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Abstract: 

The paper advances Agile Earned Value Management (EVM) by (a) comparing and contrasting it to Traditional EVM, (b) applying the as-of-yet largely 

academic Agile EVM metrics to its traditional counterpart, and (c) proposing the formulation of a set of easily implementable Project Life Cycle EVM processes.  

Several types of best practices and Earned Value reports from both the Traditional and Agile EVM will also be introduced. The paper aims to supply a hands-on 

and comprehensive “Practical Guide” for the broader audience, particularly practitioners of project management in applying the Traditional and/or Agile Earned 

Value Management techniques. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                              T-EVM and A-EVM Process 3  
 

Introduction 

Earned Value Management (EVM) has long been established as one of the most effective project management tools in managing scope, schedule, and 

cost with its roots traceable back to the late 1800s. [4] (Anbari, 2003) However, these highly valuable tools have not been applicable to the increasingly popular 

framework of agile project management.  Agile project management is a modern management concept developed to cope with highly dynamic projects that have 

requirements and deliverable schedules that are difficult to define in the early stages.  Because the scope of these projects constantly changes, traditional EVM 

techniques cannot be applied.  In 2006, Sulaiman et al. developed Agile EVM [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, Blackburn, 2006), which provides a set of calculations and 

metrics usable within the agile project management framework.  To further advance the connection of agile project management to EVM methodology, this 

research will 1) compare and contrast Agile EVM (A-EVM) and Traditional EVM (T-EVM), 2) present their native reporting abilities and best practices, and 3) 

propose, for each EVM methodology, its practical Project Life Cycle (PLC) Management Process, showing in tables the actions and relevant EVM metric to be 

taken in the knowledge areas. The analyses here show that Agile Project Management can indeed utilize the EVM Process effectively. For Traditional EVM, it is 

recommended that efforts be taken to ensure its objectivity by using an objective % complete formula to calculate EV. For Agile EVM, several examples of its 

native artifacts, tools, and reports will be examined, and best practices will be recommended to ensure that the addition of EVM does not compromise the “light 

weight” and “agile” nature in Agile Project Management.  

 

2.0 Agile and Traditional EVM’s Challenge, Common Ground and Differences 

2.1 Challenge: 

2.1.1: Application of T-EVM to Agile Projects Violates the First Critical Success Factor? 

According to Solanki, applying Traditional Earned Value directly to agile projects violates the first success factor of T-EVM, namely “Quality of the 

project’s baseline plan”. [18] (Solanki, 2009) Due to the iterative scope planning in agile projects, directly applying T-EVM produces invalid Planned Value 

(PV) and requires cumbersome re-baselines. Without a valid PV, many EVM functions cannot be calculated. 
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2.1.2: Booker’s “5 Levels to reach Full-Featured EVM for All Projects”  

Despite the obvious challenge, the core concepts of Earned Value are clearly shared in both traditional and agile projects. Not only does Agile’s native 

burn charts correspond well with EVM [18] (Solanki, 2009), Booker, in his “Performance Management for All Projects” outlined how any project can reach full-

featured EVM through applying the following 5 levels of management techniques. [0] (Booker, 2009) 

• Level -0 Iterative Scope Management 

• Level -1 Iterative and Total Scope Management 

• Level -2 Integrated Scope and Schedule Management 

• Level -3 Integrated Scope Schedule and Cost Management 

• Level -4 Integrated Full-Featured EVM 

 
To overcome the challenge in reaching Level-4, Booker advocates that one must “master total scope”, meaning it is critical to assign “Scope Points” 

collaboratively during Level -0 and -1. Specifically, Scope Points should be used to measure scope and calculate performance, and scope points, schedule, and 

cost performance should be integrated throughout all levels. This idea of quantifying and sizing scope is fundamental to both traditional and agile earned value.  

 

2.2 Compare and Contrast: 

2.2.1 Common ground: Agile vs EVM 

As it turns out, there are a lot of similarities between agile and the traditional EVM methodology. Glen Alleman stated the following in his “Agile and 

EVM?” [2] (Glen, 2011): 

• Agile measures physical percent complete, so does EVM. Both need to specify the “definition of done.” 

• Agile has bounded scope during iteration, so does EVM through Work Packages and Planning Packages on baseline. 
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• Agile postpones the details of work that is in the future, so does EVM through Planning Packages. 

• Agile manages risk through frequent delivery of working products, so does EVM when using a credible IMS and Integrated Master Plan 

with Accomplishments and Criteria for each Program Event. 

• Agile provides for teams to manage themselves, so does EVM with Control Account and Work Package Managers. 

• Agile focuses on deliverables, so does EVM through the WBS terminal nodes. 

2.2.2 Differences: Traditional vs Agile Project  

In order to use EVM properly for each project type, it is important to understand their differences. According to Cabri and Griffiths, traditional projects 

and agile projects have the following assumptions: [3] (Cabri and Griffith, 2006) 

• Traditional Projects: 1) Project scope can be defined “bottom-up”. 2) Projects works are completed in a linear fashion. 3) Project 

scope change is minor. 

• Agile Projects: 1) Project scope is defined at a high level and iteratively. 2) Project works are completed iteratively, and not linearly. 

3) Project scope changes are expected and frequent.  

• More differences can be seen in this "Applicability of Agile PM Chart”, proposed in the book “Agile Project Management: How to 

Succeed in the Face of Changing Project Requirements”: [17] (Chin, 2004)  

 
	  	   Multiple,	  External	  Stakeholders	   Multiple,	  Internal	  Stakeholders	   Single	  Organization	  

Operational	  Projects	   Traditional	   Traditional	   Traditional	  

Product/	  Process	  Development	  Projects	   Traditional	  /Agile	   Traditional	  /Agile	   Agile	  

Technology/	  Platform	  Development	  Projects	   Traditional	  /Agile	   Agile	   Agile	  
 

• Finally, while EVM concepts are applicable in both traditional and agile project types, in order to forecast future performance, T-EVM 

and A-EVM calculates their Key Performance Index (KPI) with different orientations. [5] (Rusk, 2011), [16] (Solanki, 2009) 
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o Traditional EVM’s KPI measures the actual cost against the “inputs” of the initially planned scope.  

o Agile EVM’s KPI measures the actual cost against the “outputs” of the estimated earned and forecasted progress, iteratively.  

