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Hackonbko 3¢pPpeKTUBHO ynpaBaAaAloT NnpoekTtamun?

YcnewHocTb peanmsaumnm npoektos B UT*:

» 6onee 68% NPOEKTOB MMEIDT CYLLECTBEHHbIE OTK/IOHEHUA CPOKOB,
CTOMMOCTU, Ka4yecTBa UAM OT Heobxoanmbix bBusHec-TpeboBaHMI

P 24% Boo6LLe He AOCTUraIOT BU3HEC-Lenell UNY pesynbrar
NPOEKTOB HUKOTAA HE UCMNOJIb3YIOT.

3pPEKTUBHOCTb BHEAPEHHOIO NPOEKTHOrO YNPaBAEHUA B KOMMAHMUAX
TaKe OCTaBAAET XKenatb Nyylero:

P cpenHwuit cpok wuzHK MpoekTHoro oduca B KOMNAHUM COCTaBAAET
ot 2 po 4 nert **

» 57% PEeCcnoHAEeHTOB BUAAT YXYALUEeHUA UAN OTCYTCTBUE
U3MeHeHUU nocne BHeapeHus KCYM***

*Standish Group, CHAOS Report 2009
**State of the PMO, 2012 ; ***PM Expert, 2012



Komnanuu ¢ BHegpeHHoun KCYI (PD)
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YcnewHble N HeyaauHble NMPoeKTbl?

Onavmnuapa

sochi.fU
20IY 09

~ 2,5 A0pOXKe camomn A0POromn 3aMMHEN oIMMnMnaabl
1 mecTo B MeiaibHOM 3a4yeTe

JHeprua-bypaH

Crpouka

16 mnppa pyb.
B LeHax ‘88 roga
CoBepuweH 1 nonet

Cpoku ctpountenbctea ~ 122 roga (He OKOHYEHa)
~ 2,3 Mms1H nocetutenen B 2006 roay



Co3paHue UeHHOCTU NpoeKTa

Co3partb

NPOAYKT
npoekTa

Adoctnub

6usHec uenu

(peannsosartb
BbIFOAbl)



NNpoexkTHaa / HenpoeKTHasaA opraHu3sauua

NpoexkTHasn CmewnaHHas HenpoekTHas

Peanvsyet npoekThl,
co3jarowme

[ MHPPACTPYKTYPY,
| KoTopas nossonset
[

Peanunsyet npoekThbl
KOCBEHHO BAMsatOLMNE
Ha BO3MOXHOCTb
abaTblBaTb AE€HbIM

3apabatbiBaeT A€HbIN
peannsys NpoeKTbl

3apabaTbiBaTbh AEHb

NT-nHTterpatopel, IEaHKI/I CTPOUTENLCT | KW: BHeapeHue UT,
KoHcanTuHrosble L OTAENEeHMN, aTOMHasA | NpPOEeKTHI,
KOMMaHunu, | NPOMbILLNEHHOCTb, | KpynHble kKoMnaHuu:
CamosnetocTpoutenu | HebTAHanA | opr.TpaHchopMaLmii
Kopa6bnectpoutenn | npombiwneHHocts |
i i
g g

I
I
I
[
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Kak uacto 6biBaer

£~ )

Kak/’B TakuX ycnoBuax usmepartb
3P PeKTMBHOCTDL NPOEKTHOro
ynpaBA€HUA ?

ey HIDNE D)
GLAS \ %

NMpoekT oueHb Ba)keH, HO y Hero Het 61o>KkeTa, KOHKPETHbIX
TpeboBaHuN, HeO6XOAMMOro nepcoHasa u ero Heobxoammo
cAaTb 3aBTpa YyTPOM.

Mo xpanHen mepe y Bac ecTb WaHC Bcex yaNBUTD!




