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ABSTRACT 
 

This paper presents an integrated approach for Assessing Process Maturity. In the integrated approach, for 
Assessing Process Maturity, EFQM and Maturity Models are used. After that Shannon’s entropy is used to 
determine the weights of criteria. Similarity-Based Approach is applied to rank process with respect to criteria. 
We apply the integrated approach in real case to demonstrate the application of the proposed method. 
 
Key words: Maturity models, Process Management, Process Implementation, BusinessProcess, Decision 

making 
 
Introduction 
 

The basic concept underlying maturity is that mature organizations do things systematically while immature 
organizations achieve their outcomes as a result of heroic efforts of individuals using approaches that they create 
more or less spontaneously. Models related to quality such as ISO, TQM and Excellence models are unknown 
for organization performance assessment. ISO Standard provides guidance to support the achievement of 
success for any organization in a complex, demanding, and ever-changing environment, by a quality 
management approach. Sustained success can be achieved by the effective management of the organization. 
This standard promotes self-assessment as an important tool for the review of the maturity level of the 
organization, covering its strategy, management system, and processes, to identity areas of strength and 
weakness and opportunities for either improvements, or innovation, or both. EFQM model have eight of 
fundamental concepts for excellence organizations. One of these concepts is managing by processes. Excellent 
organizations are managed through structured and strategically aligned processes using fact-based decision 
making to create balanced and sustained results. In this article we extract indexes related to process maturity 
with compare maturity models, EFQM, and ISO9004:2009. After preparing table of indexes, we developed this 
approach for auditing organizations to determine the current status of their business process efforts. Mature 
organizations achieve the precise goals they commit to achieve. Immature organizations often achieve some, but 
not all, of their goals. Mature organizations have systematic processes and documented ways of doing 
things.Maturity models are used the base of assessment and comparison due to improvement and they are a 
good approach for increasing capabilities in organizations. Process maturity models are tools that help to 
organization for implementing business process management. We evaluate the maturity of a business process by 
RADAR. With this ruler, we can seek embedding of refinements over time, deploy with a flexibility to manage 
changes in environment and re-deploy if needed, measure both “Efficiency” and “Effectiveness” and use 
creativity to generate new/changed approaches and evaluate, priorities and use the outcomes for Enablers of 
EFQM, after that we apply this ruler for results of EFQM .Many decision problems in real world settings require 
simultaneous of several aspects rather than of a single criterion (Bryson 1996; Chen et al 1992; Deng 2005; 
Saaty 1980). Decision making that deals with several aspects of a finite set of available alternatives in a given 
situation is often referred to as multicriteria analysis. Multicriteria analysis is distinguished from single-criterion 
decision making and from multi-objective decision making, in which alternatives are not explicitly enumerated 
but implicitily defined by constraints on decision variables (Chen, et al, 1992; Yeh, et al, 1999; Zinots, 
1981).After achieving scores of indexes we use a similarity-based approach to ranking multicriteria alternatives 
for solving discrete multicriteria problems. 

The Process Maturity Models is a conceptual model that compares the maturity of organization current 
practices against an industry standard. It helps the organization set priorities for improving its product/service 



1876 
J. Appl. Sci. Res., 9(3): 1875-1882, 2013 

 
(P/S) operations using a proven strategy and developing the capability required to execute its business strategy. 
Through a BPMM, an organization can efficiently and effectively manage their business process in while trying 
to achieve and realize its business objectives and values. This paper Structured as follows. The second section 
provides an overview of the related literature on Business Process Maturity Models and a problem statement 
that outlines the intent of current and proposed research.  

 
2. Literature review: 

 
Attention to processes has increased as thousands of organizations have already adopted process-focused 

programs such as ISO 9001 and Total Quality Management (TQM),(Benner and Veloso, 2008). The core idea 
behind “process management” principle of TQM is that organizations are sets of interlinked processes, and that 
improvement of these processes is the foundation of performance improvement (Lam et al., 2008). Process 
orientation has also been embodied in the European Foundation for Quality Management (EFQM) and the 
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) models for Business Excellence (Lee and Dale, 1998). 
According to Sharma and kodali (2008), process management as an element of total quality excellence has been 
supported by the majority of the award-based frameworks as well as research/academic-based frameworks. 
Hoang and Igel (2006) also stated that process management along with information and analysis and strategic 
planning are considered as mechanistic elements of TQM 

The BPMM describes an evolutionary improvement path that guides organizations as they move from 
immature, inconsistent business activities to mature, disciplined processes. The BPMM orders these stages so 
that improvements at each stage provide a foundation on which to build improvements undertaken at the next 
stage. Thus, an improvement strategy drown from the BPMM provides a roadmap for continuous process 
improvement. It helps identify process deficiencies in the organization and guides the improvements in logical, 
incremental steps. 