 

3.0 Traditional Earned Value Management Process and Tools Overview: 

3.1 Traditional Earned Value Management Application:  

3.1.1 T-EVM benefit and Success Criteria  

The traditional earned value management is one of the most effective tools in managing project scope, time, and cost. It calculates cost and schedule 

variances, and derives performance indices from measuring actual cost against actual progress on planned value earned. [5] (Rusk, 2011) The performance trend 

is then used to a) forecast project cost and schedule at completion and b) signal possible need for corrective actions. [4] (Anbari, 2003) In short, traditional earned 

value is “a project management technique to measure, at a specific date, the progress and performance of a project against the plan, provide corrective actions 

and to estimate future performance.” [3] (Cabri and Griffith, 2006)  

T-EVM’s key success criteria are:  

a) The quality of the baseline plan,  

b) Actual performance tracked closely to the up-to-date and approved (re-)baseline plan, and  

c) Taking corrective actions based on the appropriate assumption about future performances (see the various EAC formulas, Table 1). [4] 

(Anbari, 2003), [9] (Goodpasture, 2010), [19] (Larson and Gray, 2011), [20] (Kanabar and Warburton, 2008). 

 

 

 

 



                                              T-EVM and A-EVM Process 7  
 

 

3.1.2 T-EVM Standard Metrics, Definition and Equation Summary 

Table 1:  

T-‐EVM	  KPI	  Metrics	  and	  Equations	   Definition	   Value	  Type	  
BAC	   Budgeted	  Cost	  at	  Completion.	   $	  
AC	   Actual	  Cost:	  The	  actual	  resources	  consumed.	   $	  

PV	  =	  (Planned	  %	  Complete)	  *	  (BAC)	   Planned	  Value:	  The	  value	  planned	  or	  forecast	  to	  be	  earned,	  expressed	  as	  a	  time-‐phased	  baseline	  budget.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
EV	  =	  (Actual	  %	  Complete)	  *	  (BAC)	   Earned	  Value:	  The	  %	  of	  the	  baseline	  budget	  that	  has	  been	  earned	  by	  works	  "completed"	  to	  date,	  expressed	  as	  the	  actual	  

percent	  complete	  times	  its	  baseline	  budget.	  
$,	  (or	  Effort)	  

CV	  =	  EV	  -‐	  AC	   Cost	  Variance:	  The	  difference	  between	  earned	  value	  and	  the	  actual	  cost,	  to	  date.	  	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
SV	  =	  EV	  -‐	  PV	   Schedule	  Variance:	  The	  difference	  between	  earned	  value	  and	  the	  planned	  value,	  to	  date.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
CPI	  =	  EV/AC	   Cost	  Performance	  Index:	  Measures	  cost	  efficiency	  of	  work	  accomplished	  to	  date.	   <,>,=	  1	  
SPI	  =	  EV/PV	   Schedule	  Performance	  Index:	  Measures	  scheduling	  efficiency	  of	  work	  accomplished	  to	  date.	   <,>,=	  1	  

TCPI	  [BAC]	  =	  (BAC-‐EV)/(BAC-‐AC)	   To	  Complete	  Performance	  Index:	  Forecast	  the	  anticipated	  cost	  efficiency	  or	  performance	  required	  to	  achieve	  the	  BAC.	   <,>,=	  1	  
TCPI	  [EAC]	  =	  (BAC-‐EV)/(EAC-‐AC)	   To	  Complete	  Performance	  Index:	  Forecast	  the	  anticipated	  cost	  efficiency	  or	  performance	  required	  to	  achieve	  the	  EAC.	   <,>,=	  1	  

PCIB	  =	  EV/BAC	   Indicates	  the	  works	  completed	  as	  a	  %	  to	  the	  budgeted	  dollars	  to	  date.	  Useful	  when	  confidence	  is	  high	  in	  the	  baseline	  
budget	  estimates.	  

%	  

PCIC	  =	  AC/EAC	   Indicates	  the	  works	  completed	  as	  a	  %	  of	  the	  actual	  $	  spent	  to	  accomplish	  the	  work	  to	  date,	  and	  the	  actual	  expected	  dollars	  
to	  complete	  the	  remaining	  works.	  Useful	  when	  it	  is	  important	  to	  show	  project	  completion	  %,	  considering	  both	  the	  actual	  $	  
spent	  and	  revised	  estimates.	  

%	  

ETC1	   Estimate	  to	  Completion	  (1):	  Latest	  Estimate	  to	  Completion	  developed	  based	  on	  new	  estimates	   $	  
EAC1	  =	  AC	  +	  ETC1	   Estimate	  at	  Completion	  (1):	  Also	  called	  Revised	  Cost	  Estimate	  =	  Actual	  Cost	  +	  Latest	  Estimate	  to	  Completion	   $	  

EAC2	  =	  AC	  +	  (BAC	  -‐	  EV)	   Estimate	  at	  Completion	  (2):	  Assuming	  future	  performances	  will	  be	  closer	  to	  the	  original	  plan	  than	  to	  the	  atypical	  
performance	  to	  date.	  

$	  

ETC2	  =	  (BAC	  -‐EV)	   Estimate	  to	  Completion	  (2):	  Based	  on	  EAC2	  assumptions,	  the	  ETC2	  for	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  activity	  is	  the	  original	  budget	  
for	  the	  remaining	  work.	  

$	  

EAC3	  =	  BAC/CPI	   Estimate	  at	  Completion	  (3):	  Assuming	  performance	  to	  date	  is	  typical	  and	  it's	  a	  good	  indicator	  of	  future	  performance.	   $	  
ETC3	  =	  (BAC	  -‐EV)/CPI	   Estimate	  to	  Completion	  (3):	  Based	  on	  EAC3	  assumptions,	  the	  ETC3	  for	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  activity	  is	  the	  original	  budget	  

for	  the	  remaining	  work	  divided	  by	  the	  CPI.	  
$	  

VAC1	  =	  (BAC	  -‐	  EAC1)	   Cost	  Variance	  at	  Completion	  (1):	  Latest	  Cost	  Variance	  estimated	  by	  SMEs	  in	  the	  field	  using	  EAC1.	   $	  
VAC2	  =	  (BAC	  -‐	  EAC2)	   Cost	  Variance	  at	  Completion	  (2):	  Cost	  Variance	  estimated	  by	  considering	  EAC2.	   $	  
VAC3	  =	  (BAC	  -‐	  EAC3)	   Cost	  Variance	  at	  Completion	  (3):	  Cost	  Variance	  estimated	  by	  considering	  EAC3.	   $	  

 

3.1.3 EVM Limitations and the Importance of an objective “% Complete” 

EVM has no native “quality”-related metrics, and therefore cannot measure quality “objectively”. Under EVM, project can be “on time” and “under 

budget” yet still be considered a failure if project does not satisfy certain stakeholder’s quality requirement. This issue is shared with Agile EVM. To measure 
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ROI based on “quality” delivered, not “effort” delivered, Dan Rawsthorne had suggested assigning “Business Value” to the WBS. In short, “Business Value” is a 

subjectively weighted value to be measured as “Earned Business Value” using his EBVM formula. Nevertheless, the key word here is “subjective value”. 

