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SCORING KEY TAKEAWAYS

CIP Delivery Team

« For consistency in project ranking, we use industry standard
criteria and weighting to assign a numerical prioritization
value to each project.

« All projects included the CIP are important regardless of the
prioritization. The prioritization provides general comparison
between projects, but other factors contribute to the project

timing.

« Striving for continuous improvement — It's an evolving
process! (Evaluate, Improve, and Implement)

Q Great Lakes Water Authority



CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY

« Why Score Projects:

« To compare and prioritize projects to other similar B
projects of the same project type within the Capital | P

CIP Delivery Team

Prc Tk Do v ncepor OR) oo et CIP Number: 22200;
Improvements Plan/Program (CIP). IS | g
el A L T
Class LW 3: tereior 9 Redundancy A
m;ulmﬁon: Detroit River a 'Ll::"r::mmﬁn'
« Why Update Scoring Methodology: e v
« Every process should be evaluated periodically to e

Ditector: Togg g

verify its effectiveness and to determine if the intent is
being met.

. iminay Scoge o :
el e P e 00 Rev g Pt g 1% Mportantn,

Pe g S g, g Oy
h Ol S e sy s g 100 con

X anam spem“‘a'ﬁrembimaum' i
WNimize 5 ey Tom these j : L
ﬁewmlrﬁ ,?&mamm eal'lme(

 Goal:

« Consider appropriate revisions that would improve the
prioritization of projects to better align project scoring
with the purpose and need of the projects.

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

CIP — Capital Improvement Plan/Program




PROJECT SCORING- STEPS

* Project Manager-Score/Rescore CIP Delivery Team

* New projects

Future planned projects

Active projects (procurement)

Project execution-design & Project Delivery Method = DBB
Projects from programs

e Legacy Score
* Projects status — Execution Construction
» Project status- Execution closeout

» Project Execution Design & Project
Delivery Method = CMAR, DB, or PDB

CMAR - Construction Manager At Risk | DB — Design Build | DBB — Design — Bid — Build | PDB — Progressive Design Build




CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
Criteria and Weights

CIP Delivery Team

- CRITERIA DESCRIPTION SICLIRE WEIGHT

Physical Condition as an indicator of
y 12%

Condition probability of failure
Performance Service Ability to meet operational 0
2 (Level/Responsibility) requirements 12 LS
. Evaluates consequence of non- 0
3 Regulatory (Environmental/Legal) SElEmeE 1-5 18%
4 Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Evaluates impacts to overall O&M 1-5 11%
Evaluates impacts to health and safety 0
5 Health and Safety A 1-5 18%
. . Evaluates benefits to the public of 0
6 Public Benefit e (e e 1-5 8%
: . Evaluates financial benefits of
- 0
7 Financial implementing the project 1-5 10%
3 Efficiency and Innovation Addresses utilization of new 1-5 8%

technologies

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority




CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
Scoring Reference Documentation

Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Scoring Quick Reference (pg 1/2)
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CIP Delivery Team

