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A Fortune 500 Company Case Study
ROI Analysis of the Systemation Accelerated Project Management Proficiency Program (APMP)

About Systemation

Founded in 1959 and headquartered in Denver, Colorado, Systemation is a results-driven training and consulting company that maximizes the project-related performance of individuals and organizations. Known for instilling highly practical, immediately usable processes and techniques, Systemation has proven to be an innovative agent of business transformation for many government entities and Fortune 1000 companies, including Verizon, Barclays Bank, JPM Chase, Mattel, State of Oregon, Travelers, Bridgestone, Amgen and Whirlpool. More information on Systemation and its business analysis and project management assessments, workshops, certificate programs and consulting services can be found at www.systemation.com.

Program Overview
Systemation – a results-driven project management training and consulting company – specializes in helping large organizations maximize business performance by instilling immediately usable, best practices project management processes and techniques across the enterprise.  As one of the most experienced project management training companies in the world, Systemation offers a broad range of performance improvement learning solutions, including individual and organizational assessments, workshops, certificate programs and coaching.

A Fortune 500 company with a need to improve its IT performance and overall productivity recently approached Systemation to assess its current project environment, determine its core business needs and deliver a reliable, customized project management training solution that was both observable and measurable. 

Systemation began by conducting individual and organizational assessments to establish a performance baseline, define gaps in learning and highlight areas in which the Fortune 500 Company needed to focus.  Systemation then implemented its Accelerated Project Management Proficiency Program (APMP) – a program designed to cover a specific subset of project management competencies that Systemation’s assessment process uncovered as needing improvement within the Company.

The APMP Program is Systemation’s most comprehensive offering, and consists of four competency-building components – Assessment, Training, Coaching and Support.  Using a proprietary “Learn-Practice-Do” model, this innovative program accelerates learning by condensing a typical three-year skill-acquisition cycle down to six months.  Designed to help organizations evolve from informal work processes to project management maturity, APMP is a people-focused program that brings about true organizational change.

After Project Managers completed the APMP Program, post-assessments were taken to measure the improvement of individuals and project teams.  Based on the pre- and post-program assessments, the Company conducted a comprehensive analysis on its return on investment (ROI) to determine the value of the initiative.  The results of the Company’s ROI analysis are summarized here.
Analysis Methodology
In conjunction with Systemation, the Company conducted assessments both at the beginning and upon completion of the APMP Program to measure learning and to determine whether project managers were practicing the requisite skills.  Using a 360-degree evaluation format, perspectives were gathered from both internal and external company stakeholders, including the project managers, their supervisors, team members and clients.

For comparison purposes, the Company assessed the performance of two groups – Wave 1 and Wave 3.  Wave 1 comprised Project Managers that participated in the APMP Program, whereas Wave 3 represents a control group that did not participate in the training program.  

Systemation’s full stable of training workshops are tightly linked to a set of 44 master competencies derived from PMI’s Project Management Body Of Knowledge.  These competencies cover the full range of a project manager’s activities, and are cross-referenced with PMI’s five Process Groups and nine Knowledge Areas.  For the purposes of the current ROI analysis, 29 skill application categories were measured and assessed.  Participants were presented with a variety of probing questions and then asked to respond with one of the five following choices:  Don’t Know, Almost Never, Sometimes, Usually and Almost Always.
Assessment Results
Utilization of Skills

Of the 29 skill application categories measured, it was found that, prior to training, Wave 1 applied NONE of them “usually” or “almost always” at least 80 percent of the time.  Upon completion of the Program, the same group was applying 27 of the 29 skill application categories “usually” or “almost always” at least 80 percent of the time.  By contrast, the control group (Wave 3) was practicing only 2 of the 29 competencies “usually” or “almost always” at least 80 percent of the time.  

In addition, Wave 1 showed a 30 percent increase or more in the frequent use of 27 of the 29 skill application categories.
Project Planning
Prior to training, Wave 1 developed documents that define the “what” of a project (e.g., project charter, statements of work) “almost always” only 10 percent of the time.  After training, the frequency rose to 70 percent.  The control group developed the “what” documents “almost always” less than 40 percent of the time.
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Also prior to training, Wave 1 developed documents that defined “how” the project would be executed “almost always” less than 20 percent of the time.  After training, the group developed the “how” documents “almost always” 70 percent of the time.  As with the “what” documents, the control group developed the “how” documents “almost always” less than 40 percent of the time.

Project Execution
Regarding the frequency in which weekly schedules were maintained in order to produce valid future cost and time projections, Wave 1 “almost always” maintained them 11 percent of the time prior to training.  After training, Wave 1 maintained them “almost always” 70 percent of the time.  Only 7 percent of Wave 3 maintained such schedules “almost always.”  The same levels of improvement were observed for Wave 1 regarding the frequency in which the project manager ensures the project’s current week’s critical path tasks are completed on time.
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Prior to training, Wave 1 “usually” communicated to upper management weekly project status compared to baseline 13 percent of the time. That percentage rose to 40 percent after training was complete.

Risks were “almost never” reviewed and documented regularly (every one or two weeks) 33 percent of the time by Wave 1 prior to training, but that frequency was reduced to 10 percent by the same group after training.

Wave 1 “almost never” initiated project change control processes 87 percent of the time prior to training.  After training, Wave 1 “almost always” initiated project control processes 67 percent of the time.  By contrast, Wave 3 “almost always” initiated the same control process less than 20 percent of the time
Project Follow-Up

Project changes and impacts were “almost never” summarized 33 percent of the time before training, whereas after training changes and impacts were “almost always” summarized 63 percent of the time.