“Assigning [Business Value] is not a technical matter and should be handled by either business or customer with the single stipulation that the weights be 

additive. Beyond that, there is no prescriptive formula or requirements” [10] (Rawsthorne, 2010).  “Business Value” is different from the “Scope Points” Booker 

had suggested, since “Scope Points”, like Agile’s “Story Points”, measure the “size” of the scope, which usually relate to “ideal effort”. As Rawsthorne had 

pointed out and similar to EVM’s limit, one cannot assume that “more” effort delivered always equate to “more” business value delivered. Why is this 

important? It demonstrates one key concept: In order to preserve EVM’s strength, one should calculate Earned Value “objectively”, not “subjectively”.  

 

3.1.3 T-EVM Proposed Best Practice: The Importance of an objective “% Complete” 

As demonstrated so far, EVM’s main strength is in its ability to use effort-based planned, actual, and estimated performance metrics to forecast Cost and 

Schedule at Completion. Since “Earned Business Value (EBV)” is not a native EVM index and depends on subjective assignment of business value, keeping 

earned value (EV) as objective as possible is important and one must be careful not to confuse the two. This would require an objective definition of the “% 

Complete” since “EV = (% Complete) x (Planned Budget)”. Often, a team would assign a non-objective “% complete” based on qualitative assessments in the 

calculation of Earned Value. This practice not only confuses “Earned Business Value” with “Earned Value”, it also severely diminishes EVM’s strength to 

“objectively” forecast Cost and Schedule at Completion. To objectively determine the “% complete”, the following factors should be considered: Actual Start 

Date, Baseline Effort, Actual Effort, and Estimated Remaining Effort.  Using the formula: “% Complete” = “(Actual Effort Spent to date) / (Baseline Effort + 

Estimated Remaining Effort)” then yields an objective % complete, which in turn results in the most objective EV, CPI, SPI, ETC and EAC forecast results. The 

proposed “% complete” definition is in line with the PCIC Index listed in Table 1 above, factoring in actual cost and relies less on subjectivity. [19] (Larson and 

Gray, 2011) 
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3.2 T-EVM Charts  

3.2.1 Purpose and Benefits 

The purpose of Earned Value burn charts is to serve as a reporting tool. It clearly displays AC, PV, EV and other selected project KPIs, enabling project 

evaluation at a glance. These charts show the Earned Value KPIs as records in a time phased trend and are useful as an overall project health diagnostic tool for 

immediate corrective actions, which is important for satisfying the third T-EVM Key Success Criterion. [3] (Cabri and Griffith, 2006)  

3.2.2 T-EVM Chart 1: Burn Up Chart 

The first traditional Earned Value Chart (Chart 3.2.2) is a classic Burn Up chart. The chart can show whether a project is on track by allowing the 

viewer to compare the project’s AC and EV to date, in comparison with PV, BAC in time, with the ability to also show CV and SV. Moreover, EAC can be 

forecasted based on which EAC formula was chosen.  

Chart 3.2.2: Shows a challenged project; AC is higher than projected; EV is lower than projected, resulting in (-CV),(-SV) and a dangerously high EAC. 
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3.2.3 T-EVM Chart 2: Burndown Chart  

These non-traditional T-EVM Burndown Charts (Chart 3.2.3-1 and 3.2.3-2) are useful to show VAC and how a fixed budget project is progressing.  

Burndown chart is a native agile reporting tool, “some people find [the burndown chart] emotionally more powerful” is how Cockburn described the 

communicative quality of a burndown chart. [8] (Cockburn, 2004) The graph proposed here, while not showing EV, shows VAC through (a) Actual Cost vs 

Planned Cost and (b) Actual Progress vs Planned Progress. Through adding the row data of “Actual Phase” and “Planned Phase”, this Burndown Chart is able to 

show how Actual Cost is tracked against Actual Progress, which in principle is an EVM Chart even though it does not show EV explicitly. [13] (Rusk, 2011) 

 

Chart 3.2.3-1: 
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Chart 3.2.3-2: Shows an alternative of Chart 2.1, with Contingency Budget approved in Week 5 and Week 6 ~ 10 works progressed as planned.  

 

3.2.4 T-EVM Stacked Chart 

The final T-EVM Chart to be presented here is a Stacked Chart. In principle, this is similar to Agile’s Release Planning Chart. It can be used as a 

complimentary chart to T-EVM Burndown Chart and supplement the spending-to-phase ratio to date. In the combination Chart 3.2.4, it is easy to identify that at 

Phase 2 and between Week 2 -3, there is a large discrepancy between the planned and actual budget, thus deserving immediate management attention.  

Chart 3.2.4: (Stacked Chart, complimentary to the T-EVM Burndown Chart 2.1) 
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4.0 Traditional EVM Mapped to Project Life Cycle and PMI 9 Knowledge Areas  
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Table 2:  [20] (Kanabar & Warburton, 2009). 

5.0 Agile Earned Value Management Process and Tools Overview: 

5.1 Introduction to Agile  

Unlike traditional projects following a linear project life cycle with the majority of their scope known upfront, projects that are unprecedented, heavy in 

R&D, creative and non-linear in nature would benefit from the Agile Project Management methodology. [3] (Cabri and Griffith, 2006).  Most noticeably, agile 

projects can be seen in platform, process, or software development.  [17] (Chin, 2004).  Before discussing agile’s earned value management, a quick overview of 

the agile concepts is outlined below. They clearly show the importance of why Agile EVM must be “light weight”. 

