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3-year procedure review resulted in minor changes to Attachment 2 to reflect
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Replace Attachment 2, which reflects updated functional titles and TRC
subcommittee membership.
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Subj ect: Effective Date: Initiated by:
GPP Prioritization April 8, 1998 Head, ES& H and Infrastructure Support
Super sedes: Approved:
Revision 0
Dated 1/24/92 Director
Applicability

This procedureis applicableto al organizational elementsin PPPL.

I ntroduction

This procedure shall be used for all present and proposed activities which would be funded from
General Plant Projects (GPP) funding. General Plant Projects are considered to be minor new
construction projects of ageneral nature with atotal estimated cost below $5 million per project. The
projects are necessary: to adapt PPPL facilities to new or improved operating techniques; to effect
economiesin operation; and to reduce (or diminate) safety, health, fire, and security problems.
General Plant Projects play an important role in PPPL’s ability to provide for the safe and reliable
operation of its facilities. Asthe availability of GPP fundsislimited, a premium is placed upon
establishing a systematic process for determining priorities for proposed projects based upon risks and
benefits.

The Technical Resources Committee (TRC) is the final authority for establishing GPP priorities and
annual work plans. To facilitate this decision making process, the TRC has formed a subcommittee
which is composed of subject matter experts from across the Laboratory to evaluate the merits of
individual projects. This subcommittee uses criteria developed by the DOE for the Capita Asset
Management Process (CAMP) to evaluate the proposed projects. A copy of the CAMP evaluation
criteriais shown as Attachment 1. It isimportant to note that the CAMP criteriais intended to be atool
for management to rank projects, but is not intended to replace sound management judgment in
reaching final decisions on project priorities.

Refer ence Documents

ESH-014 NEPA Review System

Acronyms

CAMP Capital Asset Management Process

GPP General Plant Projects

M&OD Maintenance & Operations Division

TRC Technical Resources Committee

Procedure

Responsibility Action

Head, M&OD 1. Issuesacall for proposed GPP activities on aperiodic (at least annual)
basis. The distribution shall include al Council members, at a
minimum.

Printed copies of this document are considered UNCONTROLLED / Information Only copies.
The official document is at http://www-local.pppl.gov/eshis/#ProcdsPubs
The ES&H and Infrastructure Support Department maintains the signed original.
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Line Managers

Council Member
Head, M& OD

TRC Subcommittee

Head, M&OD

TRC Chairperson

TRC

TRC Chairperson

Head, M&OD

Head, ES&H
Head, M&OD

TRC Chairperson

ATTACHMENTS

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Identifies need for a potentid GPP project(s) and informs the
appropriate Council member.

Forwards proposed projects to the Head, M& OD.

Assembles al project proposals (new and those previously identified)
into aconciselist. Thelist shall include a brief description of the
project and the name of the project advocate.

Schedules ameeting of the TRC subcommittee for evaluation and
ranking of project proposals and forwards documentation to the
subcommittee members.

Evaluates and scores the individua project proposals using the
guidance provided in Attachment 1.

Records results of the subcommittee recommendations and forwards
the results, along with project cost estimates to the TRC Chairperson.
Schedules a meeting of the TRC to
recommendations.

review the ranking

Reviews the priority recommendations, budget status, and strategic
issues in order to endorse or modify the recommended priority listing.
In the event that unresolved issues/questions arise, return to Step 5.

Provides priority recommendations to the Director and Deputy
Director.

Prepares NEPA Planning Forms for each approved project in
accordance with Procedure ESH-014.

Forwards NEPA Planning Forms and priority list to the Head,
ES&H.

Reviews NEPA Planning Formsin accordance with ESH-014.
Prepares and submits request for Directive Authorization to DOE-
Princeton Group. The request shall identify appropriate Performance
Metric Milestones (required by DOE/PU performance based contract.)

Informs TRC Chairperson of any significant changes in project
schedules and/or cost estimates.

Reviews major changes in schedules and/or cost estimates and decides
on need for a TRC meeting to discuss implications.

