terms like risk management, work breakdown structure, earned value management,
change control system, scope statement, etc.; and, when using agile, understanding of
terms like sprints, backlogs, burndown charts, velocity, daily stand-up meetings, and
so on. It can be concluded that a high score on common language means the organi-
zation has a great understanding of and knowledge about project management (tradi-
tional or agile).

Level 2 (common processes) assesses whether the organization follows com-
mon processes across different business units, regions, and departments. Like Level
1, the difference between a traditional approach for delivering projects and the agile
approach is that the latter follows agile guidelines (i.e., the Agile Manifesto), with pro-
cesses followed by the product owner, Scrum Master, and team. With the traditional
approach, the project manager and team follow the processes. In both cases, there are
roles and responsibilities for the client, sponsors, vendors/suppliers, functional manag-
ers, and other stakeholders. If an organization follows common processes when deliv-
ering projects, using a traditional or agile approach, it is more mature than another
organization that does not. Even in “hybrid” environments—organizations that have a
mix of traditional and agile approaches—there will be processes to be followed, and
maturity is measured the same way. In other words, processes are processes; it does
not matter which approach is being used. More mature organizations will adhere to the
defined processes, and less mature organizations will not.

! Material in this section has been provided by Leon Herszon, Ph.D., CSM, CSPO, PMP, Chief Agility Officer,
International Institute for Learning (IIL).
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Level 3 (singular methodology) is related to the creation, implementation, and usage
of a methodology that is unique to the organization. It is important to note that a proj-
ect management methodology is not just a collection of processes or steps to deliver a
project using the traditional or agile approach. A methodology exists when it incorpo-
rates the way an organization does business, considering its values and internal poli-
cies and procedures. Even though a methodology can be based on a specific approach
(i.e., PRINCE2, PMBOK Guide®, Scrum, or SAFe), every methodology is unique. This
level measures how mature an organization is related to the existence, understanding,
and usage of such a methodology.

Level 4 (benchmarking) is when you can compare your organization’s performance
delivering projects to others’ performance. At this level, it would be useful to have a
comparison of agile best practices with organizations that also use agile, so a field in
the database may include what approach is being used: traditional, agile, or hybrid. For
that reason, it is recommended that benchmarking should allow you to compare your
company’s performance with others that have the same size, industry, region, or project
management approach.

Level 5 (continuous improvement) is focused on the organization’s effort to create
a lessons-learned database, allowing proper knowledge transfer to future projects. It
is also related to the existence of a coaching process that supports practitioners and is
aligned with the strategic direction of the organization. The lessons learned from the
traditional or agile approaches are used to improve the existing processes, update the
methodology, and help improve overall performance. Lessons learned when deliver-
ing projects using the agile approach are to be used by professionals working on agile
environments. Once again, there is a need to record which approach is being used:
agile, traditional, or hybrid.

If the PMMM can select in which environment projects are being managed (tra-
ditional, agile, or hybrid), the questions will be properly presented, the answers will
be captured, and the results will reflect the maturity level on each of the five levels.
The user can also decide to compare the organization’s maturity-level results with
organizations in the same industry that use a different approach. For instance, a large
financial institution, Company A, manages its projects using a traditional approach
but would like to compare its maturity results with Company B, which is also a large
financial institution but uses agile. The possibilities are endless, but the bottom line is
to provide organizations with an action plan that can be put in place to improve their
maturity level.
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<« CHAPTER TWELVE }»

How to Conduct a Project
Management Maturity
Assessment

» Introduction

Once you’ve decided that a PM maturity assessment is right for your organization,
you’ll be faced with the somewhat daunting realization that now you’ve got to actually
plan, organize, and implement the assessment. Where do you start? And how do you
turn all that assessment data into a meaningful action plan? In this chapter, you will be
provided with some helpful guidelines and checklists.

» Find Ways to Bypass the Corporate Immune System

Even though what you’re doing is for the good of the organization, you may encoun-
ter cultural resistance as you prepare to implement a PM maturity assessment. That’s
because any organization is like a biological organism. It will tend to reject anything
that is new and unfamiliar (like the body’s immune system rejecting a life-saving trans-
plant). Intellectually the organization will appreciate the value of the assessment, but
the company’s culture can be a troublemaker. So be sure to take specific steps to pre-
vent “rejection” and to ensure success:

m Recognize and anticipate that there will be pockets of resistance because people
may fear the results will end up removing them from their comfort zone.

m  Acknowledge the fear factor: the apprehension that you may be doing things wrong.

This chapter has been adapted from Harold Kerzner, Advanced Project Management: Best Practices in
Implementation (New York: Wiley, 2004), 197-208; reproduced by permission of John Wiley & Sons.
This chapter was originally prepared by G. Howland Blackiston, formerly executive vice president,
International Institute for Learning, Inc. For further information on the Project Management Maturity
Assessment Instrument referenced in this chapter, contact Lori Milhaven, Vice President, International
Institute for Learning, at 212-515-5121 or via e-mail: lori.milhaven @iil.com.
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m Identify the specific cultural issues that might cause resistance. Are there personal
issues involved (concern about status, job security, or advancement opportunities)?

m Are there legal restrictions regarding asking employees to take an assessment?
Some countries have laws on the books that make assessments difficult.

m Squarely address each and every concern. Defuse resistance by acknowledging
problems. Be honest and candid.

m Begin an assessment using volunteers who share your enthusiasm. Let their positive
experiences convince the others.

m Launch an assessment effort by beginning with a part of the business that is project
driven (e.g., IT, R&D, marketing)

m Start small and scale up. Learn from your early successes and failures before you

launch a company-wide assessment effort. Walk before you run.

m Clearly communicate exactly what you are doing and why (see the next section).

» Explain Why You Are Doing This

A well-planned and -executed PM maturity assessment is time-consuming. It will
involve careful planning and follow-up, and it will draw on considerable resources. So
be sure there’s clear understanding in the organization as to why you are doing this.
Here’s where good communication skills come in handy. Prepare a brief and lucid
document that can be shared with everyone who will participate in the PM maturity
assessment. You’ve got to sell the importance of doing this assessment. People need to
be convinced that this is in both their best interest and the company’s. And you’ve got
to disarm resistance. Doing so will help ensure buy-in and head off any problems that
can derail success. As you put together this memo, make sure you address the follow-
ing issues:

m Define what is meant by project management maturity.

= Explain why it’s important for your company to measure PM maturity.

= Convey how this assessment will make the organization more competitive.
m Underscore how competitive companies create growth and job security.

m Explain who in the company will be invited to participate in the assessment. Why
are these people being chosen?

m Describe what is involved and how long it will take.
m Recognize what management will do (and not do) with the assessment information.

m Alleviate any concerns that the information will be used to judge an individual’s
performance (don’t threaten job security).

m Explain how the organization will turn the assessment data into specific
improvements.

s Communicate any plans for doing this assessment again (you will want to measure
ongoing progress).



Create an Effective Welcome Message

(Here's a sample welcome message from a company using the Kerzner Project
Management Maturity Online Assessment Tool. This message appeared on
the home page of the web-based assessment tool. Clear statements like this
help alleviate cultural concerns about participating in what might be incorrectly
regarded as a threatening test of knowledge.)

Welcome to our online project management maturity assessment tool. Project
management has been recognized as playing an essential role in our organiza-
tion. By participating in this assessment you will help create a strategic develop-
ment plan for identifying the training curriculum that will build and improve our
current capabilities. Results of this assessment will be used to set a baseline for
all departments and will serve as a tool for identifying future training opportuni-
ties. Your support demonstrates your commitment to helping our project manage-
ment community achieve professional recognition, continuous improvement, and
productivity. In turn, this will result in higher consultant/partner/customer satis-
faction. We wish to thank you for participating in this groundbreaking event and
helping us realize the company's future vision. Thank you for your participation.

—Corporate Project Office

> Pick the Model that Is Best for Your Organization

There’s no lack of assessment tools on the market—there are many to choose from—
simple or complex, generic or industry specific. There are also numerous formats
for assessment reports. An example of an assessment report appears in Appendix A.
Basically, they all seek similar objectives: to measure an organization’s project man-
agement strengths and weaknesses, and to identify improvement opportunities. No one
model will be 100 percent perfect for your organization, but some may come close. In
all likelihood, you’ll wind up with a blend or a customization that best fits your organi-
zation. As you evaluate assessment models, consider the following:

m Is it compatible with your project management methodology?

m Does it speak your language (use similar terms and definitions)?

m Has the assessment model been validated (has it been tested and used successfully
in other industries)?

= Will this tool work well for your industry? In your organization?
m How easy is the tool to use and administer?
= What delivery mechanism would be best (printed surveys, interviews, online)?

m [s the tool aligned with industry standards (e.g., the Project Management Book of
Knowledge [PMBOK®] Guide)?

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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m Global organizations should determine whether the tool is applicable internationally.
Customization may be necessary to conform with national laws.

m Can the results of the assessment be easily mapped to your organization’s busi-
ness plan?

m s the tool flexible? Does it allow for special features and customization?
m Can the tool measure professional skills of project personnel?

= What resources will be required to utilize the tool? How many employees will be
involved, and how long will it take?

m  What will it cost to undertake the assessment?

» Maturity Models: How Do They Compare?

Are you ready to embark on an assessment? In the spirit of comparative analysis,
many maturity models are currently available other than the model discussed in
this book.

The Origin of Today's Maturity Models

Back in the mid to late 1980s, the software industry explored formal ways to bet-
ter measure and manage the quality and reliability of the processes used for
software development. The industry saw value in applying the concepts of total
quality management (TQM) and continuous improvement to their development
processes. This prompted the Software Engineering Institute's (SEI) develop-
ment (in 1990) of the Capability Maturity Model (CMM®). The tool provided the
industry with a structured, objective means for measuring a software organiza-
tion's development processes and comparing these measures against optimum
practices. CMM helped software developers identify specific improvements
that would allow them to become more competitive in a highly competitive
industry. To utilize CMM in other industries, the tools have been blended with
project management measures and standards (a la the PMBOK® Guide) to serve
as the foundation for many of the project management maturity models now on
the market.

> Create the Right Fit

Some models (like the Kerzner Project Management Maturity Model) have been
designed to meet the needs of a broad array of industries and cultures. They are
generic. Other models have been developed for specific industries or applications. As
you select a model to use in your organization, consider to what degree (if any) the



model must be tailored to fit your culture, industry, and business objectives. Some
issues to consider are:

m [s the model based on a project management standard that fits with what’s used in
your organization? Or will you have to tailor the tool to comply with your standards?

m Does the model work in your industry? Are the terms and language used familiar to
your business?

m s there a cultural fit?

m [s the model comprehensive enough to measure leadership, professional develop-
ment, and management involvement?

= Will the model help you develop a corrective action plan to continuously improve
project management processes and practices?

m Does the model allow you to add questions and make modifications without com-
promising the effectiveness of the assessment?

m Can you sort assessment results to take into account different roles and responsibili-
ties, various departments, geographic locations, or job functions?

It's OK to Make Changes

When tailoring a maturity model to better fit your organization, making changes to
the model is perfectly acceptable. For an example, look at our model. Note that Level
3 determines whether the organization is using a singular methodology (rather than
using multiple methodologies). Some organizations may intentionally use several
methodologies rather than one—for example, one for IT and another for new product
development. By all means tailor the model to fit the realities of your organization.

» Choose an Appropriate Delivery Method

As you ponder how you will deliver the assessment instrument to your audience, keep
in mind that no one way is correct. A number of options are available to you. The
method you choose may depend on the audience, size of the company, time available,
budget, flexibility, and even technology. Regardless of the option you choose, it’s help-
ful to clarify the time frame for completing the assessment. Let your audience know
when you need it back. Don’t give them too much time, or they’ll put it aside forever.
Tell them you need the completed assessment within a couple of weeks. That way,
you’ll have a better chance of getting what you need in a timely way.
Here are some things to consider:

m Decide if you want an informal or a formal approach. If your organization is small
and straightforward, an informal assessment may be all you need.

m If you decide to use conventional questionnaires (paperwork), keep in mind the
logistics of distributing, collecting, and tabulating all the data.
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Consider conducting interviews to gather the data you need. This involves some tricky
scheduling issues, but if the numbers are manageable, this might be a doable option.

Don’t overlook the possibility of utilizing online technology. This is a very conve-
nient way to reach a large audience in a short time. In addition, the tabulation of
results is automatic and instantaneous. And the online format permits easy editing
and modification of the tool itself (see sidebar).

Pick a model and stick with it. Using different instruments may confound your abil-
ity to take meaningful corrective action.

How about using an outside resource (e.g., consultants)? Their objective approach
can add value to the assessment results. Often, reports from impartial, outside
experts are more readily accepted than the same reports from one of your own.

Use Online Technology to Your Advantage

Creating an interactive web-based assessment has its advantages: easily edit-
able, auto-scoring, efficient distribution, and so on. A few things to consider are
covered in the following, along with some screen shots of the Kerzner Project
Management Maturity Online Assessment Tool to illustrate how it works. If you
decide to spend the time and resources to develop your own web-based assess-
ment, make sure you take into account the following:

Create an interface that is intuitive and easy to use.
Make the scoring function automatic.

Provide for auto-sorting of results by critical filters (key departments, divisions,
job functions, hierarchy, etc.).

Build an Executive Dashboard feature so that the project management office
(PMO) and/or top management can continuously monitor the assessment
results.

Project Management

MATURITY

Online Assessment Tool

Level 1: Common Language
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5

A comprehensive definition of scope management would be:

(@) Managing a project in terms of its objectives
through all life cycle phases and processes.

) Approval of the scope baseline

() Approval of the detailed project charter

() Configuration control

_)Approved detailed planning including budgets,
resource allocation, linear responsibility charts
and management sponsorship

4 Back Help Next »



Participants using the Kerzner Assessment Tool answer a series of multiple-
choice questions within each of the model's five levels. There are more than 180
questions in the Kerzner Assessment Tool.

Your Overall Score for Level 1
Common Language

365

This score tells you how well you did for Level One of the maturity model. NOTE: in this
demo version, we simulate this functionality.

A perfect score for Level One is 800. Note that Level One assesses your own personal
k ledge of project gement

The chart below shows you how you might have scored within each of Level One's
subject categories. There are 10 points awarded for each correct answer. For each of
these eight categories, a perfect score would be 100. NOTE: in this demo version, we
simulate this functionality

Scope/Integration ) 35 Analyze my score

iaragement Click here for advice on how you

Time ) 2 can capitalize on your strengths

Management and improve upon any weak areas
| 70

Cost
Management

st
50 ow do | compare

Click here to see how your results

Procurement ) 80 compare to others who have taken
Management this Project Management Maturity
Quality ) 40 Assessment
Management
Risk ] 6o
Management
(= [
Management 20
Print This Page Goto Level 2 >

When completing each level of the Kerzner Assessment, participants can see
their own score results broken down by the subcategories within that level. This
helps them recognize specific strengths and weaknesses.

This chart shows how this individual's score compares to others who have taken this
assessment.

This Individual's GGG
Score 480

Your Industry L e
All Others L B
Your Size T g0
Your Organization  —— e BT

Division A L Y

Diision B NESEGEG— ] a0

A click of a button compares an individual's score to all others who have taken
the Kerzner Assessment—both inside and outside of their organization (a kind of
sanity check to see how the results compare to the rest of the world). Users can
also see how their company’s overall scores compare to other companies in simi-
lar industries. Scores are automatically broken down by whatever filtering criteria
have been established by the organization. The tool also allows users to display

(continued)
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a prescriptive narrative analysis of their results. This auto-generated report sug-
gests what can be done to advance to higher levels of project management matu-
rity (the suggestions are stimulated by the assessment scores).

2} Executive Summary of Results - Microsoft Intemet Explorer
Do ER_ Yo (ot Lok - liobL
Management

MATURITY o

Online Assessment Tool

Executive Summary of Results: XYZ Company

ORGANIZATION REPORTS
Review your organization's scores for the assessment level you select
from the listbox on the left

Comparison Report Compare your 07397 2at0n's overall scotes Dy each
levels of the Assessment (select level from box on the left)

Level 5: Cont. Improvement

See 3 Droakcown of your 0raNZAtCN's $0ores by Sub
Breakdown Report categones within 2 level (select level from box o the let)

View 2 wilen analyss 300 SuQQestied acbon pian based oo
View Analysis Document YO Ceganizaton's SCore (Select a level from the st box on lef)y

INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANTS INDIVIDUAL REPORTS

|| richard raskin@xyzcompany.com Review the scores of the participant you select from the listbox on
sally jones@xyzcomparty.com the left, for the assessment level you select from the listbox above.
bill barton@xyzcompany.com Compare an individual's score to others (first
maggie marton@xyzcompany.com Comparaca Repot L 1| gsiocs a lovel and an indvidua from the it boxes)
janet jones@xyzcompany.com o See a detailed breakdown of an individuar's score
george.ruther@xyzcompany.com Beopod (first select a level and individual from the list boxes)
basil fromene@xyzcompany.com
susan samantha@xyzcompany.com VIEW ALL PARTICIPANTS' SCORES
jerry joine@xyzcompany.com

HTML Teble | csvpaa |

=
HAson| |4 2 > J || Binbor: Microsolt . | 54 Progress Repot L. |[E)Executive Su... || LN DD D0 G- 67 1145AM

The Kerzner Online Assessment Tool allows authorized managers to see a live
summary of their organization's results. Managers can view and compare both
individual and company-wide assessment scores. They can even export the raw
data into other applications (such as Excel).

» Establish Responsibility

In the best of all worlds, the project management office (assuming you have one)
should assume overall responsibility for the project management maturity assessment.
Chances are, this office reports directly to executive management. Or perhaps its mem-
bership consists of executive management. In either case, that link to top management
will come in handy, because the assessment will identify opportunities for improve-
ment that will rely on decisions and directives that only they can supply:

m Providing overall leadership for the assessment
= Helping with the selection/design of the assessment tool
m Identifying who should participate in the assessment

®m Monitoring assessment results, and aligning the resulting improvement opportuni-
ties with the organization’s business plan



m Setting priorities (identifying which few actions will have the most meaningful
impact)

m Developing an action plan that will allow the organization to achieve these
improvements

m Supplying the needed resources (time, budget, personnel)
®  Approving the remedial training curriculum
m Encouraging a broadening of the assessment throughout the organization

m Evaluating ongoing progress

» Decide Who Should Participate

Here’s where you need to make some strategic decisions. Who should participate
in the assessment? Ideally, you should include a broad and diverse representation
of the entire company—the broader the representation, the more objective and
accurate the assessment. Assuming you are attempting to make the company more
competitive in project management, you should be assessing the entire organiza-
tion’s project management maturity (not merely assessing the maturity of a single
department).

Getting everyone involved may be your ultimate goal, but it may be easier
on the company culture to begin in a receptive department before scaling up to
include the entire organization. In either case, be certain you have the right people
participating in the assessment. Consider the following guidelines as you prepare
your invitation list:

m Use the company’s business plan as a guide to identify which areas of the orga-
nization will critically rely on project management expertise. These depart-
ments, locations, or functions are obvious candidates for participating in the
assessment.

= Get the right cross-representation involved (the right composition is critical).

® You will underutilize the assessment if you limit participation to experienced proj-
ect managers (this narrow approach will not accurately reflect the company’s actual
project management maturity—it’s a biased assessment of reality).

m Be sure to include key customers and stakeholders.

m Include broad representation across departments (remember that in world-class
companies, all departments, functions, and levels are involved in or knowledgeable
about project management efforts).

m Include representation of the entire hierarchy (executive, middle, lower, associates).

Experience has shown that each level may have a different belief as to how mature
the organization really is.

m Include a large enough sample to be statistically valid. You should invite 30 or more
individuals from each operating unit each time you conduct the assessment.
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m For large companies, your ultimate objective is to assess at least 10 percent of the
population (target larger percentages in small companies).

m Create the ability to sort assessment results by key departments/divisions/job func-
tions/hierarchy (such sorting will enhance your ability to identify project manage-
ment strengths and weaknesses).

m Decide if participation should be mandatory or optional. For cultural acceptance, |
suggest that participation be optional at the start and mandatory as you scale up your
assessment efforts and are able to demonstrate value (see “Find Ways to Bypass the
Corporate Immune System”).

» Turn the Results into an Action Plan

With the assessment results in hand, the data should be used to identify meaningful
improvement activities. You’ve got to turn scores into corrective action plans. The
prioritization and deployment of these improvements should be spearheaded by the
company’s PMO. If no such office is in place, consider creating a PMMM assess-
ment action team. Any significant effort will ultimately require the support of top
management.

As you organize this effort, keep the following in mind:

m Consider using an objective outside resource to interpret and analyze the assessment
results (they’ve got no axe to grind, and often recommendations from outsiders are
more readily accepted by the culture).

m Be as specific as possible when converting assessment data into improvement
actions. There’s little value in concluding, “Parts of the company need to improve
their understanding of risk management.” Be much more specific. How is the com-
pany going to achieve this goal? A better action would be, “Starting in December,
we will schedule two-day intensive workshops in Risk Management for key person-
nel in our marketing and legal departments.”

m Don’t forget to identify and deal with any obstacles in the way of making
improvements.

m Treat each improvement objective as an individual improvement project (keep in
mind that all improvement takes place project by project, and in no other way).

m When prioritizing improvements, start with some home runs (create those bell-
wether examples that help sell the value of what’s being done).

m Focus first on those things that improve the business (prioritize actions based on
the organization’s business goals and objectives). Use Pareto analysis to iden-
tify the vital few improvements that will have the greatest positive impact on the
company.

m Use the assessment tool repeatedly to measure progress. Companies that are serious
about improving project management should conduct project management maturity
assessments at least once every quarter.



» Develop a Remedial Training Curriculum

The assessment will be helpful in identifying a training curriculum that will help you
close the gaps. The analysis of scores will clearly identify where training is needed,
and in what subjects.

There is great economy here. It means you only need to train those individuals,
functions, departments, or locations that have been identified as needing training. It
also means you only need training in those specific subjects that have been identified
as lacking. This approach subscribes to the concept of “just in time” training, versus
“just in case” training.

