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Abstract 

The Carnegie Mellon® Software Engineering Institute (SEI) hosted a Smart Grid Maturity Model 
(SGMM) Leadership Workshop on January 10 and 11, 2012, on the campus of Carnegie Mellon 
University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. The purpose of the workshop was to engage the SEI 
SGMM team with the SGMM Partner community and others to collect input for the strategy and 
direction of the SGMM product suite, including near-term corrections, improvements, and 
clarifications; longer term enhancements, additions, and other major changes; and strategy for 
expanding and accelerating the use of the model by utilities. Participants included SGMM 
Partners from the utility consulting domain; SGMM Navigators; a representative of the SGMM 
project’s sponsor, the U.S. Department of Energy; APQC, the SEI’s scoring partner and data 
manager; and SGMM developers from the SEI. This report summarizes the SGMM Leadership 
Workshop’s activities and documents its outcomes. 
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1 Workshop Overview 

The Carnegie Mellon® Software Engineering Institute (SEI) hosted a Smart Grid Maturity Model 
(SGMM) Leadership Workshop on January 10 and 11, 2012, on the campus of Carnegie Mellon 
University in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. The purpose of the workshop was to engage the SEI 
SGMM team with the SGMM Partner community and others to collect input for the strategy and 
direction of the SGMM product suite. The SEI SGMM team updated the participants on the state 
of the SGMM. The participants then had the opportunity to share their experiences with the 
current version of the model, version 1.2, and suggest changes for the upcoming version 1.3. The 
participants also brainstormed features and objectives for SGMM version 2.0 and beyond. They 
discussed how the SEI and members of the SGMM Partner community could work together to 
promote use of the model, collaborate on innovative uses of the model, and reach underserved 
utility markets. The participants also had the opportunity to network with the SEI SGMM team 
and other SGMM stakeholders. 

1.1 Participants 

Participants included SGMM Partners from the utility consulting domain; SGMM Navigators; a 
representative of the SGMM project’s sponsor, the U.S. Department of Energy; APQC, the SEI’s 
scoring partner and data manager; and SGMM developers from the SEI:  

• Austin Montgomery, SEI • Keith Dodrill, U.S. Department of Energy 

• David White, SEI • Steve Rupp, SAIC 

• Julia Mullaney, SEI • Steve Brodsky, SAIC 

• Ray Jones, SEI • Lauren LaPlante, IBM  

• Barbara Tyson, SEI • Palak Kadakia, Wipro 

• Stacie Blakely, SEI • Raja Iyengar, EBiz Labs 

• Jeff Welch, SEI • Ray Jones, Sustainable Reach Consulting, LLC 

• Paul Ruggiero, SEI • Jeff Varney, APQC 

• Shane McGraw, SEI  

• Lizann Stelmach, SEI  

1.2 Workshop Techniques 

The SGMM Leadership Workshop tackled three broad topics:  

1. Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use (day one) 

2. Version 1.3 Enhancements (day two) 

3. Version 2.0 and Beyond (day two) 
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To set the stage for each topic, SGMM team leaders David White and Julia Mullaney gave a topic 
presentation before each brainstorming session. The full presentations are available in Appendix 
A. 

White and Mullaney facilitated the brainstorming session for each topic. The workshop 
participants brainstormed ideas either individually or in group discussion. Participants wrote 
down their ideas on sticky notes and presented them to the group. Members of Tata Consultancy 
Services, an SGMM Partner organization, did not attend the workshop but had previously 
submitted their suggestions, which were captured on sticky notes and added to the brainstorming 
process. The facilitator collected the sticky notes, posted them at the front of the room, and 
categorized them with input from the group. 

Some brainstorming topics generated a large number of ideas. To prioritize them, the non-SEI 
participants multivoted. Voters each had 11 stickers to distribute among whatever ideas, recorded 
on the sticky notes, they favored. They could put any number of their 11 stickers, or none, on any 
idea. When they were finished, the facilitator totaled the scores for each idea and each category of 
ideas. Some ideas, noted in this report as “not scored,” were added after scoring had been 
completed. 

At the end of each topic session, the sticky notes were displayed at the front of the room. The 
facilitators invited participants to modify or add to the categorized ideas during breaks. 

1.3 Presentation: How to Change Everything 

To prepare the participants to brainstorm the near- and long-term needs of the SGMM, Chris 
Labash gave a presentation on innovation and change titled “How to Change Everything.” Labash 
is an assistant teaching professor at Carnegie Mellon University’s Heinz College and a former 
advertising, branding, and marketing executive. His presentation drew out the interconnections 
between innovation and change, using evolutions in higher education, books, banking, 
communication, packaged goods, music, and lifestyle as examples. It closed with the eight 
essential “Transition Truths,” which stress new expectations, the importance of seeking, 
imagination, the subjective experience, the importance of having many ideas, a continual curiosity 
about underlying reasons, and the importance of timing. The full presentation is available in 
Appendix A. 

1.4 About This Report 

The purpose of this report is to summarize and document the activities and outcomes of the 
SGMM Leadership Workshop. The ideas it presents are provisional only and do not necessarily 
represent changes that will be made to the SGMM product suite, its use, or its promotion. 