er |mpn or cnnmpuccmmpam Major Impoﬂ / Catislropllt mnsgqueru

Assethas exceedsdits design service ife lo Will cause, or IS causing significant capacity problems lo 1enri s ermitfreg. i ot i will
Excessive malnt. levels for the equipment/process o Cunemw formance does notmeet current [ ischarges; Health i silnotensure luwrestable/prcperoperauon
area difficutto it a d i
High risk of br e wiith. mmmnurimdswew t8/re pairservi 005 50%: tive regul = (50, permits) unablemberunautamatlcally
serlousimpacton nerfovmance more of the time; Recurring, exected faflures 3 historical evid f / violations [»Repalrs total 260% of the asset/process orginalvalue
Immediste ionrequired o Project=>Will have mai ivei i lo Def. " risk of maior roject>major o8M;wil
Could initiate immediate fundingrequestb/c andfor systemr ity; al ’GL v ic goals* it violati yscrutiny; si i ing O&Missu
“Urgent Necessity”innearterm I c: t,onzoi i ice | environmental impacton a regional ar i /lingering ials) year of current
Repl; r major interruption and/arrehahllmssues’ i ible i wider ecosystem budgetfor that function/area
[ Prolectimpact>11 wholesale, IMiretal, or rtical customer f+ Compliance faflure d 75%)
3 yoptions impact
Poor Poor Significant |mpact or Major Consequence Significant Impact / Major Consequence
o h fits design Iif ining [s I conditi riskof [score 5 bullet1] le High levels of O /M reuired to keepin service will v
lo Equi i ireshizh levels High risk of per ilure; doesr i ji tof program butdi properoperation
of mair i l* Equi 00! of the time. il i i equently rips out
[+ Shows. kel \ i df i i permit lessit o i
igni I inthe near iability; related to GL I i l* Repair 240% of the assets orignal value
sarn [* Not doing the project it e i fmpact! J ;
o or major theshort | andjor y + I Sorme historical evid f 1| ohecingO&M issues
term lo Likelil ous i iencies and business i for affected | the decisi e Measurable costreductiors 109t 24%year of ¢l
i , 100Kretail, critical fines, fi / X
o Limited redundancy environmental impact i s o
Moderate d '

P
ke Moderate riskof causine [score S bullet 11

Moderate
o Assethas<50%ofits design service life remaining  |= Generally of verf failure

Io Functionally d acceptable, signs of normal [+ P
wear | Equipment/pracess is outo
3 o Mayhave minor failures or diminished effici e Proj
some performance deterioration o can:elmgpm.ac«-)paemu - Aa
+ Maderate renewal or ret ledinshortterm [« Some. noticea cf\mn
retal,butne eritcal custon
o are: Major Impact / Catastrophic Conseque nce Major Impai
Fair ic fail i Projectis key partofa strat dn‘\or\
Assethas <75% of its design servicelife remaining s Meets all design requireme VSRS sDiorChY [nBrlectmlbave d co\"
% b 2 5 ports, st it
Soundand well Jigh fnormal |+ Overal good performance; il Ssencios/cmparorare rae
we: s Project lGwE b . " : R
o o S|
deterioration [* Equipment/process is outo ditions, s beter il:
Only minor renewal or rehab may be needed in the |¢ Canceling project->potenti materlal de o T It "
nearterm o Improverrentsimpact 1 wh Likelytoeddress pplos hesard ssvesorconcers | Imprave community/sake ol
Could be addressed with preventative measures s Moderate redundancyin th mployes/ o Canceling profect—>verylikely cel
e publ[: HESissues with incroased potentil for {mafor gov't/re gulatory Investigari
P e _F i Gt serlous Injury & malor safetyreg. violations. J i
ssethas>75%of its design service ife remaining  |» Fully operable, well maintai - = ey ey e e Sgnicant impact|
le well maint'd. up 4 rentstar L L A
Little tonowear shown and norepalrs outside of  [s Meels all designrequireme 2-5years
regularmnmn e Project will have low to not o Pro fo SupportsCl 4
Doe: formance, il d | and/for system reliability / d HRSE; Likely izn] i th i
future requirements. [o Ample redundarcy in the ar concems Io significont additionalrevenuefsavings N-\ce
[¢ iing pr cject=continue o p ignific i &
pUET ey | umma i | ce (€
bas bl b T 5
{i.e.OSHA). e Canceling project->chance to have Peﬂo ab\\\w)
*GWAsragic goak may include aligning |nfvasrmcrure with demands, providing redund: | \ Re\\
*Reliability issues may i 3 backe Moderate Impact / Moderate Conse quence Moderate Impact / Mode LeVe
P phic, | Drolestpaiot GLuih sateg lanct i
occurring; failure may
safety/health/enronmental Impacts I ol e msuublermwcta\
b s 1
3 | Hest mostly newinfrasTucture; Moderate impact.
o Liely i is corcams i i i
I+ Canceiing prej i b
minar injury/regulatory violations /snkehulderrelanurshuzlrnnfdennem GLWA
Low Impact / Minor Consequence Lawlmp-a/mlmrmns-q
Lowch i ing; fail ity [* Lo g ing City/ regi
it impact: b
st ke poial 3 At s
HE5#; No major staff or hazard issues orconcems o Additi i R )
addressed inar recogni
g O |
ing project->mingr chen 2
7 M on)
No failure reasonably expectedto occur [ Low/no measurableimpacton City/regonal/neighbor)
Preject->minimal pesitive impacten staff/public impacta GLWA strategi plan® area
R5; glizib: uires gl
Staff