The PMO (or top management) should establish a task force to plan the organiza-
tion’s remedial training curriculum. Remedial training should be mandated (not volun-
tary). This group should ensure the following:

m Make certain the assessment results have been analyzed in such a way that it’s clear
what must be done to make meaningful improvements. If necessary, hire outside
experts to help you with the analysis.

m Establish the criteria to be followed in designing or selecting the curriculum.

m Keep the training curriculum keenly responsive to the subject needs and target audi-
ences identified by the assessment (“just in time” versus “‘just in case”).

m Decide whether to buy training from outside firms or develop your own.

m Prepare local case materials as supplements to training. This keeps the tools and
methodologies relevant to your business. It also helps participants understand how
to apply their new knowledge to their jobs.

m  Adapt interactive exercises to fit your culture and job situations.

> Keep Top Management Informed

The overall purpose of doing a project management maturity assessment is to identify
opportunities for making significant improvements in the way you manage projects.
In turn, such improvements lead to better project outcomes, lower costs, faster results,
higher quality, and greater customer satisfaction. But no significant corrective action is
possible without the involvement of top management. They are the only ones who can
authorize the significant time and resources needed to turn the assessment results into a
specific action plan. Keeping top management informed is vital if you are to win their
support and leadership.

Part of your assessment plan should include a means for keeping top management
informed. One company has 100 employees participate in a project management
maturity assessment every month. Every month, top management is given a report
summarizing the assessment results. This flow of information helps management pri-
oritize action plans, identify training needs, and measure the company’s improvement
progress.
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Keep the reporting relevant to top management’s needs. Share information that is
most meaningful to them. This will vary from company to company, but you can be
sure that anything expressed in the “language of money” will get their attention and
stimulate action. Here are some suggestions:

m Present a detailed breakdown of scores to clearly identify the company’s specific
strengths and weaknesses.

m Show a comparison of scores between different departments, job functions, geo-
graphic locations, or whatever filtering criteria are most meaningful to your business
objectives.

= You may wish to provide management with a breakdown of scores by individuals
participating in the assessment. This information can be used to identify outstand-
ing talent. And it can even be used to identify individuals who would benefit from
remedial training. But be careful! If this information is used to reprimand, criticize,
or clean house, you will effectively crush cultural acceptance of the assessment, and
all will come to a grinding and hopeless halt.

m Prepare an action plan based on the assessment results. Be specific as to what cor-
rective action is needed and why (see the section “Do It Again”).

» Virtual Reporting

For those utilizing an online assessment tool, a helpful option is to create an online
reporting feature. I refer to this as an Executive Dashboard. It consists of a unique
URL address that allows authorized managers to see a detailed summary of their
organization’s assessment results. Because it’s online, the information is real-time,
displaying the latest up-to-date scores each time it is accessed. Instant gratification!
Managers can view and compare individual and company-wide assessment scores
whenever they wish. The feature can also allow them to export the raw data into
spreadsheet applications (for other reports, sorting options, etc.). Keep the interface
simple and intuitive to use.

» Benchmark Your Results to Others

It’s helpful to compare your results with those of others who have taken the same
assessment (note that the online version of the Kerzner PM Maturity Assessment has
this feature). Such comparisons should be both within and outside of your industry.
Benchmarking results is helpful for the following reasons:

m Provides a sanity check within your industry (is your maturity level close to your
competitor’s?).

m Gives you a realistic target, proving that achieving higher levels of maturity is pos-
sible (after all, others have already reached higher levels).



Avoids the deadly sin of resting on your laurels (if you are complacent, assuming
you’re already best within your industry, it’s a sobering jolt to see that other indus-
tries are actually much better than you are).

Sells the need and urgency for improvement (management will be motivated to
action if they see that other companies are outperforming your organization).

» Do It Again

As helpful as a maturity assessment can be, its usefulness is minimized when it’s

regarded as a one-time event. That’s an underutilization of a powerful tool. Sure,

you’ll be able to identify strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement

that will help you develop a corrective action plan. But it’s only when you use the

assessment on a repetitive basis that you can objectively measure the progress of the

corrective action plan:

Are your overall scores improving?
Is the company achieving higher levels of project management maturity?
How do you compare to your competition?

Do you need to modify your corrective action plan, based on the latest assessment
results?

Have new opportunities for improvement emerged since the last assessment?
Can you improve the assessment tool for more effective use in your organization?
If one division is outperforming others, are there skills and methods within that

exemplary division that can be applied elsewhere in the organization?

Stay nimble and in tune with the marketplace by conducting the assessment on a

regular basis. Ongoing use of the tool also allows you to evaluate a larger and larger
percentage of your total population. How often should you conduct the assessment?
That depends on your organization. Here are some guidelines:

If your organization is project driven (projects are critical to your business success),
you should perform an assessment every month. Vary the audience each time, striv-
ing to capture a broad and diverse representation of the organization.

Other organizations should conduct the assessment a minimum of once a quarter to
ensure that improvements are being made. Again, vary the audience each time, striv-
ing to capture a broad and diverse representation of the organization.

Always keep top management informed.
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Using the PMMM to Extract
Best Practices

» Introduction

The ultimate purpose of using a PMMM is continuous improvement efforts.
Unfortunately, for many companies the time required for continuous improvement
efforts is quite long, and the improvement are done in small increments. By focusing
on capturing best practices and lessons learned as part of the assessment, the speed by
which continuous improvement efforts are implemented can be accelerated.

As the relative importance of project management permeates each facet of the busi-
ness, knowledge needs to be captured regarding best practices in project management
as well as other business processes. PMMM assessments are not restricted to project
management—related questions; the assessments can also identify best practices in pro-
gram management and portfolio management.

Some companies view this knowledge as intellectual property to be closely guarded
in their vaults. Others share this knowledge in hope of discovering other best practices.
Companies are now performing strategic planning for project management because of
the benefits and its contribution to sustainable business value.

Unfortunately, this is easier said than done. One of the reasons for this difficulty,
as will be seen later in the chapter, is that companies today are not in agreement about
the definition of a best practice, nor do they understand that best practices lead to
continuous improvement, which in turn leads to the capturing of more best practices.
Many companies also do not recognize the value and benefits that can come from best
practices.

Today, project managers are capturing best practices in both project management
activities and business activities. The reason is simple: companies are now realizing
that best practices are intellectual property that encourages companies to perform at
higher levels. Best practices lead to added business value, greater benefit realization,
and better benefits management activities. Project management and business thinking
are no longer separate activities.
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» The Best Practices Process

Why capture best practices? The reasons and objectives for doing so might include:

= Continuous improvements (efficiencies, accuracy of estimates, waste reduction, etc.)
m= Enhanced reputation
= Winning new business

m Survival of the firm

Survival of the firm has become the most important reason today for capturing best
practices. In the last few years, customers have put pressure on contractors in requests
for proposals (RFPs) by requesting the following:

= A listing of the number of PMP® credential holders in the company and how many
will be assigned to this project

m A demonstration that the contractor has an enterprise project management method-
ology, whether rigid or flexible, that is acceptable to the customer; or a requirement
that the contractor must use some other methodology approved by the customer

m Supporting documentation identifying the contractor’s maturity level in project
management, possibly using a PMMM for assessments

m A willingness to share lessons learned and best practices discovered on this project
and perhaps previous projects for other customers

Recognizing the need for capturing best practices is a lot easier than doing it.
Companies are developing processes for identifying, evaluating, storing, and dissemi-
nating information on best practices. There are nine best practices activities, as shown
in Figure 13.1, and most companies that recognize the value of capturing best practices
accomplish all these steps.

Figure 13.1 Best practices processes.

PMP is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.



The processes answer the following nine questions:

m What is the definition of a best practice?

m Who is responsible for identifying the best practice, and where do you look?
s How do you validate that something is a best practice?

m Are there levels or categories of best practices?

m Who is responsible for the administration of the best practice once approved?
m How often do you reevaluate that something is still a best practice?

m How do companies use best practices once they are validated?

s How do large companies make sure everyone knows about the existence of the best
practices?

s How do you make sure employees are using the best practices and using them
properly?

Each of these questions will be addressed in the next several sections.

> Step 1: Definition of a Best Practice

For more than two decades, companies have become fascinated by the expression best
practices. But now, after two decades or more of use, we are beginning to scrutinize
the term, and perhaps better expressions exist.

A best practice begins with an idea that there is a technique, process, method, or
activity that can be more effective at delivering an outcome than any other approach
and provides the desired outcome with fewer problems and unforeseen complica-
tions. As a result, we supposedly end up with the most efficient and effective way of
accomplishing a task based on a repeatable process that has been proven over time for
a majority of people and/or projects.

But once this idea has been proven to be effective, we normally integrate the best
practice into processes so that it becomes a standard way of doing business. Therefore,
after acceptance and proven use of the idea, a better expression possibly should be a
proven practice rather than a best practice. This is one argument why best practice
may be just a buzzword and should be replaced by proven practice.

Perhaps in the future the expression best practices will be replaced by proven prac-
tices. For the remainder of this text, I will refer to best practices, but please understand
that other terms may be more appropriate. This interpretation is necessary here because
most of the companies that have contributed to this book still say best practices.

Every company can have its own definition of a best practice; there might even
be industry standards regarding this definition. Typical definitions of a best practice
might be:

m Something that works
m Something that works well

m Something that works well on a repetitive basis
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Something that leads to a competitive advantage

Something that can be identified in a proposal to generate business

Something the differentiates you from your competitors

Something that keeps the company out of trouble and, if trouble occurs, will assist
in getting the company out of trouble

There are four primary reasons for capturing best practices:

Improved efficiency
Improved effectiveness
Standardization

Consistency

> Step 2: Seeking Out Best Practices

Best practices can be captured either within your organization or external to your
organization. Benchmarking is one way to capture external best practices, possibly
by using the project management office (PMO) as the lead for external benchmarking
activities. However, there are external sources other than benchmarking for identifying
best practices:

Project Management Institute (PMI®) publications
Forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists that can affect the execution of the project

Forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists that can affect your definition of
success on a project

Each of the PMBOK® Guide areas of knowledge or domain areas

Within company-wide or isolated business units

Seminars and symposiums on general project management concepts
Seminars and symposiums specializing in project management best practices
Relationships with other professional societies

Graduate-level theses

With more universities offering masters- and doctorate-level work in project man-

agement, graduate-level theses can provide up-to-date research on best practices.

The problem with external benchmarking is that best practices discovered in one

company may not be transferable to another company. In my opinion, most of the best

practices are discovered internally and are specifically related to the company’s use

of its project management methodology, approach, and processes. Good project man-

agement methodologies allow for the identification and extraction of best practices.

However, opportunities can come from benchmarking as well.

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.



Sometimes, the identification of the drivers or metrics that affect each best prac-
tice is more apparent than the best practice itself. Metrics and drivers can be treated as
early indicators that a best practice may have been found. It is possible to have several
drivers for each best practice. It is also possible to establish a universal set of drivers
for each best practice, such as:

m Reducing risk by a certain percentage, cost, or time

m Improving estimating accuracy by a certain percentage or dollar value
m Cost savings of a certain percentage or dollar value

m Increasing efficiency by a certain percentage

m Reducing waste, paperwork, or time by a certain percentage

Best practices may not be transferable from company to company, nor will they
always be transferable from division to division within the same company. Care must
be taken during benchmarking activities to make sure that whatever best practices are
discovered are in fact directly applicable to your company.

> Step 3: Validating the Best Practice

Seeking out of a best practice is usually done by the project manager, project team,
functional manager, and/or possibly a professional facilitator trained in how to debrief
a project team and extract best practices. Best practices may also appear as part of
PMMM assessments. Any or all of the people involved must believe that what they
have discovered is, in fact, a best practice. When project managers are quite active in a
project, emphasis is placed on the project manager for the final decision on what con-
stitutes a best practice.

Once the management of the organization affected initially approves the new best
practice, it is forwarded to the PMO or process management for validation and then
institutionalization. The PMO may have a separate set of checklists to validate the pro-
posed best practice. The PMO must also determine whether the best practice is com-
pany proprietary, because that will determine where it is stored and whether it will be
shared with customers.

The best practice may be placed in the company’s best practices library or, if appro-
priate, incorporated directly into the company’s stage-gate checklist. Based on the
complexity of the company’s stage-gate checklist process and enterprise project man-
agement methodology, the incorporation process may occur immediately or on a quar-
terly basis.

Some organizations have committees not affiliated with the PMO that have as their
primary function the evaluation of potential best practices. Anyone in the company can
provide potential best practices data to the committee, and the committee in turn does
the analysis. Project managers may be members of the committee. Other organizations
use the PMO to perform this work. These committees and the PMO most often report
to the senior levels of management.
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Evaluating whether something is a best practice is not time-consuming, but it is
complex. Simply because someone believes that what they are doing is a best practice
does not mean that it is in fact a best practice. Some PMOs are currently developing
templates and criteria for determining that an activity may qualify as a best practice.
Some items included in the template might be as follows:

m s transferable to many projects

m Enables efficient and effective performance that can be measured (i.e., can serve as
a metric)

= Enables measurement of possible profitability using the best practice
= Allows an activity to be completed in less time and at a lower cost
m  Adds value to both the company and the client

m Can differentiate you from everyone else
One company had two unique characteristics in its best practices template:

= Helps to avoid failure

m If a crisis exists, helps us to get out of a critical situation

Executives must realize that these best practices are, in fact, intellectual property
that benefits the entire organization. If the best practice can be quantified, then it is
usually easier to convince senior management of its value.

> Step 4: Levels of Best Practices

Companies that maintain best practices libraries that contain a large number of best
practices may create levels of best practices. Figure 13.2 shows various levels of best
practices. Each level can have categories within the level. The bottom level is the pro-
fessional standards level, which would include professional standards as defined by
PMI®. The professional standards level contains the greatest number of best practices,
but they are more of a general nature than specific and have a low level of complexity.
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Figure 13.2 Levels of best practices.
The industry standards level would identify best practices related to performance

within the industry. The automotive industry has established standards and best prac-
tices specific to the auto industry.



As we progress to the individual best practices in Figure 13.2, the complexity of

the best practices goes from general to very specific applications and, as expected, the

quantity of best practices is less. An example of a best practice at each level might be

(from general to specific):

Professional standards: Preparation and use of a risk management plan, including
templates, guidelines, forms, and checklists for risk management.

Industry specific: The risk management plan includes industry best practices such as
the best way to transition from engineering to manufacturing.

Company specific: The risk management plan identifies the roles and interactions of
engineering, manufacturing, and quality assurance groups during transition.

Project specific: The risk management plan identifies the roles and interactions of
affected groups as they relate to a specific product/service for a customer.
Individual: The risk management plan identifies the roles and interactions of
affected groups based on their personal tolerance for risk, possibly using a responsi-
bility assignment matrix prepared by the project manager.

Best practices can be extremely useful during strategic planning activities. As shown

in Figure 13.3, the bottom two levels may be more useful for project management
strategy formulation whereas the top two levels are more appropriate for the execution
or implementation of a strategy.
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Figure 13.3 Six Sigma categories (nontraditional view).

> Step 5: Management of Best Practices

Three players are involved in the management of best practices:

The best practice’s owner
The PMO

The best practices library administrator, who may reside in the PMO
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The best practice’s owner, who usually resides in the functional area, has the
responsibility of maintaining the integrity of the best practice. Being a best prac-
tice owner is usually an uncompensated, unofficial title but is a symbol of prestige.
Therefore, the owner of the best practice tries to enhance it and keep the best practice
alive as long as possible.

The PMO usually has the final authority over best practices and makes the final
decision about where to place the best practice, who should be allowed to see
it, how often it should be reviewed or revalidated, and when it should be removed
from service.

The library administrator is merely the caretaker of the best practice and may
keep track of how often people review it, assuming it is readily accessible in the best
practices library. The library administrator may not have a good understanding of
each of the best practices and may not have any voting rights on when to terminate a
best practice.

> Step 6: Revalidating Best Practices

Best practices do not remain best practices forever. Because they are directly related
to the company’s definition of project success, the definition of a best practice can
change and age as the definition of success changes. Therefore, best practices must be
periodically reviewed. The critical question is, “How often should they be reviewed?”
The answer is based on how many best practices are in the library. Some companies
maintain just a few best practices, whereas large, multinational companies may have
thousands of clients and maintain hundreds of best practices in their libraries. If the
company sells products as well as services, then there can be both product-related and
process-related best practices in the library.

There are usually three types of decisions that can be made during the review
process:

m Keep the best practice as is until the next review process.

m Update the best practice and continue using it until the next review process.

m Retire the best practice from service.

» Step 7: What to Do with a Best Practice

Given the definition that a best practice is an activity that leads to a sustained competi-
tive advantage, it is no wonder that some companies have been reluctant to make their
best practices known to the general public. Therefore, what should a company do with
its best practices, if not publicize them? The most common options available include:

m Share knowledge internally only: This is accomplished using the company’s intranet
to share information with employees. There may be a separate group within the
company responsible for control of the information, perhaps even the PMO. Not all



best practices are available to every employee. Some best practices may be pass-
word protected, as discussed next.

m Hide best practices from all but a select few: Some companies spend vast amounts of
money on the preparation of forms, guidelines, templates, and checklists for project
management. These documents are viewed as both company-proprietary information
and best practices and are provided to only a select few on a need-to-know basis.
An example of a “restricted” best practice might be specialized forms and templates
for project approval, where information contained within may be company-sensitive
financial data or the company’s position on profitability and market share.

m Advertise to the company’s customers: In this approach, companies may develop
a best practices brochure to market their achievements and may also maintain an
extensive best practices library that is shared with customers after contract award. In
this case, best practices are viewed as competitive weapons.

Even though companies collect best practices, not all best practices are shared
outside of the company—even during benchmarking studies, where all parties are
expected to share information. Students often ask why textbooks do not include more
information on detailed best practices such as forms and templates. One company
commented as follows to me:

We must have spent at least $1 million over the last several years developing an
extensive template on how to evaluate the risks associated with transitioning a project
from engineering to manufacturing. Our company would not be happy giving this
template to everyone who wants to purchase a book for $80. Some best practices
templates are common knowledge and we would certainly share this information. But
we view the transitioning template as proprietary knowledge not to be shared.

» Step 8: Communicating Best Practices Across the Company

Knowledge transfer is one of the greatest challenges facing corporations. The larger the
corporation, the greater the challenge of knowledge transfer. The situation is further
complicated when corporate locations are dispersed over several continents. Without a
structured approach for knowledge transfer, corporations can repeat mistakes as well as
miss valuable opportunities. Corporate collaboration methods must be developed.

There is no point in capturing best practices unless the workers know about it. The
problem is how to communicate this information to the workers, especially in large,
multinational companies. Some of the techniques include:

m Websites

m Best practices libraries
m  Community of practice
= Newsletters

m E-mailings

m Internal seminars
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m Transferring people
m Case studies

m Other techniques

> Step 9: Ensuring Usage of the Best Practices

Why go through the complex process of capturing best practices if people are not going
to use them? When companies advertise to their clients that they have best practices, it
is understood that tracking of the best practices and how they are used must be done.
This is normally part of the responsibility of the PMO. The PMO may have the author-
ity to regularly audit projects to ensure the usage of a best practice but may not have
the authority to enforce that usage. The PMO may need to seek out assistance from the
head of the PMO, the project sponsor, or various stakeholders for enforcement.

When best practices are used as competitive weapons and advertised to potential
customers as part of competitive bidding, the marketing and sales force must under-
stand the best practices and explain this usage to the customers. Unlike 10 years ago,
the marketing and sales force today has a good understanding of project management
and the accompanying best practices.

» Common Beliefs

There are several common beliefs concerning best practices that companies have found
to be valid. A partial list follows:

m Because best practices can be interrelated, the identification of one best practice
can lead to the discovery of another, especially in the same category or level of best
practices. Best practices may be self-perpetuating.

m Because of the dependencies that can exist between best practices, it is often easier
to identify categories for best practices rather than individual best practices.

m Best practices may not be transferable. What works well for one company may not
work for another company.

m Even though some best practices seem simplistic and based on common sense in
most companies, the constant reminder and use of these best practices lead to excel-
lence and customer satisfaction.

m Best practices are not limited exclusively to companies in good financial health.
Companies that are cash rich can make a $10 million mistake and write it off. But
companies that are cash poor are very careful about how they approve projects,
monitor performance, and evaluate whether to cancel projects.

There are reasons why best practices can fail or provide unsatisfactory results,
including these:

m Lack of stability, clarity, or understanding of the best practice

m Failure to use best practices correctly



m Identifying a best practice that lacks rigor
m Identifying a best practice based on erroneous judgment

m Failing to provide value

» Best Practices Library

With the premise that project management knowledge and best practices are intellec-
tual properties, how does a company retain this information? The solution is usually
the creation of a best practices library. Figure 13.4 shows the three levels of best prac-
tices that seem most appropriate for storage in a best practices library.
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Figure 13.4 Levels of best practices.
Figure 13.5 shows the process of creating a best practices library. The bottom level

is the discovery and understanding of what is or is not a potential best practice. The
sources for potential best practices can originate anywhere within the organization.

Knowledge transfer:

— /

Classification

¢ Intranet

* Seminars
¢ Case studies
¢ Others

Evaluation

Discovery and understanding

Figure 13.5 Creating a best practices library.

The next level is evaluation, to confirm that it is a best practice. The evaluation
process can be done by the PMO or a committee but should have involvement by the
senior levels of management. The evaluation process is very difficult because a one-
time positive occurrence may not reflect a best practice that will be repetitive. There
must exist established criteria for the evaluation of a best practice.
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Once a best practice is established, most companies provide a more detailed expla-
nation of it as well as providing a means for answering questions concerning its use.
However, each company may have a different approach to disseminating this critical
intellectual property. Most companies prefer to make maximum utilization of the com-
pany’s intranet websites. Other companies consider their current forms and templates
to be the ongoing best practices library.

Figure 13.2 showed the levels of best practices, but the classification system for
storage purposes can be significantly different. Figure 13.6 shows a typical classifica-
tion system for a best practices library.