First formulated by Phil Crosby in his book, Quality is Free (1979), the modern use of maturity models 
began with Watts Humphrey's creation of the Process Maturity Framework at the Software Engineering 
Institute in the late 1980s (Humphrey, 1989) based on ideas he had developed with a group of colleagues at IBM 
(Radice, et al, 1985). Humphrey's framework was elaborated into the Capability Maturity Model for Software 
(Paulk, et al, 1993) and later into Capability Maturity Model Integration (Chrissis, et al, 2002).It has become 
the preeminent standard for assessing the capability of organizations that develop software intensive systems. 

There areseveral researches on business process maturity (Curtis, 2004; Fisher, 2004; Harmon, 2004; Smith 
&Fingar, 2004); however, it has not been defined and standardized well enough to be applied to an 
organization's business process in order to improve its performance(Watson 1992). 

BPMM enable managers to describe current state of an enterprise, from the process maturity perspective 
with analysis of current state (as-is state) and desirable state (to-be state). The primary aims of BPMM are 
(Rosemann& de Burin, 2005): 

 
 Describing current state or current strengths and weaknesses (as-is), 
 Determining describe maturity level, depending on key factors of business process management(to-be) 
 Making business process management improvement easier, through maps, which show how desired 

state can be reached 
 
Among the business process models that were proposed in the past, the PMM presented by curtis(Curtis, 

2006) is the only comprehensive model. Curtis coined well defined and verified CMMI concepts and introduced 
them into the field of business process studies. The Capability Maturity Model developed by the Software 
Engineering Institute at Carnegie Mellon University was one of the first, widely used models(Paulk et al, 1993). 
This model was originality developed to assess the maturity of software development processes. Over the years 
it was extended to other domains. The successor is the Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) which 
aimed to improve the usability of maturity models by integrating different models into one framework (Ahern, 
et al. 2004; Chrissis, et al. 2006; Hofmann, et al. 2007).  

In recent years a number of maturity models for business process maturity models (BPMM) have been 
proposed(Fisher, 2004; Smith and Fingar, 2004; Hammer, 2007; Michael Rohloff, 2010; McCormack, 2009). 
Most of the models focus on only one dimension for measuring Business Process Maturity and very few applied 
studies are known. Rosemann and de Bruin (2005) developed a model, which observes strategic business 
process management through holistic enterprise management. This model is known under the name of business 
process management maturity model. In the heart of this model there are five factors, critical for successful 
implementation of process management. A similar model, called business process maturity model, appeared in 
2006th year, and was promoted by Curtis, Weber and Gardiner. Hammer (2007) also accepts the phase approach 
to process management, and emphasizes that all the previous stages must be fully completed before the move to 
the next phase (to the higher level of maturity). Hammer's model clearly highlights the difference between 



1877 
J. Appl. Sci. Res., 9(3): 1875-1882, 2013 

 
process maturity and the enterprise maturity (Business Process Management Maturity). In order to analyze 
process's performance, the model takes into account the maturity of five drivers, and they are: design (purpose, 
context and documentation), performers – implementers (knowledge, skills, and behavior of employees during 
the process realization), owner (identity, activity and authority), infrastructure (information systems and human 
resources) and measures (definition and use). When it comes to enterprise's maturity, hammer emphasizes four 
skills, and they are: leadership (awareness, commitment, style, and behavior), culture (team work, focus on 
customers, responsibility and integration). However, the models proposed by Curtis and Hammer are based on 
the Rosemann and de Burin model, and very similar. 