Attachment 1. CAMP Risk Ranking Criteria

Attachment 2. Flowchart

Printed copies of this document are considered UNCONTROLLED / Information Only copies.
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CHAPTER IV
CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT PROCESS PRIORITIZATION

1. INTRODUCTION. Consistency throughout the Department in the
prioritization, preparation, and submission of asset management resource
requirements is akey element of the Capital Asset Management Process
(CAMP). To achievethe desired consistency, all sites shall adopt the
CAMP prioritization process discussed in this Chapter. The
prioritization process is designed to rate and rank each project. The
priority lists shall be updated annually. This process shall be used as
atool to help prioritize projects on asitewide, Field, and
Headquarters (HQ) level.

2. BACKGROUND. The CAMP prioritization process is a systematic,
structured, and consistent method for determining the preferred order
for alocating limited resources to solve problems. This process
prioritizes the problems (events, conditions, situations, requirements,
etc.) that projects are intended to address. Other methods and
techniques are used to assess the appropriateness or readiness of a
project; examples are: value engineering, justification reviews, and
project validations. For the purposes of this chapter, problems and
projects can be thought of as interchangeable in the prioritization
process.

a. Development Basis. The CAMP prioritization process was devel oped
on the basis of risk management and reflects the values and culture
of the Department. The prioritization criteria consist of the two
elements of risk--consequence and probability. They are combined
in the criteria statements and are influenced by the terminology
and expressions commonly used by the people who work with the
various rating criteria categories. The scores represent the
risk-consequence and probability of occurrence based on the
descriptions under each rating criteria. The rating criteriawere
developed and positioned based on Departmental intentions and
public expectations, appropriate standard industrial practices, and
represent the desired level of operational conduct (see Attachment
IV-1).

b. Universality. The CAMP prioritization processis universal,
encompassing four major categories: (1) health and safety; (2)
environment/waste management; (3) safeguards and security; and (4)
programmatic. The process provides for expansion, change, and
improvements. Further, it can easily accommodate ratings derived
from other prioritization systems, as long as the ratings reflect
the same values and culture. The rating criteriaand scoring
process are contained in the Attachments to this Chapter and shall
be maintained by HQ. Any changes to the prioritization process
will be transmitted with the annual CAMP Call.

Thisis an excerpt from a longer document that is maintained by the Head of
Maintenance & Operations Division.
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3. APPROACH. The problem-rating criteriawithin each of the four major
categories and their subcategories are aligned along a scoring scale so
that they represent the same severity or priority. Therefore, any
rating score in one category or subcategory represents the same problem
severity as the same numerical rating score in any other category. This
alignment of criteriais crucial to achieve an equivaent, integrated
ranking between dissimilar problems or projects.

a. Steps. The CAMP prioritization process consists of four steps:

(2) rating; (2) scoring; (3) initial ranking; and (4) find

ranking. Itisvital that bias be minimized. To thisend, ratings

are normalized in each step of the consolidation review process

(i.e., from facility, to site, to Operations Office, to HQ Program
Office). Thisensures consistency, equitable application of

ratings, and fair and accurate comparisons and rankings. The
process for developing atotal score for each problem/project gives
greatest emphasis to the most severe rating, but aso recognizes

that some problems have multiple dimensions. The process therefore
should duly reflect their contributions.

b. Severity Rating Scale. The problem severity ratings span ascale
from 20 to 80. The scale could have been infinite, but the two
ends were collapsed for ease of use.

c. Benchmark Criteria. To assist in assigning major category ratings,
benchmark criteria are given for a number of subcategories under
each magjor category. Subcategory benchmark criteriaare shownin
Attachment 1VV-1. The subcategories enable project sponsorsto rate
problems with reference to specific technical and managerial
benchmarks, as a guide to accurate rating. The probability and
frequency languages used in the benchmark rating criteriafor al
four major categories and their respective subcategories are
outlined in Attachment 1V-2.