Sections 2, 3, and 4 of this report document the brainstorming sessions and their outcomes for the 
workshop’s three topics, respectively, Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use, Version 1.3 
Enhancements, and Version 2.0 and Beyond. Section 5 wraps up the workshop. Appendix A 
contains all the presentations given during the workshop, and Appendix B provides an acronym 
guide. 
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2 Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use 

On the first day of the SGMM Leadership Workshop, participants addressed ways to grow 
SGMM use and adoption. The objective of this activity was to generate ideas on the following:  

• encouraging more utilities to use the SGMM in their grid modernization efforts 

• making the SGMM a more useful tool to the SGMM Partner community 

• making the SGMM a more useful tool for SEI-certified SGMM Navigators 

• funding the SGMM in other ways 

• determining how the SEI can help Partners, utilities, and Navigators be more successful, as 
well as what the Partners, utilities, and Navigators themselves can do 

• discussing the roles of Navigators and Partners in the SGMM’s future 

• improving SGMM business processes 

• working with Partner business points of contact (BPOCs) to enhance their role as the 
primary SGMM expert in their organizations 

• providing tools to Partners transitioning from the pilot Partner program to the full-fledged 
program 

• determining if enhancing model coverage and content would accelerate use and adoption of 
the model by utilities, and if so, what enhancements would do so 

• identifying any model content that prevents utilities from using the SGMM 

• enhancing the channels between the SEI and its Partners to increase the Partners’ success 
with utilities 

• identifying and prioritizing other actions that enhance the SGMM distribution channels 

• determining how tightly the Partner network should be managed 

• prioritizing potential new domains of the model, such as security and interoperability 

• determining the model’s applicability to additional utility functions, such as water and 
natural gas 

2.1 SGMM State of the Union and Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use Presentations 

To prepare for the discussion, and to lay the groundwork for the rest of the workshop, David 
White gave a presentation, “SGMM State of the Union,” on the current state of the SGMM 
product suite and the SGMM community. See Appendix A for the full presentation. 

The objectives of the presentation were to familiarize the participants with the version 1.2 product 
suite, including the model, Compass survey, Navigation process, training, and licensing; to 
provide data on the community, such as size, location, type, repeat users, average and range, and 
meter count; to discuss the SGMM team’s recent communication strategy, including conference 
exhibition, social media, and webinars; and to review the plans and objectives for FY12. 
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In addition, the presentation was intended to explain the SGMM business strategy and the 
participants’ role in it. Finally, the presentation was a call to action to work together to accelerate 
adoption and use of the SGMM. 

White followed this presentation with another, “Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use.” Its 
objectives were to lay out the topics for the upcoming brainstorming session:  

1. What is the state of the SGMM’s market presence?  

2. What are the drivers and barriers to SGMM use and adoption?  

3. How do we accelerate SGMM adoption?  

4. What are the benefits of the SGMM, and how do we publicize them?  

5. What should be the topic for the March 2012 webinar? 

2.2 Brainstorming Session 

2.2.1 What Is the State of the SGMM’s Market Presence? 

The brainstorming session for this topic began with the following questions: What is the state of 
the SGMM’s market presence? Do utilities know about it? If so, what do they know about it? The 
facilitator asked all participants to take a few minutes to write down their top three answers to 
these questions. Then participants read their answers aloud in turn and discussed them with the 
group. 

Problem: Utilities Are Not Aware of or Misunderstand the SGMM 

The group generally agreed that many or most utilities do not know about the SGMM. One 
participant noted a bimodal distribution between utilities that are aware of the SGMM and those 
that are not. Government and regulatory agencies, in particular, should know about the SGMM, 
but they do not. Of the utilities that have heard about it, few have worked with it. Many do not 
understand how they could use the results of the SGMM Navigation.  

This led to a discussion of what the market needs to increase its usage of the SGMM, and if the 
SGMM team and Partners really understood that market need. Even if market awareness of the 
SGMM is fair, utilities do not perceive a compelling reason to act and adopt the SGMM. There is 
no regulatory pressure to measure smart grid maturity, nor is there a desire for such pressure. The 
impacts of using the SGMM have not been widely demonstrated. Participants felt that most 
utilities do not understand the value of the SGMM and how to use it. 

The group agreed that utilities for the most part are not convinced of the SGMM’s value because 
often they misunderstand what the SGMM is. Its “model” label suggests that it is a mathematical 
model that users plug data into in order to produce a finite result, which is not the case.  

Many potential users also think that the SGMM is only for large utilities, or that the model is 
large, technology-focused, and vertically integrated. This mistaken impression of the SGMM’s 
audience is reinforced by there being little sense of the SGMM community’s existence. Even 
SGMM users do not feel like part of the club. While the SGMM user group is growing more 
diverse, it is still limited mostly to one-time users. Because of a lack of publicity, information 
about the SGMM spreads through the user community mostly by word of mouth.  
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The SGMM may also be perceived as an external assessment, and many utilities would rather not 
be assessed for fear of receiving bad scores, or they would rather use their own homegrown 
assessments. The utilities may incorrectly think of the SGMM as only a benchmarking tool, and 
therefore, because it is not one of the leading benchmarking tools, they overlook it. 

Utilities are also unsure of the rigor required to complete the Navigation process. Many are not 
even sure when to use the SGMM. The utilities that have completed the SGMM are often left 
wondering, “Now what?” The survey results do not necessarily leave users with concrete next 
steps toward smart grid maturity, nor does the survey process necessarily encourage users to 
repeat the SGMM periodically to show progress and guide course correction. The bottom line is 
that many utilities are largely unsure what the SGMM is and how it would benefit them. 