 
3. A Shannon’s Entropy method: 

 
Entropy algorithm is a useful tool to acquire weights of criteria. Consider Pij in decision matrix for 

alternatives’ evaluation. There are n alternatives and K criteria in decision matrix. The element of this matrix for 
jth criterion is as below: 

 
 =               (1) 

 
Entropy is calculated as below: 
 

 = - M              (2)   
 
M is calculated as a constant value in next step: 
 

M =  
 
Ej is a value between 0 and 1. 

 
Next step is to calculate deviation degree (di) which shows that to what extent  jth criterion has useful 

information for decision maker. If there is little difference between one criterion values, it means that 
alternatives are indifferent according to this criterion so its effect in decision making should be diminished. 
Deviation degree is calculated as below: 

 
 = 1 -  

 
The final step in shanon entropy is to obtain weights based on following equation: 
 

=  

 
 

4. A Similarity-Based Approach: 
 
Deng (2007) introduced similarity base approach that in this paper we used this method for ranking process. 

Deng (2007) described this method as follow: 
Real-world decision making problems are very often large, multi-dimensional,conflicting and non-

commensurable. There is no exception for multicriteria analysisproblems (Deng et al, 2000, Diakoulaki et al, 
1995, Olson, 1996, Roy et al, 1981, Shipley et al, 1991). Conflict is a fundamental nature of multicriteria 
analysisproblems which constitutes the core of each decision situation. A multicriteriaanalysis problem in which 
the performances of the alternatives in all evaluationcriteria are in complete concordance, does not present any 
interest, as the choice isevident (Carlsson et al, 1995, Chen et al, 1992). There are various ways to represent the 
conflict between two alternatives inmulticriteria analysis problems (Carlsson et al, 1995, Chen et al, 1992, 
Diakoulaki et al, 1995, Zeleny, 1998). 

Among them, the concept of alternativegradient to represent the conflict of decision alternatives in 
multicriteria analysisproblems is the mostly common one (Cohon et al, 1978).  Using this method, a conflict 
index betweentwo alternatives is calculated to show the degree of conflict between the alternatives.Assuming 
that Aiand Ajare the two alternatives concerned in a given multicriteriaanalysis problem, these two alternatives 
can be considered as two vectors in the m-dimensionalreal space. The angle between Aiand Ajin the m-
dimensional real spaceis a good measure of conflict between them. As shown in Figure 1, Aiand Ajis in no-
conflictif θij = 0, the conflict is possible if θij≠ 0, i.e. θijє(0, π/2). This is so becausewhen θij = 0 the gradients of 
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both the alternatives Aiand Ajare simultaneously in thesame increasing direction and there is no conflict between 
them. The situation ofconflict occurs when θij≠ 0, i.e. when the gradients of Aiand Ajare not coincident.The 
degree of conflict between alternatives Aiand Ajis determined by 

 

cosθij =             (3) 

 
whereθij is the angle between the gradients of the two alternatives, and (xi1, xi2, ..., xin)and (xj1, xj2, ..., xjn) 

are the gradients of two alternatives Ai and Ajrespectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig. 1: Degree of conflict between alternatives by gradients 
 
The conflict index equals to one characterized by θij = 0 as the correspondinggradient vectors lie in the 

same direction of improvement. Similarly, the conflictindex is zero characterized by θij = π/2 which indicates 
that their gradient vectorshave theperpendicular relationship between each other.Based on the degree of the 
conflict between the alternatives, the degree ofsimilarity between the two alternatives can be calculated. The 
degree of similaritybetween alternative Aiand Ai, denoted as Sij, measures the relative similarity(closeness) 
alternative Ajto Ai, given as: 

 

Sij =              (4) 

 
whereθijis the angle between alternative Aiand alternative Aj. Represented the degreeof conflict as discussed 

above. The larger the Sijis, the higher the degree of similaritybetween alternative Aiand to Aj. 
The concept of the ideal solution isused in such a way that the most preferred alternative should have the 

highest degreeof similarity to the positive ideal solution and the lowest degree of similarity to thenegative-ideal 
solution.The ranking approach starts bynormalizing the decision matrix to ensureall the criteria involved are 
benefit ones based on (5), described as 

 
=               (5) 

 
As a result, a normalized decision matrix can be determined as 
 

=              (6) 