PakTOopbI ycnexa NpPoeKToB

3aKa3uyuK +
bu3sHec uesnb

YnpasneHue
npoeKTamu

Pecypcbl +
JKcnepTnsa

A. NMonkoBHKKOB, K «[1pOeKTHaA NpaKkTnKa»



daxkTopbl He3(PPEKTUBHOIO

ynpaB/qeéHNA NPpoeKTaMun B KOMIMNaHUA

lNponyleHHble CPOKM,
HeTOYHble OUEeHKU

Cnaboe cnoHcopcTBO

HeacHo
onpeaeneHHble uenm

N3meHeHUnAa cogeprkaHuA
HexBaTKa pecypcos

HeaddekTnBHbIE
KOMMYHMKaLUM

| Chabana BoBneYeHHOCTb
| 3aMHTEepPeCcoBaHHbIX nL,

Change in environment
Change in strategy

Inadequate risk planning

Lack of change
management
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Insights and Trends: Current Pertfolic, Programme, and Project Management Practices

PWC, 2012
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MHorune nn nameparot cBoro 3PPeKTUBHOCTb?
(otBeTbl He coTpyaHukoB [10)

APAC North America EMEA  Global Mean

Source : ESI International - The Global State of the PMO in 2011: Its Value, Effectiveness and Role as the Hub of Training
The online survey took place from March 4-18, 2011. With 3,740 respondents and 3,030 completed surveys, the global study
had a completion rate of 81%.



Graphic illustration of EVM measures - 1

In the chart below presented typical interrelationship between FC YTD, ACT and ETC as well as main Cost variance

measure (CV) that allow to assess and visualize budget slippage.

Cumulative Spending

Earned Value Analysis
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Bo3modkHocTb nocuutatb KPl moXxeT npuBoanTtb
He K NPOCBEeT/IEHNIO a 3aTYyMaHUBaHUIO KapTUHbI

Forecast cost Actual cost
FCYTD FC ACTYTD
YTD%

Sub Categony

Project Sstup (Kick of ) 0,3 4 D 100 12 821 g 5 B 521

Key User Training 0.5 45 DD 10| 51915 115% 4 518 4 515

Touch Phass 0,5 | 280 00D 1| 306 030 105%| -25 030 -25 030

Basic customizing 0.5 23 0D 1| 25 506 113% -2 508 -2 5 -

| Migration Concept 0.4 45 BED BI%| 126 531 231% [ B 38 71 531 -13
Legal Gap Evaluation 0,6 50 B2 T1%| 154 183 110 -S4 857 -14 133 -10%
Ewsluation of =xisting FZF

Functionality {SAP WF and 5AF DMS) 1,2 1 589 40% 1378 4% 214 2824 B5%
Migration Preparation and

Implementstion 4.5 34 03 43| T EER B 5443 51412 S3%
Transfer of existing F2F Functionality

{SAF WF and SAP DMS) 2,5 5 540 Z2%| 3023 B 5511 35 571 S2%
Final Customizing 0,5 2 SRR 21%| EBETZ 4% -2 32T 8128 BE%
| Legal Gap Implementation 1,0 1] LS 0 0% 1] 25T 00D 100
Test Migration {Testi 2,3} 0,0 1] LS 232 0% -232 178 778 100
Test 1 and 2 {Functional Tests) Test 3

{Integration Test) 1,0 1] ik 0 0% 1] 115 0D 100
Basis (incl. Test systems) 19 35 305 453 | 2D T45 24 18 55D &7 255 TE%
Zo-live preparations 1,0 0 i 0 Ot 0 ] 100
Productive migration support 1,0 1] i 1] P 1] 23 0¥ 100
Earhy liwve support inkl. Ubgengabe

| Regelbetricbg 1,0 1] LS 0 0% 1] 115 D 100
Froject management 1,0 57 511 41%| 100 010 4% -2 455 137 550 BE%
Trawel 06 | 140 540 413 | 21T BZZ G3%| -70 BEZ 126 178 Tk
Change request 0,6 20204 23| 35000 40| -15 75 B4 D Gk
Additional touch phass KAF 3.7 24 BRI 41%| G589 11% 18 0132 53 431 8o
PO J/ WETL 3,3 53 BED 433 | 143 387 G5 -4% 338 T8 843 5%
| Migration 58 | &7 THE B0 | 103 884 16%| 253 883 BET 137 B4
| Legal gap evaluation 5,0 50 BEE T4%| 44 B35 5% 45123 T 166 B4