Proposed Solutions 

The primary solution that participants discussed was to make case studies or other examples of 
SGMM use available to Navigators and Partners. Potential SGMM users could gain a better 
understanding of the SGMM and what it can do for their utility if they had concrete examples. 
The SEI and its Partner community could generate such case studies, starting by surveying the 
electric utilities that have used the SGMM to determine how they have used its output and if they 
would use it again. A cost-benefit template for SGMM use, if made available, would further 
convince potential users of its value to their particular utility. 

Other suggestions involved changing the model’s branding. Some participants suggested that we 
abandon the “maturity model” label, reposition the product as a “pre-roadmapping tool” or “grid 
operations roadmap tool,” and rename the maturity levels as “waypoints.” Another proposed 
branding solution would be to remove the term “smart grid” from the product title. Power grid 
technology and terminology will constantly change, and the name of the model should not date 
the project. Even now, some utilities do not use the term “smart grid” internally, so they may be 
ignoring the “Smart Grid” Maturity Model. 

Problem: Underserved Markets 

The brainstorming exercise on SGMM market needs spawned a discussion about underserved 
markets. A few participants thought that multiple markets were underserved. Smaller markets, 
which the SGMM team had decided were utilities with 250,000 meters or fewer, are particularly 
underserved. These smaller utilities tend to think of the SGMM as a tool for larger utilities, but by 
cooperating with organizations such as the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
(NRECA), the SGMM community has an opportunity to correct this mindset. 

Some participants pointed out that the current segmentation at 250,000 meters was not useful to 
municipal electric power utilities, almost all of which have fewer than 250,000 meters. 

Other underserved markets include consumer- or government-owned utilities, areas where smart 
grid adoption may not yet be economically justified, and deregulated utilities, such as those in 
Australia and the United Kingdom, to which SGMM is not well applied. For the most part, the 
primary users of the SGMM are only the most innovative and forward-thinking utilities, leaving 
the majority of utilities untapped.  
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2.2.2 What Are the Drivers and Barriers to SGMM Use and Adoption? 

The next brainstorming session centered on drivers and barriers to SGMM use and adoption. Once 
the facilitator had collected a number of ideas written on sticky notes and moved them to a 
whiteboard, the facilitator divided the drivers and barriers into four categories: 

• internal structure 

• regulatory 

• smart grid 

• external branding 

Drivers 

Internal Structure 

Utilities have certain organizational goals or attitudes that drive SGMM use. Uncertainty often 
pushes utilities to reach out to a third party for an independent opinion. Some utilities use the 
SGMM simply because it seems like a good idea and they are willing to try it. The Navigation 
process is lightweight enough to encourage such casual use. But many use the SGMM for its 
intended use: to build their understanding of organizational smart grid deployment. A more 
advanced utility may want to use the SGMM to confirm its previously established smart grid 
benchmarks. Utilities looking outside of their own walls may want to use a common maturity 
model, such as the SGMM, to compare their own smart grid approach to that of their peers. They 
could use this group wisdom to formulate their own smart grid roadmap, or just as a sanity check 
to their smart grid approach. 

Regulatory 

Government and regulatory bodies can encourage the use and adoption of the SGMM. Public 
service commissions (PSCs) and public utility commissions (PUCs) could promote the use of the 
SGMM to help their constituent utilities gain greater insight into their smart grid plans and 
aspirations. 

Smart Grid 

Electric power consumers are becoming more technically savvy and demanding greater on-
demand control over power pricing as well as greener power options. However, much of the 
electric power distribution infrastructure is many decades old. These two factors create a daunting 
task for utilities seeking to modernize the grid. Such a challenge requires careful and thorough 
guidance, for which utilities turn to the SGMM.  

External Branding 

Utilities that are uncertain about some aspect of their smart grid deployment often turn to a third 
party for an independent opinion. Whom they turn to can depend greatly on their brand awareness 
of trusted third parties. Endorsement of the SGMM by Partner organizations certainly enhances 
the model’s brand.  The respected position of Carnegie Mellon University, the Capability 
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Maturity Model IntegrationSM (CMMI®), and the SEI—which is considered a prestigious 
institution, an impartial steward of the model, and a safe choice—also drives utilities to adopt the 
SGMM. 

Barriers 

Internal Structure 

Many internal factors restrain utilities from adopting the SGMM. One of the most significant is a 
lack of financial data or business cases demonstrating the benefits of using the SGMM. Without 
proof of the benefits, utilities may believe that the SGMM will simply tell them what they already 
know about themselves. They may not have a consistent SGMM champion, or any such champion 
at all, to change this belief. 

Some utilities lack the first step of a strategic plan for smart grid, which is getting an accurate 
assessment of their current smart grid maturity and aspirations for future deployment. They may 
also lack the resources, such as time, energy, and the right personnel, needed for a high-quality 
SGMM experience. 

Regulatory 

Just as government and regulatory bodies can be SGMM drivers, they can also be SGMM 
barriers. For the most part, such bodies have not mandated smart grid adoption. Government 
funding for smart grid adoption is not tied to SGMM results. Finally, PUCs and electricity 
cooperatives (ECs) simply may not be aware of the SGMM. 

Smart Grid 

Despite enthusiasm for smart grid technology in many quarters, the electric power community has 
not fully accepted the positive business case for smart grid. Its luster has recently dimmed in the 
face of slow adoption rates of new and costly technology. Much of the required technology 
simply is not available. Compounding or perhaps underlying this slow movement is the risk-
averse character of most utilities, which tend not to be innovation leaders or early adopters. 