 
The weighted performance matrix which reflects the performance of eachalternative with respect to each 

criterion is determined by multiplying the normalizeddecision matrix in (6) by the weight vector, given as 
 

X3 

X2 

X1 

Ak 

Aj (Xj1,Xj2, … ,Xjm) 

θij 

Aj (Xi1,Xi2, … ,Xim) 
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Y=          (7) 

 
The positive (or negative) ideal solution consists of the best (or worst) criteriavalues attainable from all the 

alternatives if each criterion takes monotonicallyincreasing or decreasing values (Deng et al, 2000, Hwang, 
1981). This concept has been widely used in variousmulticriteria analysis models for solving practical decision 
problems (Deng, 1999, Deng et al, 1998, Shipley et al, 1991). This isdue to (a) its simplicity and 
comprehensibility in concept, (b) its computationalefficiency, and (c) its ability to measure the relative 
performance of the decisionalternatives in a simple mathematical form. Based on this concept, the positive 
idealsolution and the negative ideal solution can be determined from the performancematrix in (7), given as 

 
A+ =                                                                                                (8) 
 A- =  

 
Where 

 
 

              (9) 
 
The degree of conflict between each alternative Aiand the positive ideal solution(the negative ideal solution) 

can be determined based on (3), given as 
 

 =  

 =                 (10) 

 
As a consequence, the degree of similarity between each alternative Aiand thepositive ideal solution and the 

negative ideal solution can be determined.Based on the degree of the conflict between the alternatives and the 
PIS and the NIS, thedegree of similarity between the alternatives and ( ) can be calculated. The degree 
ofsimilarity denoted as  , measures the relative similarity of the alternativeAi to  , and thedegree of similarity 
denoted as  measures the relative similarity of the alternativeAi to . 

 
 =                (11)  

 

 =              (12)  
 
So we will have a number between 0 and 1 for  just as .Then we calculate the overall performance 

index for each alternative across all criteria.This index can becalculated based on the concept of the degree of 
similarity of alternativeAirelative to the idealsolutions. 

 

Pi =                       (13) 

 
In contrast to the similarity technique presented by Deng (2007), in the modified similarity technique and 

Piare always between zero and one. To the extent Aibecome more Similar to  and less similar to  , the 
overall performance index (Pi) become near to 1.After that we rank alternatives in the descending order of the 
performance index value. 

 
4. Case study: 

 
This paper has been conducted in GhodsNiroo Engineering Company. In this paper for assessing Process 

Maturity, we have seven criteria that include Design (C1), Performers (C2), Owner (C3), infrastructure (C4), 
Deployment (C5), Measurement (C6) and Operation (C7). In addition, We have 16 process as alternatives that 
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include Strategic management and performance management (A1), Knowledge management, improvement and 
change (A2), QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) (A3), Systems design and methods (A4), 
Marketing and Sales (A5), Supply Management (A6), Engineering and Consulting Services (A7), Design, 
procurement and construction (EPC) (A8), Management Contract (MC) (A9), Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 
(A10), Human Resource Management (A11), Management of financial resources (A12), Asset Management (A13), 
Management information and communication technologies (A14), Management of external communications 
(A15) and Management support services (A16). 

 
4.1. A Shannon’s Entropy method: 

 
According to Shannon method, for obtaining the weights, first we should normalized the decision matrix 

(Table 1), the normalized decision matrix and the weights of criteria are shown in Table 2.  
 

Table 1: Decision matrix 
Criteria 
 
Process 
 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Strategic management and performance management 44.60 45.41 57.91 50.18 55.62 44.00 52.12 
Knowledge management, improvement and change 44.70 41.58 49.66 47.87 40.87 37.62 40.43 
QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) 54.65 49.83 56.08 46.93 59.62 47.25 52.18 
Systems design and methods 40.90 37.41 45.66 41.62 41.25 38.75 40.81 
Marketing and Sales 29.75 31.33 36.75 35.50 35.50 31.18 32.12 
Supply Management 36.80 32.41 43.25 40.25 38.25 35.81 38.12 
Engineering and Consulting Services 62.34 59.08 66.41 57.75 64.37 58.06 60.06 
Design, procurement and construction (EPC) 31.75 29.08 38.58 35.56 27.50 31.31 32.00 
Management Contract (MC) 35.50 33.58 44.16 37.50 27.25 32.00 31.00 
Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 29.10 27.08 37.66 33.81 25.50 27.06 27.06 
Human Resource Management 40.75 37.58 43.08 41.37 47.87 36.56 41.18 
Management of financial resources 44.50 37.91 48.16 41.87 48.12 35.93 43.25 
Asset Management 32.30 30.33 37.08 37.25 41.50 30.25 36.93 
Management information and communication 
technologies 42.75 39.16 46.75 47.06 54.62 42.12 45.81 