5.1.1 Agile Manifesto 

“We are uncovering better ways of developing software by doing it and helping others do it. Through this work we have come to value:  

• Individuals and Interactions over processes and tools 
• Working software over comprehensive documentation 
• Customer collaboration over contract negotiation 
• Responding to change over following a plan 

 
That is, while there is value in items on the right, we value the items on the left more.” [14] (Keith, 2010) 

 

5.1.2 Degrees of “agile-ness” and The requirement of a “light weight” A-EVM Process 

John Rusk proposed this subjective Methodology Map, comparing 

all methodologies’ agile-ness.  “Factors leading to higher ‘agility ratings’ included 

lightness of documentation, ability to handle change, emphasis on people over 

process etc.” [12] (Rusk, 2004).  
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It is important to note that both Agile Manifesto and John Rusk’s Methodology Map emphasized “lightness” in documentation and processes. 

This “light weight” requirement is what gives agile methodology the edge to deal with the constantly changing and iterative scopes.  Supporting this 

requirement, in “AgileEVM”, Sulaiman et al. also stated that in order to prove the validity and value of using EVM on scrum (agile) project, any A-

EVM process developed must try to derive earned value through as many native agile PKIs and tools as possible.  In this way, no unfamiliar metrics or 

processes are introduced that could cause additional burden to the agile frameworks. [6] (Sulaiman, Barton and Blackburn, 2006). 

 

5.1.3 Agile’s General Roles and Workflow Overview: Using Scrum as an Example  

• Product Owner: [14] (Keith, 2010), [16] (Schwaber, 2004) 

o Represent the customer and ensure that the team delivers values to the business.  

o Responsible in writing customer-centric features, called “User Stories”. 

o “User Stories” are written based on the following template: As a <user role>, I want <goal> |so that <reason>| 

 User Role: A customer, or a user 

 Goal: A feature, or function 

 Reason: The benefit to the customer or user. (Optional if it’s obvious). 

o “User Stories” can be aggregated into “Epics” and “Themes”. 

o Prioritize “User Stories” a.k.a. “Product Backlog Items (PBIs)” into “Product Backlog”. 
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o Announce “Release Plan” expectation and the “Planned Release Dates”. 

 

 

• Scrum Master: [14] (Keith, 2010), [16] (Schwaber, 2004) 

o In lieu of a project manager, as a servant-leader to facilitate the scrum process. 

o Facilitate meetings such as: “Daily Scrum”, “Sprint Planning”, “Sprint Review”, “Sprint Retrospective” and “Release 

Planning” meetings. 

o Provide burn charts, recording the team’s “Velocity”, an agile equivalent of “EV”, or the “earned story points” in Scrum. [11] 

(Rawsthorne, 2010). 

o Responsible, in A-EVM, for deriving agile EVM’s version of CPI, SPI (Mean Velocity), and to calculate “Forecast Release 

Date (RD)” with “Forecast Release Points”. [15] (Tosi, 2008) 

o Inform Product Owner and the Scrum Team of the Release Plan, specifically the baseline and forecast “Release Date” and 

“Release Points” variance. [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, Blackburn, 2006), [11] (Rawsthorne, 2010) , [8] (Cockburn , 2004) 

 

• Scrum Team: [14] (Keith, 2010), [16] (Schwaber, 2004) 

o Multi-disciplined, self managed, cross-functional team. 

o Responsible in assigning “Story Points” to “User Stories” through the use of “Planning Poker”.  

o “Story Points” are used mainly to measure the size or difficulty of the effort needed to complete each “User Story” or “PBIs”. 

Initially, the team could use ideal days, but emphasis is placed on how big or how difficult the story is, not on how long the 

story is. [11] (Rawsthorne, 2010). 
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o Decide an iteration length of time called “Sprint”, typically it is time-boxed to one to four weeks. 

o Decide how many total “Story Points” could be done in each “Sprint” based on the team’s demonstrated “Mean Velocity”. 

o Decompose the “Product Backlog” into “Sprint Backlog” based on priority, dependencies, resources and “Story Points” of 

PBIs found in “Product Backlog”. (See “Scrum Sprint Planning Process” in 5.1.3.1 below) [14] (Keith, 2010)  

o “Sprint Backlog” is frozen for each Sprint. Scope adjustment is only allowed at the end of each Sprint, by adjusting “Story 

Points” of PBIs and subsequently updating the scope. (This is agile’s iterative scope adjustment process.)  

o Decide how many “Sprints” per “Release Plan”. 

o Define “Definition of Done” and the associated Testing and Acceptance Tools/Processes and Criteria. 

o “Task Board” is prepared, during each “Sprint” the tasks status are updated from to-do, to in-progress, to done. 

o In “Release Planning Meetings”, all ideal days story points are gathered from multiple “Sprints” to produce “Baseline 

Release Points”, supplementing the “Release Plan’s Planned Release Dates”. (See “Scrum Release Planning Process” in 

5.1.3.2 below) [14] (Keith, 2010) 
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5.1.3.1 Agile Native Tools: Scrum’s Sprint Planning Process [14] (Keith, 2010) 

Start

Take the next highest PBI from the 
Product Backlog

Identify and Estimate all Tasks and Effort 
needed to Complete the PBI 

Do the task hours added to the Sprint Backlog 
exceed team capacity vs its Mean Velocity?

Add tasks to Sprint Backlog

Is the Sprint Backlog full?

Done

Sprint Backlog

Split/ Return PBI to Product Backlog

Product Backlog

No

Yes

No

Yes

 

5.1.3.2 Agile Native Tools: Scrum’s Release Planning Process [14] (Keith, 2010) 

Product Backlog

Last Build

Stakeholders
Product Owners, Team

Discuss Epics, Themes 
and Release Goals

Decompose, Prioritize 
and Estimate Stories

Select Sprint Length 
and potential sprint 

goals
Select Release Date
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5.2 Agile Native Process and Tools Details: Artifacts, Reports, Best Practices and A-EVM Charts 

Agile has several types of charts that are “extremely simple and astonishingly powerful. They reveal the strategy being used, show the progress made against 

predictions, and open the door to discussions about how best to proceed, including the difficult discussions about whether to cut scope or extend the schedule. 