External Branding 

There are not enough people promoting the SGMM to utilities. The model needs more certified 
Navigators to spread the word, but it also needs help from the rest of the electric power 
community: Partners, utility consultants, users, regulatory and governmental bodies, vendors, and 
others. Those that do promote the SGMM today operate mostly in the United States, and the 
model needs more international representatives. 

But even the most dedicated promoters need something to promote. The SGMM is too new for 
utilities to recognize its ongoing value, and while the model clearly has produced tangible benefits 

 
SM Capability Maturity Model Integration is a service mark of Carnegie Mellon University. 
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for many utilities, these benefits have not been sufficiently documented, publicized, and 
promoted.    

The SGMM database could be a source of interest to utilities seeking smart grid maturity data. 
However, the current data segmentations are too broad to be useful to smaller utilities, especially 
municipal utilities.   

Some participants mentioned that the possibly specious precision implied by the decimal averages 
of the integer level scores also may be diminishing the credibility of the SGMM dataset. 

Participants spent a lot of time discussing the effect of SGMM self-assessments on the credibility 
of the dataset. Data from self-assessments has not been externally validated. Participants proposed 
some general solutions, including having the SEI, APQC, and/or certified Navigators monitor 
self-assessments; having them validate self-assessment results; or screening users before their 
assessment. The group debated many other ways to address this problem and prioritized them by 
multivoting. The results are presented below in rank order of score.  

1. Control first assessment. (score: 36) One solution would be to require a customer’s first 
assessment to be led by a certified SGMM Navigator, after which the customer could 
perform self-assessments. Alternatively, customers could be required to meet certain entry 
criteria, such as completing a one-day training session, before conducting their first 
assessment. Repeat assessments may or may not require different entry criteria. 

2. Have all assessments flow through Navigators. (score: 33) The Navigator would vouch for 
the data’s validity. Requiring Navigators in the data chain would also consolidate the 
model’s sales channel through knowledgeable, trusted SGMM experts. 

3. Validate assessment data. (score: 30) The data of any suspect self-assessments could be 
validated before being entered into the dataset. Higher scores would receive a more thorough 
audit than lower scores. Results from Navigations and self-assessments already in the dataset 
could be separately validated and compared. The validation process itself could be enhanced 
to address utilities that assess themselves too positively. 

4. Modify the survey. (score: 26) The assessment survey could ask more detailed questions 
about how it was completed. For self-assessments, the user could indicate what method was 
used to complete the survey: by a single user, by a group, or by compilation (e.g., via email). 
Surveys submitted by Navigators would have a field indicating whether the survey was 
Navigated or self-assessed. 

5. Modify the dataset. (score: 24) The dataset managers could either segregate self-assessment 
data from Navigated data, or they could simply exclude self-assessment data from the dataset 
entirely. 

6. Communication from Partners. (score: 22) Self-assessments received from a Partner would 
be recorded accordingly. 

7. Discontinue self-assessments. (score: 19) Self-assessments would no longer be an option. All 
assessments would be Navigated. 
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2.2.3 How Do We Accelerate SGMM Adoption? 

Having identified the market presence of the SGMM as well as its drivers and barriers, the 
participants had a long brainstorming session about ways to accelerate adoption of the model. At 
this point, the participants abandoned the individual brainstorming approach in favor of a group 
discussion. As they talked, participants wrote down their ideas on sticky notes, which were passed 
to the facilitator. Once again, the facilitator collected and posted all the ideas on a whiteboard, and 
the group helped divide them into categories. The non-SEI participants multivoted on the ideas, 
and the facilitator totaled the scores for each category, which are presented below in rank order of 
score: 

1. encourage all Partners to make SGMM assessments a standard practice or process for all 
utility customers (unanimous endorsement; no score) 

2. communications (score: 28) 

3. endorsement (score: 21) 

4. branding and positioning (score: 17) 

5. lead sharing (score: 11) 

6. community (score: 11) 

SGMM as Standard Practice or Process 

All participants agreed that the BPOC at SGMM Partners should encourage their organizations to 
make the SGMM assessment part of their standard practice or process with all their utility 
customers. 

Communications 

The group produced the following suggestions for enhancing adoption of the SGMM, presented 
here in rank order of score. 

1. Demonstrate and advertise success stories and case studies. (score: 11) 

2. Sponsor, organize, or host an SGMM roadmap track at a conference. (score: 11) 

3. Give presentations and conduct seminars at individual PUC/PSCs and the National 
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (NARUC). (score: 6) 

4. Promote participation in the SGMM as a benefit for the whole industry. (score: 1) 

5. Get involved in regulatory programs. (score: 0) 

6. Utilize Partner network. (score: 0) 

7. Package SGMM for Partner use. (score: 0) 

8. Talk more about being part of the SGMM community. (score: 0) 

Endorsement 

Getting endorsements for the SGMM was a topic of lively discussion. The participants developed 
and multivoted on the following ideas, presented here in rank order of score. 