d. Sample. A sample of an application of the rating and ranking
processis presented in Attachment 1V-3.

e. Initial Ranking. Rank initially in descending order according to
total rating score. The highest rating score, therefore, isthe
highest ranked priority. (Note: Asprevioudy stated, the
benchmarks are defined so that a numeric rating on any scale
denotes problem severity equa to the severity of the same numeric
rating on any other scale.) For instance, a problem rating of 52
in the Programmeatic Category is asimportant as a problem rating of
52 on the Health & Safety Category, by design. However, where two
or more problems have identical overall problem ratings, their
initial rankings shall be determined through atie breaker by
giving priority to each major category in the following order:
Health & Safety; Environment/\Waste Management; Safeguards and
Security; and Programmatic.

Printed copies of this document are considered UNCONTROLLED / Information Only copies.
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f. Fina Ranking.

(1) Projects proposed to address the prioritized problems for
out-years are seldom thoroughly defined at the time the 5-year
plan is prepared and are best ranked according to the severity
ratings of the problemsthey are to address. Once CDRs are
completed, project cost, scope, and results are better
defined. Nevertheless, projects should continue to be ranked
primarily according to problem severity throughout the
planning period. Management review of theinitial ranking is
important to ensure all considerations are reflected in the
final ranking. Techniques such as pair-wise comparisons are
useful. Supplemental information to adjust rankings may
include cost, problem improvement or severity reduction
(rating reduction effected by the project), scope, readiness
of aproject, etc. Whether and how supplemental information
modifies an installation'sinitial ranking isleft to local
discretion.

(2) Rankings may be done for all the problems/projectsin the
5-year planning period and then organized into individual
fiscal year rankings or ranked initially by year. Because of
budget formulation considerations (e.g., funding limitations,
project readiness, consolidation of like projects, etc.),
actual project budget submissions could result in modifying
the order of the yearly rankings.
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Excer pt from:

DOE 4320.2A Attachment V-1
2-10-94 Page 1V-5
CATEGORY/SUBCATEGORY BENCHMARK CRITERIA
Major Category Rating Criteria
Score I. Health & 1. Environment [11. Safeguards & V. Programmatic

Safety Security
10 Acceptable risk; In compliance; Minor problems unlikely Minor problems
minor incidents working towards unlikely
unlikely ALARA
20 Minor incidents Consistently In Routinely secure with Adeguate with
dightly likely compliance; violations|[ acceptable risk acceptable risk
extremely unlikely
30 Minor incidents Routindy in Routinely secure with Adeguate with some
moderately likely; compliance; low - some minor problems minor problems
serious incidents impact violations are
unlikely the exception; no
offsite concern
40 Minor incidents Occasiond violations [[ Modest threat to classified || Adequacy In question
moderately likely; of moderate information, technology, || with many minor
serious incidents consequence and parts (moderately problems
dightly likely likely)
50 Minor incidents Frequent problems of || Seriousthreat to classified |[ Mission
likely; serious moderate information, technology, | accomplishment at
incidents consequence; property, and parts moderate risk
moderately likely occasional serious (moderately likely)
problems; moderate
offsite concern
60 Serious Incidents Consistently have Seriousthresat to Mission
likely; fatdities problems of moderate | SNM/tritium or personnel || accomplishment at
unlikely consequence; frequent || (moderately likely) high risk
serious problems
70 Serious incidents Highly likely large Extreme threat to SNM or || Critical/strategic
highly likely; and uncontrolled personnel (moderately mission
fatalities moderately || contamination/release || likely); extreme threat to accomplishment
likely to offisiteareaswith || classified information, severely impacted or
lasting serious technology, property, and || shut down
environmental impact || parts (highly likely)
80 Highly likely life- Extreme threat to SNM or
threatening Situation personnel (highly likely)

Printed copies of this document are considered UNCONTROLLED / Information Only copies.
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I. HEALTH & SAFETY RATING CRITERIA SUBCATEGORIES