Effectiveness
and
efficiency

Future
business

PRACTICES
LIBRARY

Project
management

Continuous Improvements

Technology Satisfaction

advances Project management

Figure 13.6 Best practices library.

The purpose of creating a best practices library is to transfer knowledge to employ-
ees. Knowledge can be transferred through the company intranet, seminars on best
practices, and case studies. Some companies require that each project team prepare
case studies on lessons learned and best practices before the team is disbanded. These
companies then use the case studies in company-sponsored seminars. Best practices
and lessons learned must be communicated to the entire organization. The problem is
determining how to do so effectively.

Another critical problem is best practices overload. One company started a best
practices library and, after a few years, had amassed what it considered to be hundreds
of best practices. For a long time, however, nobody bothered to reevaluate whether all
of these were still best practices. Once reevaluation finally took place, it was deter-
mined that fewer than one-third of the practices listed were still regarded as best prac-
tices. Some were no longer best practices, others needed to be updated, and others had
to be replaced with newer best practices.

Every company has its own approach regarding when to reevaluate a best practice.
Some companies do so quarterly or semiannually, whereas others do so on the anniver-
sary date of the best practice.



» Best Practices and the PMMM

The fastest way to achieve some degree of maturity in project management is through
the capturing and implementation of best practices. The tricky part is how to capture
them. Some companies hold debriefing sessions at the end of each project to discuss
what was learned. In these meetings, people seem willing to discuss lessons learned
and best practices only from their successes.

More best practices could be learned from failures than successes, but people resist
discussing failures if their name can be associated with a possible failure and the result
could be held against them during a performance review. Some companies use profes-
sional facilitators rather than project managers to hold the debriefing sessions because
the facilitators know how to get people to discuss failures as well as successes.

The PMMM assessments are an excellent way to get employees to discuss lessons
learned and best practices, provided that the names of individuals are not attached to
the assessment instruments. This will require some degree of customization with the
intent of seeking out additional information that is not to be evaluated using a point
system, because not everyone will be able to discover best practices.

The risk in doing this is that not all the people on each project team will be taking
the assessments. Timing is also an issue because most best practices are identified at
the end of a project or after a certain amount of time working on a project. You cannot
always ask people to participate in the PMMM assessments only when they are near
the end of the projects they are working on.
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Case Studies

» Case 1: Simone Engineering Company

Simone Engineering was an engineering component manufacturing firm as well as an
engineering consulting company. Simone had an excellent reputation for stakeholder
relations management practices, product quality, and customer service.

On all projects above a certain dollar value, sponsorship was performed by the exec-
utive levels of management. The executive sponsors were responsible for stakeholder
relations management; and, on some projects, only the sponsors handled direct com-
munications with stakeholders and clients. On these projects, project managers met
with the stakeholders and clients only during the stakeholder/client interface meetings.

Even though project management existed in the firm and worked reasonably well,
most of the business decisions for projects were made by the project sponsors. Project
managers often believed that they were simply performing as puppets, even though the
company provided project management training courses that followed effective project
management practices as stated in the PMBOK® Guide.

Although Simone often received single-source and sole-source procurement contracts,
much of its business was obtained through competitive bidding. Simone never had any
issues responding to a request for proposal (RFP) until now. This client stated in the
RFP that all bidders must show how mature they were in project management using a
PMMM, and that the report from the PMMM must be no more than six months old.

Simone had never assessed its organization for project management maturity
because the business appeared to be doing well. Now a decision had to be made, and
there were both pros and cons concerning a PMMM assessment. One of the biggest
concerns was fear that the results of the assessment would show that Simone was not
performing sponsorship correctly. Additional questions were raised by senior manage-
ment in deciding whether to perform the PMMM assessments:

m If we do not perform an assessment, will this eliminate us from further competitive
bidding with this client?

PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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= What happens if other clients have the same requirements in their RFPs? How long
can we hold oft? How will it affect our business if we are non responsive?

m How will the client react if the assessment results show that we are not very mature?

m [s there a chance the client might cancel the contract downstream if they do not see
any improvements toward maturity?

m How quickly can we implement the assessments in a PMMM?

= How many resources should participate in the assessments?

m How do we decide which PMMM to use? Should it be an internal decision, or
should we use consultants for assistance in PMMM selection?

= What might happen if the results show that we are doing things wrong? How will
our workers react? Will the workers want to see changes?

m If changes are needed, how quickly can the changes be made?
= What might happen if the changes are never implemented?
m  Might the workers resist any changes that could remove them from their comfort zones?

m Should we be fearful that the changes needed might reduce the power and authority
that senior management now possesses?

m How often must we perform the assessments to validate that changes have been made?

Senior management now had to decide if, and when, they should perform an
assessment.

B Questions

1. Do these seem like realistic questions for senior management to consider?

2. What might happen if these questions are not considered in advance?

» Case 2: NorthStar Software Company

NorthStar is a software consulting company with an excellent reputation for new prod-
uct development. NorthStar started up more than two decades ago. The company cre-
ated an IT project management methodology, also referred to as a life-cycle systems
development methodology, centered around the PMBOK® Guide. During competi-
tive bidding activities, NorthStar promoted in its proposal that “how it delivered the
results” was just as important as “what it delivered.”

NorthStar established a PMO to continuously look for ways to improve its delivery
system. Initially, the PMO asked all project teams at the end of each project to provide
to the PMO all the best practices and lessons learned discovered. Unfortunately, some
of the projects that were more than a year or two in duration had resources reassigned
during the life cycle of the project, and many of the lessons learned and best practices
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were lost. The PMO then changed the policy and asked project teams to provide the
PMO with the information at the end of each life-cycle phase, thus getting continuous
improvement efforts implemented more quickly.

Attached to the PMO was an informal committee made up of functional employees
who were knowledgeable in project management. The informal committee members
reported solid to their functional managers but dotted to the PMO. The committee eval-
uated all lessons learned, both good and bad, to validate their importance as best prac-
tices and their applicability to a multitude of projects. Many of the best practices that
were finally accepted were placed into the PMQO’s best practices library to be shared
with the rest of the company. Almost all of the best practices were continuous improve-
ments to the company’s project management methodology.

Utilizing an IT methodology that followed the PMBOK® Guide was important to
NorthStar because most of the company’s clients used the PMBOK® Guide and con-
sidered it the project management standard. With advances in agile and Scrum appli-
cations to IT projects, NorthStar began updating its project management approach.
The company changed from a rather inflexible project management methodology to
a flexible methodology or framework that could be customized to each client’s needs.
NorthStar also eliminated many of the traditional PMBOK® Guide processes and activ-
ities that were not part of the agile or Scrum approach.

Although converting from a traditional or “waterfall” project management approach
to agile and Scrum seemed like a promising idea, it brought with it some headaches
when dealing with clients that were unfamiliar with agile and Scrum. NorthStar had to
prepare for issues that required demonstrating its project management maturity.

B Questions

1. If a client were to ask NorthStar how mature the company was in project manage-
ment, how should NorthStar respond if we assume there are no PMMMs in the
marketplace that focus solely on agile and Scrum?

2. If a client were to ask NorthStar to show its level of project management maturity
using a traditional PMMM, how should NorthStar respond?

3. Let’s assume several PMMMs are available specifically for agile and Scrum
approaches. Should NorthStar use one of those models, knowing the clients will
want to see the reports?

» Case 3: Colmar Automotive

Colmar Automotive is a Detroit-based tier-one supplier to the auto industry. In 2010,
Colmar installed a project management methodology based on nine life-cycle phases.
For the next four years, all 60,000 employees worldwide accepted the methodology
and used it. Management was pleased with the results. Colmar periodically performed
an assessment of the maturity of its methodology, and both Colmar and its clients were
pleased with the results. Colmar’s customer base provided the company with quality
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recognition awards that everyone believed were attributable to how well the project
management methodology was executed.

In February 2016, Colmar Automotive decided to offer additional products to its
customers. This strategic move required the purchasing of two European companies.
Because the employees from all three companies would be working together closely,
a singular project management methodology would be required that would be accept-
able to all three companies. One of the European companies had its own methodology
based on five life-cycle phases. The second European company had a methodology that
was based on rigid policies and procedures and did not look similar to the other two
methodologies. The two European methodologies were aligned to European standards
rather than the PMBOK® Guide. All three methodologies had advantages and disadvan-
tages and appeared to be well liked by their customers.

It took almost two years for all three companies to come to an agreement on a stan-
dardized delivery system for projects. Each company made concessions. Now, Colmar
was concerned about how to show the maturity of the new agreed-on approach.

B Questions

1. Can a PMMM be structured so as to consider more than one project management
standard, such as the European standard and the PMBOK® Guide?

2. How should Colmar respond if the assessments are based on just one standard and
the results show that Colmar is not quite mature in project management?

3. How should Colmar respond if the European companies prefer a PMMM based on
European standards and American companies prefer an American standard?

4. What if Colmar were to perform the assessments with two PMMMs and they
showed different results, such as different levels of maturity and different issues?

» Case 4: Ferris HealthCare, Inc.

In July 2014, senior management at Ferris HealthCare recognized that its future
growth could very well be determined by how quickly and how well it implemented
project management. For the past several years, line managers had been functioning
as project managers while still managing their line groups. Projects came out with the
short end of the stick, most often late and over budget, because managers focused on
line activities rather than project work. Everyone recognized that project management
needed to be an established career-path position and that some structured process had
to be implemented for project management.

A consultant was brought into Ferris to provide initial project management training
for 50 of the 300 employees targeted for eventual project team assignments. Following
the training, several of the employees who attended the training sessions were placed
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on a committee with senior management to design a project management stage-gate
model for Ferris.

After two months of meetings, the committee identified the need for three differ-
ent stage-gate models: one for information systems, one for new products/services
provided, and one for bringing on board new corporate clients. There were several
similarities among the three models. However, personal interests dictated the need for
three methodologies, all based on rigid policies and procedures.

After a year of using three models, the company recognized it had a problem decid-
ing how to assign the right project manager to the right project. Project managers had
to be familiar with all three methodologies. The alternative, considered impractical,
was to assign only those project managers familiar with that specific methodology.

After six months of meetings, the company consolidated the three methodologies
into a single methodology, focusing more on guidelines than on policies and proce-
dures. The entire organization appeared to support the new singular methodology. A
consultant was brought in to conduct the first three days of a four-day training program
for employees not yet trained in project management. The fourth day was taught by
internal personnel with a focus on how to use the new methodology. The success to
failure ratio on projects increased dramatically.

B Questions

1. If a PMMM assessment was made when Ferris was beginning to implement proj-
ect management, would the results have shown that Ferris was reasonably mature
or immature in its approach toward maturity?

2. Should a PMMM assessment be performed early on, when a company is first
beginning its journey toward project management?

» Case 5: Clark Faucet Company

® Background

By 2010, Clark Faucet Company had grown into the third-largest supplier of faucets
for both commercial and home use. Competition was fierce. Consumers evaluated fau-
cets on artistic design and quality. Each faucet had to be available in at least 25 dif-
ferent colors. Commercial buyers seemed more interested in the cost than the average
consumer, who viewed the faucet as an object of art, regardless of price.

Clark Faucet Company did not spend a great deal of money advertising on the radio
or on television. Some money was allocated for ads in professional journals. Most
of Clark’s advertising and marketing funds were allocated to two semiannual home-
and-garden trade shows and an annual builders trade show. One large builder could
purchase more than 5,000 components for furnishing one newly constructed hotel or
one apartment complex. Missing an opportunity to display new products at these trade
shows could easily result in a 6- to 12-month window of lost revenue.
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m Culture

Clark Faucet had a noncooperative culture. Marketing and engineering never talked to
one another. Engineering wanted the freedom to design new products, whereas market-
ing wanted final approval to make sure that what was designed could be sold.

The conflict between marketing and engineering became so fierce that early
attempts to implement project management failed. Nobody wanted to be the project
manager. Functional team members refused to attend team meetings and spent most of
their time working on their own pet projects rather than the required work. Their line
managers also showed little interest in supporting project management.

Project management became so disliked that the procurement manager refused to
assign any of his employees to project teams. Instead, he mandated that all project
work come through him. He eventually built up a large brick wall around his employ-
ees. He claimed that this would protect them from the continuous conflicts between
engineering and marketing.

B The Executive Decision

The executive council mandated that another attempt to implement good project man-
agement practices must occur quickly and that PMMM assessments should be made
periodically. Project management would be needed not only for new product develop-
ment but also for specialty products and enhancements. The vice presidents for market-
ing and engineering reluctantly agreed to try to patch up their differences but did not
appear confident that any changes would take place.

Strange as it may seem, nobody could identify the initial cause of the conflicts or
how the trouble began. Senior management hired an external consultant to identify the
problems, provide recommendations and alternatives, and act as a mediator. The con-
sultant’s process began with interviews.

B Engineering Interviews
The following comments were made during engineering interviews:

m “We are loaded down with work. If marketing would stay out of engineering, we
could get our job done.”

m “Marketing doesn’t understand that there’s more work for us to do other than just
new product development.”

m “Marketing personnel should spend their time at the country club and in bar rooms.
This will allow us in engineering to finish our work uninterrupted!”

m “Marketing expects everyone in engineering to stop what they are doing in order to
put out marketing fires. I believe that most of the time the problem is that marketing
doesn’t know what they want up front. This leads to change after change. Why can’t
we get a good definition at the beginning of each project?”



® Marketing Interviews
The following comments were made during marketing interviews:

m “Our livelihood rests on income generated from trade shows. Since new product
development is four to six months in duration, we have to beat up on engineering to
make sure that our marketing schedules are met. Why can’t engineering understand
the importance of these trade shows?”

m “Because of the time required to develop new products [four to six months],
we sometimes have to rush into projects without having a good definition of
what is required. When a customer at a trade show gives us an idea for a new
product, we rush to get the project underway for introduction at the next trade
show. We then go back to the customer and ask for more clarification and/or
specifications. Sometimes we must work with the customer for months to get
the information we need. I know that this is a problem for engineering, but it
cannot be helped.”

The consultant wrestled with the comments but was still somewhat perplexed.
“Why doesn’t engineering understand marketing’s problems?” pondered the consul-
tant. In a follow-up interview with an engineering manager, the following comment
was made:

“We are currently working on 375 different projects in engineering, and that
includes those which marketing requested. Why can’t marketing understand our
problems?”

B Questions

1. If a PMMM assessments were conducted, what issues would most likely be
discovered?

2. What should be the starting point for continuous improvements?

3. How long should it take to implement the first set of changes?

» Case 6: Macon, Inc.

Macon was a 50-year-old company in the business of developing test equipment for the
tire industry. The company had a history of segregated departments with very focused
functional line managers. The company had two major technical departments: mechan-
ical engineering and electrical engineering. Both departments reported to a vice presi-
dent for engineering, whose background was always mechanical engineering. For this
reason, the company focused all projects from a mechanical engineering perspective.
The significance of the test equipment’s electrical control system was often minimized,
when the electrical control systems were what made Macon’s equipment outperform
that of the competition.
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Because of the strong autonomy of the departments, internal competition existed.
Line managers frequently competed with one another rather than focusing on the best
interest of Macon. Each hoped the other would be the cause of project delays instead
of working together to avoid project delays altogether. Once dates slipped, fingers were
pointed, and problems worsened over time.

A typical issue that Macon faced more than once was a customer with a service
department that always blamed engineering for its problems. If a machine was not
assembled correctly, it was engineering’s fault for not documenting it clearly enough.
If a component failed, it was engineering’s fault for not designing it correctly. No
matter what problem occurred in the field, customer service always put the blame on
engineering.

As might be expected, engineering blamed most problems on production, claim-
ing that production did not assemble the equipment correctly and did not maintain
the proper level of quality. Engineering designed products and then threw them
over the fence to production without ever going down to the manufacturing floor
to help with assembly. Errors or suggestions reported from production to engi-
neering were ignored. Engineers often perceived the assemblers as incapable of
improving designs.

Production ultimately assembled products and shipped them out to customers.
Often, during assembly, the production people changed designs as they saw fit with-
out involving engineering. This caused severe problems with documentation. Customer
service would later inform engineering that the documentation was incorrect, once
again causing conflict among all departments.

The president of Macon was a strong believer in project management.
Unfortunately, his preaching fell on deaf ears. The culture was just too strong. Projects
failed miserably. Some failures were attributed to the lack of sponsorship or commit-
ment from line managers. One project failed as the result of a project leader who failed
to control scope. Each day the project fell further behind because work was added with
very little regard for the project’s completion date. Project estimates were based on a
“gut feel” rather than on sound quantitative data.

The delay in shipping dates led to increasing frustration for customers. Customers
began assigning their own project managers as watchdogs to look out for their com-
panies’ best interests. The primary function of these watchdog project managers was
to ensure that the equipment purchased was delivered on time and complete. This
involvement by customers was becoming more noticeable.

The president decided that action was needed to achieve some degree of excellence
in project management. The question was what action to take, and when.

B Questions

1. Does it make sense to perform a PMMM assessment, and, if so, what are the
benefits?

2. What are the disadvantages of performing an assessment?



» Case 7: The Blue Spider Project

“This is impossible! Just totally impossible! Ten months ago I was sitting on top of the
world. Upper-level management considered me one of the best, if not the best, engi-
neer in the plant. Now look at me! I have bags under my eyes, I haven’t slept soundly
in the last six months, and here I am, cleaning out my desk. I'm sure glad they gave
me back my old job in engineering. I guess I could have saved myself a lot of grief and
aggravation had I not accepted the promotion to project manager.”

m History

Gary Anderson had accepted a position with Parks Corporation right out of college.
With a Ph.D. in mechanical engineering, Gary was ready to solve the world’s most
traumatic problems. At first, Parks Corporation offered Gary little opportunity to do
the pure research that he eagerly wanted to undertake. However, things soon changed.
Parks grew into a major electronics and structural design corporation during the big
boom of the late 1950s and early 1960s when Department of Defense (DoD) contracts
were plentiful.

Parks Corporation grew from a handful of engineers to a major DoD contractor,
employing some 6,500 people. During the recession of the late 1960s, money became
scarce and major layoffs resulted in lowering the employment level to 2,200 employ-
ees. At that time, Parks decided to get out of the research and development (R&D)
business and compete as a low-cost production facility while maintaining an engineer-
ing organization solely to support production requirements.

After attempts at virtually every project management organizational structure,
Parks Corporation selected the matrix form. Each project had a program manager
who reported to the director of program management. Each project also maintained an
assistant project manager—normally a project engineer—who reported directly to the
project manager and indirectly to the director of engineering. The program managers
spent most of their time worrying about cost and time, whereas the assistant program
managers worried more about technical performance.

With the poor job market for engineers, Gary and his colleagues began taking course-
work toward MBA degrees in case the job market deteriorated further. In 1995, with
the upturn in DoD spending, Parks had to change its corporate strategy. Parks had spent
the last seven years bidding on the production phase of large programs. Now, however,
with the new evaluation criteria set forth for contract awards, those companies winning
the R&D and qualification phases had a definite edge on being awarded the production
contract. The production contract was where the big profits could be found. In keep-
ing with this new strategy, Parks began to beef up its R&D engineering staff. By 1998,
Parks had increased in size to 2,700 employees. The increase was mostly in engineer-
ing. Experienced R&D personnel were difficult to find for the salaries that Parks was
offering. Parks was, however, able to lure some employees away from competitors, but
it relied mostly on the younger, inexperienced engineers fresh out of college.
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With the adoption of this corporate strategy, Parks Corporation administered a new wage
and salary program that included job upgrading. Gary was promoted to senior scientist,
responsible for all R&D activities performed in the mechanical engineering department.
Gary had distinguished himself as an outstanding production engineer during the past sev-
eral years, and management felt that his contribution could be extended to R&D as well.

In January 1998, Parks Corporation decided to compete for Phase I of the Blue
Spider Project, an R&D effort that, if successful, could lead into a $500 million pro-
gram spread out over 20 years. The Blue Spider Project was an attempt to improve the
structural capabilities of the Spartan missile, a short-range tactical missile used by the
Army. The Spartan missile was exhibiting fatigue failure after six years in the field.
This was three years less than what the original design specifications called for. The
Army wanted new materials that could result in a longer life for the Spartan missile.

Lord Industries was the prime contractor for the Army’s Spartan Program. Parks
Corporation would be a subcontractor to Lord if it could successfully bid and win the
project. The criteria for subcontractor selection were based not only on low bid but also
on technical expertise as well as management performance on other projects. Parks’s
management felt that it had a distinct advantage over most of the other competitors
because the company had successfully worked on other projects for Lord Industries.

® The Blue Spider Project Kickoff

On November 3, 1997, Henry Gable, Parks’s director of engineering, called Gary
Anderson into his office and said:

Gary, I've just been notified through the grapevine that Lord will be issuing the
request for proposal [RFP] for the Blue Spider Project by the end of this month, with
a 30-day response period. I’ve been waiting a long time for a project like this to come
along so that I can experiment with some new ideas that I have. This project is going
to be my baby all the way! I want you to head up the proposal team. I think it must
be an engineer. I’ll make sure that you get a good proposal manager to help you. If
we start working now, we can get close to two months of research in before proposal
submittal. That will give us a one-month’s edge on our competitors.

Gary was pleased to be involved in such an effort. He had absolutely no trouble in
getting functional support for the R&D effort necessary to put together a technical pro-
posal. All of the functional managers continually remarked to Gary, “This must be a
biggie. The director of engineering has thrown all of his support behind you.”

On December 2, the RFP was received. The only trouble area that Gary could see
was that the technical specifications stated that all components must be able to oper-
ate normally and successfully through a temperature range of —65°F to 145°F. Current
testing indicated the Parks Corporation’s design would not function above 130°F. An
intensive R&D effort was conducted over the next three weeks. Everywhere Gary
looked, it appeared that the entire organization was working on his technical proposal.

A week before the final proposal was to be submitted, Gary and Henry Gable met to
develop a company position concerning the inability of the preliminary design material
to be operated above 130°F.