1. Seek validation from recognized industry sources, such as the Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers (IEEE), NRECA, the American Public Power Association (APPA), 
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the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI), and from 
Partners. (score: 18) 

2. Convince one or more partners to offer SGMM Navigation as a pro forma part of every 
utility engagement. The participants felt this would be a powerful tacit endorsement. 
(score: 3) 

3. Reach out to smart grid equipment vendors and provide equipment certification such as an 
“SEI Approved” seal of approval. Promote the premise that all utilities will have to 
modernize or apply new technology, so they will inevitably be involved with smart grid. 
However, we would have to account for Carnegie Mellon’s policy forbidding explicit 
endorsements. (score: 0) 

The group also discussed how to get tacit endorsements from Partner and utility organizations. 
One suggestion was to have domain experts write portions of the version 2.0 model definition 
document. Their names and affiliations on the document would constitute tacit endorsements from 
their organizations. Another method would be to include the branding of other organizations on 
conference materials. 

Also, the group agreed that there is no reason not to pursue an endorsement from the EPRI. 

Branding and Positioning 

The participants suggested the following branding and positioning ideas, presented here in rank 
order of score. 

1. Make it more obvious that the results of the SGMM are input into a long-term strategic plan. 
(score: 10) 

2. Impress upon Partners that utilities are paying them for help with the utilities’ roadmaps. The 
connections between the model and the roadmap should be tightened. (score: 4) 

3. Change the name of the project to eliminate “Smart Grid” and/or “Maturity Model.” 
(score: 3) 

Lead Sharing 

The participants suggested two ways, presented here in rank order of score, that the SEI and 
Partners could share the contact information of potential SGMM users. 

1. Find ways for the SEI and Partners to support each other in generating leads, such as joint 
marketing of the SGMM by the SEI and Partners. Partners have been asking for more leads 
to be sent to them. (score: 7) 

2. Share with Partners the list of utilities that attended the SEI webinar or visited the SGMM 
booth at DistribuTECH and that were interested in the SGMM. (score: 4) 

Community 

The group discussed what efforts could be made to accelerate model adoption within the current 
SGMM community. They recommended the following. 

1. Workshop with utility participants. The SEI could follow up directly with them. (score: 11) 
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2.2.4 What Are the Benefits of the SGMM, and How Do We Publicize Them? 

The goal of this portion of the workshop was to identify and capture the benefits of the SGMM 
that the SEI and the SGMM Partner community should highlight in their communications about 
the model. Subjects included the primary benefits of the SGMM, the value provided by the 
product suite, and what utilities are willing to pay for and put other resources toward. The 
participants generated many responses, but they did not score or categorize them. 

Before the SEI and its SGMM Partners can publicize the SGMM’s benefits, the benefits must be 
agreed upon. Participants agreed that it was important to understand the value of the SGMM 
process as part of a formal smart grid strategy and vision. The SGMM Navigation allows utility 
leaders and managers to share their views on these vital topics with each other. 

The SGMM also helps utilities discover any lagging domains, or any that are highly advanced. 
The assessment identifies the gaps between such domains, allowing the utility the opportunity to 
balance them. 

The new, complex technology of the smart grid requires a structure and design for operation and 
deployment, which the SGMM maps at a high level. It also provides a framework for utilities to 
gauge their progress across domains and gain a better understanding of their interconnections, 
which are often difficult to see and a source of risk. Overall, the SGMM provides utilities a solid 
foundation on which to build more detailed plans. 

SGMM customers receive additional value beyond the assessment, including the education gained 
from going through the process and support after the assessment. Customers will also learn about 
best practices of leading smart grid organizations. 

The SEI and the SGMM Partner community should publicize the model through briefings at 
industry conferences. The SEI should release publications and podcasts about the SGMM that 
include input from utility partners and focus on the SGMM’s value and real-world use. Sharing 
the experiences of SGMM users promotes the efficient evolution and deployment of a utility’s 
smart grid roadmap. 

SGMM Navigators and Partners should emphasize to users that setting higher aspirations for 
smart grid deployment and positioning benefits the environment. Utilities could tout these benefits 
to promote internal and customer awareness of the SGMM, which would in turn motivate others 
to use it. 

2.2.5 March Webinar Topics 

As part of the SGMM team’s outreach effort, the SEI will conduct an SGMM webinar in March 
2012. The workshop participants discussed potential topics for the webinar, including 
roadmapping for success, the long-term plans for the model, and the DOE’s view of the model. 
Webinar participants could receive a listen-ahead audio file on “Working on Your Smart Grid 
Roadmap.” The webinar would also present SGMM case studies and success stories from 
customers such as the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD), Alameda Municipal 
Power, Pasadena Water & Power, Snohomish County Public Utility District (SNOPUD), and 
DONG Energy. 
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3 SGMM Product Suite Version 1.3 Enhancements 

On the second day of the SGMM Leadership Workshop, the facilitators focused on brainstorming 
ways to enhance the upcoming version 1.3 of the SGMM product suite. The two main topics to be 
addressed were accelerating model uptake and use and improving data quality. The primary 
purpose of the session was to generate change requests for version 1.3. 

3.1 Version 1.3 Enhancements Presentation 

To get participants thinking about changes to version 1.3, Julia Mullaney gave a presentation, 
“Version 1.3 Enhancements,” that reviewed changes made from version 1.1 of the model to 
version 1.2, the Compass survey, Navigation process, training, Partner program, branding, and 
graphics; presented the goals, constraints, and timing of the version 1.3 release; and outlined 
previously received change requests for version 1.3 as well as further topics to brainstorm. It also 
focused on changes to the Compass survey to encourage Navigators to go back to previous 
SGMM users and collect information on the recently updated sections. The full presentation 
appears in Appendix A. 