12



Oxxnpanuna ot KCYT

A o6aBnser LEHHOCTb C TOUKMU 3peHUs 6MsHeca

[MpounsBoauTENbHOCTL/
pecypcHasa 3pPeKTUBHOCTb

KauectBeHHbIN OTOOP NPOEKTOB

Pe3yn bTaTUBHbIE NMPOEKTbI

[Mpo3payHOCTb NopTdhena

MeToaonorus
LLlabaoHbI NCYTI
ObyueHne AyauTel
C KayecTBa
epTndurKaums
MeHeaXepoB

NHdpacTpykTypa Heobxoamman ana 3¢pPpeKTMBHOro pelueHuns
6usHec-3apau. Cama no cebe He gobaBaseT LLEHHOCTb

13



ba3oBble Lenn 3anHTepecoBaHHbIX /UL,

CEO u tTon
MeHeA>KMEHT

MHuunaropsl,
6usHec-
3aKa3umKun

NMpoeKkTHbIN
oduc

MeHep)xephbl
NpPoeKkToB

D ocTtmkeHne 3annaHnpoBaHHbIX Noka3saTtesen 6usHeca
CBoeBpemMeHHas peanuvsauuna cTpaTermuyeckux nNpoeKTos
JKOHOMMA pecypcoB

MNMoBbiWweHue B/acTU U pacluMpeHue 30Hbl BIMAHUA
OueHutb 3pPpekTuBHoctb KCYIM nam NpoektHoro opuca

AN NN B N N NN

DoctmkeHne 6usHec-aPpdekrTa oT peannsaunmm NPoeKTos (?)
CBoeBpemMeHHas peanunsauunsa CBOUX NMPOEKTOB

[TOHMMaHMe COCTOAHMA NPOEKTOB

CooTtBeTcTBMNE TPEOOBAHMAM

AN

NMpoaemoHcTpupoBaTb NOJIE3HOCTb CBOEW AeATe/IbHOCTU
KoOHTpOb AeATeNbHOCTU MEHEAXEPOB
DPPEKTNBHOCTb NCMOJIb30BaHNA PECYPCOB

AN NN

HeobxoanMmble s KOHTPOASA OCHOBHbIX MapaMeTPOB NPOEKTOB
[MonyyaTb NpoeKTHble BOHYChI Kak MOXHO paHbLue

CoxpaHUTb aBTOHOMMU IO AEATENBHOCTM, MUHUMU3NPOBATb
BHeLLHee BMeLlaTeNbCTBO, I4e He UyBCTBYHOT HEOHOXOANMOCTH

14




KnroueBblie nokKkasaTtenu
TPAANLMOHHbBIN MOAXOA

C yueTtomM NOCTOAHHbIX N3MEHEHUN
BEePOATHOCTb peanmsaunum nNPoeKToB
C NepBOHaYa/NbHbIMU CPOKaMM,
6roa)xetamm u ¢ kauectsom =0

