
 

 

must be a clear under-
standing of the tasks 
required to fulfill the 
statement of work.  
When tasks are ill-
defined, the baseline 
will not reflect an ac-
curate roadmap to 
completion of the 
project, and will lose 
its effectiveness in 
projecting perform-
ance. 

Too much level of 
effort (LOE) rather 
than defined prod-
ucts.  Measuring per-
formance against a 
baseline estimate in 
terms of both cost 
and schedule is best 
done when tasks can 
be defined to an end 
product, discretely 
estimated, and then 
measured.  It is 
tempting to catego-
rize tasks as LOE be-
cause it is easier than 
taking the time to de-
fine them.           

(Continued on p.2) 

By Karen Urschel, EVP  

Earned Value (EV) is a 
highly regarded project 
management tool that ob-
jectively measures forward 
progress.  An Earned Value 
Management System 
(EVMS) allows decision 
makers to integrate per-
formance, cost, and sched-
ule with risk management 
by establishing a baseline.  
The performance measure-
ment baseline considers 
the budget spread over 
time to accomplish the 
scope of work against 
which progress can be 
measured.  Project manag-
ers (PMs) can perform an 
objective assessment, 
quantify current project 
performance, and predict 
future performance based 
on trends. EV data pro-
vides an early warning of 
performance problems 
and the impact of realized 
risks to allow time for cor-
rective action.  So, in es-
sence, it is a PM’s crystal 
ball. 

As with any forward look-
ing system, non-believers 

doubt the ability of EVMS 
to see into the future. The 
non-believers may very 
well be right if the most 
critical elements of an 
EVMS are not done prop-
erly.  The value lies in the 
implementation and main-
tenance of the EVMS. In 
fact, think of implementa-
tion and maintenance of 
the system as “polishing” 
the crystal ball. 

So why is it so difficult to 
keep the crystal ball pol-
ished?  Common mistakes 
in implementation and 
maintenance include: 

Tasks are too large.  
The project needs to 
be broken down into 
tasks that are small 
enough that both cost 
and duration can be 
reliably estimated. 
Output must be meas-
urable and of short 
enough duration to 
provide timely visibility 
of performance issues. 

Tasks are ill-defined.  
Before a baseline can 
be established, there 
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(Continued from p.1)  

 Schedule performance for 
LOE is simply earned by the 
passage of time, clouding 
the ability of the crystal ball 
to clearly show the path 
forward.  LOE must be re-
stricted to work scope of a 
general or supportive na-
ture for which measure-
ment of performance is im-
possible or impractical. 

Too many baseline 
changes.  When variances 
occur, there is a tendency to 
tweak the baseline to artifi-
cially improve performance 
indices and mask actual 
variances.  While some 
amount of adjusting of fu-
ture work may be necessary 
as risks are realized, the 
execution is not expected to 
perfectly match the baseline 
plan.  The intent is for the 
PM to see where the vari-

ances exist, and im-
plement a corrective 
action plan to get 
back on course with 
the baseline, rather 
than make the base-
line fit the perform-
ance.  Certainly, if 
variances in planned 
versus actual tasks 
are significantly di-
vergent and the 
baseline no longer 
represents the path 
forward, mecha-
nisms are in place to 
change the baseline 
plan.  But those 
changes should be 
kept to a minimum 
so as not to distort 
the value of measur-
ing against the origi-
nal plan. 

Managers either 
don't believe or ig-
nore the results.  EV 
shows where the 

project really is at any 
given point and 
whether the PM can 
be relatively assured 
that the project is (or 
isn't) on track.  EV fo-
cuses management 
attention at an early 
stage when something 
is going wrong and 
timely corrections can 
be made.  The value 
added by EV is that it 
compares everything 
(work completed, 
money spent, and time 
elapsed)  to predict 
where the project is 
headed, review EV 
data, and take immedi-
ate action when prob-
lems are discovered. 
Timely positive action 
leads to project suc-
cess. PMs should rigor-
ously implement cor-
rective actions early to 
stay on course.   

By Victoria C. Barth, MA ISD, OECM 

Question: How far in advance should Programs submit certifica-
tion packages to ensure they are eligible for action at the next 
CRB meeting? 

 

Answer: To allow adequate time for review, the PMCDP re-
quests Level I and II packages be forwarded to the PMCDP five 
weeks prior to the next CRB meeting; Level III and IV packages 
should be forwarded six weeks prior.  For additional information 
on PMCDP’s requirements for timely submission of certification 
packages, please see CRB policy flash 2009-04 located on the 
PMCDP website:  
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http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/maprod/documents/Flash_09-04_Submission_requirements.pdf 

http://www.thefreedictionary.com/elapsed
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/maprod/documents/Flash_09-04_Submission_requirements.pdf


projects where a significant 
CTE modification occurs sub-
sequent to CD-2, another 
TRA must be conducted prior 
to CD-3.  The objective is to 
enhance project design ma-
turity and reduce technical 
and cost risks prior to estab-
lishing the Performance 
Baseline. 