They have a natural mapping to the earned value charts . . .” [8] Cockburn A. (2004) 

5.2.1 Product Backlog and Sprint Backlog 

5.2.1.2 Workflow: 

1. List all features, provide “User Stories”.  List the items as Product Backlog Items (PBIs). 

• Best Practice: Mike Cohn and Bill Wake (2003) suggested the following attributes of a good story: [14] (Keith, 2010) 

o INVEST: Independent, Negotiable, Valuable, Estimatable, Sized appropriately, and Testable (Definition of Done)  

2. Sort and sequence the work items into a Product Backlog, considering the following list of “Knowledge”: Business Value, Cost, Risk, 

and Development Dependencies.  

• Best Practice: Scrum uses a rapid time-boxed R&D period a.k.a. “Spike” to gain Knowledge of unknown PBIs. [14] (Keith, 

2010) 

3. Assign Story Points and how much can be accomplished in each iteration or delivery period. 

• Best Practice: Scrum Team uses “Planning Poker”, utilizing relative “Story Points” as quantifiable numbers to appropriately 

“size” the Stories. “Ideal Days” can also be used, but they are still measures of size alone. An one Ideal Day story does not 

mean it takes one day of actual work to complete, the “Ideal Days” are relative to other stories. Avoid any translation of ideal 

days to actual days of effort. These are valuable ideal measures for quick relative forecasts of effort but not precise enough to 

use for making commitments. [14] (Keith, 2010) The reason for using relative estimates instead of absolute numbers is so 

that if we are 10% over our first set of estimates, the remaining sets of values will scale accordingly. [8] (Cockburn, 2004) 
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• Best Practice: When decomposing stories into tasks, consider the following story types:  

i. Goal: Analysis Story, which is done when there’s a validated user scenario  

ii. Main Execution Flow: Development Story, which is done when there are verified tests that pass 

iii. Alternative/Connective Flow: Analysis, Development Story or “Derived Requirement Story”, which is done when 

alternative flows are identified and action taken. 

iv. Stress-test: Test Story, which is done when there is a validated testing regiment that passes. [10] (Rawsthorne, 2010) 

5.2.1.3 The “Iceberg List”:  

PBI	  IDs	   Release	  Plan	  1	   Business	  Value	  %	   Budgeted	  SPs	   Total	  Est.	  Elapsed	  Days	   Total	  R	  #	   Total	  BSPs	  #	   Total	  Elapsed	  Days	  

1	   Release	  Name/	  Theme/Epic	   1	   100	   40	   2	   2000	   40	  

PBI	  IDs	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Names	   Business	  Value	  %	   Budgeted	  SPs	   Estimated	  Elapsed	  Days	   Release	  #	   R1	  Total	  BSPs	  #	   Total	  Elapsed	  Days	  

1.1	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  1	   0.02	   100	   1	   1	   	  	   	  	  

1.2	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  2	   0.05	   160	   6	   1	   	  	   	  	  

1.3	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  3	   0.08	   80	   2	   1	   	  	   	  	  

1.4	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  4	   0	   160	   5	   1	   	  	   	  	  

1.5	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  5	   0.3	   500	   6	   1	   	  	   	  	  

Release1	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   1000	   20	  

1.6	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  6	   0.05	   100	   1	   2	   	  	   	  	  

1.7	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  7	   0.1	   260	   5	   2	   	  	   	  	  

1.8	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  8	   0.1	   80	   1	   2	   	  	   	  	  

1.9	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  9	   0	   100	   1	   2	   	  	   	  	  

2	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  10	   0.2	   140	   5	   2	   	  	   	  	  

2.1	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  11	   0.05	   100	   2	   2	   	  	   	  	  

2.2	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  12	   0.01	   120	   3	   2	   	  	   	  	  

2.3	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  13	   0.04	   100	   2	   2	   	  	   	  	  

Release2	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   1000	   20	  

2.4	   Feature	  Name/	  Story	  Name	  14	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
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Cockburn calls 5.2.1.3 an “Iceberg List”, where the “above water” part lists all the items that can be delivered in the current delivery cycle. The “below 

water part” lists other delivery cycles. The name “Iceberg List” indicates that there is a fixed Total Budgeted Story Points allowed in each Release or Sprint 

Plan; when a new item (PBI) is added to the “above water” part, it pushes every other PBIs down. In Scrum terminology, the “above water part” is the 

“Sprint Backlog” and the “below water part” is the “Product Backlog”. [8] (Cockburn, 2004) Moreover, Rawsthorne’s Business Value is also incorporated 

here with the Iceberg Lis. Sorting the Iceberg List using business values can ensure the highest ROI being delivered in the time spent.  

 

5.2.1.4 Iteration Status Chart: 

Nee calls 5.2.1.4 an “Iteration Status Chart”, designed to show stakeholders from one iteration to the next. [7] (Nee, 2010) With modification, this could 

supplement the Iceberg List, so long as the total Story Points for each Iteration remains within the Team’s demonstrated average Velocity. 
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5.2.2 Agile Burn Up Chart  

The Agile Burn Up Chart shows progress and earned value. [8] (Cockburn, 2004)  

Advantages:  

• It shows both the status and the rate of progress (“Velocity”). 

• In % or absolute numbers, the vertical axis can show Planned vs Actual Story Points Earned (Ideal Days) or even Business Values.  

Disadvantage: The graph track “rate” and “trend” nicely, but “progress” could be misleading due to Agile Project’s iterative Scope.  

Two solutions were proposed:  

A. When possible, choose a unit of measure that cannot expand. For example, the defined numbers of User Modules or Game Levels.  

B. Be prepared to mark the “changing ceiling” of the Scope to show the incremental increase of the Scope. Because this does not resolve the 

“Unknown Time” problem, A-EVM’s Release Date Forecast index and Mean Velocity can be used to forecast Release Date. 
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5.2.3 Rusk’s Light-Weight Agile EVM Chart (Agile Burn Up Chart continued) 

In accordance to agile’s requirement for a light-weight A-EVM process, adding Cost % to the Agile Burn Up Chart, as suggested by Rusk, creates a 

chart similar to the T-EVM Burn Up Chart while at the same time allowing the viewer to quickly derive EVM Metrics visually without having to perform 

the actual EVM calculations. [1] (Rusk, 2009) The example Agile EVM Chart below shows intuitive A-EVM CPI and SPI on the reporting date:  a) Cost 

over-run = 50%, b) Earned Value = 50% slower than expected. 

Advantages:  

• No EVM or Agile acronyms, which translates into better communication with stakeholders, especially Sr. Management. 