3.2 Brainstorming Session 

The group brainstormed many ideas for enhancing version 1.3. Once the facilitator had collected 
all the ideas, the group and the facilitator divided them into four major topics: (1) enriching 
version 1.3 content, (2) enriching the Navigator report and experience, (3) modifying the model’s 
architecture, and (4) modifying the aspirations process. Then non-SEI participants scored the 
individual ideas using the same multivoting method used earlier in the workshop. The individual 
idea scores within each category were summed to produce category scores. The results appear 
below, presented in rank score order. 

3.2.1 Enriching Version 1.3 Content (total score: 42) 

1. Expand informative materials about the SGMM, especially to include examples of its usage. 
(score: 12) 

2. Add and improve “public power speak” in the product suite. Realign its language to better 
address the needs of public power, including deregulated markets. (score: 8) 

3. Provide a smart grid diagram that maps to the model definition and Compass survey. The 
diagram should show the difference between distribution and transmission portions of the 
grid. Enrich the model definition document with this and other graphics. (score: 7) 

4. Map dependencies across characteristics. (score: 7) 

5. Create companion presentation materials to the Compass survey: value chain integration 
(VCI), a matrix or overlay, and triple bottom line. (score: 5) 

6. Make the following specific changes to the model definition document: (score: 4) 

a. CUST-2.3, WAM (work and asset management) (modeling reliability of grid 
equipment) 
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b. CUST-3.5 substations equipped with outage management 

c. CUST-4.2 circuits equipped with outage management 

d. VCI-5.2, LMP (local marginal pricing) (not “pioneering”) 

e. SMR-1.1 “operational improvement” 

f. OS-2.1 “end-to-end processes” 

g. OS-2.5 linking performance and compensation 

h. OS-3.5 “matrix or overlay structure” 

i. GO-1.4 “beyond SCADA” (supervisory control and data acquisition) 

j. GO-2.3 “aside from SCADA” 

k. GO-3.2 “new control analytics” (not just “control analytics”) 

l. TECH-1.2 “quality attributes” 

m. TECH-5.1 automatic computing using machine learning 

7. Move the section on using the SGMM to the beginning of the model definition document. 
(score: 0) 

8. Change lucky charms to non-emotional icons. (not scored; added after voting) 

9. Be able to document process exceptions, deviations, and tailoring. (not scored; added after 
voting) 

10. Explicitly define “customer.” (not scored; added after voting) 

3.2.2 Enriching the Navigator Report and Experience (total score: 20) 

1. Add breakpoints for investor-owned utilities (IOUs) versus municipalities versus 
cooperatives. (score: 9) 

2. Change presentation of results to be more “roadmappy.” (score: 6) 

3. Hyperlink survey and model definition documents. (score: 3) 

4. Make survey and model definition documents web based. (score: 2) 

5. Have Navigator report support all steps of the Navigation process, and ensure that all the 
data is in one file. (score: 0) 

6. Stop giving decimal point number scores. Instead, give only integer scores. (score: 0) 

7. Discontinue automatic 250,000-meter breakpoint. Instead, immediately start using variable 
segmentation on different numbers of meters. (score: 0) 

8. Provide the ability to document process exceptions, deviations, and tailoring. (not scored; 
added after voting) 

3.2.3 Modify Architecture (total score: 11) 

1. Identify questions that do not apply to certain utility segments, perhaps through defined 
criteria, and include guidance in the survey on how users should address those questions. 
(e.g., OS-3.5, OS-1.2). (score: 8) 

2. Provide the ability to record evidence in survey. (score: 3) 
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3. Add water/wastewater, storm water, and natural gas utilities to the types of utilities eligible 
for the SGMM. (not scored; added after voting) 

4. Consider having alternative solutions beyond AMI for future versions of the model. (not 
scored; added after voting). 

3.2.4 Modify Aspirations Process (total score: 5) 

1. Create a tool for capturing aspirations. Include aspirations workshop results in the dataset to 
enable analysis, reporting, and other activities. (score: 5) 

3.2.5 Other Input 

The discussion of enhancements to version 1.3 generated several ideas outside of the 
brainstorming session proper.  

The workshop group expressed a desire for a Navigator-only list of participating utilities, broken 
down by utility name, location, type, and size (number of meters). 

Participants were asked what criteria static peer groups should be based on. The group consensus 
was size and utility type. Table 1 shows an example of such information. Geographic location is 
another potential criterion. 

Table 1: Method of Recording Static Peer Groups by Geographic Region 

Size (no. of 
meters) 

Question 3.11 (IOU, Co-op, municipal) 

Small    

Medium    

Large    
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4 SGMM Product Suite Version 2.0 and Beyond 

The goal of the workshop’s last interactive session was to generate ideas about structural changes 
to the SGMM that would be included in version 2.0. The group was to prioritize the list of 
suggested changes to channel enhancements, product enhancements, and new customers. Ideas 
about the development approach, including funding strategies, were also encouraged. 

4.1 Version 2.0 Presentation 

To prepare the group for the brainstorming session, David White gave a brief “Version 2.0” 
presentation on version 2.0 of the product suite. The presentation reviewed version 1.2, the 
constraints on version 2.0, and preliminary ideas for version 2.0. The full presentation appears in 
Appendix A. 