Score Regulatory Best Special Technological Industrial Industrial Fire Health Criticality
Compliance Management Action/Team Base (R&D) Hyvaiene Safety Protection Physics
Practice Findings

10 Always in No concerns Extremely effective No concerns with Very low No exposure to Event
compliance with program to limit rare minor probability of public or employees | essentially
high margin exposure ALARA incidents worker injury impossible

20 In compliance, No intervention at TSA Priority 3; Develop new Very effective Few concerns, with | Property loss Deviation -
but upcoming present, but Tiger Team technology in support | program to limit occasional minor extremely unlikely minor change
problems slightly upcoming action Priority 4 of mission and exposure below incidents or of trivial value from approved
likely possible national objectives; standards conditions or

long-term probability procedures
of successand/or (Category 1)
high risk

30 Consistently in Some minor Develop new Routine acceptable Meeting Standard industrial | Moderate exposure | Infraction-
compliance with concerns/recomme approaches, performance in established internal | protection, with to the public significant
occasional minor ndations techniques, and maintaining objectives acceptable risk; slightly likely (1-5 change from
deviation methods to improve exposure at /below some property REM/yr.) exposure | approved

operations standards losses expected toworkersup to 1 conditions or
REMZyr; procedures but
moderately likely no realistic way
tocause a
criticality
(Category 2)
40 Frequent minor Many minor Tiger Team Develop new Prevent against Minor injuries Events with minor Event with
violations concerns/recomme | Priority 3 methods to frequent violation of | exceed goals injury likely probability
ndations improve/enhance exposure standards approximately
health & safety only through 106
capability and administrative
efficiency; controls
intermediate
probability of success
and/or low risk

50 Frequently in Some significant Tiger Team Develop new Frequent violation of | Minor injuries Serious injury Continuous low-
compliance but, concerns/recomme | Priority 2 methods to exposure standards - | frequent, or moderately likely, level exposure to
serious violations ndations; violation improve/enhance no controls available | occasional serious Standard industrial | the public likely
occasionally occur | of internal health & safety injuries protection; (.01-1 Rem/yr.);

standards capabilities and occasional high exposure to
efficiency; short-term significant property | workers highly
probability of success loss likely (10-100
and/or low risk REMZyr.

60 Serious violation Mandated fixes TSA Priority 2 Develop necessary Potential substantial | Serious injuries Serious injury likely; | Excessive exposure | Violation -
frequent, orsome | and schedules due methods, processes danger to site frequent significant property | tothe public continuation of
continuing minor | tosignificant and techniques in personnel through losses routine slightly likely (5-100 | activity would
deviations, problems; likely support of critical exposure; near-term REM/Zyr.); worker significantly
shutdown suspension of health & safety action required exposure above increase
possible operations pending objectives; short-term regulatory limits probabability of

action probability of success likely (5-10 criticality
and/or low risk REM/Zyr.) (Category 3)

70 Serious, life- TSA Priority 1 Substantial danger to | Fatalities possible Fatalities possible Moderate exposure | Event credible
threatening Tiger Team personnel, fatalities to the public likely with possibility
violations (on site Priority 1 possible (1-5 REMZyr.;) 10°¢
personnel); worker fatality
shutdown slightly likely
assured

80 Highly likely life- Highly likely life- Highly likely life- Highly likely life- Highly like life- Criticality or
threatening threatening situation | threatening threatening threatening near criticality
situation situation situation situation (Categories 4

and 5)
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1. ENVIRONMENT/ WASTE MANAGEMENT RATINGCRITERIA SUBCATEGORIES