L acton publlchLWAll'\:::&relad Regu‘am:eﬂ‘a‘l Led ah)

(En\l\fo
G I WA #5taffor public health and safety Icludes werk iices, d e materials,2x wpow

Great Lakes Water Authority




CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
Equation CIP Delivery Team

A two-step prioritization process accomplished with one
equation:

« 70% of the project score considers taking the highest
weight and the highest criteria score.
« This is needed to ensure that project high criteria
scores are appropriately taken into account. = {70 « max ([(FTE ) « (R )| [(REE) )

(»(Criteri‘;';/oweig"t)] - )} s {30 5 (w * Criterion Weight )}

 30% of the score considers the sum of all weights and all
scores.

RSO peai g Performance Efficiency &  Public

Safet (Service Level/ Condition o&M Financial Innovation  Benefit
Category CIP NO. egal) y Reliability) New Score

18% 18% 15% 11% 10% 8% 8%

2

Water 116002

Water 111012
Water 132014

(A cLwA

Great Lakes Water Authority




FY 25-29 CIP ROADMAP-SCORING PHASE

CIP Delivery Team

Pre-Alignment Draft 2

CPC Meeting April & May Portal Portal CPC Alignment Meetings CPC Draft 1 CPC CIP Work  End of Public CPC
Mar 14- 4/17 and 5/1 WW Enhancements  Open Meeting uly 24, 31 WW, Meeting Meeting Group Meeting Comment Meeting
Cancelled 4/20 and 5/1 W Mar-May May15 June 13 luly 21, 27,W Sep 12 Oct 17 Nov 7 Nov 17 Dec 12

& DG © DO

FY 25-29 CIP

FY 25-29 CIP

FY 25-29 CIP

FY 24-28 CIP PROJECT

PRE-ALIGNMENT UPDATES SCORING ALIGNMENT DRAFT 1 DRAFT 2 -

&/ E B8 &

Board CIP Work Financial CPR CIP Work  Portal & M Scoring Scoring Alignme it CIP Work Draft 1 Draft 1ELT Draftl Draft2  |ncorporate Draft 2
Approved Group Budget Meeting: Group Dashboard Updates Committees July & A g Group Actuals  Meeting Publish for Actuals comments into Published
Feb 22nd Meeting Predictions Reporton Meeting  Training May 16- Meetings Meeting Cut-Off Oct 3 Public Cut Off  Draft 2 Dec Dec 13

Mar 21 Analysis Pre- May 16  May 16/18 'une 16 June 26 W & Aug 8 Aug 30 Comments Oct 31
April 7 Alignment 29 WW Oct 18
May 4th
We Are Here

G LWA CPC — Capital Improvement Planning | CIP — Capital Improvement Plan
it CPR - Capital Program Review | PM — Project Manager



PROJECT SCORING- REVIEW COMMITTEE

 All New Projects

CIP Delivery Team

« +/- 10 variance from previous score

Cheryl Porter - Chief Operating Officer Navid Mehram — Chief Operating Officer
Timothy Kuhns - Water Engineering Director Christopher Nastally — Wastewater Engineering Director
Peter Fromm — Manager Life Cycle Project Management Philip Kora —Manager Life Cycle Project Management

Sherri Gee — Planning Services Manager

Chandan Sood —System Analytics & Metering Director Timothy Kuhns — Water Engineering Director