4.2 Brainstorming Session 

The brainstorming session began with a broad discussion on version 2.0. It would be developed in 
FY 2013, piloted and released in FY 2014, and used from 2014 to about 2018. The real value of 
version 2.0 would be as a management tool for accomplishing change. Its focus would shift from 
planning and roadmapping to operations. What is now known as the “smart grid” may no longer 
be known as such when version 2.0 is ready for release, so the team may need to consider re-
titling the product suite. The team should also consider that the enhanced Telecom Operations 
Map (eTOM) might provide a model process for a future SGMM. Version 2.0 might benefit from 
being divided into core domains applicable to all utilities and individual domains specific to grid 
operations, water, and natural gas. 

The questions guiding this brainstorming session addressed what the utility customer will look 
like in 2014 to 2020 and whether the SGMM should target service-providing utilities, including 
water, natural gas, electricity, communications, and any new players such as demand dispatch 
entities. A few participants debated whether water was more important than natural gas in the 
short term. 

Participants discussed that aside from asset management, there is a lack of intellectual content on 
the application of advanced technology to utility operations. Some potential changes to version 
2.0 of the SGMM could fill that gap by leveraging the interdependencies among the model’s 
characteristics and making the model or the survey dynamic, perhaps including the ability to tailor 
the survey to one’s own utility. The group generally agreed that the model should have a flexible, 
extensible architecture. 

The group discussed the broad goals for version 2.0. First, the model should cover or at least 
enable electricity, water, and natural gas utilities to make use of it. Second, version 2.0 should 
clarify the mission of the SGMM. At its heart, the mission is to contribute to the public good. The 
participants representing SAIC, Wipro, and IBM discussed their own organizations’ missions and 
how the mission of version 2.0 might fit. Another proposed part of the mission was to support the 
National Energy Technology Laboratory’s (NETL’s) seven principal characteristics of a smart 
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grid or analogues that apply to water and natural gas utilities. Keep in mind the SGMM’s original 
mission: To advance the adoption of smart grid around the world. 

Previous change requests to version 2.0 included the following: 

• Rename and refocus the Technology (TECH) domain to Information Technology (IT). 

• Add a new domain: Operations Technology (OT). 

• Delete Automated Meter Reading (AMR) from the model or at least position it correctly, for 
example, as not being a “smart grid” application of technology that contributes to smart grid 
maturity. 

• Add gas to the model. 

• Add water to the model. 

• Consider that “National Critical Infrastructure” may be too oriented to the North American 
grid. 

• Consider that Society and Environmental (SE) 1.2 would more appropriately be a level 5 
characteristic. In general, ensure SE characteristics are at the correct level. 

• Consider that Grid Operations (GO) has characteristics that are very specific to distribution. 
Consider altering these characteristics to make them applicable for transmission and 
distribution. Also consider expanding the characteristics of GO to make it more applicable to 
transmission. 

• Include a characteristic in Organization and Structure (OS) level 1 to address the 
establishment of an environment for training the workforce on smart grid technologies. 

• Make the Customer (CUST) domain cover both domestic (residential) and commercial 
customer connections. 

• Include deployment of forecast tools for demand forecasting and nonconventional energy 
forecasting. 

• Extend the model to power generating utilities (some characteristics don’t apply, and others 
need to be added). 

• Consider collecting supporting evidence of implementation. 

• Allow for regional differences, such as in Mexico, the United States, and India. 

• Explicitly define “customer.” 

The brainstorming session proceeded as before, with the group generating ideas and dividing 
them into categories, and the non-SEI participants multivoting on the ideas. The categories and 
ideas appear below in rank order of score. 

1. Architectural Evolution (total score: 42) 

a. Realign domain emphasis. For example, the current version focuses too much on IT and 
too little on financial and economic attributes. (score: 8) 

b. Expand domains to better address characteristics of not-for-profit entities and multi-
service utilities; linking pay to performance is required to achieve maturity level 4 in 
the OS domain and can be problematic in these types of utilities. (score: 6) 
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c. Add new domain: Operations Technology (OT). (score: 6) 

d. Add other utility domains to the model: natural gas, water, and waste. (score: 6) 

e. Segment the survey questions for industry segments, differentiate transmission from 
distribution, and expand GO to apply to distribution and transmission. (score: 3) 

f. Make the model more usable for generation-only or transmission-only utilities. (score: 
3) 

g. Allow for regional differences (e.g., Mexico, U.S., and India). (score: 3) 

h. Rename and refocus TECH to IT. (score: 2) 

i. Add coverage for process change needed to accompany SG efforts. Consider making 
this a new domain. (score: 2) 

j. Add a ninth domain to address cybersecurity. (score: 2) 

k. Construct a dynamic model. (score: 1) 

l. Incorporate context-based (e.g., type of utility, municipal/not) questions and/or scoring. 
(score: 0) 

m. Monitor or measure the efficiency of accomplishing intended goals as use shifts from 
planning to operations. (score: 0) 

2. Best Practices and Recommendations (total score: 13) 

a. Create a repository of best practices and lessons learned that is aligned to the SGMM. 
(score: 9) 

b. Include the ability to map out a concrete set of actionable steps with cost estimates (and 
perhaps quantified benefits) and a predefined set of goals. (score: 4) 

3. Real-Time Validation (total score: 8) 

a. Include internal error checking in the survey to flag inconsistencies in real time. (score: 
8) 

4. Dynamic Peer Groups (total score: 5) 

a. Include dynamic peer groups. (score: 5) 

5. Crosscutting Themes (total score: 3) 

a. Include a way to assess network communications and other such characteristics across 
the domains. (score: 3) 