Gary Anderson: “Henry, I don’t think it is going to be possible to meet specification
requirements unless we change our design material or incorporate new materi-
als. Everything I’ve tried indicates we’re in trouble.”

Henry Gable: “We’re in trouble only if the customer knows about it. Let the pro-
posal state that we expect our design to be operative up to 155°F. That’ll please
the customer.”

Anderson: “That seems unethical to me. Why don’t we just tell them the truth?”

Gable: “The truth doesn’t always win proposals. I picked you to head up this effort
because I thought that you’d understand. I could have just as easily selected one
of our many moral project managers. I’'m considering you for program manager
after we win the program. If you’re going to pull this conscientious crap on me
like the other project managers do, I’ll find someone else. Look at it this way;
later we can convince the customer to change the specifications. After all, we’ll
be so far downstream that they’ll have no choice.”

After two solid months of 16-hour days for Gary, the proposal was submitted.
On February 10, 1998, Lord Industries announced that Parks Corporation would be
awarded the Blue Spider Project. The contract called for a 10-month effort, negotiated
at $2.2 million at a firm-fixed price.

m Selecting the Project Manager
Following contract award, Henry Gable called Gary in for a conference.

Henry Gable: “Congratulations, Gary! You did a fine job. The Blue Spider Project
has great potential for ongoing business over the next 10 years, provided that
we perform well during the R&D phase. Obviously you’re the most qualified
person in the plant to head up the project. How would you feel about a transfer
to program management?”’

Gary Anderson: “I think it would be a real challenge. I could make maximum use
of the MBA degree I earned last year. I've always wanted to be in program
management.”

Gable: “Having several masters’ degrees, or even doctorates for that matter, does

not guarantee that you’ll be a successful project manager. There are three
requirements for effective program management: You must be able to communi-
cate both in writing and orally; you must know how to motivate people; and you
must be willing to give up your car pool. The last one is extremely important in
that program managers must be totally committed and dedicated to the program,
regardless of how much time is involved.
“But this is not the reason why I asked you to come here. Going from project
engineer to program management is a big step. There are only two places you
can go from program management—up the organization or out the door. I know
of very, very few engineers who failed in program management and were per-
mitted to return.”

Anderson: “Why is that? If I'm considered to be the best engineer in the plant, why
can’t [ return to engineering?”
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Gable: “Program management is a world of its own. It has its own formal and infor-

mal organizational ties. Program managers are outsiders. You’ll find out. You
might not be able to keep the strong personal ties you now have with your fel-
low employees. You’ll have to force even your best friends to comply with your
standards. Program managers can go from program to program, but functional
departments remain intact.

“I’m telling you all this for a reason. We’ve worked well together the past sev-
eral years. But if I sign the release so that you can work for Elliot Grey in pro-
gram management, you’ll be on your own, like hiring into a new company. I’'ve
already signed the release. You still have some time to think about it.”

Anderson: “One thing I don’t understand. With all of the good program managers

we have here, why am I being given this opportunity?”

Gable: “Almost all of our program managers are over 45 years old. This resulted

from our massive layoffs several years ago when we were forced to lay off
the younger, inexperienced program managers. You were selected because of
your age and because all of our other program managers have worked only on
production-type programs. We need someone at the reins who knows R&D.
Your counterpart at Lord Industries will be an R&D type. You have to fight
fire with fire.

“I have an ulterior reason for wanting you to accept this position. Because of the
division of authority between program management and project engineering, |
need someone in program management whom I can communicate with concern-
ing R&D work. The program managers we have now are interested only in time
and cost. We need a manager who will bend over backward to get performance
also. I think you’re that man. You know the commitment we made to Lord when
we submitted that proposal. You have to try to achieve that. Remember, this pro-
gram is my baby. You’ll get all the support you need. I'm tied up on another
project now. But when it’s over, I'll be following your work like a hawk. We’ll
have to get together occasionally and discuss new techniques.

“Take a day or two to think it over. If you want the position, make an appointment

to see Elliot Grey, the director of program management. He’ll give you the same
speech I did. I'll assign Paul Evans to you as chief project engineer. He’s a sea-
soned veteran and you should have no trouble working with him. He’ll give you
good advice. He’s a good man.”

® The Work Begins

Gary Anderson accepted the new challenge. His first major hurdle occurred in staffing
the project. The top priority given to him to bid the program did not follow through
for staffing. The survival of Parks Corporation depended on the profits received from
its production programs. Gary found that, in keeping with this philosophy, engineer-
ing managers (even his former boss) were reluctant to give up their key people to the
Blue Spider Program. However, with a little support from Henry Gable, Gary formed
an adequate staff for the program.



Right from the start, Gary was worried that the test matrix called out in the techni-
cal volume of the proposal would not produce results that could satisfy specifications.
Gary had 90 days after go-ahead during which to identify the raw materials that could
satisfy specification requirements. He and Paul Evans held a meeting to map out their
strategy for the first few months.

Gary Anderson: “Well, Paul, we’re starting out with our backs against the wall on
this one. Any recommendations?”

Paul Evans: “1 also have my doubts about the validity of this test matrix.

Fortunately, I’ve been through this before. Gable thinks this is his project, and
he’ll sure as hell try to manipulate us. I have to report to him every morning at
7:30 a.m. with the raw data results of the previous day’s testing. He wants to see
it before you do. He also stated that he wants to meet with me alone.
“Lord will be the big problem. If the test matrix proves to be a failure, we’re
going to have to change the scope of effort. Remember, this is a firm-fixed-price
contract. If we change the scope of work and do additional work in the earlier
phases of the program, then we should prepare a trade-off analysis to see what
we can delete downstream so as to not overrun the budget.”

Anderson: “I’'m going to let the other project office personnel handle the admin-
istrating work. You and I are going to live in the research labs until we get
some results. We’ll let the other project office personnel run the weekly team
meetings.”

For the next three weeks Gary and Paul spent virtually 12 hours per day, seven days
a week, in the R&D lab. None of the results showed any promise. Gary kept trying to
set up a meeting with Henry Gable but always found him unavailable.

During the fourth week, Gary, Paul, and the key functional department managers
met to develop an alternate test matrix. The new test matrix looked good. Gary and
his team worked frantically to develop a new workable schedule that would not have
impact on the second milestone, which was to occur at the end of 180 days. The sec-
ond milestone was the final acceptance of the raw materials and preparation of pro-
duction runs of the raw materials to verify that there would be no scale-up differences
between lab development and full-scale production.

Gary personally prepared all of the technical handouts for the interchange meeting.
After all, he would be the one presenting the data. The technical interchange meeting
was scheduled for two days. On the first day, Gary presented all of the data, including
test results and the new test matrix. Lord Industries, the customer, appeared displeased
with the progress to date and decided to have its own in-house caucus that evening to
go over the material that was presented.

The following morning, a spokesman for Lord Industries stated its position:

First of all, Gary, we’re quite pleased to have a project manager who has such
a command of technology. That’s good. But every time we’ve tried to contact you
last month, you were unavailable or had to be paged in the research laboratories.
You did an acceptable job presenting the technical data, but the administrative data
was presented by your project office personnel. We at Lord do not think that you’re
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maintaining the proper balance between your technical and administrative respon-
sibilities. We prefer that you personally give the administrative data and your chief
project engineer present the technical data.

We did not receive any agenda. Our people like to know what will be discussed,
and when. We also want a copy of all handouts to be presented at least three days
in advance. We need time to scrutinize the data. You can’t expect us to walk in here
blind and make decisions after seeing the data for ten minutes.

To be frank, we feel that the data to date is totally unacceptable. If the data does
not improve, we will have no choice but to issue a work stoppage order and look
for a new contractor. The new test matrix looks good, especially since this is a firm-
fixed-price contract. Your company will bear the burden of all costs for the additional
work. A trade-off with later work may be possible, but this will depend on the results
presented at the second design review meeting, 90 days from now.

We have decided to establish a customer office at Parks to follow your work more
closely. Our people feel that monthly meetings are insufficient during R&D activi-
ties. We would like our customer representative to have daily verbal meetings with
you or your staff. He will then keep us posted. Obviously, we had expected to review
much more experimental data than you have given us.

Many of our top-quality engineers would like to talk directly to your engineering
community, without having to continually waste time by having to go through the
project office. We must insist on this last point. Remember, your effort may be only
$2.2 million, but our total package is $100 million. We have a lot more at stake than
you people do. Our engineers do not like to get information that has been filtered by
the project office. They want to help you.

And last, don’t forget that you people have a contractual requirement to prepare
complete minutes for all interchange meetings. Send us the original for signature
before going to publication.

Although Gary was unhappy with the first team meeting, especially with the
requests made by Lord Industries, he felt that the client had sufficient justification for
its comments. Following the team meeting, Gary personally prepared the complete
minutes. “This is absurd,” thought Gary. “I’ve wasted almost one entire week doing
nothing more than administrative paperwork. Why do we need such detailed min-
utes? Can’t a rough summary suffice? Why is it that customers want everything doc-
umented? That’s like an indication of fear. We’ve been completely cooperative with
them. There has been no hostility between us. If we’ve gotten this much paperwork to
do now, I hate to imagine what it will be like if we get into trouble.”

® A New Role

Gary completed and distributed the minutes to the customer and to all key team
members.

For the next five weeks testing went according to plan, or at least Gary thought that it
had. The results were still poor. Gary was so caught up in administrative paperwork that
he hadn’t found time to visit the research labs in over a month. On a Wednesday morn-
ing, Gary entered the lab to observe the morning testing. Upon arriving in the lab, Gary
found Paul Evans, Henry Gable, and two technicians testing a new material, JXB-3.

Henry Gable: “Gary, your problems will soon be over. This new material, JXB-3,
will permit you to satisfy specification requirements. Paul and I have been



testing it for two weeks. We wanted to let you know but were afraid that if the
word leaked out to the customer that we were spending their money for testing
materials that were not called out in the program plan, they would probably go
crazy and might cancel the contract. Look at these results. They’re super!”

Gary Anderson: “Am 1 supposed to be the one to tell the customer now? This could
cause a big wave.”

Gable: “There won’t be any wave. Just tell them that we did it with our own internal
R&D funds. That’ll please them because they’ll think we’re spending our own
money to support their program.”

Before presenting the information to Lord, Gary called a team meeting to present
the new data to the project personnel. At the team meeting, one functional manager
spoke out, saying, “This is a hell of a way to run a program. I like to be kept informed
about everything that’s happening here at Parks. How can the project office expect to
get support out of the functional departments if we’re kept in the dark until the very
last minute? My people have been working with the existing materials for the last two
months and you’re telling us that it was all for nothing. Now you’re giving us a mate-
rial that’s so new we have no information on it whatsoever. We’re now going to have to
play catch-up, and that’s going to cost you plenty.”

One week before the 180-day milestone meeting, Gary Anderson submitted the hand-
out package to Lord Industries for preliminary review. An hour later the phone rang.

Lord Industries: We’ve just read your handout. Where did this new material come

from? How come we were not informed that this work was going on? You know,
of course, that our customer, the Army, will be at this meeting. How can we
explain this to them? We’re postponing the review meeting until all of our peo-
ple have analyzed the data and are prepared to make a decision.
“The purpose of a review or interchange meeting is to exchange information
when both parties have familiarity with the topic. Normally, we require almost
weekly interchange meetings with our other customers because we don’t trust
them. We disregard this policy with Parks Corporation based on past work-
ing relationships. But with the new state of developments, you have forced us
to revert to our previous position, since we now question Parks Corporation’s
integrity in communicating with us. At first we believed this was due to an inex-
perienced program manager. Now we’re not sure.”

Gary Anderson: “1 wonder if the real reason we have these interchange meetings
isn’t to show our people that Lord Industries doesn’t trust us. You're creating a
hell of a lot of work for us, you know.”

Lord Industries: “You people put yourself in this position. Now you have to live
with it.”

Two weeks later, Lord reluctantly agreed that the new material offered the greatest
promise. Three weeks later, the design review meeting was held. The Army was defi-
nitely not pleased with the prime contractor’s recommendation to put a new, untested
material into a multimillion-dollar effort.
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B The Communications Breakdown

During the week following the design review meeting, Gary planned to make the first
verification mix in order to establish final specifications for selection of the raw materi-
als. Unfortunately, the manufacturing plans were a week behind schedule, primarily
because of Gary, since he had decided to reduce costs by accepting the responsibility
for developing the bill of materials himself.

Gary Anderson called a meeting to consider rescheduling of the mix.

Gary Anderson: “As you know, we’re about a week to 10 days behind schedule.
We’ll have to reschedule the verification mix for late next week.”

Production manager: “Our resources are committed until a month from now. You
can’t expect to simply call a meeting and have everything reshuffled for the
Blue Spider Program. We should have been notified earlier. Engineering has the
responsibility for preparing the bill of materials. Why aren’t they ready?”

Engineering integration: “We were never asked to prepare the bill of materials. But
I’'m sure that we could get it out if we work our people overtime for the next
two days.”

Anderson: “When can we remake the mix?”

Production manager: “We have to redo at least 500 sheets of paper every time we
reschedule mixes. Not only that, we have to reschedule people on all three
shifts. If we are to reschedule your mix, it will have to be performed on over-
time. That’s going to increase your costs. If that’s agreeable to you, we’ll try it.
But this will be the first and last time that production will bail you out. There
are procedures that have to be followed.”

Testing engineer: “I’ve been coming to these meetings since we kicked off this pro-
gram. | think I speak for the entire engineering division when I say that the role
the director of engineering is playing in this program is suppressing individu-
ality among our highly competent personnel. In new projects, especially those
involving R&D, our people are not apt to stick their necks out. Now our people
are becoming ostriches. If they’re impeded from contributing, even in their own
slight way, then you’ll probably lose them before the project gets completed.
Right now I feel that 'm wasting my time here. All I need are minutes of the
team meetings and I’ll be happy. Then I won’t have to come to these pretend
meetings anymore.”

The purpose of the verification mix was to make a full-scale production run of the

material to verify that there would be no material property changes in scale-up from
the small mixes made in the R&D laboratories. After testing, it became obvious that
the wrong lots of raw materials were used in the production verification mix.

Lord Industries called a meeting for an explanation of why the mistake had occurred

and what the alternatives were.

Lord Industries: “Why did the problem occur?”
Gary Anderson: “Well, we had a problem with the bill of materials. The result
was that the mix had to be made on overtime. And when you work people on



overtime, you have to be willing to accept mistakes as being a way of life. The
energy cycles of our people are slow during the overtime hours.”

Lord Industries: “The ultimate responsibility has to be with you, the program man-
ager. We at Lord think that you’re spending too much time doing and not enough
time managing. As the prime contractor, we have a hell of a lot more at stake
than you do. From now on we want documented weekly technical interchange
meetings and closer interaction by our quality control section with yours.”

Anderson: “These additional team meetings are going to tie up our key people. I
can’t spare people to prepare handouts for weekly meetings with your people.”

Lord Industries: “Team meetings are a management responsibility. If Parks does not
want the Blue Spider Program, I’'m sure we can find another subcontractor. All
you, Gary, have to do is give up taking the material vendors to lunch, and you’ll
have plenty of time for handout preparation.”

Gary left the meeting feeling as if he had gotten raked over the coals. For the next
two months, Gary worked 16 hours a day, almost every day. Gary did not want to bur-
den his staff with the responsibility of the handouts, so he began preparing them him-
self. He could have hired additional staff, but with such a tight budget, and having to
remake the verification mix, cost overruns appeared inevitable.

As the end of the seventh month approached, Gary was feeling pressure from within
Parks Corporation. The decision-making process appeared to be slowing down, and
Gary found it more and more difficult to motivate his people. In fact, the grapevine was
referring to the Blue Spider Project as a loser, and some of his key people acted as if
they were on a sinking ship.

By the time the eighth month rolled around, the budget had nearly been expended.
Gary was tired of doing everything himself. “Perhaps I should have stayed an engi-
neer,” he thought. He and Elliot Grey had a meeting to see what could be salvaged.
Grey agreed to get Gary additional corporate funding to complete the project. “But
performance must be met, since there is a lot riding on the Blue Spider Project,”
asserted Grey. Gary called a team meeting to identify the program status.

Gary Anderson: “It’s time to map out our strategy for the remainder of the program.
Can engineering and production adhere to the schedule I have laid out before
you?”

Team member, engineering: “This is the first time I’ve seen this schedule. You can’t
expect me to make a decision in the next 10 minutes and commit the resources
of my department. We’re getting a little unhappy being kept in the dark until the
last minute. What happened to effective planning?”’

Anderson: “We still have effective planning. We must adhere to the original sched-
ule, or at least try to adhere to it. This revised schedule will do that.”

Team member, engineering: “Look, Gary! When a project gets in trouble, it is usu-
ally the functional departments that come to the rescue. But if we’re kept in the
dark, then how can you expect us to come to your rescue? My boss wants to
know, well in advance, every decision that you’re contemplating with regard to
our departmental resources. Right now, we—"
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Anderson: “Granted, we may have had a communications problem. But now we’re
in trouble and have to unite forces. What is your impression as to whether your
department can meet the new schedule?”

Team member, engineering: “When the Blue Spider Program first got in trouble, my
boss exercised his authority to make all departmental decisions regarding the
program himself. I'm just a puppet. I have to check with him on everything.”

Team member, production: “I'm in the same boat, Gary. You know we’re not happy
having to reschedule our facilities and people. We went through this once
before. I also have to check with my boss before giving you an answer about the
new schedule.”

The following week, the verification mix was made. Testing proceeded according
to the revised schedule, and it looked as if the total schedule milestones could be met,
provided that specifications could be adhered to.

Because of the revised schedule, some of the testing had to be performed on holi-
days. Gary wasn’t pleased with asking people to work on Sundays and holidays, but
he had no choice, since the test matrix called for testing to be accomplished at specific
times after end of mix.

A team meeting was called on Wednesday to resolve the problem of who would
work on the holiday, which would occur on Friday, as well as staffing Saturday and
Sunday. During the team meeting, Gary became quite disappointed. Phil Rodgers, who
had been Gary’s test engineer since the project started, was assigned to a new project
that the grapevine called Gable’s new adventure. His replacement was a relatively new
man, with the company only eight months. For an hour and a half, the team members
argued about little problems and continually avoided the major question, stating that
they would first have to coordinate commitments with their bosses. It was obvious to
Gary that his team members were afraid to make major decisions and therefore ate up
a lot of time on trivial problems.

On the following day, Thursday, Gary went to see the department manager respon-
sible for testing, in hopes that he could use Phil Rodgers that weekend.

Department manager: “‘l have specific instructions from the boss [director of engi-
neering] to use Phil Rodgers on the new project. You’ll have to see the boss if
you want him back.”

Gary Anderson: “But we have testing that must be accomplished this weekend.
Where’s the new man you assigned yesterday?”

Department manager: “Nobody told me you had testing scheduled for this week-
end. Half of my department is already on an extended weekend vacation,
including Phil Rodgers and the new man. How come I'm always the last to
know when we have a problem?”

Anderson: “The customer is flying down his best people to observe this weekend’s
tests. It’s too late to change anything. You and I can do the testing.”

Department manager: “Not on your life. I'm staying as far away as possible
from the Blue Spider Project. I'll get you someone, but it won’t be me.

12

That’s for sure



The weekend’s testing went according to schedule. The raw data was made avail-
able to the customer under the stipulation that the final company position would be
announced at the end of the next month, after the functional departments had a chance
to analyze it.

Final testing was completed during the second week of the ninth month. The ini-
tial results looked excellent. The materials were within contract specifications, and
although they were new, both Gary and Lord’s management felt that there would be
little difficulty in convincing the Army that this was the way to go. Henry Gable visited
Gary and congratulated him on a job well done.

All that now remained was the making of four additional full-scale verification
mixes in order to determine how much deviation there would be in material proper-
ties between full-size production-run mixes. Gary tried to get the customer to concur
(as part of the original trade-off analysis) that two of the four production runs could be
deleted. Lord Industries’ management refused, insisting that contractual requirements
must be met at the expense of the contractor.

The following week, Elliot Grey called Gary in for an emergency meeting concern-
ing expenditures to date.

Elliot Grey: “Gary, I just received a copy of the financial planning report for last
quarter in which you stated that both the cost and performance of the Blue
Spider Project were 75 percent complete. I don’t think you realize what you’ve
done. The target profit on the program was $200,000. Your memo authorized the
vice president and general manager to book 75 percent of that, or $150,000, for
corporate profit spending for stockholders. I was planning on using all $200,000
together with the additional $300,000 I personally requested from corporate
headquarters to bail you out. Now I have to go back to the vice president and
general manager and tell them that we’ve made a mistake and that we’ll need an
additional $150,000.”

Gary Anderson: “Perhaps I should go with you and explain my error. Obviously, I
take all responsibility.”

Grey: “No, Gary. It’s our error, not yours. I really don’t think you want to be around
the general manager when he sees red at the bottom of the page. It takes an act
of God to get money back once corporate books it as profit. Perhaps you should
reconsider project engineering as a career instead of program management. Your
performance hasn’t exactly been sparkling, you know.”

Gary returned to his office quite disappointed. No matter how hard he worked,
the bureaucratic red tape of project management seemed always to do him in.
But late that afternoon, Gary’s disposition improved. Lord Industries called to
say that, after consultation with the Army, Parks Corporation would be awarded
a sole-source contract for qualification and production of Spartan missile compo-
nents using the new longer-life raw materials. Both Lord and the Army felt that
the sole-source contract was justified, provided that continued testing showed the
same results, since Parks Corporation had all of the technical experience with the
new materials.
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Gary received a letter of congratulations from corporate headquarters but no addi-

tional pay increase. The grapevine said that a substantial bonus was given to the direc-
tor of engineering.

During the 10th month, results were coming back from the accelerated aging tests

performed on the new materials. The results indicated that although the new materials
would meet specifications, the age life would probably be less than five years. These
numbers came as a shock to Gary. He and Paul Evans had a conference to determine
the best strategy to follow.

Gary Anderson: “Well, 1 guess we’re now in the fire instead of the frying pan.
Obviously, we can’t tell Lord Industries about these tests. We ran them on our
own. Could the results be wrong?”

