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The context
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Level 4

Autonomy
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* Includes a possibility of
Applicable/Not applicable, the
possibility of weighting (NA<1), as
well as additional indicators

Assessment
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Level 3 metrics
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Specific metrics for
any indicator is
transformed into
processes,
procedures, series of
actions, series of
operations, schemes,
methods, or systems,
corresponding one of
the maturity levels
0-5.
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Level 3 metrics

Level 4 metrics

0

Non-existent

Complete lack of any recognisable processes. The organisation has not even
recognised that there is an issue to be addressed.

Initial/Ad Hoc

There is evidence that the organisation has recognised that the issues exist and
need to be addressed. There are, however, no standardised processes; instead,
there are ad hoc approaches that tend to be applied on an individual or case-
by-case basis. The overall approach to management is disorganised.

Repeatable but
Intuitive

Processes have developed to the stage where similar procedures are followed
by different people undertaking the same task. There is no formal training or
communication of standard procedures, and responsibility is left to the
individual. There is a high degree of reliance on the knowledge of individuals
and, therefore, errors are likely.

Defined Process

Procedures have been standardised and documented, and communicated
through training. It is mandated that these processes should be followed;
however, it is unlikely that deviations will be detected. The procedures
themselves are not sophisticated but are the formalisation of existing practices.

Managed and
Measurable

Management monitors and measures compliance with procedures and takes
action where processes appear not to be working effectively. Processes are
under constant improvement and provide good practice. Automation and tools
are used in a limited or fragmented way.

Optimised

Processes have been refined to a level of good practice, based on the results of
continuous improvement and maturity modelling with other organisation. IT is
used in an integrated way to automate the workflow, providing tools to
improve quality and effectiveness, making the organisation quick to adapt.

Specific metrics for any
quantitative, semi-
quantitative or
qualitative indicator is
transformed into
processes, procedures,
series of actions, series
of operations, schemes,
methods, or systems,
corresponding one of
the maturity levels 0-5.

*Cobit process
maturity scale
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Intuitive
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corresponding one of
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Example #1 of how to define Level 3 & 4 values*

Oslo Airport Gardermoen fuel logistics

L1 PREVENTION > L2 Resilient design > L3 Redundancy > L4 Reserve storage capacity

Service disrupted for more than
90 days

0 m? reserve storage capacity

Service disrupted for 30-90 days

38 630 to 4 600 m’ reserve storage
capacity

Service disrupted for 7-30 days

53 440 to 38 630 m’ reserve storage
capacity

Service disrupted for 3-7 days

56 020 to 53 440 m’ reserve storage
capacity

Service disrupted for less than 3
days

57 950 to 56 020 m? reserve storage
capacity

No disruption to service

57 950 m? reserve storage capacity

*Based on Greg Baker’s (SPFR, Norway) background paper for the Improver Project
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PREVENTION
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Level 2*
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Level 3*

Level 4

Level 3 metrics
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Example #2 of how to define Level 3 & 4 values*

Seismic design capacity of a free-standin issi
L1 PREVENTION > L2 Resilient desigih> L3 Robustness > L4 ASC/MSDC

0 Service disrupted for more than |ASC <0.5MSDC
48 hours

1 Service disrupted for 24-48 hours |0.5MSDC < ASC < 0.75SMSDC

2 Service disrupted for less than 24 |0.75MSDC <ASC < 1.0MSDC
hours

3 Service disrupted for less than 12 | ASC = MSDC
hours

4 Service disrupted for less than 1 |1.0MSDC <ASC < 1.25MSDC
hour

5 No disruption to service 1.25MSDC <ASC

MSDC = Mandatory Structural Design Capacity *Based on Greg Baker’s (SPFR, Norway) background paper for the Improver Project 12

ASC = Actual Structural Capacity
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PREVENTION
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Planned
maintenance

Level 3*

Level 4

N4

Policy and
~strategy

Level 3 metrics

Level 4 metrics

Leadership

Indicator 2

Indicator 3

* Includes a possibility of
Applicable/Not applicable, the
possibility of weighting (NA<1), as

well as additional indicators

0 | Non-existent

1 | Initial/Ad Hoc

Personnel

Partnership and

Resources

2 | Repeatable but

Indicator n...

Intuitive

3 | Defined
Process

4 | Managed and
Measurable

5 | Optimised

Specific metrics for
any indicator is
transformed into
processes,
procedures, series of
actions, series of
operations, schemes,
methods, or systems,
corresponding one of
the maturity levels
0-5.
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Example #3 of how to define Level 3 (& 4) values*

Seismic design capacity of a free-standing transmission tower

L1 PREVENTION > L2 Planned maintenance > L3 Policy and strategy > L4 Qualitaﬁ@

0 Non-existent

1 Initial /Ad-hoc Reactive execution and on purpose

2 Repeatable and intuitive | Establish and maintaining the mission, policy and strategy to plan and perform the processes.
Requirements are identified.
Maintaining and validating the requirements with bidirectional communication.
Activities prioritized according to the requirements.
Performance objectives are established (including quality) according to definitions, procedures and standards.
Service agreements are established and maintained for managing and delivering services.

3 Defined process Process improvement opportunities are established and maintained.
Essential resources and identified and prioritized.
Plans and need for standard services are established.
Known and tested solutions are defined to solve or prevent the known incidents.

4 Managed and Encourage quantitative process-performance evaluation through benchmarking.

Measurable
5 Optimized Encourage the continuous improvement of processes and technologies towards a world class maintenance.

*Based on Bjarte Rgd’s (UiT, Norway) background paper for the Improver Project
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