6. Data and Data Sources (total score: 3) 

a. Partner with other data sources. (score: 3) 

b. Extract domain scores from utility public data for utilities that did not take the survey. 
(score: 0) 

c. Correlate analysis of performance to SGMM maturity results. (score: 0) 

7. Capability Model (total score: 2) 

a. Expand beyond smart grid (refer to Section 2.2.3, “How Do We Accelerate SGMM 
Adoption?”). (score: 2) 
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b. Transition the model into an industry best-practice definition (operating model), such as 
eTOM, or a capability model for utilities. (score: 0) 

8. Scoring (total score: 0) 

a. Revise the Navigation method so that the utility sets a target level and answers only up 
to that level. For example, if the target level for SMR is 3, the utility would answer 
SMR questions only through level 3. (score: 0) 

b. Base the score on objective maturity levels. (score: 0) 

• For example, if the target level is 0, an achieved level 0 = 100%. 
• For example, if the target level is 3, an achieved level 2 = 67%. 
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5 Workshop Wrap-Up 

After the last brainstorming session, David White conducted a workshop wrap-up to review the 
workshop’s purpose; review action items, decisions, and next steps; forecast planned Navigations, 
conference attendance, publications, and certifications; ask the participants if the SEI could do 
anything to make them more successful; and evaluate the workshop. The SGMM encourages 
Partners to submit any comments or suggestions to info@sei.cmu.edu. The associated “Wrap Up” 
presentation appears in Appendix A.  

5.1 What Worked Well 

Several participants agreed that the SGMM Leadership Workshop had been well planned and 
organized, with good facilitation, good food, an enjoyable off-site event, an achievable agenda, 
and good brainstorming techniques that allowed participants to capture their ideas without rushing 
or forgetting them. Many participants said that having Chris Labash present at the beginning of 
the workshop primed them for more innovative thinking. 

The group enthusiastically agreed on the high quality of participation and of the information 
collected. The workshop produced solid, actionable results and identified needed improvements, 
such as better marketing communications. One participant said that the SGMM has reached a 
milestone: The product has transitioned from development into a useful tool. 

5.2 Changes to Consider for Future Workshops 

The participants suggested logistical or procedural ways to produce even better results in future 
workshops, such as scheduling the workshop farther in advance or at a different time of the 
month, using a pseudo-structured brainstorming technique, using even less-structured 
brainstorming techniques, and using facilitation methods such as Ishikawa or affinity mapping. 
Many participants felt that the brainstorming session on accelerating SGMM adoption might have 
been more productive if it had followed the sessions on versions 1.3 and 2.0. 

A common desire was for more input from utilities and more Partners. Participants suggested 
getting input from Partners who were not able to attend the workshop, including utilities in future 
workshops, and having a utility host the workshop. To maintain conversational intimacy with 
more participants, the group could be divided into subgroups assigned to virtually design parts of 
the model, as was done during the original model’s design. 

5.3 Next Steps 

The SGMM team intends to use the output of the SGMM Leadership Workshop to inform its 
development plans and goals for version 1.3 of the SGMM product suite. Based on the success of 
this workshop, the SGMM team plans to conduct targeted workshops with the SGMM community 
to elicit input specific to version 1.3. 

mailto:info@sei.cmu.edu
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The SEI made a last request of the participating Partners: to provide information about their 
planned Navigations, conference presentations and attendance, publications, and Navigator 
certification plans. Knowing about Navigations helps the SEI understand its scoring needs and 
piloting opportunities. The SEI can also help Partners prepare and publicize conference 
presentations, journal articles, and marketing materials. Understanding Partners’ Navigator 
certification plans helps to ensure that training is made available in a timely manner. Contact the 
SEI with any of your needs or updated forecasts at info@sei.cmu.edu. 

mailto:info@sei.cmu.edu
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Workshop Overview 
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How to Change Everything© 

© Copyright 2011 Chris Labash. Contact Mr. Labash at clabash@cmu.edu.

  

  

  

mailto:clabash@cmu.edu
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SGMM State of the Union 
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Strategy for Growth in SGMM Use 
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Version 1.3 Enhancements 
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Version 2.0 
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Wrap Up 

  

  

  



 

CMU/SEI-2012-SR-003 – RESTRICTED USE | 61  

  

 

 



 

CMU/SEI-2012-SR-003 – RESTRICTED USE | 62  

  



 

CMU/SEI-2012-SR-003 – RESTRICTED USE | 63  

Appendix B: Acronyms 

American Public Power Association APPA 

Automated Meter Reading AMR 

business point of contact BPOC 

Capability Maturity Model Integration CMMI 

Customer CUST 

Department of Energy DOE 

Electric Power Research Institute EPRI 

electricity cooperative EC 

enhanced Telecom Operations Map eTOM 

Grid Operations GO 

Information Technology IT 

investor-owned utility IOU 

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners NARUC 

National Energy Technology Laboratory NETL 

National Rural Electric Cooperative Association NRECA 

Operations Technology OT 

Organization and Structure OS 

public service commission PSC 

public utility commission PUC 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District SMUD 

Smart Grid Maturity Model SGMM 

Snohomish County Public Utility District SNOPUD 

Societal and Environmental SE 

Software Engineering Institute SEI 

Strategy, Management, and Regulatory SMR 
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supervisory control and data acquisition SCADA 

Technology TECH 

Value Chain Integration VCI 

Work and Asset Management WAM 
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