Paul Evans: “Sure, but I doubt it. There’s always margin for error when you perform
accelerated aging tests on new materials. There can be reactions taking place
that we know nothing about. Furthermore, the accelerated aging tests may not
even correlate well with actual aging. We must form a company position on this
as soon as possible.”

Anderson: “I’m not going to tell anyone about this, especially Henry Gable. You and
I will handle this. It will be my throat if word of this leaks out. Let’s wait until
we have the production contract in hand.”

Evans: “That’s dangerous. This has to be a company position, not a project office
position. We had better let them know upstairs.”

Anderson: “I can’t do that. I’ll take all responsibility. Are you with me on this?”

Evans: “T’ll go along. I'm sure I can find employment elsewhere when we open
Pandora’s box. You had better tell the department managers to be quiet also.”

Two weeks later, as the program was winding down into the testing for the final

verification mix and final report development, Gary received an urgent phone call ask-
ing him to report immediately to Henry Gable’s office.

Henry Gable: “When this project is over, you're through. You’ll never hack it as
a program manager or possibly even a good project engineer. We can’t run pro-
jects around here without honesty and open communications. How the hell do you
expect top management to support you when you start censoring bad news to the
top? I don’t like surprises. I like to get the bad news from the program manager and
project engineers, not secondhand from the customer. And, of course, we cannot
forget the cost overrun. Why didn’t you take some precautionary measures?”’

Gary Anderson: “How could I when you were asking our people to do work such as
accelerated aging tests that would be charged to my project and was not part of
program plan? I don’t think I’m totally to blame for what’s happened.”

Gable: “Gary, I don’t think it’s necessary to argue the point any further. I'm willing
to give you back your old job, in engineering. I hope you didn’t lose too many
friends while working in program management. Finish up final testing and the
program report. Then I’ll reassign you.”



Gary returned to his office and put his feet up on the desk. “Well,” he thought, “per-

haps I’m better off in engineering. At least I can see my wife and kids once in a while.”

As he began writing the final report, the phone rang.

Functional manager: “Hello, Gary. I just thought I’d call to find out what charge

number you want us to use for experimenting with this new procedure to deter-
mine accelerated age life.”

Gary Anderson: “Don’t call me! Call Gable. After all, the Blue Spider Project is

his baby.”

B Questions

1. Can assessments determine if the project managers have the right qualifications?

2. Can a PMMM assessment determine the maturity of a firm’s competitive bidding

processes?

Can an assessment determine if a PM should head up a proposal preparation
team?

Can an assessment determine an organization’s ability to maintain truth and
honesty during competitive bidding?

Can a PMMM be used for assessing both project management and program
management?

6. Can a PMMM assess if projects are properly staffed?

7. Can a PMMM determine if the project management is maintaining the right mix

10.

11.

12.

between technical and administrative responsibilities?

How should a company respond to an assessment that reports a low level of
maturity when the company believes it was the result of changes that had to be
made because the customers did not trust them?

Can a PMMM assessment determine the maturity of customer involvement in
projects?

Should an assessment determine if the project manager has the correct amount of
authority?

Should maturity assessment evaluate to whom the project manager reports or
should report to?

Should an assessment determine if the project manager is spending money
correctly?

» Case 8: Corwin Corporation

By June 2003, Corwin Corporation had grown into a $950 million-per-year corpora-

tion with an international reputation for manufacturing low-cost, high-quality rub-

ber components. Corwin maintained more than a dozen different product lines, all

of which were sold as off-the-shelf items in department stores, hardware stores, and
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automotive parts distributors. The name “Corwin” was now synonymous with “qual-
ity.” This provided management with the luxury of having products that had extremely
long life cycles.

Organizationally, Corwin had maintained the same structure for more than 15 years
(see Figure 14.1). The top management of Corwin Corporation was highly conser-
vative and believed in using a marketing approach to find new markets for existing
product lines rather than exploring for new products. Under this philosophy, Corwin
maintained a small R&D group whose mission was simply to evaluate state-of-the-art
technology and its application to existing product lines.

President

VP Marketing
Gene Frimel

VP Engineering
Dr. Royce

VP Manufacturing

Dick Potts Dan West

Figure 14.1 Organizational chart for Corwin Corporation.

Corwin’s reputation was so good that it continually received inquiries about
the manufacturing of specialty products. Unfortunately, the conservative nature of
Corwin’s management created a “don’t rock the boat” atmosphere opposed to taking
any type of risks. A management policy was established to evaluate all specialty-
product requests. The policy required answering yes to the following questions:

= Will the specialty product provide the same profit margin (20%) as existing product
lines?

m [s there a chance for follow-on contracts?
m Can the specialty product be developed into a product line?

m Can the specialty product be produced with minimum disruption to existing product
lines and manufacturing operations?

These stringent requirements forced Corwin not to bid on more than 90% of all
specialty-product inquiries.

Corwin Corporation was a marketing-driven organization, although manufactur-
ing often had different ideas. Almost all decisions were made by marketing, with the
exception of product pricing and estimating, which was a joint undertaking between
manufacturing and marketing. Engineering was considered as merely a support group
to marketing and manufacturing.

For specialty products, the project managers always came out of marketing, even
during the R&D phase of development. The company’s approach was that if the



specialty product should mature into a full product line, then there should be a product
line manager assigned right at the onset.

® The Peters Company Project

In 2000, Corwin accepted a specialty-product assignment from Peters Company
because of the potential for follow-on work. In 2001, 2002, and again in 2003, profit-
able follow-on contracts were received, and a good working relationship developed,
despite Peters’ reputation for being a difficult customer to work with.

On December 7, 2002, Gene Frimel, the vice president of marketing at Corwin,
received an unusual phone call from Dr. Frank Delia, the marketing vice president at
Peters Company.

Frank Delia: “Gene, I have a rather strange problem on my hands. Our R&D group
has $250,000 committed for research toward development of a new rubber prod-
uct material, and we simply do not have the available personnel or talent to
undertake the project. We have to go outside. We’d like your company to do the
work. Our testing and R&D facilities are already overburdened.”

Gene Frimel: “Well, as you know, Frank, we are not a research group, even though
we’ve done this once before for you. And furthermore, I would never be able to
sell our management on such an undertaking. Let some other company do the
R&D work and then we’ll take over on the production end.”

Delia: “Let me explain our position on this. We’ve been burned several times in the
past. Projects like this generate several patents, and the R&D company almost
always requires that our contracts give it royalties or first refusal for manufac-
turing rights.”

Frimel: “T understand your problem, but it’s not within our capabilities. This project,
if undertaken, could disrupt parts of our organization. We'’re already operating
lean in engineering.”

Delia: “Look, Gene! The bottom line is this: We have complete confidence in your
manufacturing ability to such a point that we’re willing to commit to a five-year
production contract if the product can be developed. That makes it extremely
profitable for you.”

Frimel: “You’ve just gotten me interested. What additional details can you
give me?”

Delia: “All 1 can give you is a rough set of performance specifications that we’d like
to meet. Obviously, some trade-offs are possible.”

Frimel: “When can you get the specification sheet to me?”

Delia: “You’ll have it tomorrow morning. I'll ship it overnight express.”

Frimel: “Good! I'll have my people look at it, but we won’t be able to get you an
answer until after the first of the year. As you know, our plant is closed down
for the last two weeks in December, and most of our people have already left for
extended vacations.”

Delia: “That’s not acceptable! My management wants a signed, sealed, and deliv-
ered contract by the end of this month. If this is not done, corporate will reduce
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our budget for 2003 by $250,000, thinking that we’ve bitten off more than we
can chew. Actually, I need your answer within 48 hours so that I'll have some
time to find another source.”

Frimel: “You know, Frank, today is December 7, Pearl Harbor Day. Why do I feel as
though the sky is about to fall in?”

Delia: “Don’t worry, Gene! I’'m not going to drop any bombs on you. Just remem-
ber, all that we have available is $250,000, and the contract must be a firm-
fixed-price effort. We anticipate a six-month project with $125,000 paid on
contract signing and the balance at project termination.”

Frimel: “1 still have that ominous feeling, but I’ll talk to my people. You'll hear
from us with a go or no-go decision within 48 hours. I’'m scheduled to go on a
Caribbean cruise, and my wife and I are leaving this evening. One of my people
will get back to you on this matter.”

Gene Frimel had a problem. All bid and no-bid decisions were made by a four-
person committee composed of the president and the three vice presidents. The presi-
dent and the vice president for manufacturing were on vacation. Frimel met with Dr.
Lindsay Royce, the vice president of engineering, and explained the situation.

Lindsay Royce: “You know, Gene, | totally support projects like this because it
would help our technical people grow intellectually. Unfortunately, my vote
never appears to carry any weight.”

Gene Frimel: “The profitability potential as well as the development of good cus-
tomer relations makes this attractive, but I’'m not sure we want to accept such
a risk. A failure could easily destroy our good working relationship with Peters
Company.”

Royce: “T"d have to look at the specification sheets before assessing the risks, but I
would like to give it a shot.”

Frimel: “I'll try to reach our president by phone.”

By late afternoon, Frimel was fortunate enough to be able to contact the president
and received a reluctant authorization to proceed. The problem now was how to pre-
pare a proposal within the next two or three days and be ready to make an oral presen-
tation to Peters Company.

Gene Frimel: “The boss gave his blessing, Royce, and the ball is in your hands. I'm
leaving for vacation, and you’ll have total responsibility for the proposal and
presentation. Delia wants the presentation this weekend. You should have his
specification sheets tomorrow morning.”

Lindsay Royce: “Our R&D director, Dr. Reddy, left for vacation this morning. I
wish he were here to help me price out the work and select the project manager.
I assume that, in this case, the project manager will come out of engineering
rather than marketing.”

Frimel: “Yes, 1 agree. Marketing should not have any role in this effort. It’s your
baby all the way. And as for the pricing effort, you know our bid will be for
$250,000. Just work backward to justify the numbers. I’ll assign one of our



contracting people to assist you in the pricing. I hope I can find someone who
has experience in this type of effort. I’ll call Delia and tell him we’ll bid it with
an unsolicited proposal.”

Royce selected Dan West, one of the R&D scientists, to act as the project leader.
Royce had severe reservations about doing this without the R&D director, Dr. Reddy,
being actively involved. But with Reddy on vacation, Royce had to make an immediate
decision.

On the following morning, the specification sheets arrived and Royce, West, and
Dick Potts, a contracts specialist, began preparing the proposal. West prepared the
direct labor hours, and Royce provided the costing data and pricing rates. Potts, being
completely unfamiliar with this type of effort, simply acted as an observer and pro-
vided legal advice when necessary. Potts allowed Royce to make all decisions, even
though Potts was considered the president’s official representative.

Finally completed two days later, the proposal was actually a 10-page letter that
simply contained the cost summaries (see Table 14.1) and the engineering intent. West
estimated that 30 tests would be required. The test matrix described the test conditions
only for the first five tests. The remaining 25 test conditions would be determined at a
later date, jointly by Peters and Corwin personnel.

Table 14.1 Proposal cost summaries.

Direct labor and support $ 30,000
Testing (30 tests at $2,000 each) 60,000
Overhead at 100% 90,000
Materials 30,000
General and administrative (G&A), 10% 21,000
Total $231,000
Profit 19,000
Total $250,000

On Sunday morning, a meeting was held at Peters Company, and the proposal was
accepted. Delia gave Royce a letter of intent authorizing Corwin Corporation to begin
working on the project immediately. The final contract would not be available for sign-
ing until late January, and the letter of intent simply stated that Peters Company would
assume all costs until such time that the contract was signed or the effort terminated.

West was truly excited about being selected as the project manager and being able
to interface with the customer, a luxury that was usually given only to marketing per-
sonnel. Although Corwin Corporation was closed for two weeks over Christmas, West
still went into the office to prepare the project schedules and to identify the support he
would need in the other areas, thinking that if he presented this information to manage-
ment on the first day back to work, they would be convinced that he had everything
under control.
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® The Work Begins

On the first working day in January 2003, a meeting was held with the three vice presi-
dents and Dr. Reddy to discuss the support needed for the project. (West was not in
attendance at this meeting, although all participants had a copy of his memo.)

Dr. Reddy: “I think we’re heading for trouble in accepting this project. I've worked
with Peters Company previously on R&D efforts, and they’re tough to get along
with. West is a good man, but I would never have assigned him as the project
leader. His expertise is in managing internal rather than external projects. But,
no matter what happens, I'll support West the best I can.”

Lindsay Royce: “You’re too pessimistic. You have good people in your group and
I’'m sure you’ll be able to give him the support he needs. I'll try to look in on
the project every so often. West will still be reporting to you for this project. Try
not to burden him too much with other work. This project is important to the
company.”

West spent the first few days after vacation soliciting the support that he needed
from the other line groups. Many of the other groups were upset that they had not been
informed earlier and were unsure as to what support they could provide. West met with
Reddy to discuss the final schedules. Reddy said:

Your schedules look pretty good, Dan. I think you have a good grasp on the problem.
You won’t need very much help from me. I have a lot of work to do on other activi-
ties, so I’'m just going to be in the background on this project. Drop me a note every
once in a while telling me what’s going on. I don’t need anything formal. Just a para-
graph or two will suffice.

By the end of the third week, all of the raw materials had been purchased, and ini-
tial formulations and testing were ready to begin. In addition, the contract was ready
for signature. The contract contained a clause specifying that Peters Company had the
right to send an in-house representative into Corwin Corporation for the duration of
the project. Peters Company informed Corwin that Patrick Ray would be the in-house
representative, reporting to Delia, and would assume his responsibilities on or about
February 15.

By the time Pat Ray appeared at Corwin Corporation, West had completed the first
three tests. The results were not what was expected but indicated that Corwin was head-
ing in the right direction. Pat Ray’s interpretation of the tests was completely opposite
West’s. Ray thought that Corwin was “way off base” and that redirection was needed.

Pat Ray: “Look, Dan! We have only six months to do this effort, and we shouldn’t
waste our time on marginally acceptable data. These are the next five tests I'd
like to see performed.”

Dan West: “Let me look over your request and review it with my people. That will
take a couple of days, and meanwhile, I’'m going to run the other two tests as
planned.”



Ray’s arrogant attitude bothered West. However, West decided that the project was
too important to knock heads with Ray and decided to cater to Ray the best he could.
This was not exactly the working relationship that West expected to have with the in-
house representative.

West reviewed the test data and the new test matrix with engineering personnel, who
felt that the test data was inconclusive as yet and preferred to withhold their opinion
until the results of the fourth and fifth tests were made available. Although this dis-
pleased Ray, he agreed to wait a few more days if it meant getting Corwin Corporation
on the right track.

The fourth and fifth tests appeared to be marginally acceptable, just as the first
three had been. Corwin’s engineering people analyzed the data and made their
recommendations.

Dan West: “Pat, my people feel that we’re going in the right direction and that our
path has greater promise than your test matrix.”

Pat Ray: “As long as we’re paying the bills, we’re going to have a say in what tests
are conducted. Your proposal stated that we would work together in develop-
ing the other test conditions. Let’s go with my test matrix. I’ve already reported
back to my boss that the first five tests were failures and that we’re changing the
direction of the project.”

West: “I've already purchased $30,000 worth of raw materials. Your matrix uses
other materials and will require additional expenditures of $12,000.”

Ray: “That’s your problem. Perhaps you shouldn’t have purchased all of the raw
materials until we agreed on the complete test matrix.”

During the month of February, West conducted 15 tests, all under Ray’s direction.
The tests were scattered over such a wide range that no valid conclusions could be
drawn. Ray continued sending reports back to Delia confirming that Corwin was not
producing beneficial results and that there was no indication that the situation would
reverse itself. Delia ordered Ray to take any steps necessary to ensure a successful
completion of the project.

Ray and West met again as they had done for each of the past 45 days to discuss the
status and direction of the project.

Pat Ray: “Dan, my boss is putting tremendous pressure on me for results, and
thus far I’'ve given him nothing. I'm up for promotion in a couple of months
and I can’t let this project stand in my way. It’s time to completely redirect the
project.”

Dan West: “Your redirection of the activities is playing havoc with my scheduling.
I have people in other departments who just cannot commit to this continual
rescheduling. They blame me for not communicating with them when, in fact,
I’'m embarrassed to.”

Ray: “Everybody has their problems. We’ll get this problem solved. I spent this
morning working with some of your lab people in designing the next 15 tests.
Here are the test conditions.”
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West: “I certainly would have liked to be involved with this. After all, I thought I
was the project manager. Shouldn’t I have been at the meeting?”

Ray: “Look, Dan! I really like you, but I'm not sure that you can handle this project.
We need some good results immediately, or my neck will be stuck out for the next
four months. I don’t want that. Just have your lab personnel start on these tests, and
we’ll get along fine. Also, I’'m planning on spending a great deal of time in your lab
area. | want to observe the testing personally and talk to your lab personnel.”

West: “We’ve already conducted 20 tests, and you’re scheduling another 15 tests.
I priced out only 30 tests in the proposal. We’re heading for a cost overrun
condition.”

Ray: “Our contract is a firm-fixed-price effort. Therefore, the cost overrun is your
problem.”

West met with Dr. Reddy to discuss the new direction of the project and potential
cost overruns. West brought along a memo projecting the costs through the end of the
third month of the project. (See Table 14.2)

Table 14.2 Projected cost summary at the end of the third month.

Original proposal cost summary Total project costs projected
for six-month project at end of third month
Direct labor/support $ 30,000 $ 15,000
Testing 60,000 (30 tests) 70,000 (35 tests)
Overhead 90,000 (100%) 92,000 (120%)*
Materials 30,000 50,000
G&A 21,000 (10%) 22,700 (10%)
Totals $231,000 $249,700

*Total engineering overhead was estimated at 100%, whereas the R&D overhead was 120%.

Reddy told West, “I'm already overburdened on other projects and won’t be
able to help you out. Royce picked you to be the project manager because he felt
that you could do the job. Now, don’t let him down. Send me a brief memo next
month explaining the situation, and I’ll see what I can do. Perhaps the situation will
correct itself.”

During March, the third month of the project, West received almost daily phone
calls from the people in the lab stating that Pat Ray was interfering with their job. In
fact, one phone call stated that Ray had changed the test conditions from what was
agreed on in the latest test matrix. When West confronted Ray on his meddling, Ray
asserted that Corwin personnel were very unprofessional in their attitude and that he
thought this was being carried down to the testing as well. Furthermore, Ray demanded
that one of the functional employees be removed immediately from the project because
of incompetence. West stated that he would talk to the employee’s department man-
ager. Ray, however, felt that this would be useless and said, “Remove him or else!” The
functional employee was removed from the project.



By the end of the third month, most Corwin employees were disenchanted with
the project and were looking for other assignments. West attributed this to Ray’s
harassment of the employees. To aggravate the situation even further, Ray met with
Royce and Reddy and demanded that West be removed and a new project manager be
assigned.

Royce refused to remove West as project manager and ordered Reddy to take charge
and help West get the project back on track. Reddy said: “You’ve kept me in the dark
concerning this project, West. If you want me to help you, as Royce requested, I'll
need all the information tomorrow, especially the cost data. I’ll expect you in my office
tomorrow morning at 8:00 a.m. I'll bail you out of this mess.”

West prepared the projected cost data for the remainder of the work and presented
the results to Dr. Reddy. (See Table 14.3) Both West and Reddy agreed that the project
was now out of control and severe measures would be required to correct the situation,
in addition to more than $250,000 in corporate funding.

Table 14.3 Estimate of total project-completion costs.

Direct labor/support $ 47,000*
Testing (60 tests) 120,000
Overhead (120%) 200,000
Materials 103,000
G&A 47,000
$517,000
Peters contract 250,000
Overrun $267,000

*Includes Dr. Reddy.

Dr. Reddy: “Dan, I've called a meeting for 10:00 a.m. with several of our R&D peo-
ple to completely construct a new test matrix. This is what we should have done
right from the start.”

Dan West: “Shouldn’t we invite Ray to attend this meeting? I’'m sure he’d want to be
involved in designing the new test matrix.”

Reddy: “I’m running this show now, not Ray! Tell Ray that I'm instituting new
policies and procedures for in-house representatives. He’s no longer author-
ized to visit the labs at his own discretion. He must be accompanied by either
you or me. If he doesn’t like these rules, he can get out. ’'m not going to
allow that guy to disrupt our organization. We’re spending our money now,
not his.”

West met with Ray and informed him of the new test matrix as well as the new
policies and procedures for in-house representatives. Ray was furious over the new
turn of events and stated that he was returning to Peters Company for a meeting
with Delia.
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On the following Monday, Frimel received a letter from Delia stating that Peters
Company was officially canceling the contract. The reasons given by Delia were as follows:

1. Corwin had produced absolutely no data that looked promising.

2. Corwin continually changed the direction of the project and did not appear to have
a systematic plan of attack.

3. Corwin did not provide a project manager capable of handling such a project.
4. Corwin did not provide sufficient support for the in-house representative.

5. Corwin’s top management did not appear to be sincerely interested in the project
and did not provide sufficient executive-level support.

Royce and Frimel met to decide on a course of action in order to sustain good work-
ing relations with Peters Company. Frimel wrote a strong letter refuting all of the accu-
sations in the Peters letter, but to no avail. Even the fact that Corwin was willing to
spend $250,000 of its own funds had no bearing on Delia’s decision. The damage was
done. Frimel was now thoroughly convinced that a contract should not be signed on
Pearl Harbor Day.

B Questions

1. All projects involve some degree of risk management. Can assessments measure
the firm’s ability to take risks and the processes used for risk management?

2. Corwin Corporation has both product lines and specialty products. Should the
same PMMM assessments be used for both?

3. Assessment instruments can measure project governance and approvals. Should
the same assessments be used for approvals needed during project execution and
competitive bidding activities?

4. Companies that perform “backward pricing” often put pressure on project teams
and force them to take unnecessary risks. Can the source of risks be measured and
identified as part of assessments?

5. Some companies allow onsite representatives from their clients to reside in the
building during the execution of the project. Should this be covered as part of
assessments?