Management of external communications 35.25 32.91 40.75 35.00 32.62 29.93 34.25 
Management support services 51.20 46.08 56.41 52.31 64.50 45.93 50.43 
Sum 656.8 610.8 748.4 681.8 705.0 603.8 657.81 

 
Table 2: The normalized decision matrix 

Criteria 
 
Process 
 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Strategic management and performance management 0.068 0.074 0.077 0.074 0.079 0.073 0.079 
Knowledge management, improvement and change 0.068 0.068 0.066 0.070 0.058 0.062 0.061 
QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) 0.083 0.082 0.075 0.069 0.085 0.078 0.079 
Systems design and methods 0.062 0.061 0.061 0.061 0.059 0.064 0.062 
Marketing and Sales 0.045 0.051 0.049 0.052 0.050 0.052 0.049 
Supply Management 0.056 0.053 0.058 0.059 0.054 0.059 0.058 
Engineering and Consulting Services 0.095 0.097 0.089 0.085 0.091 0.096 0.091 
Design, procurement and construction (EPC) 0.048 0.048 0.052 0.052 0.039 0.052 0.049 
Management Contract (MC) 0.054 0.055 0.059 0.055 0.039 0.053 0.047 
Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 0.044 0.044 0.050 0.050 0.036 0.045 0.041 
Human Resource Management 0.062 0.062 0.058 0.061 0.068 0.061 0.063 
Management of financial resources 0.068 0.062 0.064 0.061 0.068 0.060 0.066 
Asset Management 0.049 0.050 0.050 0.055 0.059 0.050 0.056 
Management information and communication 
technologies 0.065 0.064 0.062 0.069 0.077 0.070 0.070 

Management of external communications 0.054 0.054 0.054 0.051 0.046 0.050 0.052 
Management support services 0.078 0.075 0.075 0.077 0.091 0.076 0.077 
Ej 0.992 0.992 0.994 0.995 0.985 0.993 0.992 
dj 0.008 0.008 0.006 0.005 0.015 0.007 0.008 
wj 0.147 0.142 0.097 0.079 0.258 0.131 0.145 
λ 0.063 0.063 0.063 0.063 0.250 0.250 0.250 
wj*λ 0.009 0.009 0.006 0.005 0.065 0.033 0.036 
wj' 0.056 0.054 0.037 0.030 0.397 0.201 0.222 

 
After that for ranking process, we used the similarity based approach. According to this method, we 

normalized the decision matrix by (5) and by multiplying the normalized decision matrix by the weight vector as 
expressed in (7), the weighted performance matrix is obtained and shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3: The weighted performance matrix 

Criteria 
 
Process 
 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 

Strategic management and performance management 0.015 0.016 0.011 0.009 0.121 0.057 0.069 
Knowledge management, improvement and change 0.015 0.015 0.010 0.008 0.089 0.049 0.053 
QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) 0.018 0.017 0.011 0.008 0.129 0.062 0.069 
Systems design and methods 0.014 0.013 0.009 0.007 0.089 0.051 0.054 
Marketing and Sales 0.010 0.011 0.007 0.006 0.077 0.041 0.042 
Supply Management 0.012 0.011 0.009 0.007 0.083 0.047 0.050 
Engineering and Consulting Services 0.021 0.021 0.013 0.010 0.139 0.076 0.079 
Design, procurement and construction (EPC) 0.011 0.010 0.008 0.006 0.060 0.041 0.042 
Management Contract (MC) 0.012 0.012 0.009 0.007 0.059 0.042 0.041 
Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 0.010 0.009 0.007 0.006 0.055 0.035 0.036 
Human Resource Management 0.014 0.013 0.008 0.007 0.104 0.048 0.054 
Management of financial resources 0.015 0.013 0.009 0.007 0.104 0.047 0.057 
Asset Management 0.011 0.011 0.007 0.007 0.090 0.039 0.049 
Management information and communication 
technologies 0.014 0.014 0.009 0.008 0.118 0.055 0.061 