15



PMO  Specific Support

OrgUnit Project Project o0 oo

Routine involvement of PMO in each phase
of strategic management:
Project implementation: 73% 76% | 73% 69% 75%
H Project deliverjr_and integration: 62% 66% 65% S56% 62
eKOTORIE KOHCYNLTAHTLE SULS
ject alignmt wistrategic objectives: 479, 7% IT% 33% 58%
Gtrateqgy formulation: 32% 26% 39% 2B% 41%
PMO= potential fo contribute business
value to the organization is...
Fully/almost fully realized: 33% | 28% ] [ 45% | 32% 35% 32%
Partially realized: 62% 68% 51% 61% 63% 54%
Mot at all realized: 5% 4% 4% % 2% 14%
Percentage of projects that successfully met - -
original goals and business intent: 65% 70% 73% 58% [66% | [ 73% |
Percentage of projects that finished within
their initial budget 64% 66% [ 70% | [ 5B8% | 61% 68%
Percentage of projects that finished within .
their initially scheduled times: 8% s9% [ 68% | [ 54% 37% 36%
Considered High Performers (B0%+ of
projects met original intent/budgetitime): = e - e e -
PMO's effectiveness in mesting
its primary purpose: ) i :
Extremely/very effective: 42% 42% 45% [30% | [ 46% [ 46% |
Somewhat effective: 53% 52% 45% 66% 51% 46%
Not toofat all effective: 5% 6% 10% 4% 3% 8%

PMO Frameworks, 2013
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PMO Value Benchmarks

PMOs contribute directly to the followlng performance impravements:

»

w

w

Decrease In falled projects ... wne.. 30%
Projects delivered under budget ........26%
Improvement in productivity............... 270,

Increase in customer satisfaction....... 31%

State of PMO, 2012

1]

L]

L]

L]

Projects dalivered ahead of schedule........

Improvement in projects aligned with objectives ..39%,
Cost savings per project {% of total project cost)..16%

Cost savings per project ...

US%411,000



3auem mepuTb?

CKOPPEKTMPOBaTb
ynpaBaeH4Yeckme 4eNCTBUS

e MOTUBMPOBATb
NPOEKTHbIN NEePCOHanN
npojaTb LLEeHHOCTb
e NPOEKTHOrO yrpaBaeHUs

o OLEHUTb
3PPEKTUBHOCTb

18



B3zanmocBasb KPl npoexkToB 1
KPI KCYT1 / NpoexkTHOro opumca

NTtorosble
Moptdenn

____________
- ~
e

\[
~
,I
"4

TSNS

BbusHecoBble

NTorosbie
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Bonpocbl npu Bbipabotke cucrembi KPI

>

vvyy

vV .y

BoibpaHHble KPI mo3BOASIKO TONBKO aHaAN3MpOBaTh NPOLLIOE
AN KOPPEKTUpPOBaTbL byayliee?

Kakue peweHuns byayT NnpMHMMaTbCA C MCMOJb30BaHNEM
naHHbIX KPI?

KTo 6yaeT npuvHMMaTb AaHHbIE peLleHna?
He ay6anpytot am oHn gpyrme KPI?

He yctapeet an cobpaHHaa nHoopmauymsa ansa KPl Kk MOMeHTyY
npeacrasneHusa LUA?

HackonbKO nerko nx MHTepnpeTnpoBaTth?

MO>XHO A1 3@ OrpaHN4YeHHOE BpeMSA MOHATb OObACHEHNE TeX
UJIN UHBbIX 3HaYeHUnn?

Hackonbko Tpya0eMKOCTb X pacyeTa KOMMNEHCUpPYeTCA
MONAb30U?

20



KnroueBblie nokasartenu
NpakKTUYeckmnn noaxoa (1)

NMokasatennb

HanpaBneHue

= [lNepecornacoBaHue njaHa ao/nocne cobbiTua, AH.

> rlpe,D,CKa3yeMOCTb " Cpe,qHsm B€J/INUMHA KOPPEKTUPOBKU INJlaHa, AH.