The TRL calculator in DOE G 
413.3-4 provides a snap-shot 
of a technology’s maturity at 
any given time.  It also pro-
vides a historical view of 
technology development 
when applied at the various 
stages of project develop-
ment.  DOE G 413.3-4 rec-
ommends TRA reviews be 
conducted by the programs 
for projects with CTEs prior 
to CD-2 during the front-end 
planning process.  Using the 
TRL calculator with support-
ing tables determines what 
stage of technology develop-
ment has been accomplished 
and what remains to be ac-
complished to reach full ma-
turity level.  The gap be-
tween the maturity of the 
technology and the prod-
uct’s requirements repre-
sents the risks of the tech-

Technology Readiness Level Calculator 
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By: Ruben Sanchez, PE, 
PMP, CCE, CFM, LEED–AP 

What is the Technology 
Readiness Level (TRL) Calcu-
lator?  For those who have 
read DOE G 413.3-4, Tech-
nology Readiness Assess-
ment Guide, or have been 
involved in Technology 
Readiness Assessment (TRA) 
Reviews, it is a tool for as-
siging a TRL to a technology 
development program that 
will support the deployment 
of Critical Technology Ele-
ments (CTEs) within a pro-
ject.  The TRL measures on a 
scale of one to nine the level 
of maturity of a given tech-
nology.  The higher the level 
of maturity, or TRL number, 
the lower the risks for that 
particular element not meet-
ing its functional require-
ments to support a project.  

DOE O 413.3B directs that 
major system projects (those 
greater than $750M) where 
new critical technologies are 
being deployed have a TRA 
conducted and an associated 
Technology Maturation Plan 
developed prior to Critical 
Decision 2 (CD-2).  On those 

nology.  DOE Programs are 
afforded the flexibility to 
modify the tables as appro-
priate to fit their program 
needs and unique technolo-
gies.  

DOE G 413.3-4 promotes 
achievement of TRL 7 for 
CTEs within a project prior to 
CD-3 as a recognized best 
practice, but in no instance is 
it recommended that CD-2 
be approved with less than a 
TRL 6.  In either case, the 
residual risks should be ac-
counted for in the Risk Man-
agement Plan, recorded in 
the risk register and assigned 
the proper contingency in 
the project baseline. 

The 2012 DOE Project Man-
agement Workshop.  

 

 It will be held on Tuesday 
and Wednesday, April 3 & 4, 
2012, at the Hilton Alexan-
dria Mark Center, 5000 
Seminary Road, Alexandria, 
VA 22311.  

REMINDER ! 
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Full PMCDP Course Schedule 
For the full listing of FY2011 & FY2012 classes, visit the PMCDP website at  
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/pmcdp_courses_0.pdf 
and click on the “course schedule” link that appears on the “Training” 
page. 

Federal Project Director (FPD) Corner 
    

 

By Victoria C. Barth, MA ISD, OECM 

Certification Review Board Interviews    

Prior to granting certification, the Certification Review Board (CRB) conducts interviews for Level III and IV appli-
cants.  Because Level III and IV projects are the most challenging, the Board wants assurance that anyone 
granted a Level III or IV certification possesses the requisite technical, leadership and communications compe-
tence to ensure success.  

Candidates are given questions the day before the interview to allow them time to prepare. To prepare your 
responses, read each question carefully and be sure to address the question in your response. The CRB has de-
veloped the following interview recommendations:   

 Find a quiet, private place – candidates should be alone during the interview and in a place free of distractions. 

 Stay on topic –candidates should address all points highlighted by the question and avoid superfluous informa-
tion. 

 Be succinct – two to three minutes per response is generally preferred and will allow adequate time for follow-
on questions.  

Information about the CRB’s interview requirement is located on page 5-4 of PMCDP’s Certification and Equiva-
lency Guidelines (CEG).  For more helpful hints and additional information about the interview format, please 
reference the CRB’s Interview Guidance document located on the PMCDP website:  

      http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/CRB_Interview_Guidance.pdf 
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Questions or Comments?  
Please email general questions and comments about PMCDP to PMCDP.Administration@hq.doe.gov,  

or visit our website at its new address 

http://tinyurl.com/pmcdp 

Please update the URL in your bookmarks. 

For specific information, please contact one of the following individuals:  

Linda Ott, PMP, MA Adult Ed - PMCDP Team Lead,  Linda.Ott@hq.doe.gov 

 

Victoria C. Barth, MA ISD - Course Schedule, Certification Review Board (CRB) information, Certifi-
cation and Equivalency Guide (CEG): Victoria.Barth@hq.doe.gov 

 

Peter J. O’Konski, P.E., CEM, PMP, LEED AP, CCE, CFM, Director, Office of Facilities Management 
and Professional Development: Peter.OKonski@hq.doe.gov  

http://tinyurl.com/pmcdp
mailto:Linda.Ott@hq.doe.gov
mailto:Victoria.Barth@hq.doe.gov