» Case 9: The Trophy Project

The ill-fated Trophy Project was in trouble right from the start. Laina Reichart,
who had been an assistant project manager, was involved with the project from its
conception. When the Trophy Project was accepted by the company, Reichart was
assigned as the project manager. The program schedules started to slip from day
1, and expenditures were excessive. Reichart found that the functional managers
were charging direct labor time to her project but working on their own pet proj-
ects. When she complained of this, she was told not to meddle in the functional



managers’ allocation of resources and budgeted expenditures. After approximately
six months, Reichart was requested to make a progress report directly to corporate
and division staffs.

Reichart took this opportunity to bare her soul. The report substantiated that the
project was forecasted to be one complete year behind schedule. Reichart’s staff, as
supplied by the line managers, was inadequate to maintain the current pace, let alone
make up any time that had already been lost. The estimated cost at completion at this
interval showed a cost overrun of at least 20%. This was Reichart’s first opportunity
to tell her story to people who were in a position to correct the situation. The result
of Reichart’s frank, candid evaluation of the Trophy Project was very predictable.
Nonbelievers finally saw the light, and line managers realized that they had a role to
play in the completion of the project. Most of the problems were now out in the open
and could be corrected with adequate staffing and resources. Corporate staff ordered
immediate remedial action and staff support to provide Reichart a chance to bail out
her program.

The results were not at all what Reichart had expected. She no longer reported to
the project office; she now reported directly to the operations manager. Corporate
staff’s interest in the project became very intense, requiring a 7:00 a.m. meeting every
Monday for complete review of the project status and plans for recovery. Reichart
found herself spending more time preparing paperwork, reports, and projections for
her Monday morning meetings than she did administering the Trophy Project. The
main concern of corporate was to get the project back on schedule. Reichart spent
many hours preparing the recovery plan and establishing staffing requirements to bring
the program back onto the original schedule.

Group staff, in order to closely track the progress of the Trophy Project, assigned an
assistant program manager. The assistant program manager determined that a sure cure
for the Trophy Project would be to computerize the various problems and track the
progress through a very complex computer program. Corporate provided Reichart with
12 additional staff members to work on the computer program. In the meantime, noth-
ing changed. The functional managers still did not provide adequate staff for recovery,
because they assumed that the additional resources Reichart had received from corpo-
rate would accomplish that task.

After approximately $50,000 was spent on the computer program to track the prob-
lems, it was found that the computer could not handle the program objectives. Reichart
discussed this problem with a computer supplier and found that $15,000 more was
required for programming and additional storage capacity. It would take two months
for installation of the additional storage capacity and completion of the programming.
At this point, the decision was made to abandon the computer program.

Reichart was now a year and a half into the program with no prototype units
completed. The program was still nine months behind schedule, with the overrun
projected at 40% of budget. The customer had been receiving reports on a timely
basis and was well aware that the Trophy Project was behind schedule. Reichart
had spent a great deal of time with the customer explaining the problems and the
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plan for recovery. Another problem that Reichart had to contend with was that the
vendors who were supplying components for the project were also running behind
schedule.

One Sunday morning, while Reichart was in her office putting together a report for
the client, a corporate vice president came in. “Reichart,” he said, “in any project I
look at the top sheet of paper, and the person whose name appears at the top of the
sheet is the one I hold responsible. For this project, your name appears at the top of the
sheet. If you cannot bail this thing out, you are in serious trouble in this corporation.”
Reichart did not know which way to turn or what to say. She had no control over the
functional managers who were creating the problems, but she was the person who was
being held responsible.

After another three months, the customer, becoming impatient, realized that the
Trophy Project was in serious trouble and requested that the division general manager
and his entire staff visit the customer’s plant to give a progress and get-well report
within a week. The division general manager called Reichart into his office and said,
“Reichart, go visit our customer. Take three or four functional line people with you
and try to placate him with whatever you feel is necessary.” Reichart and four func-
tional line people visited the customer and gave a four-and-a-half-hour presentation
defining the problems and the progress to that point. The customer was very polite and
even commented that it was an excellent presentation, but the content was totally unac-
ceptable. The program was still six to eight months late, and the customer demanded
progress reports on a weekly basis. The customer made arrangements to assign a rep-
resentative in Reichart’s department to be on-site at the project on a daily basis and to
interface with Reichart and her staff as required. After this turn of events, the program
became very hectic.

The customer representative demanded constant updates and problem identification
and then became involved in attempting to solve these problems. This involvement cre-
ated many changes in the program and the product in order to eliminate some of the
problems. Reichart had trouble with the customer and did not agree with the changes
in the program. She expressed her disagreement vocally when, in many cases, the cus-
tomer felt the changes were at no cost. This caused a deterioration of the relationship
between client and producer.

One morning Reichart was called into the division general manager’s office and
introduced to Mr. “Red” Baron. Reichart was told to turn over the reins of the Trophy
Project to Red immediately. “Reichart, you will be temporarily reassigned to some
other division within the corporation. I suggest you start looking outside the com-
pany for another job.” Reichart looked at Red and asked, “Who did this? Who shot me
down?”

Red was program manager on the Trophy Project for approximately six months,
after which, by mutual agreement, he was replaced by a third project manager. The
customer reassigned his local program manager to another project. With the new team,
the Trophy Project was finally completed one year behind schedule and at a 40% cost
overrun.



B Questions

1.

o

Can a PMMM assessment measure the ability of a company to recover a failing
project?

Can an assessment measure project staffing changes, whether for good or bad,
while trying to recover a failing project?

Can or should an assessment measure the effectiveness of the working relation-
ship between the project managers and the functional managers?

Can an assessment measure the quality of project planning activities?
Can an assessment measure executive-level commitment to a project?

Can an assessment measure the cooperation of team members during a project?
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< APPENDIX p»

The Kerzner Project
Management Maturity
Model

The Kerzner Project Management Maturity Model (KPMMM) shown in this appendix
represents a multinational company with many divisions. This is just an example of
what the report might look like. A report can be generated for just one company or just
one unit within the company. The assessment has a database of over 150 companies
for benchmarking purposes. For additional information on using the KPMMM for an
assessment on your firm’s maturity level, contact Lori Milhaven at the International
Institute for Learning (lori.milhaven@iil.com). The material in the report is copy-
righted to the International Institute for Learning. Reproduced by permission.

> XXXX KPMMM

m Levels 1-5 Final Assessment Report

Further to XXXX’s recent KPMMM intermediate, this final report is being published
to discuss all findings from XXXX’s recent KPMMM assessment in granular detail.

Contents
Introduction XXX
Purpose of this document XXX
Goals and objectives of the assessment XXX
Report organization XXX
About XXXX XXX
The Kerzner Project Management Maturity Model (KPMMM)—Overview XXX
Description of the assessment process XXX
Assessment population XXX
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Respondents by Project Roles and Countries Represented

Executive Overview of the Assessment Results

Comparison with other organizations

Level 1: Common Language (Max 800)

Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis
Resource Management: Suggestions for improvement
Time: Suggestions for improvement

Quality: Suggestions for improvement
Communications: Suggestions for improvement
Procurement: Suggestions for improvement

Risk: Suggestions for improvement

Cost: Suggestions for improvement

Scope: Suggestions for improvement

Level 2: Common Processes (Max 60)

Executive Management Acceptance: Suggestions for improvement
Line Management Acceptance: Suggestions for improvement
Growth: Suggestions for improvement

Maturity: Suggestions for improvement

Embryonic: Suggestions for improvement

Level 3: Singular Methodology (Max 210)

Integrated Processes: Suggestions for improvement

Culture: Suggestions for improvement

Management Support: Suggestions for improvement
Training and Education: Suggestions for improvement
Informal Project Management: Suggestions for improvement

Behavioral Excellence: Suggestions for improvement

Level 4: Benchmarking (Max 75)

Quantitative Benchmarking: Suggestions for improvement

Qualitative Benchmarking: Suggestions for improvement

Level 5: Continuous Improvement (Max 48)

Continuous Improvement: Suggestions for improvement

XXX

XXX

XXX

XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX

XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX

XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX
XXX

XXX
XXX

XXX



A Study of Level 1 Performance XXX
Level 1: Geographical comparisons by region XXX
Level 1: Geographical comparisons by country XXX
Level 1: Comparisons by project roles XXX
Level 1: Comparisons by career developmental groups XXX
A Study of Level 2 Performance XXX
Level 2: Geographical comparisons by region XXX
Level 2: Geographical comparisons by country XXX
Level 2: Comparisons by project roles XXX
Level 2: Comparisons by career developmental groups XXX
A Study of Level 3 Performance XXX
Level 3: Geographical comparisons by region XXX
Level 3: Geographical comparisons by country XXX
Level 3: Comparisons by project roles XXX
Level 3: Comparisons by career developmental groups XXX
A Study of Level 4 Performance XXX
Level 4: Geographical comparisons by region XXX
Level 4: Geographical comparisons by country XXX
Level 4: Comparisons by project roles XXX
Level 4: Comparisons by career developmental groups XXX
A Study of Level 5 Performance XXX
Level 5: Geographical comparisons by region XXX
Level 5: Geographical comparisons by country XXX
Level 5: Comparisons by project roles XXX
Level 5: Comparisons by career developmental groups XXX
Suggested Actions XXX

» Introduction

® Purpose of this Document

This document is a report of the results of the project management assessment per-
formed by XXXX between MONTH to MONTH, YEAR, using IIL’s Kerzner PM
Maturity Model and online KPMMM™ tool set.
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m Goals and Objectives of the Assessment

The goal driving the assessment is to improve project performance in the organization
and become a world-class organization.

XXXX’s objective for this assessment is to obtain an objective analysis of the
organization’s current project management process maturity, compare scores of
other organizations, and identify prescriptive actions to increase the project man-
agement maturity level throughout the organization. Note that the prescriptive
actions referenced in this report are based on assessment results that are an indi-
cation of the state of the organization but must be verified by objectively assess-
ing performance, identifying issues and doing cause and effect analysis and SWOT
analysis to provide a basis for action planning. This assessment is only one part of
the process.

Performance improvement is the goal. Continuous, well-managed effort is needed to
achieve the right level of improvement for the right cost.

B Report Organization

The report is organized to first provide background, a description of the assessment
process, and a high-level description of the Kerzner Project Management Maturity
Model (KPMMT™™) as a foundation for the analysis of the results.

The results are presented in an executive overview followed by comparisons, sug-
gested actions, and a more detailed analysis.

B About XXXX

This report represents a multinational XXXX INDUSTRY company employing over
XXXX people worldwide. It is vertically integrated and operates in all areas of the
XXXX industry, (BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE COMPANY MAIN BUSINESS
UNITS/ OPERATIONS/ PROCESSES).

XXXX is continuing its program to increase the practical use of project manage-
ment concepts, tools, and techniques in its projects and to establish a companywide
framework that would promote consistency while allowing for flexibility across busi-
ness units and diverse types of projects.

® The Kerzner Project Management Maturity Model—Overview

The Kerzner Project Management Maturity Model is the foundation for the assess-
ment. The model identifies five levels of maturity:

1. Common language—The foundation for improvement is based on understanding
what PM is and being able to discuss and analyze it effectively. To what degree are
the individuals in the organization knowledgeable about project management and
to what degree can they discuss it in common terms based on the PMI PMBOK®
Guide?



2. Common processes—How far has the organization gone in focusing on its PM
process, and engineering it to have the right balance between consistency and com-
pliance to standards and the flexibility to enable scaling and customizing the pro-
cess to the needs of individual projects, programs, or disciplines?

3. Singular methodology—To what degree has the organization integrated its
PM process with its quality management, operational, financial, and other
processes?

4. Benchmarking—To what degree is the organization formally seeking performance
models, best practices, and feedback from other organizations and using this intel-
ligence to improve or engineer its process?

5. Continuous improvement—To what degree is the organization evaluating its per-
formance, capturing best practice candidates, selecting best of breed, and fine
tuning the process based on performance and benchmarking results?

Within the second level, five evolutionary phases of development are identified
(Figure A.1):
= Embryonic
= Executive management acceptance
m Line management acceptance
= Growth
= Maturity

Executive
Embryonic:  [Vanagement:

ACCEPIANCE:

Line
Management Mlaiuirity
Acceptance

Figure A1 Five evolutionary phases.

These phases and the rest of the model are further described below in the detailed
analysis. A complete description of the model is to be found in the book Using the
Project Management Maturity Model: Strategic Planning for Project Management,
2nd ed., by Dr. Harold Kerzner.

m Description of the Assessment Process
The assessment process consists of the following steps:

m Initiation—Introduction of the process; selection of the assessment population

m Assessment
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= Workshop discussion
= Assessment report development and delivery

A post-assessment followup should be planned to acknowledge and evaluate assess-
ment results and plan action to improve project management performance. Maturity
assessment is one part of a performance improvement program. The assessment results
must be analyzed along with performance review results, current training, and method-
ology programs, tool set implementation, portfolio and multi-project management pro-
cess improvement, and other parts of the project management improvement program.
Assessment results must be explored to determine the underlying reasons for scores.
The reasons posited by the KPMMM™ model are a starting point, but your specific
conditions must be considered to ensure appropriate action.

B Assessment Population
Out of the XXXX registering for the online assessment:

m XXX completed Level 1.
m XXX completed Level 2.
m XXX completed Level 3.
m XXX completed Level 4 and Level 5.

Only XXX of those completed all five levels of assessment properly.

Hence, XXX (NUMBER) assessments have been discarded from the population due
to the insufficient information provided by participants.

Also, responses from groups with three or fewer participants are being excluded
from the reporting but being included in the analysis.

The participants in the assessment were limited to people who were primarily from
the following career development groups:
m Project managers
m project directors, sponsors, and governance personnel

m Project team members and functional managers
The above were further subdivided into the following project roles (Table A.1):

= PROJECT ROLE A
= PROJECT ROLE B
m PROJECT ROLE C
m PROJECT ROLE D
m PROJECT ROLE E
m PROJECT ROLE F
m PROJECT ROLE G
m PROJECT ROLE H
m PROJECT ROLE I



» Respondents by Project Roles and Countries Represented

Table A1 Project Roles and Countries Represented.

Project Roles

Country 1
Country 2
Country 4
Country 5
Country 6
Country 7
Country 8
Country 9
Country 10
Country 11
Country 12
Country 13

Project role A

Project role B

Project role C

Project role D

Project role E

Project role F

Project role G

Project role H

Project role 1 -

Country 2,
5%
Country 1,
10%

Country 4,
6%

Country 5, 8%

Country 9, 16% Country 6, 11%

Country 8, 25%

Figure A2 XXXX Assessment by Countries Represented.
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: Project Role H Project Role | Project Role A
Project Role G A | 6% 1%
6% ——— 3

Project Role F
3%

Project
Role E
10%
Project
Role D
5%

Project :
Role C Project Role B

4% 71%

Figure A3 XXXX Assessment by Project Roles.

» Executive Overview of the Assessment Results

XXXX’s assessment was performed by the participation of the following business units:

= Business Unit 1

= Business Unit 2

m Business Unit 3

= Business Unit 4

m Business Unit 5

= Business Unit 6

= Business Unit 7

m Business Unit 8

= Business Unit 9
The above units were assessed for maturity at all five levels of the maturity model.

This executive overview of the results is meant to provide summary information.
The detailed results are found later in the document.

The overview begins with the big picture and then provides a brief review of each
level.



The Level 1 result is based on individual scores in a knowledge “exam” based on A
Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide) published by
the Project Management Institute (PMI).*

Levels 2-5 are based on the perceptions of respondents regarding their current work
environment.

These perceptions must be validated and examined to determine an objective under-
standing of the organization’s maturity.

Graphs show the overall scores as percentages of the maximum score for each level,
showing each unit’s score and comparisons with other assessed organizations.

Table A.2 shows the overall score with comparison to the model’s strong and maxi-
mum scores.

Table A2 Relative Scoring vs. Maximum Scores for Each Level.

Maturity Your Score | Your Industry | Strong Score | Maximum Score
Level 1: Common Language 454 437 600 800
Level 2: Common Processes 18 10.33 30 60
Level 3: Singular Methodology 136 126.33 169 210
Level 4: Benchmarking 15.22 31.33 37 75
Level 5: Continuous Improvement | 10.94 12.66 20 48

® Comparison with Other Organizations

This section contains comparisons between XXXX and other organizations in the data-
base at each maturity level.

Overall, XXXX is compared with 35 organizations that have participated in Level 1
through 5 assessments. The results show that XXXX is more mature than other orga-
nizations. This is generally an indication of an overall recognition of PM as a critical
business process and a concerted effort to improve. Graphs below show the compari-
son results. Note that comparisons against companies of “your size” consider the size
of the company and not the size of the organization within the company, where size is
based on the total number of employees.

Based on the comparative analysis in Table A.2, the company looks to be more
mature in some levels, especially at Level 1 and 2, with an unfavorable consistency in
maturity at Levels 3, 4, and 5.

In general, there’s ample room for improvements in all levels comparing to the
strongest score.

The report shows that the company has been performing initiatives at the organiza-
tional level, but probably more effort should be applied in changing mindset and perco-
lating project management knowledge through the levels.

Later in this report we’ll attempt to delve into an analysis of the KPMMM assess-
ment data, and this will hopefully help identify company strengths, weakness, and a
plan for futures initiatives.

"PMBOK is a registered mark of the Project Management Institute, Inc.
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» Level 1: Common Language (Max 800)

454.8

XXXX Industry Size Other

Figure A4 Sample Level 1 Scoring.

A perfect score at this level is 800. Composite scores of 600 or greater indicate that
the organization has a “very good” understanding of the project management areas of
knowledge and is well positioned to begin work on Level 2 of the project manage-
ment maturity model (PMMM). Scores less than 600 but greater than 300 indicate that
improvement is needed but that there may be certain areas or “pockets” of formal proj-
ect management. These areas may be on various levels in their knowledge of project
management.

XXXX’s overall score of 454.8 is below the 600 mark that is considered as
being “very good” (Figure A.4). It indicates a need for project management train-
ing beyond the fundamentals level coupled with mentoring specific to the use of
XXXX’s project management methods within the project environment to ensure
that the organization has a common project management language and that individ-
uals have the knowledge they need.

Only the XXX respondents who completed all levels are being considered for this
assessment.

Of these, 114 individuals scored between 450 and 800 at Level 1. This indi-
cates that most individuals who participated in the assessment have a good
understanding of project management common language. The breakdown of
scores by delivery region for those who completed Level 1 is shown in the fol-
lowing sections.

In order to fully achieve a common project management language in the organiza-
tion, there is a need for remediation in the form of knowledge transfer through training,
coaching and mentoring, and knowledge management (for example, readily available
glossaries, standard procedures, templates, just-in-time learning, real time access to
best practices, white papers, and tutorials).



Analysis of individual scores for level one can be used to identify specific
knowledge gaps for organization units and for individuals. To have a comprehen-
sive training program in place, based on the comparative results, will result in
positive effects, but formal classroom training is not enough. The training must be
reinforced and transformed into practical applied knowledge using the approaches
already stated.

Of these, initiatives for coaching and knowledge management are the most critical.

Figure A.5 shows you how your company scored within each of Level 1’s subject
categories. There are 10 points awarded for each correct answer. For each of these
eight categories, a perfect score would be 100.

Scope [
Schedule N 4
Cost 5
rotouce ] 45
Procurement [
Quality [ Y
Risk | 67

Communications [ | 54

Figure A5 Score by Level 1
Subject Category.

® Normal Distribution and Standard Deviation Analysis

SD =771, Mean = 55.8

Figure A.6 Normal Distribution and Standard Deviation Analysis.
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General project management training covers the core areas of scope, schedule, cost,
and risk management in the context of the project management process—initiating,
planning, executing, monitoring and controlling, and closing. The importance of
communication and resource management—related skills and methods should also be
recognized.

The good score in scope management (68 of a possible 100) is an indication that
people are aware of the importance of identifying project requirements and reaching
consensus with clients, but the company needs to develop this field: creating ways to
solve scope-change problems, for example, and by developing an integrated change
control.

If this knowledge is translated into focused action using structured and object-ori-
ented requirements management techniques and effective scope-change management,
project performance and client satisfaction should be high.

® Project Resource Management: Suggestions for Improvement

The lower scores in project resource management (45 of a possible 100) and sched-
ule management (49 of a possible 100) indicate that the respondents can increase their
knowledge of project estimating, scheduling, and budgeting, as well as the soft skills
needed to lead and manage people, with and without authority. Education in project
estimating (including scheduling and budgeting) is a first step in improving the matu-
rity level. Other actions to improve estimating and scheduling may include improved
management of estimating data, actual project results, improved time keeping, as well
as coaching and mentoring of project managers in this area. Action in this area will
increase the number of on-schedule and within-budget projects. Action around soft
skills can reduce overall effort, avoid rework and misunderstandings, more effectively
manage and avoid conflicts, better manage issues, and enable knowledge management.

An average score of 45 for your organization indicates that participants should
improve their understanding of project resource management. Consider having low-
scoring individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 9, “Project Resource Management,” Project Management Institute,
A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

m Attend courses in staff management, team building, project roles and responsi-
bilities, conflict management, negotiating, performance appraisals, rewards, and
recognition.

m Gain experience in project human resource management by getting assigned to
a project team that is preparing project roles and responsibilities, preparing the
organization chart, and acquiring project staff during the project initiating and
planning phase.

Human resource management includes project team members, stakeholders, spon-
sors, customers, clients, vendors, contractors, and government employees. Leading and



motivating borrowed resources is the greatest challenge to project success and often
the most underestimated or overlooked by management.

m Schedule: Suggestions for Improvement

An average score of 49 for your organization indicates that participants should improve
their understanding of schedule management. Consider having low-scoring individuals
do the following:

m Review Chapter 6, “Project Schedule Management,” Project Management Institute,
A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

m Attend courses in time estimating, precedence network development, critical path,
and project scheduling.

= Gain experience in project time management by getting assigned to a project team
that is defining the project activities and schedule during the project initiating and
planning phase.