Score | Regulatory Best Special Technological Liquid Waste | Solid Waste Airborne Waste Environme | Corrective Activities
Compliance | Manaageme | Action/T | Base (R&D) Waste (Waste Pollutants (Waste | Minimization ntal
nt eam Manaaoement Manaagement) Management) Restoration
Practice Findings
10 No violations No concerns No concerns No concerns No concerns Process generates
minimum waste
using best
engineering
practice
20 Consistently in No Tiger Team | Develop new Effective Consistently Consistently meets Process generates Decontaminat
compliance but | intervention Priority 4 technology in transport/storag | meets requirements relatively little ion and
upcoming at present, but support of mission | e; treatment requirements waste decommissioni
problems upcoming and national discharge meets ng (D&D) at
possible action possible objectives; long- requirements sites with no
term probability of present
success and/or imperatives
high risk
30 Consistently in Some minor Develop new Occasional Emissions currently Process generates Remedial
compliance concerns/reco approaches, discharge within permitted more waste than actions/D&D
with occasional | mmendations techniques, and exceeding levels, but hard to an efficient needed to
minor methodologies to material goals maintain process reduce risk,
deviations improve promote
operations compliance, or
maintain
mission
continuity
40 Frequent minor | Many minor Tiger Team | Develop new Occasional Occasional Emissions occasionally
violations concerns/reco | Priority 3 methodologies to violation of inadequacy of exceed permitted
mmendations; improve/enhance | discharge permit | permitted levels by a small
some health & safety storage/handling amount
significant capabilities and /transport/packa
concerns/reco efficiencies ging/disposal
mmendations ,intermediate capacity
probability of
success and/or
medium risk
50 Frequently in Violation of Tiger Team | Develop new Many or System capacity Emissions frequently Process generates Remedial Out-of-compliance with
compliance, but | contractor Priority 2 methodologies to immediate frequently exceed permitted excessive waste actions/D&D requirements, but no
serious standards; improve/enhance | violations inadequate levels, by a large required by signed agreement
violations contractor health & safety amount inforce
occasionally suspension of capabilities and agreements
occur operations efficiency; short-
likely term probability of
success and/or
low risk
60 Serious Mandated Develop necessary | Lack of adequate Process generates | Actions Actions required as part of
violations fixesand methodologies, storage/treatme waste that required as asigned interagency
frequent schedules due processes and nt exceeds regulatory | part of a agreement
to significant techniquesin handling/transp limits signed
problems; support of critical | ort/packaging interagency
likely environmental facilities agreement
suspension of objectives; short
operations term probability of
pending success and/or
action low risk
70 Violation of law Tiger Team Emissions extremely Process generates Remedial Actions needed within 1
with potential Priority | high on occasion (not excessive waste actions/D&D | year to prevent significant
serious civil or life threatening) such that severe required to risks
criminal environmental protect from
problems impact is near-term
inevitable risks
80 Emissions dangerously

high (life threatening)
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SAFEGUARDS & SECURITY RATINGCRITERIA SUBCATEGORIES

Score Compliance Best Special Technoloaical SNM Protection of Protection of Protection of Protection
with Orders Manaagement Action/Team Base (R&D) Accountability SNM Class, Info., Property from from Hostile
Reaulations, Practice Findinas Technoloay. Theft & Loss Action