Management of external communications 0.012 0.012 0.008 0.006 0.071 0.039 0.045 
Management support services 0.017 0.016 0.011 0.009 0.140 0.060 0.067 

 
The positive ideal solution and the negative-ideal solution are determined by (8) and (9) as  
 
A+ = [0.021, 0.021, 0.013, 0.010, 0.140, 0.076, 0.079] 
A- = [0.010, 0.009, 0.007, 0.006, 0.055, 0.035, 0.036] 
 
Therefore, the degree of conflict between each alternative and the positive ideal solution and the negative 

ideal solution is calculated by (10) and the degree of similarity between each alternative and the positive ideal 
solution and the negative ideal solution are determined by (11& 12).after that the overall performance index for 
each alternative across all criteria can be determined by (13).the result of these calculation are shown in Table 4. 

 
Table 4: Alternatives ranking matrix 

 
Process cosθi+ s+ pi ranking 

Strategic management and performance management 0.9931 0.7304 0.7304 4 
Knowledge management, improvement and change 0.9980 0.3901 0.3901 9 
QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) 0.9946 0.8176 0.8176 3 
Systems design and methods 0.9991 0.4001 0.4001 8 
Marketing and Sales 0.9644 0.2149 0.2149 12 
Supply Management 0.9966 0.3183 0.3183 11 
Engineering and Consulting Services 0.9999 0.9979 0.9979 1 
Design, procurement and construction (EPC) 0.8839 0.0816 0.0816 14 
Management Contract (MC) 0.8491 0.0791 0.0791 15 
Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 0.0557 9.6107 9.6107 16 
Human Resource Management 0.9790 0.5017 0.5017 7 
Management of financial resources 0.9796 0.5157 0.5157 6 
Asset Management 0.9448 0.3364 0.3364 10 
Management information and communication technologies 0.9859 0.6672 0.6672 5 
Management of external communications 0.9779 0.1750 0.1750 13 
Management support services 0.9830 0.8812 0.8812 2 

 
According to the result of Table 4, processes are ranked as follow: 
 
1.Engineering and Consulting Services 
2.Management support services 
3.QHSE(Quality, Health, Safety and Environment) 
4.Strategic management and performance management 
5.Management information and communication technologies 
6.Management of financial resources 
7.Human Resource Management 
8.Systems design and methods 
9.Knowledge management, improvement and change 
10.Asset Management 
11.Supply Management 
12.Marketing and Sales 
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13.Management of external communications 
14.Design, procurement and construction (EPC) 
15.Management Contract (MC) 
16.Investment projects (BOO, BOT) 
 

Conclusion: 
 
In this paper, first we studied models Such as EFQM, ISO9004: 2009 and process maturities models and 

identify all the factors and indicators; then, we used from RADAR ruler for scoring this indicators. Ultimately, 
the decision table prepare for prioritize the maturity processes.Business Process Maturity Model (BPMM)can be 
represented as a combination of coverage and skills (proficiency), and therefore it can be said that it is actually a 
combination of effectiveness and efficiency.With the help of the BPMM, companies should be able to analyze 
the strengths and the weaknesses of their current business and develop “to-be” models to achieve the 
organization’s business objectives. Moreover, BPMM should guide companies to achieve business objectives by 
executing the practices of the model. The BPMM presented in this study is distinct in the following way: 

− As a result of conducting a survey on the execution of BPMM in organizations, wegrasped the 
organizations’ current business processes, the purpose of executing BPM, and the direction of business process 
improvement. Additionally, we included business processes being valued in a real organization. 

− KPAs that include flavored software and systems processes with business processspecific characteristics 
and covering the existing PMM/PMMM. 

− Reflecting the opinions of experts such as practicing BPMS engineers and consultants. 
− Clarifying the difference between maturity levels clearly, unlike the case withestablished maturity 

models.  
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