Time is a nonrenewable resource and must be used wisely. Demands to get products
to market faster do not negate the need for appropriate schedule management. Project
schedule management includes defining project activities, sequencing the activities,
estimating duration of activities, and developing the project schedule and control pro-
cesses. Poorly defined activities and estimates lead to project failure.

B Quality: Suggestions for Improvement

The score in quality management (51 out of a possible 100) indicates an opportunity
for increased knowledge of project quality control and quality assurance. Quality con-
trol addresses activities like testing and reviews to assure that project deliverables com-
ply with specifications. The more effectively this is done at the project level, the fewer
production defects and the lower the cost of both development and ongoing operations.
Quality assurance addresses the ongoing improvement of the processes used to man-
age and perform projects. Post project reviews and knowledge management help to
improve the organization’s performance over time.

An average score of 51 for your organization indicates that participants should
improve their understanding of quality management. Consider having low-scoring
individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 8, “Project Quality Management,” Project Management Institute, A
Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).
m Attend courses in quality planning, managing, and control.

m Gain experience in project quality management by getting assigned to a project
team that is preparing a quality plan during the project initiating and planning phase.

m Participate in project reviews and audits during the project executing and controlling
phases. Participate in post-project reviews and lesson-learned sessions.
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Delivering an inferior product on time and within budget is disastrous to the project
and can tarnish the organization’s reputation. The cost of avoiding mistakes is always
much less than correcting them. Therefore, quality awareness must begin during the
project initiation phase and continue throughout the life of the project.

B Communications: Suggestions for Improvement

The score in communications management (54 out of a possible 100) may indicate that
the respondents can gain from increased awareness and skills training in these areas.
This indicates that participants have a good understanding of communications manage-
ment but could improve even more by focusing on the tools and procedures used to
facilitate and manage communications as well as the documentation of accountabil-
ity, roles, and responsibilities. Failure to communicate is often given as a reason for
mediocre performance and failed relationships. Communications planning and imple-
mentation is often assumed as a natural consequence of working as a project team only
to discover later that failed communications was the major cause of project failure.
Therefore, a comprehensive communications plan, proactively implemented, is impera-
tive for project success.

An average score of 54 for your organization indicates that participants should
improve their understanding of communications management. Consider having low-
scoring individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 10, “Project Communications Management,” Project Management
Institute, A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

= Attend courses in communications planning and control, information distribution,
and performance reporting.

= Gain experience in project communications management by getting assigned to a
project team that is preparing a communications plan during the project initiating
and planning phase.

m Participate in performance reporting reviews during the project executing and
controlling phases. Participate in project administrative closure during the project-
closing phase.

Failure to communicate is often given as a reason for mediocre performance and
failed relationships. Communications planning and implementation is often assumed
as a natural consequence of working as a project team only to discover later that failed
communications was the major cause of project failure. Therefore, a comprehensive
communications plan, proactively implemented, is imperative for project success.

The scores in procurement management (59 out of a possible 100) may indicate that
the respondents can gain from increased awareness and skills training in these areas.
There are project environments in which the procurement of outside products and ser-
vices are infrequent or limited to specific functional groups. In such organizations, low
scores in this area may not indicate a need for action. However, if there are projects
in which procurement is a critical factor, those project managers responsible should



have knowledge of the XXXX procedures and policies and the basic principles of
procurement planning, source selection, contracting, and the management of vendor-
performed work under contract.

B Procurement: Suggestions for Improvement

An average score of 59 for your organization indicates that participants should improve
their understanding of procurement management. Consider having low-scoring indi-
viduals do the following:

m Review Chapter 12, “Project Procurement Management,” Project Management
Institute, A Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

= Attend courses in contract administration, contract terms and conditions, liquidated
damages, performance reporting, proposal preparation and evaluation, statement of
work preparation, and make or buy analysis.

= Gain experience in project procurement management by getting assigned to a project
team that is preparing qualified vendor lists, open solicitations, bidders conferences,
and conducting vendor evaluations during the project initiating and planning phase.

Competitive market conditions often require project managers to seek products and
project assistance from outside their organization. An understanding of the solicitation
process that includes proposal preparation, statements of work, bid evaluations, vendor
references, and relationship management is crucial to project success.

B Risk: Suggestions for Improvement

The composite score in risk management (53 out of a possible 100) indicates that
participants have a good understanding of risk management but could improve
even more. Risk management is critical to creating realistic expectations. It high-
lights the need to proactively identify risks, qualify them relative to their prob-
ability of occurrence, as well as quantify the impacts to the project objectives. A
well-planned risk response plan will aid in the eventual monitoring and control of
risk on the project. Greater demands to do more with less, partially skilled staffs,
contractor workforces, geographical dispersion of project teams, time to market
pressures, and rapidly changing technology add greater risk and increase the prob-
ability of project failures. The identification and monitoring of project risk is nec-
essary for project success.

An average score of 67 for your organization, while it is not low, still indicates that
participants could improve their understanding of risk management. Consider having
low-scoring individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 11, “Project Risk Management,” Project Management Institute, A
Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

= Attend courses in risk identification, quantification, and risk response planning and
control.
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= Gain experience in project risk management by getting assigned to a project team
that is preparing a risk plan during the project initiating and planning phase.

m Participate in risk response reviews during the project executing and controlling phases.

Greater demands to do more with less, partially skilled staffs, contractor workforces,
geographical dispersion of project teams, time to market pressures, and rapidly chang-
ing technology add greater risk and increase the probability of project failures. The
identification and monitoring of project risk is necessary for project success.

m Cost: Suggestions for Improvement

An average score of 54 for your organization, while it is not low, still indicates that
participants should improve their understanding of cost management. Consider having
low-scoring individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 7, “Project Cost Management,” Project Management Institute, A
Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

m Attend courses in work breakdown structure, bottom-up cost estimating, cost bud-
geting, and earned value.

= Gain experience in project cost management by getting assigned to a project team
that is planning project resources, estimating costs, developing a project budget, and
installing a cost control process during the project initiating and planning phase.

Estimating the project resources and the associated costs is essential to project suc-
cess. Life-cycle project budgets and cost-control processes enable senior management
oversight. Cost overruns are common when resources are optimistically estimated. The
work breakdown structure is necessary for detailed bottom-up cost estimating.

B Scope: Suggestions for Improvement

An average score of 68 for your organization, while it is not low, still indicates that
participants could improve their understanding of scope management. Consider having
low-scoring individuals do the following:

m Review Chapter 5, “Project Scope Management,” Project Management Institute, A
Guide to the Project Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK® Guide).

m Attend courses in scope management, defining project specifications and work
breakdown structure development.

= Gain experience in project scope development by getting assigned to a project team
that is developing the project scope during the project initiating and planning phase.

The scope of the project is the foundation of a project. The project scope is often
developed with a work breakdown structure (WBS). Poorly developed project scope
often leads to late deliverables, cost overruns, and specification disagreements. A well-
developed scope with an appropriate change-control process will increase the prob-
ability of project success. Terms such as “scope creep” and “scope leap” are often
associated with poorly developed project scope and no change-control process.



» Level 2: Common Processes (Max 60)

XXXX Industry Size Other

Figure A7 Sample Level 2 Scoring.

Level 2 maturity measures the perception of respondents regarding the degree to
which the organization is making a concerted effort to improve its PM performance
through the implementation of standards, procedures, and methodologies.

The average score at Level 2 is 18.0 in a range from -60 +60 (Figure A.7). This
score shows that XXXX is in the embryonic phase of project management maturity but
is ready to move on to the second phase, which is executive management acceptance.
The implications are that there is a need to make a greater effort to implement project
management practices and get senior management to support the effort.

With this assessment as a baseline, XXXX will be able to see whether improvement
activities are leading to greater maturity.

The figure below shows the average score within each of the Level 2 phases.

The range of possible scores for each question is between —3 (strongly disagree) and
+3 (strongly agree), thus making the minimum score per Level 2 phase —12, as there
are four questions per phase. Likewise, the maximum per Level 2 phase is +12. With
five (5) phases and four (4) questions per phase, the aggregate range of score per indi-
vidual is between —60 to +60. The score greater than 0 indicates that XXXX is heading
in the right direction in terms of common processes.

Figure A.8 tells you how well your company did for Level 2 of the maturity model.

Executive

Management I !- I3
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Figure A.8 Score by Level 2 Phase.
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Acceptance and implementation of project management are driven by six driving forces:

m Customer expectations and the recognition that PM can help to assure consistently
effective performance

= Competitiveness and the recognition that PM provides a competitive advantage and
reduces internal competition to focus on external competition

m Executive understanding to promote PM from the top down

s New product development and the recognition that PM is a means to perform these
projects well and to select the right projects

m Efficiency and effectiveness and the recognition that PM is a means to this end

m The need for survival of the business

There are five phases of this maturity level (called life-cycle phases). They are
embryonic, executive management acceptance, line management acceptance, growth,
and maturity.

It is important to note that Level 2 can and does overlap Level 1. In other words,
project management training can be conducted simultaneously with the development
of processes and methodologies and with the acceptance, growth, and maturity of the
organization’s recognition and use of PM practices.

High scores in each phase (usually +6 or greater) indicate that the corresponding
phases of early maturity have been achieved. Phases with small numbers (2 or less)
indicate that maturity in these areas has not yet been achieved.

Regarding the five phases at XXXX, the higher scores in the embryonic phase indi-
cate that most BU’s recognize the need for project management as well as its benefits.

m Executive Management Acceptance: Suggestions for
Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization may still not have executive management
acceptance of project management. Here are some suggestions to try to gain executive
management acceptance and improve your scores:

m Meet with executives and present the business case for project management and
inform them what they must do to successfully implement project management, and
get a commitment that they are willing to spearhead the change in the organization.
Examples of visible support are executive presentations and correspondence that
stress the need for project management as a core competency, executives occasion-
ally attending project team meetings/briefings, and reviewing the ongoing progress
of mission-critical projects.

m Additionally, organize and schedule executive project management sessions on the
importance of their role as project sponsors and how they can accelerate the imple-
mentation of project management. Many organizations decide to provide training,
develop appropriate project management tools and methodologies, and purchase
state-of-the-art software and hardware in hopes that executive management will fol-
low the lead. This approach never works and normally leads to project management



failure. Despite difficulties, executive management support and enforcement is
essential to success.

Executive management acceptance of project management will not be assimilated
throughout the organization without executive management acceptance, support, and
enforcement. Lip service, like corporate memoranda, is not enough. Senior managers
must be willing to lead the way when extensive changes are necessary in their organi-
zations. By what they do and say, they must display a real commitment to changing the
way the organization does business. Senior managers must be willing to take charge of
the change process, to explain the reasons for change, and to clearly describe the new
expectations they have of employees.

® Line Management Acceptance

Your score indicates that your organization may still not have line management accep-
tance of project management. Here are some suggestions to try to gain line manage-
ment acceptance and improve your scores:

m Meet with line managers and present the business case for project management,
emphasize that there is executive support, inform them what they must do to suc-
cessfully implement project management, and get a commitment that they are will-
ing to visibly support project management in the organization. Examples of visible
support are executive presentations and correspondence that stress the need for proj-
ect management as a core competency, participating in project management train-
ing, occasionally attending project team meetings/briefings, reviewing the ongoing
performance of their employees assigned to project teams, and releasing employees
for project management training.

m Additionally, organize and schedule line manager project management sessions on
the importance of their role as project stakeholders and how they can accelerate the
implementation of project management.

The biggest obstacle to gaining line managers’ support is a lack of executive sup-
port for project management. Few line managers would eagerly accept and support
project management if they knew their superiors would not support it. Line managers
do not necessarily need a strong understanding of project management tools, but they
must be trained in the principles of project management. After all, the line managers
are responsible for releasing employees for project management training and eventu-
ally assigning staff to project teams.

® Growth: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization may still not have achieved the growth
phase of project management maturity. Here are some suggestions to try to attain and
maintain the growth phase and improve your scores:

m Present to executives and line and project managers the need for and benefits of
a standard methodology to cope with virtual teams and enable multiple-project
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management. Develop the methodology in collaboration with the stakeholders. Be
careful of methodology overkill. Successful methodologies are simple and scalable
to the project’s needs. Integrate the methodology into the project management train-
ing. Seek senior management enforcement of the methodology. Continue to improve
the methodology, emphasizing planning to minimize scope creep. When agreement
is reached on how multiple projects will be managed, a software package can be
selected. Unfortunately, most organizations purchase the software first and then try
to figure out how to use it.

m Consider establishing a project office to proliferate project management across the
entire organization.

The growth phase represents multiple-project management in an organization. This
phase may coincide with the first three phases, even the embryonic phase, or run paral-
lel to them. However, the first three phases must be complete before the growth phase
can be considered complete. The management of multiple projects requires a degree of
standardization not required in the previous phases and is impossible to achieve with-
out executives, line managers, and project managers supporting and enforcing the pro-
cesses. Many organizations never reach this level despite having sufficient training,
appropriate project management tools, methodologies, and state-of-the-art software and
hardware because they fail to get executive support and commitment to implementing
project management.

® Maturity: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization may still not have achieved maturity in
project management. Here are some suggestions to try to attain and maintain maturity
and improve your scores:

m Present to executives, line and project managers, and the finance and account-
ing department the need for and benefits of a time and cost monitoring system.
Integrating time and cost monitoring is not easy. It requires a total revamping of
the cost-accounting system against a lot of internal resistance. However, many ser-
vice companies rely on the general ledger and don’t have a cost accounting system.
The task will not be easy irrespective of the accounting systems situation. Executive
commitment to a time and cost monitoring system is extremely important because
it involves written procedures, specific training, additional software, and a commit-
ment to thorough project planning.

m The last element of maturity is the development of a long-term educational pro-
gram. Without a sustained educational program, an organization may revert to
old practices very quickly. Long-term educational programs that support project
management demonstrate the organization’s commitment to project management.
The most effective educational programs are those based on lessons learned on
previous projects. In successful organizations, every project team is required to



prepare such lessons-learned files. The lessons learned then are integrated in the
training program.

This phase includes the development and integration of a management cost/sched-
ule system and the development of an ongoing educational curriculum to support
project management and enhance individual skills. A company must understand the
importance of integrating schedule and cost management. Without such integration, no
one can determine the status of a project just by looking at the schedule or the bud-
get. Schedule and cost monitoring must become two parts of the same activity. Many
companies never fully complete this life cycle because the organization is resistant to
project cost control, otherwise known as horizontal accounting. Line managers dis-
like horizontal accounting because it clearly identifies which line managers provide
good estimates for projects and which do not. Executives resist horizontal accounting
because the executives want to determine a budget and schedule long before a project
plan is created.

® Embryonic: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization may still be in denial about the need to
improve. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

m The organization’s arrogance built on past successes may be its greatest deterrent to
future improvement. You may have to assess the organization to gain sufficient data
to present the case to senior management.

m Recognize need. Look for symptoms of project problems, and gather facts to sup-
port the need for project management. Some examples are: schedule and cost
overruns, incomplete specifications, unskilled resources, speculative technology,
inadequate plans, disregard for risks, etc.

m Recognize benefits. Emphasize the benefits of project management to solve the
organization’s problems. Some examples are: timely delivery, reduced costs, satis-
fied customers, better management oversight, repeatable processes, increased profit-
ability, etc.

m Recognize applications. Gather examples from projects to show how the application
of project management tools and techniques could have avoided problems or pro-
vided early warning.

m Recognize what must be done. This is difficult because you may not know where
to begin. There will be many naysayers and indifferent people in your organiza-
tion unwilling to support change. Therefore, your project management improve-
ment plan should be based on filling needs in both the short and long term. Focus
on small gains that can be publicized to achieve further support. Keep everyone
informed on progress.
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> Level 3: Singular Methodology (Max 210)

XXXX Industry Size Other

Figure A.g Sample Level 3 Scoring.

Assessment at this level determines whether the organization recognizes the syner-
gistic effect of combining all methodologies into a singular methodology. A significant
part of this singular methodology is project management.

The synergistic approach makes process control easier than when dealing with mul-
tiple methodologies.

Singular methodology does not mean that there is a “one size fits all” approach. It
means that while there may be many variations to address projects of several types,
they should be unified in a common overriding process that represents the enterprise
project management needs of the organization.

At 136 out of a possible 210, XXXX is at an average score (Figure A.9). A strong
score at this level is 169 or above. Figure A.10 shows you how your company scored
within each of Level 3’s areas.
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Figure A10 Score by Level 3 Area.
® Integrated Processes: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization has not realized the importance of a single
integrated methodology. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

® Your organization must recognize that multiple processes can be streamlined into
one integrated process that encompasses all other processes.



m Present to executives and line and project managers the need for and benefits of a
single integrated process.

m Stress the avoidance of duplication of effort, resources, and facilities, and the reduc-
tion in training costs.

= Develop the integrated process in collaboration with the stakeholders. The processes
must be integrated, not bundled; therefore, there may be resistance from process
owners as to what is added or left out of the integrated process. Be careful of pro-
cess overkill, and develop a process that is scalable to the project needs.

= Pilot test the process.
= Continue to improve the process.

m Incorporate lessons learned. Creating a singular integrated process that encompasses
all other processes leads to organizational efficiency and effectiveness.

In the past decade, many companies have developed and implemented processes
(Quality Management, Project Management, Change Management, Systems Life
Cycle Management, Concurrent Engineering, Risk Management) with the intent to
solve problems or improve effectiveness. Competing departments, which often got
results contrary to the original intent, developed these processes. These processes com-
peted for precious resources, appeared to be duplicative, caused confusion, and quickly
lost management support within the organization, resulting in processes that were sel-
dom used. Companies that are relatively immature in project management have mul-
tiple processes in place. As companies recognize the synergistic effects of combining
management processes into one system, usually the first two processes integrated are
project management and total quality management.

B Culture: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization’s culture does not support project manage-
ment. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

m Project management can’t be copied from one company to another. Each organi-
zation is unique. But benchmarking best practices in leadership, management, and
operations against competing organizations may be helpful.

m The organization must support the four basic values of project management: coop-
eration, teamwork, trust, and effective communications.

= Accountability for project success is shared equally between the project manager
and the line manager.

m Rewards for project success are given to the project team, not restricted to politi-

cally aligned employees.

m The company must consider the development of a single project management
process that clearly defines the project manager’s role and is supported by senior
management.
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Corporate cultures can’t be changed overnight. They change over years. The suc-
cessful implementation of project management usually requires cultural change.
Excellence in project management is achieved when the culture of the company can
change quickly to handle the demands of new and multiple projects. Yet the culture
must be equipped to adapt to constantly evolving and dynamic business environment.
Excellent companies cope with change in real time and live with the potential chaos
that comes with it.

B Management Support: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization has not attained the level of management
support needed for a successful integrated singular methodology. Here are some sug-
gestions to try to improve your scores:

= Present to senior management the importance of their support and enforcement to
make the singular methodology work.

m Stress visible support and involvement, not just lip service.

m Roles and responsibilities of project sponsors, project managers, and line managers
may need development or focus.

m Review the project charter guidance to determine the extent of the project manager’s
level of empowerment for decision-making and establishing relationships with spon-
sors, customers, and line managers.

Senior managers are the architects of corporate culture. They are charged with mak-
ing sure their company’s culture, once accepted, doesn’t come apart. Visible man-
agement support is essential to maintaining a project management culture. Project
management permeates the organization throughout all layers of management. The
support is visible. Each layer or level of management understands their role and the
support needed to make a singular methodology work.

® Training and Education: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization does not have a sufficient project manage-
ment training and education program. Here are some suggestions to try to improve
your scores:

m Survey the organization to determine the training and education needs. Review the
internal project management curriculum.

m Determine whether there is a balance between quantitative and behavioral courses.
Ensure that the integrated singular methodology is taught in all project management
courses.

= Ensure that the training is available to all team members, not just project managers.
= Provide tailored courses to all levels of employees.
= Stress the integration of lesson learned in courses.

= Stress the inclusion of project management certification courses in the curriculum.



Effective project management training and education must be balanced between quan-
titative and behavioral courses and tailored to all employee levels. Project management
training and education is an investment, and, as such, senior management wishes to know
when the added profits will materialize. Initially, there may be a substantial cost incurred.
But as the culture develops and informal project management matures, the cost of project
management diminishes to a stable level while the additional profits grow.

m Informal Project Management: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization doesn’t have the level of trust in project
managers to execute informal project management. Here are some suggestions to try to
improve your scores:

m Conduct a survey in your organization to determine if the project management
methodology is too rigid and solicit suggestions for improvements.

m Where possible, lessen the project documentation, reporting requirements, and time
spent in project review meetings.

m Try to eliminate redundant meetings.

m Review the scalability of the methodology, and try to reduce mandatory require-
ments that belie trust in the project managers.
m Determine if managers and employees freely share information or if there is a

“shoot the messenger” mentality present.

With management support and a corporate culture of trust, the integrated singu-
lar methodology becomes more of a framework than rigid policies and procedures.
Paperwork is minimized. For this to work effectively, there must be trained and
empowered project managers, effective communications, cooperation, trust, and team-
work. Informal project management drastically lowers methodology execution cost and
execution time.

m Behavioral Excellence: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization has not realized the importance of behav-
ioral skills. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

m Present to senior management the importance of behavioral skills necessary to make
the integrated singular methodology work.

m Develop an atmosphere conducive to good working relationships among the project
manager, parent organization, and client organization.

m Encourage openness and honesty within the organization.

m Stress delegation of sufficient authority to project managers.

m Create an atmosphere of cooperation and collaboration.

m Stress managerial, operational, and product integrity.

m Recognize and reward project team members for their performance.

m Encourage initiative, creativity, and innovation.
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= Maintain an open-door policy.

m Encourage risk taking, and allow employees to make mistakes.

» Level 4: Benchmarking (Max 75)

XXXX Industry Size Other

Figure A11 Sample Level 4 Scoring.

The average score at Level 4 is 15.2 of a possible 75 (Figure A.11), with a strong
score being above 37, pointing out that while there is some benchmarking being done
it is not institutionalized and consistently used. See the detailed analysis for a further
breakdown of this level. The level of maturity of benchmarking is a foundation for
continuous improvement and stimulates maturity at all levels.