• Adding ’budget burn %” (AC) conveys considerable more information than a standard burn chat, making this a light weight A-EVM chart. 

Assumptions:  

• Simplified the distribution of PV over time, which is in accordance with agile’s time-boxed and Iceberg List Spring Planning practice. 

• Cost and Progress are reported at the project level, not at task, sub-phases, sprint, or releases level. 

• Agile’s earning rule is strictly reinforced. Task performed does not “earn” any value, only features delivered counts. 

• Rusk suggests showing this chart every 3 to 6 months for a “big picture” view that still gives enough warning to take corrective actions.  
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5.2.4 Agile Burndown Chart  

“The Agile Burndown Chart is emotionally powerful because there is a special feeling about hitting the number zero that helps people gets excited about 

completing their work and pressing forward.” It presents similar agile earned value information as the Agile Burn Up Chart but focuses in on the end-goal.  

Best Practice: [8] (Cockburn, 2004), [3] (Cabri and Griffiths, 2006). 

• Scope change should only happen “after” each iteration has completed. This allows the team to focus on the committed features during the 

time-boxed iteration. Using A-EVM concepts, the team’s “Mean Velocity” can be used to forecast future release dates. 

• Consider showing scope change in the Burndown Chart below. The amount and frequency of the scope change is valuable information.  
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5.2.5 Release Plan Stacked Chart 

Once Story Points, resource, Sprint Length and numbers or Sprints are established, a Release Plan can be established and shown via a Release Plan 

Stacked Chart. 

Best Practice: [11] (Rawsthorne, 2010). 

• In the Release Plan, suggest adding a feature or PBI called “Chores” that represents all the work that has to be done that doesn’t produce any 

Business Value. These activities may include building team infrastructure, training, and analysis including any “Derived Requirements” that 

are identified after detailed decomposition of the initial “User Requirements” found  in “User Stories”. 

• In an ideal world, Chores may consist of roughly 1/3 of the total budget, useful to establish a “Baseline Velocity” for A-EVM calculations. 

• Although Chores don’t offer Business Value, they do have Story Points Value that is useful in calculating teams’ “Actual Mean Velocity”. 

• Two Release Plan Staked Charts were shown below, an Ideal Baseline and a Challenged Actual. 
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5.3 Agile Earned Value Management (A-EVM) Application 

5.3.1 A-EVM benefit, assumptions and key success criteria 

In most Agile approaches, teams use some variant of the daily meeting to track progress, issues,  risks and challenges that arise, answering three simple 

questions: What have you done since the last meeting? What will you do until the next meeting? What issues, risks, or barriers have arisen that could distract you 

from accomplishing the iteration goals? While Agile Project native reports a) focus on results and flexibility b) are proven to be highly effective in scope 

management, to the non-agile practitioner, including Sr. Management, most agile reports do not answer stakeholder questions such as costs and resources 

consumed and the rigorous forecast that traditional Earned Value metrics like EAC (Estimate at Completion) or ETC (Estimate to Completion) provide. [7] (Nee, 

2010). In 2006, Sulaiman, Barton, and Blackburn’s “AgileEVM” established that Scrum’s “Mean Velocity” and T-EVM’s “Estimate at Completion” can derive 

the same “Forecast Release Date”, thus mathematically proving the validity of applying EVM functions to Agile projects with modifications. Different A-EVM 

researchers and experts established the following A-EVM assumptions and key success criteria:   

a) A-EVM uses “Earned” Story Points (or “shippable deliveries”), measuring integrated works rather than tasks performed. 

b) A-EVM requires a baseline like traditional EVM, a “Product Backlog” with “Story Points” assigned to “PBIs” would suffice. 

c) In order to forecast “Release Date (RD)”, A-EVM assumes “Sprint Length (L)” (Iteration Time) is constant between all “Sprints”.  

d) A-EVM measures progress at the end of each “Sprint” when accurate “Sprint Velocity” and “Actual Costs” are known. 

e) Change control is managed and reviewed at the end of each “Sprint”. “Story Points” are added/ subtracted. Re-baseline if needed. 

f) Similar to T-EVM, as stated in section 3.1.3 of this paper, in order to calculate earned value or to forecast objectively, there must be 

an accurate representation of actual and planned percent complete.  

To date, different researchers offered slightly different sets of Agile EVM Metrics and Equations based on different assumptions, acronyms, and A-

EVM application logic. In the tables below, this paper will add “Value Type” while presenting each A-EVM Metrics and Equation Table; starting with Sulaiman 

et al’s, then Nee & ESI Internation’s and finally Rawsthornes’. [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, and Blackburn, 2006), [7] (Nee, 2010), [11] (Rawsthorne, 2010)  
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5.3.2 Sulaiman et al.’s AgileEVM: Comparison of Earned Value Management Terms:  

Table 3:  [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, and Blackburn, 2006) 
T-‐EVM	  vs	  A-‐EVM	   Descriptions	  

Performance	  Measurement	  Baseline	  [T-‐EVM]	   The	  sum	  of	  all	  work	  package	  schedule	  estimates	  (duration	  and	  effort).	  

Performance	  Measurement	  Baseline	  [A-‐EVM]	   Total	  number	  of	  story	  points	  planned	  for	  a	  release	  (PRP).	  

Schedule	  Baseline	  [T-‐EVM]	   The	  sum	  of	  all	  work	  packages	  for	  each	  time	  period	  calculated	  for	  the	  total	  duration.	  

Schedule	  Baseline	  [A-‐EVM]	   The	  total	  numbers	  of	  planned	  sprints	  (PS)	  multiplied	  by	  sprint	  length.	  

Budget	  at	  Completion	  (BAC)	  [T-‐EVM]	   The	  planned	  budget	  for	  the	  release	  or	  project.	  

Budget	  at	  Completion	  (BAC)	  [A-‐EVM]	   The	  planned	  budget	  for	  the	  release.	  

Planned	  Percent	  Complete	  (PPC)	  [T-‐EVM]	   What	  %	  complete	  did	  we	  expect	  to	  be	  at	  this	  point	  in	  the	  project?	  Can	  be	  a	  subjective	  estimate,	  or	  a	  calculation	  of	  “$	  of	  
cumulative	  tasks	  planned	  to	  be	  completed	  by	  this	  point	  in	  time	  divided	  by	  the	  performance	  baseline.	  