(aKTyaJ'IbHOCTb N TOYHOCTb
NMPOrH030B n NJ1IaHOB)

= HaxkonneHHble OTK/IOHeHUA (NepenJiaHUPOBaHNA),
AH. NO «Cy6BbEKTUBHBIM>» NPUUNHAM
( HECBA3AHHBIMW C BHELLHUMUW pakTopamMn
N3MEHEHNAMU TpeboBaHNI)

= WHaexc ya0B/NeTBOPEHHOCTH
(bpopmanbHO He CHMMaeTcs, obpaTHas CBA3b AAeTCH
Ha CNeunanm3npoBaHHbIX YNPaBAAOLWMX KOMUTETAX)

» Yn0BNeTBOPEHHOCTb
3aKa34MKOB

= KonunuecTtBO NpoeKkTOB 3aBepLUEHHbIX 3a nepvog, /
obuiee KOIMUECTBO UAYLLUX MPOEKTOB Ha AaTy
(HeOH6XxOAMMbI YeTKME NpaBUAa, Kak onpeaenseTcs
cofep>kaHne/pa3mep NpPoOeKTos)

> rlpOI/I3BO,£I,I/ITeJ'I bHOCTb

> DPPHeKTMBHOCTL = BbinonHeHue 61ogpKeTa npoekToB (Noprdensa) B %

NCNOJIb30BaHNA PeCypCoB = DkoHomus 6rodxema npoekmos (?)

n
LA R RN RENENRERRERRERNERNERNRNRERERRERRERERNERNERERRERE RERRNRRENENERERRERNERNERNERENRERERRERNERERNERNRERERERRERERNERNNERERDERNERNERNERNREJNNERDNHR.]

IIIIIIII*IIIIIIIIIIIII*IIIIIIIIIIIIIIII‘IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII EEEEER



KnroueBblie nokasartenu
NPaKTUYECKMM Noaxos (2)

HanpaBneHue Mokasatenb

: = Coomsemcmeue memodosioauu 8 sude %
> YHudunkauns = 8bINOJIHEHHbIX Mpebo8aHUU ONPOCHUKA 8 MOYKe
= npuHamus peweHus (stage gate)

IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII I:IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
» CKOpOCTb NONyYeHUs
pe3ynbTaToB NpoeKTa : = CpeaHuii CPOK 3aBepLUEHMSA 3TaNoB 1 NPOEKTOB
(time-to-market) :

» Cpokwu 3anycka NpoeKToB = CpeaHss NPoAO/DKUTE/IbHOCTb Npea-npoeKTa

(idea-to-project) :  (da3bl nnaHMpoBaHUA)
» Cymma BbIrog noprdens = Cymma nnaHossix NPV npoekmos ymeepxo0eHH020

(planned portfolio value) :  nopmdpesis 8 meyeHue x-sem.

n
llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll I:llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

= = ROl om ¢pakmuyecku nosy4eHHbIX 861200

» Bo3BpaT nHBECTUL MU
peasiu308aHHbIX NPOeKmMos



KnroueBblie nokasartenu
NPaKTUYeCKM Noaxos (3)

[MpomeXxyTouHble Vs KoHeuHble
Cy6bexkTnBHble VS O6beKTUBHbIE
Hape)xHble vs He oueHb

Onepexarouwume vs Otcrarowgme

23



KPI PABOTAIOT TOJIbKO B CUCTEME,
T.K. YHACTHUKWAN OYEHDb BbICTPO
YYATCA K UM MAHUNYNTUPOBATD
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O6wumi ctatyc noptdens
[lona oT yncna NpPoeKTos

Green Yellow ®mRed

41%

32%
27%

43%
36%

01-Jul-2012

01-Dec-2012

v

- 44%>

43%  42%

15%

01-Jun-2013
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Project delay reasons in 20XX (from nn.nn.XX to nn.nn.XX)