Terry Daniel — Deputy Chief Operating Officer Majid Khan — Wastewater Operations Director
Steven Dutschke — Asset Management Director Steven Dutschke — Asset Management Director
Biren Saparia — Systems & Resiliency Director Sal Salim — Wastewater Operating Services Director
Todd King — Field Services Director Todd King — Field Services Director

Mark Gaworecki — Water & Sewer Utility Manager, City

Ed Haapala - Water & Sewer Utilities Director, West Bloomfield
of Dearborn

Eric Kramp — Life Cycle Project Manager* Kashmira Patel — Life Cycle Project Manager*

Michael Dunne — Life Cycle Project Manager* Greg Marker — Lifecycle Project Manager*

(A cLwA

Great Lakes Water Authority




PROJECT SCORING-EXAMPLE

CIP Delivery Team

(A GLWA

CIP Number: 112006

Project Manager Weighted Score:

Condition T AL Asset ha
immediately]
breakdown
Performance (Service Level/Reliability) 5 D Cancelin
and/or relial

service level
performance Project Status: Project Execution - [Jinnovation

bhsolet Construction
00S. 5[]?’:; o , [JWW Master Plan
significant ¢ CIP Type: Project y Sl Ridht Si
Regulatory (Environmental/Legal) 5 F. Complian [Water Master Plan Right Sizing
impact, E. Class Lvl1: Water DWEtWeatherResiliency

Project Title:  Northeast Water Treatment Plant Flocculator Replacements

violations, r : ' -
4 Great Lakes Water Authority

regiDy"S?l or Class Lvl 2: Treatment Plants and [JRedundancy
ecosystem, Facilities
Unregulated [JNE WTP Repurposing
permit/requll  Class Lvl 3; Northeast .
Operations and Maintenance 4 C. Repairs tg DPTGdEC%SOTPWIECt(Si
keep in sernv . \ \ .
Health and Safety Z E. Project lirf [Project New to CIP [JLinear Assets Qutside of Facilities
concerns ad ifas
— 5 F Coaceling [Auseul Life > 20 Yrs [Jcso
relationshipd Multiple Phases
(S100Ks0d LD [lpumps

Financial 3 C. Moderatg DStDragE

Project Score
: [v]Treatment

Efficiency and Innovation

Project Manager: Brian VanHall Date Original Business Case Prepared: Project Jurisdiction: City of Detroit

review Committee Weighted Score 10172018
Director: Tim Kuhns ) Lookup Location: Northeast Water Treatment Plant
Condition [P ——— Year Project Added to CIP: 2018
Parformance (Service Level/Relisbility) Scores carri] Managing Dept.: Water Eng Funds and Cost Center: Water - 5519-382111
~ . CIP Budget: Water (Water Treatment Plants (WTP))
) G O oonmental/l o 4 Scores carri
Operations and Maintenance 4 Scores carried over from previous year
Health and Safety 4 Scores carried over from previous year
Public Benefit 2 Scores carried over from previous year
Financial 3 Scores carried over from previous year
Efficiency and Innowvation 4 Scores carried over from previous year

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority




PROJECT SCORING-EVALUATION

. Hohstlc DeC|S|on Factors cip Dllvery Team

« Predecessor Projects

« Delivery Flexibility

 Funding Source

« Financial Plan

* Proactive Planning

« Constructability

* Operational Considerations

* Efficient Resource Allocation

* Integrated Asset Management

Tier 1

Score >75

Tier 2

Score >45 < 75

Tier 3

Score <45

CIP TIERED APPROACH L
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3

Score >75 Score >45< 75 Score <45




PROJECT SCORING EXAMPLE

Q GLWA Page 1

CIP Number: 122019

CIP Delivery Team

Project Title: Jefferson Main Replacement Project

Project Status: Project Execution - [] nnovation

Design ww
Class Lvl 1: Water D Master Plan
! ) [] water Master Plan Right Sizing
Class Lvl 2: Field Services
[[] Redundancy

Class Lvl 3: Transmission System D NE WTP Repurposing

Lookup Location: City of Detroit Wi po Great Lakes Water Authority
o up. L Linear Assets Outside of Facilities Y

] ProjéctNew o ot "] Predecessor Project(s)

. Holistic Decision Factors
. Predecessor Projects
« Delivery Flexibility

Project Engineer/Manager: Timothy Kuhns Project Score
Director: Tim Kuhns 37.2 =

» Funding Source
Problem Statement: Scope of Work/Project Alternatives: Other Important Info:

. .