Planned	  Percent	  Complete	  (PPC)	  [A-‐EVM]	   The	  number	  of	  the	  current	  sprint	  (n)	  divided	  by	  the	  total	  number	  of	  planned	  sprints	  (PS).	  

Actual	  Percent	  Complete	  (APC)	  [T-‐EVM]	   The	  $	  value	  of	  work	  packages	  actually	  completed	  divided	  by	  total	  $	  value	  of	  the	  budget	  at	  complete	  

Actual	  Percent	  Complete	  (APC)	  [A-‐EVM]	   The	  total	  numbers	  of	  story	  points	  completed	  (potentially	  shippable	  increments)	  /	  by	  the	  total	  number	  of	  story	  points	  planned	  

 
5.3.3 Sulaiman et al.’s AgileEVM Metrics, Definition and Equation Summary 

Table 4: [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, and Blackburn, 2006)  

Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  Baseline	  AgileEVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Establish	  the	  initial	  Baseline	  with:	   Value	  Type	  
BAC	   Budget	  at	  Completion:	  The	  amount	  of	  budget	  to	  be	  spent	  on	  the	  release.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  

L	   Length:	  The	  length	  of	  time	  for	  each	  sprint.	  A-‐EVM	  assumes	  planned	  iterations	  are	  of	  the	  same	  length.	   #,	  Days,	  Time	  
PS	   Planned	  Sprints:	  The	  numbers	  of	  sprints	  planned	  for	  the	  release.	   #	  
SD	   Start	  Date:	  The	  start	  “#	  of	  Day”	  is	  the	  baseline	  date	  (#)	  for	  A-‐EVM	  to	  calculate	  the	  Forecast	  Release	  Date	  

(or	  Forecast	  Release	  Days	  required).	  Starts	  at	  1.	  
#,	  Days,	  Time	  

PRP	   Planned	  Release	  Points:	  Total	  number	  of	  story	  points	  planned	  for	  a	  release	  (PRP).	   #	  
  
Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  Tracking	  AgileEVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Measure	  progress	  at	  defined	  Time-‐Boxed	  (Sprints/Iterations/Time-‐Box)	   Value	  Type	  

N	   Current	  iteration	  #.	  Starts	  at	  1.	   #	  
PC	   Points	  Completed:	  Numbers	  of	  story	  points	  actually	  completed.	  (Tested/Integrated/Satisfied	  Agile	  DoD)	   #	  
PA	   Points	  Added:	  Numbers	  of	  story	  points	  added	  to	  the	  Release	  (Sprint)	  Backlog	  at	  the	  end	  of	  each	  iteration.	   #	  
SC	   Sprint	  Cot:	  Actual	  Cost	  in	  $	  or	  hours.	  It	  is	  critical	  that	  the	  actual	  cost	  amount	  used	  reflects	  the	  cost	  needed	  

to	  generate	  the	  completed	  story	  points.	  
$,	  (or	  Effort)	  
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Table 4 (continued): [6] (Sulaiman, Barton, and Blackburn, 2006)  
 

Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  AgileEVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Definitions	   Value	  Type	  
PRP	   Planned	  Release	  Points	  (at	  N).	   #	  
RPC	   Release	  Points	  Completed	  (at	  N).	   #	  
APC	   Actual	  Percent	  Complete	  of	  Release.	  This	  is	  the	  ratio	  of	  Points	  completed	  to	  Points	  planned.	   %	  
PPC	   Planned	  percent	  complete.	   %	  

 
Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  AgileEVM	  Derived	  EVM	  Metrics	   Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  AgileEVM	  Findings,	  Definitions	  and	  Equations	   Value	  Type	  

RD	   Release	  Date	  (Days)	  Forecast:	  
A	  Release	  Date	  is	  simply	  an	  offset	  from	  the	  Start	  Date.	  This	  offset	  can	  be	  determined	  by	  the	  number	  of	  
Sprints	  and	  the	  Sprint	  Length.	  From	  this	  we	  can	  define	  the	  offset	  to	  be	  the	  number	  of	  sprints	  multiplied	  by	  
the	  duration	  of	  the	  Sprints.	  Thus,	  (assume	  equal	  Sprint	  lengths)	  
RD	  =	  SD	  +	  N	  *	  L	  
	  
A-‐EVM	  established	  the	  following	  mathematical	  correlation:	  Using	  “Mean	  Velocity”	  to	  define	  the	  Equation	  
of	  a	  Release	  Date	  by	  first	  Determine	  “Sprints	  Left”,	  then	  Deriving	  a	  Release	  Date	  based	  on	  T-‐EVM’s	  a)	  ETC	  
=	  (BAC	  –	  EV)/CPI,	  b)	  EAC	  =	  AC	  +	  ETC	  
RDA-‐EVM	  =	  SD	  +	  L*(N*EAC/ACN)	  
	  
Note:	  Sulaiman	  et	  al.	  suggests	  that	  the	  most	  appropriate	  way	  to	  use	  Earned	  Value	  Management	  formulas	  
to	  derive	  EAC	  and	  ETC	  on	  agile	  projects	  is	  at	  the	  Release	  Level,	  although	  the	  formulas	  can	  easily	  be	  used	  to	  
at	  Sprint	  Level.	  
	  

#	  

ETC	   T-‐EVM	  Estimate	  to	  Completion:	  ETC	  =	  (BAC	  –	  EV)/CPI	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
EAC	   T-‐EVM	  Estimate	  at	  Completion:	  EAC	  =	  AC	  +	  ETC	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  

Numbers	  of	  Total	  Sprints	   Agile	  Formula:	  (N/APCN)	  
A-‐EVM	  Formula:	  (N*	  EAC/ACN)	  

#	  

 

5.3.4 Nee and ESI International’s A-EVM Metrics, Definition and Equation Summary 

Table 5: [7] (Nee, 2010) 

