
11

CIP Project Scoring Methodology 
Overview

August  23, 2023

Dima El-Gamal, PHD, PE, LEED@AP

Capital Improvement Planning Director

Jody Caldwell, PE 

Chief Planning Officer



22

AGENDA

• Key Takeaways

• Project Scoring –What, Why, and When 

• Project Scoring Evaluation 

• Recap and Questions 
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SCORING KEY TAKEAWAYS 

• 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) 
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• Why Score Projects:

• To compare and prioritize projects to other similar 
projects of the same project type within the Capital 
Improvements Plan/Program (CIP). 

• Why Update Scoring Methodology: 

• Every process should be evaluated periodically to 
verify its effectiveness and to determine if the intent is 
being met. 

• Goal: 

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

CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
CIP Delivery Team

CIP – Capital Improvement Plan/Program  
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CIP Delivery Team

PROJECT SCORING- STEPS    

• Project Manager-Score/Rescore  

• New projects 

• Future planned projects

• Active projects (procurement)

• Project execution-design & Project Delivery Method = DBB

• Projects from programs 

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

• Legacy Score 
• Projects status – Execution Construction

• Project status- Execution closeout  

• Project Execution Design & Project
Delivery Method = CMAR, DB, or PDB
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CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
Criteria and Weights 

CIP Delivery Team

# CRITERIA DESCRIPTION
SCORE WEIGHT 

1 Condition
Physical Condition as an indicator of 

probability of failure
1-5 12%

2
Performance Service 

(Level/Responsibility)
Ability to meet operational 

requirements
1-5 15%

3 Regulatory (Environmental/Legal)
Evaluates consequence of non-

compliance
1-5 18%

4 Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Evaluates impacts to overall O&M 1-5 11%

5 Health and Safety
Evaluates impacts to health and safety 

on the public and staff
1-5 18%

6 Public Benefit
Evaluates benefits to the public of 

completing the project
1-5 8%

7 Financial
Evaluates financial benefits of 

implementing the project
1-5 10% 

8 Efficiency and Innovation
Addresses utilization of new 

technologies 
1-5 8%



77

CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY
Scoring Reference Documentation

CIP Delivery Team
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CIP Delivery Team

Category CIP NO.

Regulatory 

(Environmental/L

egal)

Health & 

Safety

Performance 

(Service Level/ 

Reliability)

Condition O&M Financial
Efficiency & 

Innovation

Public 

Benefit
New Score

18% 18% 15% 12% 11% 10% 8% 8%

Water 116002 5 5 5 5 5 2 5 1 96.3

Water 111012 5 2 4 5 4 2 4 2 91.5

Water 132014 5 4 3 2 4 3 3 3 91.2

CIP SCORING METHODOLOGY 

Equation 

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.

• 30% of the score considers the sum of all weights and all 

scores. 
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CIP Work 

Group 

Meeting

Aug 8

PRE-ALIGNMENT

FY 25-29 CIP

SCORING ALIGNMENT DRAFT 1
PROJECT 

UPDATES 

Board 

Approved

Feb 22nd

CIP Work 

Group 

Meeting

Mar 21

Financial 

Budget 

Predictions 

Analysis

April 7

CIP Work 

Group 

Meeting

May 16

Portal & 

Dashboard 

Training

May 16/18

PM Scoring 

Updates 

May 16-

June 16

Scoring 

Committees 

Meetings 

June 26 W & 

29 WW

Alignment 

July & Aug

Draft 1 

Actuals 

Cut-Off

Aug 30

Draft 1 ELT 

Meeting

Oct 3

Draft 1 

Publish for 

Public 

Comments

Oct 18

Draft 2 

Actuals

Cut Off

Oct 31

Draft 2 

Published

Dec 13

Pre-Alignment

April & May

4/17 and 5/1 WW

4/20 and 5/1 W

Portal 

Enhancements  

Mar-May

Portal 

Open

May15

CPC 

Meeting

June 13

Alignment Meetings

July 24, 31 WW,

July 21,  27,W

CPC 

Meeting

Sep 12

Draft 1 CPC 

Meeting

Oct 17

CIP Work 

Group Meeting

Nov 7

End of Public 

Comment

Nov 17

Draft 2 

CPC 

Meeting 

Dec 12

Incorporate 

comments into 

Draft 2 Dec

CPC Meeting

Mar 14-

Cancelled 

CPR 

Meeting: 

Report on 

Pre-

Alignment

May 4th

We Are Here

DRAFT 2
FY 24-28 CIP

FY 25-29 CIP
FY 25-29 CIP

FY 25-29 CIP ROADMAP-SCORING PHASE 

CPC – Capital Improvement Planning |   CIP – Capital Improvement Plan  

CPR – Capital Program Review |  PM – Project Manager 
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CIP Delivery Team

Water – June 26 Wastewater – June 29

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

Chandan Sood –System Analytics & Metering Director
Sherri Gee – Planning Services Manager

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

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

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

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

• All New Projects 

• +/- 10 variance from previous score 

PROJECT SCORING- REVIEW COMMITTEE 
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PROJECT SCORING-EXAMPLE  

CIP Delivery Team
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CIP Delivery Team

CIP TIERED APPROACH

Tier 1
Score >75

Tier 2
Score >45 < 75

Tier 3
Score <45

PROJECT SCORING-EVALUATION 

Tier 1
Score >75

Tier 2
Score >45 < 75

Tier 3
Score <45
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CIP Delivery Team

PROJECT SCORING EXAMPLE 
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CIP Delivery Team

PROJECT SCORING EXAMPLE 
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CIP Delivery Team

Tier 3
Score <45

PROJECT SCORING- FY 24-28 CIP STATISTICS 

Tier 1
Score >75

Tier 2
Score >45 < 75

Tier 3
Score <45

86% 10% 4%Water* 

62% 37% 1%Wastewater* 
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SCORING KEY TAKEAWAYS RECAP

• 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) 
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Thank You 

CIP Delivery Team

Questions

& 