The City of Detroit is planning on performing a Scope of work for this project involves replacement This work will be included with the overall ° F I n a n Clal P l a n
complete reconstruction of Jefferson Avenue from | of approximately 17,650 linear feet of 48-inch Jefferson Avenue Streetscape project. GLWA will
-375 to Alter Street in 2023. The existing GLWA 48-  transmission main within Jefferson Avenue from cost share for their portion of the work associated
inch cast iron transmission main that is within Water Works Park to 1-375. with the 48-inch transmission main replacement.

Jefferson Avenue from Water Works Park to I-375
was constructed in 1915 and is beyond its service
life. Given that Jefferson Avenue will be
reconstructed, GLWA would like to replace the 48-
inch Jefferson Main at the same time as Jefferson
Avenue is being reconstructed. Replacing the
Jefferson Main now...

* Proactive Planning

- Constructability

* Operational Considerations

* Efficient Resource Allocation

* Integrated Asset Management

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority




PROJECT SCORING EXAMPLE

(A Lwa

CIP Number: 111001

CIP Delivery Team

Project Title: Lake Huron Water Treatment Plant, Low-Lift, High Lift and Filter Backwash Pumping System Improvements

Project Status: Project Execution -
Design

CIP Type: Project
Class Lvl 1: Water

Class Lvl 2: Treatment Plants and
Facilities

Class Lvl 3: Lake Huron
[J Project New to CIP
Useful Life > 20 Yrs
Multiple Phases

Project Score

79.7

Innovation

[[] ww Master Plan

Water Master Plan Right Sizing
[[] wet Weather Resiliency

[¥] Redundancy

[[] NE WTP Repurposing

D Predecessor Project(s)

[ Linear Assets Outside of Facilities
[Jcso

[JPumps

[[] storage

Treatment

Representative Switchgear to be Replaced under
CIP 111001

(A cLwWA

Project Titlez: LHWTP-Flocculation Improvements

Page 1
CIP Number: 111012

Project Status: Project Execution -
Design

CIP Type: Project
Class Lvl 1: Water

Class Lvl 2: Treatment Plants and
Facilities

Class Lvl 3: Lake Huron
[[] Project New to CIP
Useful Life > 20 Yrs
[]Muitiple Phases

Project Score

91.5

Innovation

[] ww Master Plan

[] water Master Plan Right Sizing
[[] wet Weather Resiliency

[] Redundancy

[] NE WTP Repurposing
Predecessor Project(s)

[] Linear Assets Outside of Facilities
[Jcso

[]Pumps

[Jstorage

Treatment

GLWA

Great Lakes Water Authority

OLVVA

Great Lakes Water Authority

. Holistic Decision Factors
. Predecessor Projects
« Delivery Flexibility
« Funding Source
 Financial Plan
* Proactive Planning
« Constructability
* Operational Considerations
* Efficient Resource Allocation

* Integrated Asset Management




PROJECT SCORING- FY 24-28 CIP STATISTICS

CIP Delivery Team

Tier 1 Tier 2 Tier 3

Score >75 Score >45< 75 Score <45

Water* 86% 10% 4%
Wastewater* 62% 37% 1%
Rocks Pebbles Sand

\/




SCORING KEY TAKEAWAYS RECAP

CIP Delivery Team

 For consistency in project ranking, we use industry standard
criteria and weighting to assign a numerical prioritization
value to each project.

« All projects included the CIP are important regardless of the
prioritization. The prioritization provides general comparison
between projects, but other factors contribute to the project

timing.

« Striving for continuous improvement — It's an evolving
process! (Evaluate, Improve, and Implement)

Q Great Lakes Water Authority



CIP Delivery Team
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