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I. APPLICABILITY 
This procedure applies to present and proposed Operating Expense (OPEX) activities (i.e., those 
funded through operations funding) performed at PPPL. 
 
 
II. INTRODUCTION 

Operating Expense (OPEX) Projects play an important role in PPPL’s ability to provide for the 
safe and reliable operation of its facilities. As OPEX funds are limited, a systematic process is 
used for determining priorities for proposed projects based upon risks and benefits to safe and 
reliable facility operations. 
 
The Head of Facilities,with concurrence from the Associate Laboratory Director for Engineering 
& Infrastructure, is the authority for establishing OPEX priorities and annual work plans. The 
OPEX Committee evaluates proposed projects using the DOE Capital Asset Management 
Process (CAMP) and provides input to the Facilities Division Head. 
 
 
III. REFERENCES 

PPPL Accounting Manual, Exhibit 8-1 “DOE Fund Definitions” 
DOE Accounting Handbook, Chapter 10 “Plant and Capital Equipment” 

 
 
IV. DEFINITIONS 

Work Prioritization is the process by which requests for work related to the repair, 
maintenance and improvement of the Laboratory’s infrastructure and site are funded on 
the basis of need and risk and within available resources. 

 
OPEX (Operating Expense Projects) include projects of with a total estimated cost of 
$5,000 to $50,000 that are not expensed as capital expenditures. OPEX projects, 
managed by the PPPL Facilities Division, and are necessary for needed repairs, 
construction, maintenance, and alterations of existing PPPL facilities.  
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V. PROCEDURE 

Responsibility Action 
Head, Facilities 
Division  

1. Issues call for proposed activities annually to all Council members and 
Division Heads.  

Council Members and 
Division Heads 

2. Forward proposed projects to the Head, Facilities Division.  

Head, Facilities 
Division 

3. Assembles all project proposals (new and those previously identified) 
into a list, which  includes a brief description of the project and the 
name of the project advocate.  

 4. Assigns work requests received through the Computerized Maintenance 
Management System (CMMS) meeting the current definition of OPEX 
to the OPEX List for evaluation and prioritization. 

 5. Schedules a meeting of the OPEX committee for evaluation and 
ranking of project proposals and forwards project documentation to the 
committee members 

OPEX Committee 6. Discuss, evaluate, scores, and ranks the project proposals using the 
guidance provided in the CAMP Risk Ranking Criteria (Attachment 1).  

Head, Facilities 
Division 

7. Records results of the committee recommendations and forwards the 
prioritized OPEX project listing results, along with project cost 
estimates to the Associate Laboratory Director for Engineering & 
Infrastructure.  

Associate Director for 
Engineering & 
Infrastructure 

8. Reviews the priority recommendations, budget, and strategic issues; 
makes any necessary modifications; and endorses the priority listing. 

Facilities Division 9. Distributes the list of scheduled and queued OPEX projects to Council 
members and Division Heads for their review and so they are aware and 
can offer adjustments if circumstances warrant. 

Facilities Division 10. Executes OPEX projects according to the priority list. 

 11. Directs and monitors execution of OPEX projects and makes necessary 
schedule, cost, and scope adjustments based on available funding, 
facility restrictions, emergency conditions, and potential changes in 
priorities of Lab mission related objectives. 

 
 

VI. ATTACHMENTS 
1. CAMP Risk Ranking Criteria (Exerpt from DOE O 4320.2A Attachment IV-1 

Page IV-9 Category/Subcategory Benchmark Criteria) 
2. OPEX Project Prioritization Process Flow Chart   
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CAPITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT PROCESS PRIORITIZATION * 

 
1. INTRODUCTION. Consistency throughout the Department in the prioritization, 
preparation, and submission of asset management resource requirements is a key element 
of the Capital Asset Management Process (CAMP). To achieve the 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 a tool to help prioritize projects on a site 
wide, Field, and Headquarters (HQ) level. 
 
2. BACKGROUND. The CAMP prioritization process is a systematic, structured, and 
consistent method for determining the preferred order for allocating 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 developed 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 criteria were 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 process is 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 criteria and 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. 

 
* This is an excerpt from DOE O 4320.2A Attachment IV-1 Page IV-9 Category/Subcategory Benchmark 
Criteria) of which the Head of Facilities Division maintains a copy. 
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3. APPROACH. The problem-rating criteria within 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 criteria is 
crucial to achieve an equivalent, integrated ranking between dissimilar problems or projects. 
 

a. Steps. The CAMP prioritization process consists of four steps: (1) rating; (2) scoring; 
(3) initial ranking; and (4) final ranking. It is vital that bias be minimized. To this end, 
ratings are normalized in each step of the consolidation review process Office). This 
ensures consistency, equitable application of  ratings, and fair and accurate comparisons 
and rankings. The process for developing a total score for each problem/project gives 
greatest emphasis to the most severe rating, but also recognizes that some problems have 
multiple dimensions. The process therefore should duly reflect their contributions. 
 