Prior to training, Wave 1 “almost never” analyzed key projects, events and lessons learned at project closure 63 percent of the time.  However, after training, Wave 1 “almost always” performed the same analysis 63 percent of the time.  Wave 3 conducted the same analysis only nine percent of the time.

Participant Comments

When asked which aspect of the APMP Program participants found most valuable, they mentioned the coaching, the tools (MS Project, Serao, templates), and all five processes of project management training (initiating, planning, executing, controlling, and closing).  When asked what the greatest value the APMP Program provided to them personally, participants stated that they achieved a more complete understanding of project methodology, principles, concepts and theories, and a better understanding of MS Project.  Seeing projects as a whole (seeing the big picture) and improved negotiation skills with team members was also mentioned.

When Wave 1 participants were asked to name the aspects of the APMP Program that they thought provided the greatest value for their clients, they listed the following:

· Consistent application of project management tools

· Fast Start, Making Projects Work and High Performance Project Teams classes

· The schedule with detailed tasks and weekly team meetings

· The metrics reporting, the project plan and charter documents

· Improved communication with business users

Feedback was also received that the APMP Program is a class that all Project Managers should take, as it allows management the understanding of what and who should have task responsibilities.

Client Perceived Value

Prior to training, Wave 1 helped IT “usually” meet a project’s initial projections with respect to both scope and time 33 percent of the time.  That percentage rose to 50 percent after training.

The Company’s client was asked to rate their confidence in their Project Manager’s ability to successfully realize project outcomes.  On a scale of 1-5, with 1 being “None at all” and 5 being “Complete Confidence,” the client gave the Company’s project managers an average score of 3.2 prior to training.  The average score was improved to 4.0 after training was completed.

The client was also asked to rate their confidence in their Project Manager’s ability to complete the project according to the client’s expectations. The client gave the Company’s project managers an average score of 3.0 prior to training, but rated their confidence 4.1 after training was completed.

When the client was asked what the key areas of improvement were with regards to project management skills and abilities before and after training, communication, planning, documentation and organizational skills were often mentioned.   

Finally, clients were asked to name areas where cost savings had been realized in the execution of projects over the past six months.  Responses included better time management, more efficient planning, and improved tools and processes that helped realize substantial savings in personnel costs.
Summary

In nearly all aspects, Systemation’s APMP Program provided added value to Project Managers within the Fortune 500 company and their clients.  Because new skills have only recently been applied and are still being refined, quantifying actual dollar savings as a result of the training requires a longer-term study.  However, many qualitative benefits have already been realized from the Program throughout the planning, execution and follow-up phases, including maintaining consistent disciplines within project teams, more effective scheduling, more detailed reporting and greater documentation and communication across the organization.  Training on project tools has provided greater clarity, detail and control than the tools used by the non-trained Project Managers.  In addition, higher levels of confidence have been established among Project Managers and IT personnel, and performance standards have been significantly increased.
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		25%		33%		66%

		Usually		33%		50%		33%

		Sometimes		25%		17%		N/A

		Almost Never		17%		N/A		N/A
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		Almost Always		N/A		17%		78%

		Usually		33%		50%		11%

		Sometimes		25%		33%		11%

		Almost Never		42%		N/A		N/A
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		Usually		33%		70%		57%

		Sometimes		22%		30%		N/A

		Almost Never		44%		N/A		N/A

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		N/A





Chart 11

		Almost Always		Almost Always		Almost Always

		Usually		Usually		Usually

		Sometimes		Sometimes		Sometimes

		Almost Never		Almost Never		Almost Never

		Don't Know		Don't Know		Don't Know



Prior to Training

After Training

Control Group

Frequency key projects, events and lessons learned are analyzed at project closure:

0

0.63

0.09

0.25

0.37

0.5

0.12

0

0.16

0.63

0

0.16

0

0

0.09



Sheet 11

				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		N/A		63%		9%

		Usually		25%		37%		50%

		Sometimes		12%		N/A		16%

		Almost Never		63%		N/A		16%

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		9%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		N/A		63%		N/A

		Usually		N/A		37%		33%

		Sometimes		56%		N/A		33%

		Almost Never		33%		N/A		25%

		Don't Know		11%		N/A		8%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		N/A		63%		N/A

		Usually		N/A		25%		45%

		Sometimes		12%		11%		9%

		Almost Never		75%		N/A		45%

		Don't Know		12%		N/A		N/A
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		Almost Always		N/A		67%		17%

		Usually		N/A		22%		17%

		Sometimes		N/A		11%		8%

		Almost Never		87%		N/A		33%

		Don't Know		13%		N/A		25%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		N/A		30%		15%

		Usually		11%		50%		N/A

		Sometimes		56%		10%		31%

		Almost Never		33%		10%		46%

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		8%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		N/A		50%		N/A

		Usually		13%		40%		N/A

		Sometimes		N/A		10%		N/A

		Almost Never		87%		N/A		50%

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		50%
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		Almost Always		N/A		50%		N/A

		Usually		13%		40%		N/A

		Sometimes		N/A		10%		N/A

		Almost Never		87%		N/A		50%

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		50%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		11%		70%		38%

		Usually		33%		20%		46%

		Sometimes		44%		N/A		15%

		Almost Never		11%		N/A		N/A

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		N/A
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		Almost Always		11%		70%		7%

		Usually		11%		20%		N/A

		Sometimes		33%		10%		21%

		Almost Never		44%		N/A		36%

		Don't Know		N/A		N/A		36%
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				Prior to Training		After Training		Control Group

		Almost Always		18%		70%		15%

		Usually		10%		20%		8%

		Sometimes		10%		N/A		62%

		Almost Never		50%		10%		15%

		Don't Know		20%		N/A		N/A
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		Almost Always		10%		70%		38%
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