Policies, MSSA and Parts (Non- (Non-SNM,
SNM) Non-
CLASSIFIED
10 In compliance, no Always meets Substantially Loss extremely rare | No chance for
problems standards exceeds protection and of trivial value | exposure to
requirements danger
20 Consistently in No Intervention at | Satisfactory Develop new Consistently meets Very secure only Some small loses
compliance, with present but, overall ((1&E) technology in support | standards remote, likely expected
some minor upcoming action of mission and scenario could
deviations possible national objectives; succeed
long-term probability
of success and/or
high risk
30 Routinely in Some minor Develop new Minor problems, but | Theft or diversion Theft or diversion Standard industrial | Safe and
compliance with concerns/recomme technology , compensatory possibilities possibilities protection secure, normal
some minor ndations approaches, measures available acceptably normally countered concerns
deviations techniques, and countered
methods to improve
operations
40 Frequently in Many minor Marginal Develop new Frequent problems, Occasional
compliance, but concerns/recomme | classified methods to but compensatory significant loss;
serious violations ndations information, improve/enhance measures available frequent minor loss
occasionally occur technology parts | S&S capabilities and
for classified info., (I&E) efficiency;
technology and intermediate
parts possibility of success
and/or medium risk
50 Serious violating More significant Unsatisfactory - Develop new Accountability Theft or diversion Occasional major
frequent for concerns/recomme | classified methods to difficult within possibilities that loss
classified ndations information, improve/enhance reasonable response evade initial
information, technology parts | S&S capabilities and time, but resolution detection system
technology, and (I&E) efficiency; short-term | moderately likely
parts, or many probability of success
continuing and/or risk
violations
60 Frequently in Mandated fixes Marginal - SNM | Develop necessary Serious problems; Cannot reasonably Loss of classified Cannot
compliance, but and schedules due (1&E) methods to support accountability assure protection information, reasonably
SNM violations to significant critical S&S objectives, | uncertain within technology, or parts assure
occasionally occur | problems; likely short-term probability | reasonable response is likely (Intentional protection
suspension of of successand/or low | time or unintentional) serious injury
operations pending risk possible
action
70 Many serious Unsatisfactory Numerous SNM Reasonable Terrorist attach
violations for SNM (1&E) violations scenarios possible, or hostage
classified deviation or theft situation likely
information, pathways apparent with fatalities
technology, and possible
parts; Many SNM
violations,
pervasive lack of
compliance with
SNM reqgulations
80 Extreme threat to

SNM or personal
(highly likely)
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IV. PROGRAMMATIC RATING CRITERIA

Score Compliance with Best Technoloaical Base Capability Capacity Quality Physical Condition
Orders Initiatives, Management (R&D)
Directives Practice
10 Exceeds No concerns State of theartto | Exceeds Able to neet Like-new condition
requirenents meet known requirenentsto | requirenents;
future support mission | minor
requirenments improvenents
possible
20 In conrpliance, but No intervention Develop new Process adequate | Viable for Able to neet Good - perforrms to
upcomng problerrs at present, but technology in support | to meet program | mission requirenents; original specs with
slightly likely upconingaction | of missionan national | mission mnor routine preventive
possible; IROR > | objective; long-term requirenents, but improvenents meintenance, downtinme
20% probability of success | inprovemrents possible does not affect
and/or high risk warranted operation/mssion
30 Consistently in Sorme minor Develop new Able to neet Adequate - neets mission,
conpliance, with concerns/recom | approaches, requirenents; but cannot performto all
occasional minor mendations; techniques, and sone original specs, sormre
deviations IROR > 50% methodologies to significant corrective maintenance
improve operations improvenents necessary
required
40 IROR > 75%; Develop new Can neet mission | Viable for Able to neet Fair - occasional
Sonesignificant | methodologies to with problens mission on requirenents; substandard operation;
concerns/recom | improve/enhance likely schedule with many repetitive corrective
nmendations mission capability and overtineg; significant maintenance; can neet
efficiency; problens improvenents mission with minor
intermediate nmoderately required problerrs
probability of success likely
and/or mediumrisk
50 Frequently in Violation of Develop new Can neet mission | Onschedule Unableto meet | Poor - consistent
conpliance, but Internal nmethodologies to with difficulty with significant | sone substandard
serious violations standards; inprove/enhance overtime requirenents performance;
occasionally occur suspension of mission capability and operations/nission
operations daily; | efficiency; short-term threatened
IROR >100% probability of success
and/or low risk
60 Serious violations Mandated fixes Develop necessary Cannot rreet Inadequate unableto meet | Severely deteriorated,
frequent, or many and schedules nmethodologies, mission; or capacity to nost mission assignment at
continuing mnor due to significant | processes, and unique support requirenents high risk
deviations; problerrs; likely | techniques insupport | capabilityin mninum
shutdown possible suspension of of critical jeopardy requiremnents of
operations programmatic mission
pendingaction objectives; short-term
probability of success
and/or low risk
70 Critical/strategi Critical/strategic
cmission facilities inoperable
capability does
not exist
80
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