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Agenda 

§  Introduction to Anchorage Water and Wastewater Utility 
§ AWWU’s Former CIP Prioritization 

§  Process 
§  Drivers to Improve  

§ Alternative CIP Prioritization Methods 
§ Asset Management / Risk-Based Solution 
§ What’s Else and What’s Next? 



But first… 



How Much Time Spent Prioritizing? 



Introduction to Anchorage Water 
and Wastewater Utility 



Anchorage Water and Wastewater 
Utility (AWWU) 

§ 300 Employees 
§ Annual CAPEX: $50M 
§ 2 WTPs; 3 WWTPs 
§ 50 MG in reservoirs 
§ 850 miles of water main / 750 miles of sewers 

§  Average cover is 10 feet 

§ 350,000 population served 
§  40% of AK population; heavily regulated by state (ARC) 

§ Strategic Asset Services Section ≈ 10 years old 
 



AWWU’s Former CIP Prioritization 



“The Matrix” – Excel based 



AM Definition 



Likelihood of 
Failure 

Consequence of 
Failure X	Risk =	



Triple-Bottom Line 



Projects Scored in 10 Categories 

§ Reliability 

§ Safety and Security 
§ Environment + Regulation 
§ Critical Assets 
§ Customer Needs 
§ Coordination with Outside 

Entities 

§ Maintenance 
Requirements 

§ Excellence through 
Innovation 

§ Financial Benefit 
§ Strategic Importance 



Scoring 

Project	by	Project	
Assessments	Made	
in	Excel	by	a	
Leadership	Team	



Results – Water CIP 

2-15	



Results – Wastewater CIP 



Obvious Issues Identified 

§ Larger clustering of projects – difficult to 
identify priorities 

§ Max score for most projects was less than 20 
out of a possible 100 
§ Most utilities have their largest risks addressed 



Project Score / Budget (BCR) 



Less Obvious Issues Identified 

§ Scoring for smaller projects (that addressed 
smaller issues) was artificially inflated 

§ There was overlap in some of the matrix 
categories 

§ Many projects didn’t fit easily in the matrix 
§  IT projects 
§ Planning projects 

§ Scoring system was subjective in many cases 



Overlap 

System	or	subsystem	is	
not	supported	by	a	

vendor	and	is	reaching	
the	end	of	its	useful	life	

System	technology	is	
aging,	support	and/or	
parts	are	not	readily	

available	



More Overlap 



Speculative Scoring 

Poten-al	regula-on	
an-cipated	in	next	

5-10	years	



Alternatives CIP Prioritization 
Methods 



DC Water 

3.	RISK	EXPOSURE	

2.	CURRENT	
STATE	OF	ASSETS	

4.	
MINIMIZE	
LIFE-CYCLE	
COSTS	



NYDEP 

3.	RISK	EXPOSURE	

2.	CURRENT	
STATE	OF	ASSETS	

4.	
MINIMIZE	
LIFE-CYCLE	
COSTS	



Hartford MDC 

3.	RISK	EXPOSURE	

2.	CURRENT	
STATE	OF	ASSETS	

4.	
MINIMIZE	
LIFE-CYCLE	
COSTS	



Asset Management / Risk-Based 
Solution to CIP Prioritization 



Triple-Bottom Line 



Triple Bottom Line 

Categorized	
Parameters	

Incorporated	
Planning	Projects	

Eliminated	
Overlap	



Less Speculation 



Simplification 



Planning Projects 



Scaling 



Benefit / Cost Approach 



What’s Else and What’s Next? 



Partial Risk Reduction 



Automation / Dashboarding 



Banding Projects 



TBL Monetized Prioritization 



Questions and Comments 

Kevin Campanella 
Burgess & Niple, Inc. 

Utility Planning Leader 

Phone: 614-459-2050 

kevin.campanella@burgessniple.com 

 

Thank	you!	