b. Severity Rating Scale. The problem severity ratings span a scale 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 major category. Subcategory 
benchmark criteria are shown in Attachment IV-1. The subcategories enable project 
sponsors to 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 criteria for all four major categories and their respective 
subcategories are outlined in Attachment IV-2. 
 
d. Sample. A sample of an application of the rating and ranking process is presented in 
Attachment IV-3. 
 
e. Initial Ranking. Rank initially in descending order according to total rating score. The 
highest rating score, therefore, is the highest ranked priority. (Note: As previously stated, 
the benchmarks are defined so that a numeric rating on any scale ] denotes problem 
severity equal to the severity of the same numeric rating on any other scale.) For 
instance, a problem rating of 52 in the Programmatic Category is as important 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 a tie breaker by giving priority to each major category in the 
following order: Health & Safety; Environment/Waste Management; Safeguards and 
Security; and Programmatic. 

 
f. Final 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 problems they 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 the initial 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 
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severity reduction (rating reduction effected by the project), scope, readiness of a project, 
etc. Whether and how supplemental information modifies an installation's initial ranking 
is left to local discretion. 
 
(2) Rankings may be done for all the problems/projects in 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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Major Category Rating Criteria 

Score I. Health & Safety II. Environment III. Safeguards & 
Security IV. Programmatic 

10 Acceptable risk; minor 
incidents unlikely 

 
In compliance; working 
towards ALARA 

 
Minor problems 
unlikely Minor problems 

unlikely 

20 Minor incidents 
slightly likely Consistently in 

compliance; violations 
extremely unlikely 

Routinely secure with 
acceptable risk Adequate with 

acceptable 
risk 

30 Minor incidents 
moderately likely; 
serious incidents 
unlikely 

Routinely in compliance; 
low -impact violations 
are the exception; no 
offsite 
concern 

Routinely secure with 
some minor problems 

Adequate with some 
minor problems 

40 Minor incidents 
moderately likely; 
serious incidents 
slightly likely 

Occasional violations of 
moderate consequence Modest threat to 

classified information, 
technology, and parts 
(moderately likely) 

Adequacy in 
question 
with many minor 
problems 

50 Minor incidents likely; 
serious incidents 
moderately likely 

Frequent problems of 
moderate consequence; 
occasional serious 
problems; moderate 
offsite concern 

Serious threat to 
classified information, 
technology, property, 
and parts (moderately 
likely) 

Mission 
accomplishment at 
moderate risk 

60 Serious incidents 
likely; fatalities unlikely 

Consistently have 
problems of moderate 
consequence; frequent 
serious problems 

Serious threat to 
SNM/tritium or 
personnel (moderately 
likely) 

Mission 
accomplishment at 
high risk 

70 Serious incidents 
highly likely; fatalities 

moderately likely 
Highly likely large and 
Uncontrolled 
contamination/release to 
offisite areas with lasting 
serious environmental 
impact 

Extreme threat to SNM 
or personnel 
(moderately likely); 
extreme threat to 
classified information, 
technology, 
property, and parts 
(highly 
likely) 

Critical/strategic 
mission 
accomplishment 
severely 
impacted or shut 
down 

80 Highly likely life 
threatening situation  Extreme threat to SNM 

or 
personnel (highly likely)  
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* The OPEX Committee is appointed by the Facilities Division Head for the purpose of ranking OPEX projects 
according to CAMP criteria. The committee shall include the Manager of Building Services, Manager of 
Maintenance and Operations, engineers and technicians familiar with the major facilities and infrastructure systems 
at PPPL, and representatives of the ES&H and Environmental Services organizations. 

OPEX Project Prioritization Process 
 

Council Members and Direct Reports 
Identify Proposed OPEX Projects 

Council Members and Direct Reports 
Generate OPEX Requests 

Head of Facilities 
Collects OPEX requests and calls a 

meeting of the OPEX Subcommittee 
for Infrastructure Prioritization 

OPEX Committee for Infrastructure 
Prioritization 

Reviews proposed work/projects 

Head of Facilities 
Establishes OPEX Work Plan and 

forwards to the Associate Director for 
Engineering and Infrastructure 

Head of Facilities 
Implements work planning, executes, 

and manages OPEX Projects 

* OPEX Committee for 
Infrastructure Prioritization 

Members: 
Shawn Connolly (Chair) 

Charlie Kircher (Vice Chair) 
Ray Jeanes 

Henry Carnevale 
Al Bara 

Bill Gervasi 
Joe Franchino 
Margaret King 

Keith Rule 
Bill Slavin 

Head of Facilities 
Tracks and Evaluates OPEX Projects 

OPEX Committee for Infrastructure 
Prioritization 

Scores and ranks projects based on risks, 
mission alignment, benefits 
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