Figure A.12 tells you how well your company did for Level 4 of the maturity model.

Quantitative | l | 10
Benchmarking 0

Qualitative [ I | 4
Benchmarking 0

Figure A12 Level 4 (Benchmarking) Scores.

® Quantitative Benchmarking: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization has not realized the importance of quantita-
tive benchmarking. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

® Your company must be committed to project management across the entire
organization.

= Quantitative benchmarking analyzes processes and methodologies. To accomplish
quantitative benchmarking, your organization must establish a project manage-
ment office (PMO) or center of excellence (COE) for project management. The
project management office or COE must be dedicated to the project management



improvement process. The project office can improve the enforcement and compli-
ance of a singular methodology, tighter cost controls, efficient resource allocations
and utilizations, quality, scope, and risk management.

m Benchmarking must be made against both similar and nonsimilar industries.

= Continuous improvement is best accomplished through continuous benchmarking.

Quantitative benchmarking in organizations is the systematic comparison of ele-
ments of performance in an organization against those of other organizations, usually
with the aim of mutual improvement. Benchmarking should not be performed unless
the organization is willing to make changes.

The changes must be part of the structured process that includes evaluation, appli-
cability, and risks. Benchmarking is part of the strategic planning process for project
management that results in an action plan ready for implementation. Project manage-
ment benchmarking is the process of continuously comparing the project management
practices of your organization with leaders anywhere in the world to gain information
to help you improve your performance.

The information can be used to help you improve your processes and how they
are executed, or the information can be used to help your company become more
competitive in the marketplace. Project management benchmarking addresses quan-
titative process improvement opportunities and qualitative process improvement
opportunities.

® Qualitative Benchmarking: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that your organization has not realized the importance of qualita-
tive benchmarking. Here are some suggestions to try to improve your scores:

® Your company must be committed to project management across the entire
organization.

= Qualitative benchmarking looks at project management applications. To accomplish
qualitative benchmarking, your organization must establish a project office (PO) or
center of excellence (COE) for project management. The project office must obtain
corporate acceptance of a singular methodology for managing projects.

m Increase the usage and support of existing users, and attract new internal users.

m Discourage the development of parallel methodologies by emphasizing the present
and future benefits of using a singular methodology.

m Integrate other company processes into a singular methodology. Provide software
enhancements to support integrated processes and the singular methodology.

m Benchmarking must be made against both similar and nonsimilar industries.
Continuous improvement is best accomplished through continuous benchmarking.

Qualitative benchmarking in organizations is the systematic comparison of elements
of performance in an organization against those of other organizations, usually with the
aim of mutual improvement. Benchmarking should not be performed unless the orga-
nization is willing to make changes. The changes must be part of the structured process
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that includes evaluation, applicability, and risks. Benchmarking is part of the strategic
planning process for project management that results in an action plan ready for imple-
mentation. Project management benchmarking is the process of continuously compar-
ing the project management practices of your organization with leaders anywhere in
the world to gain information to help you improve your performance.

The information can be used to help you improve your processes and how they are
executed, or the information can be used to help your company become more com-
petitive in the marketplace. Project management benchmarking addresses quantitative
process improvement opportunities and qualitative process improvement opportunities.

» Level 5: Continuous Improvement (Max 48)

XXXX Industry Size Other

Figure A13 Sample Level 5 Scoring.

The average for Level 5 is 10.94 of a possible 48 (Figure A.13), with strong being
above 20. This indicates that XXXX can gain by cultivating a continuous improvement
culture supported by a knowledge management process that includes formal lessons-
learned processes, performance measurement and analysis, problem identification, and
cause-and-effect analysis followed by methodology updates and other actions. While
Level 5 is the highest level, growth in this area promotes improvement in all prior lev-
els and is directly related to benchmarking.

Continuous improvement requires an environment that eliminates blaming and
replaces it with an attitude of learning. As the organization learns from its issues and
shortfalls, it improves its processes and, through them, its performance.

Figure A.14 tells you how well your company did for Level 5 of the continuous
improvement model.

improvement | 1 |10
0

Figure A14 Level 5 (Continuous Improvement) Score.



® Continuous Improvement: Suggestions for Improvement

Your score indicates that there is a strong resistance to change in your organization and
a lack of senior management support for continuous improvement. Success makes it
difficult to implement changes if people must be removed from their comfort zones.
You may have to wait until there is pressure from your customers or an erosion of your
business base before you get senior management attention. Here are some suggestions
to try to improve your scores:

m A learning organization capitalizes on its mistakes. You need to create a lessons-
learned file that can be accessed by managers. Lessons learned must be used to
update methodology, forms, training curriculum, and the mentor program. Review
your methodology to ensure that it is still in sync with the corporate strategy, then
adjust accordingly.

m Consider adding additional functions and staff to the project office to implement
continuous improvement.

= Continue to communicate the project management successes and the importance of
the project office. Consider an assessment by an outside consultant.

The organization evaluates the information learned during benchmarking and
implements the changes necessary to improve the project management process. It
is in this level that the company comes to the realization that excellence in project
management is a never-ending journey. The benefits of continuous improvement
include better competitive positioning, corporate unity, improved cost analysis,
customer value added, better customer expectations, and ease of implementa-
tion. If an organization doesn’t continue to improve, it will soon fall behind its
competitors.

» A Study of Level 1 Performance

m Level 1: Geographical Comparisons by Region

Figures A.15 and A.16 compare results by geographical regions.* The implications
are that there is a need to bring up the current levels of maturity in the various geo-
graphic regions that XXXX operates in and to analyze the regional differences at
other levels to better understand the reasons for them and to determine how to lever-
age the best practices and advanced maturity in some regions. The P region appears to
be the strongest in terms of having a common project management knowledge. There
also seems to exist a strong deviation from the mean in terms of the performance of
the different regions.

“The graphs in the following sections were taken from an actual study. For privacy, any potentially iden-
tifiable information has been removed, including labels on some charts that do not affect their utility for
these examples.
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SD =121, Mean = 4576

Figure A16 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 1: Geographical Comparisons by Country

Figures A.17 and A.18 compare results by country. The implications are that there is
a need to bring up the current levels of maturity in the various countries that XXXX
operates in and to analyze the regional differences at other levels to better understand
the reasons for them and to determine how to leverage the best practices and advanced
maturity in some regions. Country 7 leads the assessment at Level 1, indicating a
strong common language of project management prevalent in the offices situated in
that country. The second-strongest country seems to be Country 12, and other coun-
tries, all the way to Country 6, seem to be fairly close in terms of relative performance
to each other.
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Figure A17 Geographical comparisons by country.

S.D. =426, Mean=452.2

Figure A18 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 1: Comparisons by Project Roles

Figures A.19 and A.20 depict the average scores by project roles.

Purchasing and contracts, by being involved in detailed project management with
legal ramifications, seem to have the strongest maturity at this level. There are some
issues with lack of oversight of project management.

The primary differences could be seen to be the application of PM processes to
daily work. Further analysis is needed to pinpoint the reasons for the differences and
then address them accordingly.
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Figure A19 Comparison of scores between project roles.

S.D. = 29.9, Mean = 458.9

Figure A20 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 1: Comparisons by Career Developmental Groups

Figures A.21 and A.22 depict the average scores by career development groups.

Project sponsors lead the group, and it is evident that their understanding of proj-
ect management is strongest by their work experience in implementing and manag-
ing projects. Further assessment is required to bring the lagging career development
groups up to the company standard.



PM Role 3

Figure A.21 Comparison of scores between career development groups.

S.D. =111, Mean = 4619

Figure A22 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

» A Study of Level 2 Performance

m Level 2: Geographical Comparisons by Region

Figures A.23 and A.24 compare results by geographical regions. The implications are
that there is a need to bring up the current levels of maturity in the various geographic
regions that XXXX operates in and to analyze the regional differences at other levels
to better understand the reasons for them.

The C region leads the assessment at this level, showing a higher level of under-
standing of the need for common processes. This may also indicate that a consistent set
of processes are being followed in the C region.
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SD. =47 Mean =178

Figure A.24 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 2: Geographical Comparisons by Country

Figures A.24 and A.25 compares results by country. The implications are that there is
a need to bring up the current levels of maturity in the various countries that XXXX
operates in and to analyze the regional differences at other levels to better under-
stand the reasons for them and to determine how to leverage the best practices and
advanced maturity in some regions. Country 3 tops this level of maturity in under-
standing the importance of common processes in building the maturity of an organi-
zation. The countries on the tail end seem to have a rather different perspective from
those at the top.



Figure A.25 Geographical comparisons by country.

S.D.=57 Mean=19.3

Figure A.26 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 2: Comparisons by Project Roles

Figures A.27 and A.28 depict the average scores by project roles. Safety and environ-
ment, among all the project roles within XXXX, understand the need for common
processes best, and it is understandable given the predominant use of standardized
processes for safety.
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Figure A.27 Comparison of scores between project roles.

S.D. = 417, Mean = 17.06

Figure A.28 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 2: Comparisons by Career Developmental Groups

Figures A.29 and A.30 depict the average scores by career development groups. The
integral development career group leads the assessment at this level, and from this it
is evident that they possess the maturity to understand the need for common processes
best among other developmental groups. Further assessment is required to bring the
lagging career development groups up to the company standard.



PM Role 1 PM Role 2 PM Role 3

Figure A.2g Comparison of scores between career development groups.

S.D.=1.24, Mean =17.22

Figure A.30 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

» A Study of Level 3 Performance

m Level 3: Geographical Comparisons by Region

Figures A.31 and A.32 compare results by geographical regions. The implications are
that there is a need to bring up the current levels of maturity in the various geographic
regions that XXXX operates in and to analyze the regional differences at other levels
to better understand the reasons for them and to determine how to leverage the best
practices and advanced maturity in some regions. The P and C regions lead the assess-
ment at this level, showing a higher level of understanding of the need for a singu-
lar methodology. From the Level 2 scores, region-wise, it is logical that C also has a
higher maturity in this level, as having common processes usually implies the use of a
singular methodology.
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Figure A.31 Geographical comparisons by region.

S.D. =28, Mean =1359

Figure A.32 Normaldistribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 3: Geographical Comparisons by Country

Figures A.33 and A.34 compares result by country. Country 12 and Country 3 top this
level of maturity in understanding the importance of having a singular methodology.
The countries on the tail end (Country 4, Country 8, Country 9, Country 6, Country 10,
and Country 5) seem to have a largely different perspective from those at the top. The
countries with scores at the bottom also have lower deviation, i.e., they are consistent
in their levels of understanding/maturity.
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Figure A.33 Geographical comparisons by country.

S.D. =54, Mean-=1358

Figure A.34 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 3: Comparisons by Project Roles

Figures A.35 and A.36 depict the average scores by project roles. Project role A,
among all the project roles within XXXX, understands the need for a singular method-
ology best, and it is understandable given that project role A is typically a department
of strategic advantage within XXXX and quite possible extensively uses a singular
methodology. Further assessment is required to determine the rationale behind the
scoring at both the top and the tail end.
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Figure A.35 Comparison of scores between project roles.

S.D. =31, Mean=1359

Figure A.36 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 3: Comparisons by Career Developmental Groups

Figures A.37 and A.38 depict the average scores by career development groups.

The project sponsors career group leads the assessment at this level, and from this
it is evident that they possess the maturity to understand the need for a singular meth-
odology best among other developmental groups. It is believed that this comes from
their extensive experience directing and managing projects with a consistent, singular
methodology. Further assessment is required to bring the lagging career development
groups up to the company standard.



PM Role 1 PM Role 3

S.D.=0.14, Mean =136.1

Figure A.38 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

» A Study of Level 4 Performance

B Level 4: Geographical Comparisons by Region

Figures A.39 and A.40 compare results by geographical regions. The P region leads the
assessment at this level, showing a higher level of understanding of the need for bench-
marking and comparing its relative performance to other similar businesses.
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S.D.=14,Mean =154

Figure A.40 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 4: Geographical Comparisons by Country

Figures A.41 and A.42 compare results by country. Country 8 tops this level of matu-
rity in understanding the importance of benchmarking with similar industries. A logi-
cal explanation for the performance of the country in this maturity level may be the
above-average presence of XXX industries in this country. The country at the tail end,
Country 6, seems to have a rather different perspective from those at the top, with a
significant deviation from the main scores.



Figure A41 Geographical comparisons by country.

S.D.=4.2,Mean =154

Figure A.42 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 4: Comparisons by Project Roles

Figures A.43 and A.44 depict the average scores by project roles.

Project role A, among all the project roles within XXXX, again seems to under-
stand the need for benchmarking best, and it is understandable given that project role
A scored highest in understanding the need for a singular methodology and quite pos-
sibly extensively benchmarks to keep this methodology updated. Further assessment is
required to determine the rationale behind the scoring at both the top and the tail end to
draw from what is being done right and wrong.
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Figure A.43 Comparison of scores between project roles.

S.D. =55, Mean =155

Figure A.44 Normaldistribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 4: Comparisons by Career Developmental Groups

Figures A.45 and A.46 depict the average scores by career development groups.

The integral development career group leads the assessment at this level, and from
this it is evident that they possess the maturity to understand the need for benchmark-
ing among other industries. Further assessment is required to bring the lagging career
development groups up to the company standard, especially the project team members
and functional managers.
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Figure A.45 Comparison of scores between career development groups.

S.D.=07 Mean=15.0

Figure A.46 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

> A Study of Level 5 Performance

m Level 5: Geographical Comparisons by Region

Figures A.47 and A.48 compare results by geographical regions.

The P region leads the assessment at this level too, showing a higher level of under-
standing of the need for continuous improvement. This is synonymous with the P lead-
ership at level 4, as any attempt to show maturity in benchmarking would implicitly
involve continuous improvement as well.
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SD.=4.2, Mean=105

Figure A.48 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 5: Geographical Comparisons by Country

Figures A.49 and A.50 compare results by country.

Country 8 tops this level of maturity in understanding the importance of continuous
improvement as it did for the benchmarking maturity level, as both concepts usually
complement and follow each other.



Figure A.49 Geographical comparisons by country.

SD. =48 Mean=111

Figure A.50 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

B Level 5: Comparisons by Project Roles

Figures A.51 and A.52 depicts the average scores by project roles.

Project role I, among all the project roles within XXXX, seems to understand the
need for continuous improvement best. Further assessment is required to determine the
rationale behind the scoring at both the top and the tail end to draw from what is being
done right and wrong, especially with the finding that project role A, a strong con-
tender at the benchmarking maturity level, scored at the tail end in this assessment.
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Figure A.51  Comparison of scores between project roles.

SD.=35 Mean=91

Figure A.52 Normal distribution and standard deviation analysis.

m Level 5: Comparisons by Career Developmental Groups

Figures A.53 and A.54 depict the average scores by career development groups.

The project managers career group leads the assessment at this level, and from
this it is evident that they possess the maturity to understand the need for continuous
improvement. Further assessment is required to bring the lagging career development
groups up to the company standard, especially the project team members and func-
tional managers.
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S.D.=2.2,Mean = 10.6

Figure A.54 Normaldistribution and standard deviation analysis.

» Suggested Actions

Overall, the assessment results should be analyzed among a small group of key PM
champions and subject matter experts to identify open questions, reaffirm goals and
objectives, and plan next steps in the form of an improvement program plan.

Cause analysis to explore deficiency causes is an essential next step. For example,
the assessment indicates the need for further improvement in cultivating a common
language and knowledge base. Whether that should be addressed by formal education,
more integrated just-in-time knowledge transfer, community practice events, better
articulated and delivered procedures and templates, or other means can only be deter-
mined through root cause analysis followed by planning to address the causes.
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customization of, 107
and establishment of project office/
center of excellence, 99—-100
improvement in, 111
information involved in, 97
in KPMMM sample report, 260-262,
275-279
process improvement benchmarking,
100-102
results of assessments, 184—185
risk associated with, 44
roadblocks to institution of, 102
Best practices, 187-199
common beliefs about, 196-197
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Competitiveness, 3
internal, 67
project management, 143—144
Concurrent engineering process, 77-78
Constraints, tracking, 168
Continuous improvement (Level 5 of
PMMM), 41, 109-138
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and project management maturity, 28
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as cooperative culture, 75
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78-79
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Customer relations, 2
Customization, 31-37
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procedural (see Procedural
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End-of-phase review meetings,
125-126
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Feedback, 122
Ferris Healthcare, Inc., 204-205
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Focus, 3, 141-142
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Intangible assets, 30
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study of Level 5 performance, 279-283
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Knowledge management, 165, 197-198

Leadership, of project management,
165
Lessons learned files/case studies,
109-110
Life cycle phases (common processes),
6668
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effective relationships with, 79
and shared accountability, 124

Macon, Inc., 207-208
Malcolm Baldrige Award, 77, 97
Management. See also Line managers;
Project managers; Senior
management
commitment of, 165
improvement issues in, 112

and procedural documentation,
114-115
and singular methodology, 76, 79-80
in strategic planning formulation
process, 67
support of, 76
Management acceptance phase (common
processes), 67-68
Maturity, see Project management
maturity
McKinsey & Company, 141
Mentoring programs, 109
Merck, 141
Methodology(-ies). See also Common
processes; Singular methodology
continuous improvement in, 119-120
development of, 115-116
for enterprise project management,
4344
flexible, 169
and multiple project management, 125
and project failures, 18
replacing rigid, 153
support for, 69
Metrics, 166
“Metric mania,” 155
Misconceptions about project
management, 1-3
Multiple-boss reporting, 3, 4647
Multiple project management, 124—125
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Ng, H. S., 30
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NorthStar Software Company, 202—-203

Olympic Games, 35-37

Online technology, using, 178-180
Organizational performance, 2
Organizational resources, 17
Organizational restructuring, 133-134
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of Levels 2 and 3, 84

of PM maturity levels, 41-43
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changing definitions in, 158-159
critical issues with, 149—150
PM 2.0 vs., 151-153
PM 3.0 vs., 154
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customizing assessments for, 165-170
maturity assessments for, 159-164
need for, 150-153
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redefining maturity in, 147-149
PM 3.0:
changing definitions for, 158-159
customizing assessments for, 165-170
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PMBOK®, see Project management body
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PMI (Project Management Institute), 48,
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PO, see Project Office
Portfolios, project, 129-131, 156157
Portfolio classification matrix, 126—129
Prioritization, 18, 125
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benefits of, 113-114
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established practices for, 116117
management support for, 114-115
methodology for, 115-116
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Process improvement benchmarking,
100-102
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Products, 144-145
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Project control forms, 116-117
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evolution of, xvii
governance of, 164
informal, 80
leadership of, 165
misconceptions about, 1-3
need for strategic planning in, 1-19
as strategic competency, 3—4
strategic planning for (see Strategic
planning)
Project management body of knowledge
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Project management certification training
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Project Management Institute (PMI), 48,
98
Project management maturity:
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159-164
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and core competencies, 28
defining, 24-25
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in public sector, 32-35
redefining, 147-149
selection of model for, xx—xxi
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(PMMM), 3944
advantages of, 25-26
assessment instruments in, 44
and best practices, 199
customization of, 31-37
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intangible maturity metrics in, 29-30
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need for, 21-30
overlapping of levels in, 41-43
purposes of, 23-24
risks in, 4344
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and strategic direction, 27
Project management office (PMO), see
Project Office
Project management professionals
(PMPs), 47, 65
Project managers:
participation in strategic planning by,
5-7
reporting level for, 134
Project Office (PO), 99-100, 109
and achievement of maturity, xxi
and best practices, 191, 196
policing activities of, 155
responsibilities of, 155-156
Project requirements, flexible, 169
Project-specific best practices, 193
Project success, 167
Public sector project management
maturity, 32-35

Qualitative benchmarking, 98
Quality, 3
Quantitative benchmarking, 98

Remedial training, 183
Research and development (R&D), 67,
139-140

Resistance to change, 45, 46, 68-69, 102,
173-174
Resources, identification of, 14—17
intangible resources, 17
in project portfolios, 129-131
and social responsibility, 17
tangible resources, 15-17
Restructuring, 133-134
Return on investment, with training,
81-82
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associated with benchmarking (Level 4
of PMMM), 44
associated with common language
(Level 1 of PMMM), 44, 47-48
associated with common processes
(Level 2 of PMMM), 44, 69-70
associated with continuous
improvement (Level 5 of PMMM),
44
associated with singular methodology
(Level 3 of PMMM), 43, 44, 83-84
of PMMM levels, 43—44
Risk management, 77-78
and cost of project manager, 124
and sustainable competitive advantage,
139-140

Scope changes, 2, 125
SEI (Software Engineering Institute), 176
Selection process, project:
portfolio classification matrix, 126—129
and project portfolios, 129—-131
Senior management:
acceptance of PM by, 67-68
as driving force for PM, 67
involvement of, in strategic planning,
13
and multiple project management, 124
and PM maturity assessments, 183—184
relationship with, 79
and success of project management, Xx
Shared accountability, 83, 124
Simone Engineering Company, 201-202
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Singular methodology (Level 3 of
PMMM), 41, 75-95
advancement criteria for, 83
in agile environment, 172
assessment instrument for, 84-94
and behavioral excellence, 82
characteristics of, 75-76
and common processes, 84
corporate culture for support of, 78-79,
83-84
customization of, 95
and informal PM, 80
integration of processes for, 75-78
in KPMMM sample report, 256260,
271-274
management support of, 79-80
risks associated with, 43, 44, 83—-84
roadblocks to, 83
time period for completion of, 84
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Social responsibility, 17
Software Engineering Institute (SEI), 226
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Solutions, 144—-145
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Strategic competency, 3—4
Strategic direction, 27
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assumptions and future outcomes in,
149
critical success factors for, 13—-14
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failure of, 17-19
formulation process in, 67
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project managers’ participation in, 5—7
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documentation of, 110
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new definitions of, 167
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139-146
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and engagement project management,
146
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3M, 141
Total quality management (TQM), 4546,
77-178, 226

Training and education:
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for Level 3 of PMMM, 76, 80-82
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Transformational project management
(TPM), 155, 170
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