Nee	  $	  ESI	  A-‐EVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Definition	  and	  Equations	   Value	  Type	  
PSP	   Planned	  Story	  Points:	  Total	  numbers	  of	  story	  points	  planned	  for	  this	  release.	   #	  
PW	   Planned	  Weeks:	  Total	  numbers	  of	  planned	  development	  weeks.	   #	  
BAC	   Budget	  at	  Completion:	  Total	  budget	  for	  the	  release.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
AW	   Actual	  Weeks:	  Total	  numbers	  of	  development	  weeks	  elapsed	  to	  date.	   #,	  Days,	  Time	  
CSP	   Numbers	  of	  Story	  Points	  completed	  to	  date.	   #	  
PPC	   Planned	  Percent	  Complete:	  AW/PW	   %	  
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APC	   Actual	  Percent	  Complete:	  CSP/PSP	   %	  
AC	   Actual	  Cost:	  Total	  Budget	  Spent	  to	  date.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
PV	   Planned	  Value:	  Budgeted	  cost	  of	  the	  story	  points	  that	  were	  scheduled	  to	  be	  completed	  as	  of	  today:	  PPC	  *	  BAC	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
EV	   Earned	  Value:	  Budgeted	  cost	  for	  the	  story	  points	  actually	  completed	  as	  of	  today:	  APC	  *	  BAC	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
CV	   Cost	  Variance:	  Difference	  between	  planned	  budget	  and	  actual	  spend:	  EV	  -‐	  AC	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
SV	   Schedule	  Variance:	  Difference	  between	  the	  planned,	  scheduled	  to	  be	  earned	  spending	  and	  the	  actually	  earned:	  EV	  -‐	  PV	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
CPI	   Cost	  Performance	  Index:	  EV/AC	   <,>,=	  1	  
SPI	   Schedule	  Performance	  Index:	  EV/PV	   <,>,=	  1	  
ETC	   Estimate	  to	  Completion:	  Based	  on	  current	  Performance	  Index,	  how	  much	  additional	  budget	  is	  needed	  to	  complete	  the	  

release:	  (BAC-‐EV)/CPI	  
$,	  (or	  Effort)	  

EAC	   Estimate	  to	  Completion:	  Based	  on	  current	  above	  ETC	  assumption,	  what’s	  the	  total	  estimated	  cost	  of	  the	  release	  will	  be	  
at	  completion:	  EAV	  =	  AC	  +	  ETC	  

$,	  (or	  Effort)	  

ETC-‐Time	   Estimate	  to	  Completion:	  Based	  on	  current	  Performance	  Index,	  the	  total	  estimated	  time	  needed	  to	  complete	  the	  release:	  
1/SPI	  *	  PW	  

#,	  Days,	  Time	  

 

5.3.5 Rawsthorne’s A-EVM Metrics, Definition and Equation Summary 

Table 6: [11] (Rawsthorne, 2010) 

Rawsthorne’s	  Baseline	  A-‐EVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Establish	  the	  initial	  Baseline	  with:	   Value	  Type	  
BV	   Baseline	  Velocity:	  How	  many	  SP/Sprint	  (Story	  Points	  per	  Sprint)	  we	  expect	  on	  average.	   #	  

BC/SP	   Baseline	  Cost	  per	  Story	  Point:	  How	  much	  we	  expect	  to	  pay	  for	  each	  SP	  on	  average.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
 
Rawsthorne’s	  Tracking	  A-‐EVM	  KPI	  Metrics	   Gather	  the	  Actuals	  for	  Each	  Sprint:	   Value	  Type	  

n	   Sprint	  number:	  Starts	  at	  1.	   #	  
PCn	   Points	  Completed:	  The	  SPs	  for	  the	  stories	  completed	  in	  the	  sprint.	   #	  
TPC	   Total	  Points	  Completed:	  The	  total	  of	  all	  the	  SPs	  for	  all	  the	  stories	  completed	  to	  this	  point.	   #	  
AV	   Actual	  Velocity:	  After	  n	  Sprints	  =	  TPC/n	   #,	  Days,	  Time	  
ACn	   Actual	  Cost	  for	  the	  Sprint,	  typically	  given	  in	  Person-‐Days	  or	  Currency.	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
TAC	   Total	  Actual	  Cost:	  The	  total	  of	  all	  the	  Actual	  Cost	  so	  far	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  

AC/SP	   Actual	  Cost	  per	  Story	  Point:	  The	  average	  cost	  so	  far	  =	  TAC/TPC	   $,	  (or	  Effort)	  
CPI	   Cost	  Performance	  Index:	  Measures	  if	  we	  are	  getting	  the	  SPs	  we	  are	  paying	  for.	  CPI	  =	  (BC/SP)/(AC/SP)	   <,>,=	  1	  
SPI	   Schedule	  Performance	  Index:	  Measures	  if	  we	  are	  getting	  the	  SPs	  at	  the	  rate	  we	  expected.	  SPI	  =	  AV/BV	  

	  
Note:	  Rawsthorne	  also	  proposed	  “Earned	  Business	  Value”	  as	  a	  new	  Metric	  to	  be	  used	  in	  conjunction	  with	  all	  
A-‐EVM.	  He	  stated	  that	  in	  T-‐EVM	  the	  value	  being	  delivered	  is	  clear	  since	  the	  scope	  was	  defined,	  where	  as	  in	  
Agile,	  the	  value	  is	  less	  clear	  and	  A-‐EVM	  calculates	  “Story	  Points”	  delivered	  which	  is	  similar	  to	  “Effort	  or	  
Complexity”	  delivered,	  and	  should	  not	  be	  confused	  with	  “Business	  Value	  Delivered.”	  Business	  value	  is	  outside	  
of	  this	  research	  paper	  but	  for	  more	  information	  please	  refer	  to	  [11]	  (Rawsthorne,	  2010)	  

<,>,=	  1	  
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6.0 Agile EVM Mapped to Project Life Cycle and PMI 9 Knowledge Areas  

Table 2:  Based from [20] (Kanabar & Warburton, 2009) and the Agile EVM Metrics Tables in 5.3 
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Conclusion 

This paper comprehensively reviewed, compared and contrasted agile and traditional projects in relation to EVM processes. Recommendations for best 

practices and new effective charting tools incorporating  T-EVM and A-EVM were made.  The research shows Agile Earned Value Management is a set of 

calculations and metrics for tracking the progress of agile projects that evolved from traditional Earned Value concepts.   All the recent A-EVM studies were 

presented and the emphasis was placed on adopting existing agile metrics to the EVM’s concepts, keeping all the proposed practices light-weight and in 

accordance to the Agile Methodology.  As a result, this report took the EVM that was a collection of metrics and thoroughly incorporated them into the 

framework of both Traditional and Agile Project Management. T-EVM and A-EVM were mapped to Project Life Cycle and the 9 PMI knowledge areas, 

culminating in a practical guide for the application of T-EVM and A-EVM in managing projects.   
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