TOTAL DELAY BY REASONS, v/

Work 10 = DAYS

estimation 800 =
error =
Lack of 14% | 600 =
resources \ Contractor's =
i 400 =
BusTess = 256 244
7% \ /// 200 = = = 151 151 118
y / = = =E =E =E =
/ : 0 = = = = = —
Lack of ﬁ/f’////////éﬁ%é : Scope change Contractor's Work Lack of Lack of External
resources ////// //"f : work delay  estimation resources ICT resources dependencies
ICT / error Business
7
7% ///
l // AVERAGE DELAY, DAYS
Externa
dependencie 180 156
S 160 1ot 151 151
14% change 140 % 122 %
43% 120 = =
m Contractor's work delay 100 % %
m Scope change 80 — = -
= External dependencies 60 % %
m Lack of resources ICT 20 % %
0 B —
0 = == =
Scope change Contractor's Work Lack of Lack of External
work delay  estimation resources ICT resources dependencies
error Business
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Re-planning timeliness and deadline shift is generally improved but requires more atu.

from all involved stakeholders (Qn/Qn‘YY vs Qn'XX)

Re-planning timeliness by
Reschedule Notification (RN)

Project deadline shift by RN

Average delay Q3- | Average delay Q1 al Average time shift | Average time shift
Qn 2013 014 Qn-Qn 2013 Qn2014
CEO 137 59 78

CEO 43 -9 -52%
CFO* 211 151 -60Yy
cIB 83 56 27y
CRO 13 7 6wy CIB 167 227 60 A
CBT - - N/R BT - - N/R
RET = 34 N/R RET = 65 N/R
GBS** ; 31 N/R GBS** - 105 N/R
Goal 1: Goal 2:
- average RN delay =0 or - average deadline shift is maximum 60 days
- atbest 30+ day in advance or less (excluding uncontrollable external
issues)

27



KPl n moTBaLuusa npoeKTHOro nepcoHana

—
- e B

g \\\

/ A
\

/! busHec \
: + Pesynbtatns
! pe3ynbTatMB |
‘ : HOCTb
. HOCTb !

\

\\\ //,

YapoBners

€HHOCTb
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Bbi6op KPI n "lNMpogaka” pesynbraTtoB
NPOEKTHOW AeATe/IbHOCTU

* YcnelwHble KeWnchl

* OT3bIBbl Y40OBAETBOPEHHbIX TOM-MEHEAKEPOB
* He cnepyet nepebapuimBaTb CO cBeTOPOpamMm
* [InHaMmmnyeckme vs ctatmyeckme JaHHble

* CnocobctBytoT an aaHHble KPl B3BELWEHHbIM
ynpaBaeHYeCKNUM peLueHnam?

* YHubukauma snemeHToB noptdens
* WHTepnpeTauyma 6onee BaxkHa YeM rosble GakTbl

* lI3MeHanTe METPUKM B 3aBUCMMOCTI OT
TeKyLLero 3tana pasBuTna NPOeKTHOW
LEeATeNbHOCTH
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ManaxoB AHapen

OnbIT NPOEKTHOro yrnpaB/ieHUs :
e bonee 11 net

PykoBoguTeb KOPNOPATUBHOIO NPOEKTHOro oduca
* UnicreditBank, PeneccaHc-kpeaut

KoHcynbTMpoBaHme B 061aCTn MPOEKTHOrO ynpaBaeHus
« KPMG, MTC, Siemens u 1.4.

AvipekTop npoekta/PykoBoanTeb npoekTa
* KomnnekcHble npoekTtbl ¢ T vactbto (B 1.4. ERP) — MHOro
* [lpousBoacTBeHHbIe/nOrncTUYecKne NpoekTbl — 4

* |/|HHOBaLl,l/IOHHO-TeXHOIIOI'M‘-IECKllle NPoeKTbl — 2
* KoHcantuHrosble NpoeKTbl — 3+

Project Management Professional (2010 r.)

«PMG | P
DR S'evens 28 T

2 UniCredit Bank -
FRONTSTEP MPUEOPOCTPOUTENBHbIN
HOHMKpeanT baHk @ a G?E,F
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Cnacnbo 3a BHUMaHue!

Manaxos AHApewn
+7 (926) 827 3222
iInfo@pmlogic.ru
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