
Some of my previous columns have
a dd ressed the issue of project selec-
tion from the orga n i z at i o n ’s per-

s p e c t ive (e. g. , h ow to determine wh i ch
p rojects should be funded when funds are
limited). Howeve r, even when an enter-
p rise puts together a good port folio of
funded pro j e c t s ,t h e re may be a short age of
another critical re s o u rc e : the time of Six
Sigma Black Belts. In many orga n i z at i o n s ,
B l a ck Belt time short age is a more seve re
c o n s t raint than limited money. It seems
t h e re ’s no end to the list of potential pro j-

ects—just the hours
in a Black Belt’s
d ay. The same situ-
a t ion occurs  fo r
p roject sponsors ,
G reen Belts and
team member s .
Th u s ,i t ’s import a n t
t h a t key playe rs

m a ke certain that the projects they ch o o s e
to pursue are good ones.

But wh at ex a c t ly constitutes a “ go o d ”
p roject? This question can’t be answe re d
by running nu m b e rs through a computer
s i mu l at i o n , although a computer can help
get you there fa s t e r. The determ i n at i o n
u l t i m at e ly re q u i res that someone make
i n t e l l i gent and info rmed judgments. 
Fo l l owing is a short ve rsion of a sample
m e t h o d o l ogy that can be used to make
these judgments.

Fi g u re 1 shows a set of cri t e ria fo r
assessing a Six Sigma pro j e c t , along with
weights for each cri t e rion. The weights are
s i m p ly my own subjective assessment of
the importance of each cri t e rion. I arrive d
at these weights using a softwa re pack age
called Expert Choice, wh i ch I’ve found to
be ve ry useful in conve rting subjective
assessments to nu m e rical values. Expert
Choice uses the analytic hiera rch i c a l
p rocess method to conve rt pairwise com-
p a risons to weights that add to 100 
p e rcent. These weights can be used in
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va rious decision mat ri xe s , s u ch as the
one shown in Fi g u re 1, or in quality func-
tion dep l oy m e n t .

Fi g u re 1 is used by assigning a score of
ze ro to nine to each cri t e rion. The cri t e ri o n
s c o res are then multiplied by the we i g h t s
and added together to get a total score fo r
the project. Project scores can ra n ge fro m
ze ro to nine. Ke ep in mind that the total
i s n ’t as important as the distri bution of
p roject scores. Ideally there will be a point
wh e re some projects are cl e a rly better
than others ,a l l owing Black Belts to purs u e
those pro j e c t s .

To use Fi g u re 1, you need to deve l o p
guidelines for assigning scores to each
c ri t e rion. The guidelines just need to
m a ke sense for you and your orga n i-
z ation. The nu m e rical scale need not be
ze ro to nine; howeve r, I recommend using
the same nu m e rical scale for eve ry cri-
t e rion. Using a diffe rent nu m e rical scale

amounts to ch a n ging the weights. Fi g u re
2 presents an example of how guidelines
might look.

This ap p ro a ch borrows elements fro m
QFD and decision making. It isn’t perfe c t ,
but it will serve the purpose of distin-
guishing good prospects from real duds.
The inev i t able projects remaining in the
gray area can be examined more cl o s e ly
once the ch e rries have been picke d. But by
t h at time, t h e re are usually more ch e rri e s
on the tre e.
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1 . S p o n s o r s h i p 2 3 %

2. B e n e fits (specify main benefic i a ry )

2.1 External customer

2.2 S h a r e h o l d e r 1 9 %

2.3 Employee or internal customer     

2.4 Other (e.g., supplier or environment)     

3. Availability of resources other than team 1 6 %

4. Scope in terms of Black Belt effort 1 2 %

5. D e l i v e r a b l e 9 %

6. Time to complete 9 %

7. Te a m 7 %

8. Project charter 3 %

9. Value of Six Sigma approach 2 %

T O TA L 1 0 0 %

Note: Any criterion scores of zero must be addressed before project is approved.

C o n s e n s u s

S c o r e

F i g u re 2: Sample Criteria Guidelines and We i g h t s
S c o r e Interpretation  

9 Sponsor identified, duties specified and sufficient time committed and scheduled  

3 Sponsor identified, duties specified and sufficient time committed but not scheduled  

1 Willing sponsor who has accepted charter statement  

0 Sponsor not identified, or sponsor has not accepted the charter

q d

C r i t e r i o n Criterion Score X W e i g h t = Project Score

F i g u re 1: Project Assessment Criteria and We i g h t s


