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INTRODUCTION 
 

 

In December 2011, the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Subcommittees asked 

the National Academy of Public Administration (Academy) to conduct an independent review of 

the Department of Energy (DOE’s) management and oversight of the national laboratories.  As 

part of the review, the Academy also was asked to benchmark several non-DOE Federally 

Funded Research and Development Centers (FFRDCs) and compare the management and 

oversight of these entities with the DOE laboratories. 

 

In May 2012, the Academy convened an expert Panel experienced in DOE issues to guide the 

project’s research and to make recommendations to improve the Department’s oversight and 

evaluation processes.  Staff experienced in the subjects to be studied were recruited to support 

the Panel.  For contracting expertise, the Academy subcontracted with the Jefferson Consulting 

Group. 

 

During the course of this study, project staff conducted interviews and performed research at 

DOE headquarters in Washington D.C. and at 9 national laboratories and their DOE site offices.  

In addition, project staff conducted interviews and research at 6 non-DOE FFRDCs.  Due to the 

amount of data collected and the depth of analyses, detailed information on DOE’s lab 

evaluation processes and the benchmarked FFRDCs are included in this compilation of 

appendices, which are referenced throughout the report. 
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APPENDIX A: NATIONAL LABORATORY DIRECTORS’ COUNCIL (NLDC) ISSUES AND 

CORRESPONDING DOE ACTIONS  
 

NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

1. Unneeded Approvals 

 

Problem: Business processes that require DOE approval of management and operating (M&O) contract activities should be reserved 

for extremely high-value, high-risk transactions.  A proliferation of approvals have arisen, often in response to minor and isolated 

problems, at the site office, service center, program, or headquarters support level; approvals inappropriately distribute risk-acceptance 

responsibilities and lead to costly delays and risk-aversion.  DOE must clearly state when site offices or service centers should be 

involved in serious, high-risk, high-dollar approvals and excluded from routine approvals.  Pursue the following actionable items to 

reduce unneeded approvals: 

 

1A DOE approval is required for all cooperative research and 

development agreement (CRADA) and work for others 

(WFO) agreements, leading to costs and delays.  Delegate 

all but very high value or unique approvals to the M&O and 

hold them accountable for maintaining appropriate 

portfolios.  Delegate authority for foreign WFOs and, if 

needed, provide an entities list with which the M&O should 

not contract.  

Approving WFO and CRADA Proposals. For CRADAs, issued 

an Acquisition Letter outlining a new streamlined process on 

6/25/12.  For WFO proposals, NNSA conducted a Lean Six 

Sigma assessment in collaboration with the laboratories and other 

programs to streamline the WFO review process.  The 

recommendations, which include the development of templates 

and checklists, are being implemented.   

1B Some DOE review and approvals related to salary actions 

are outdated and limit contractors' flexibility to address 

salary needs as they arise.  Allow labs to move funds 

between salary adjustment categories (except for variable 

pay) during the fiscal year and delete requirement for DOE 

approval for key personnel salaries.  Some field offices 

require that they approve the salaries of the M&O 

contractor's top three executives.  This is not justified as 

salaries over the allowed amount are covered with 

unallowable, i.e., contractor funds.  Eliminate reporting of 

salaries above particular thresholds.  

 

Salary Approval/Reporting Requirements. (1) Contractors will 

have the flexibility to make minor shifts of funds (10%) across 

salary categories without DOE approval.  (2) Programs will 

approve each laboratory director’s salary annually.  All other key 

personnel will be transitioned to the contractor’s Controlled 

Insurance Program.  DOE will approve the salaries of key 

personnel upon initial contract award and when key personnel are 

replaced.  (3) Contractor reporting of salaries above particular 

thresholds will be eliminated.  Memorandum issued to Under 

Secretaries regarding these policy changes on 10/24/11. 
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NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

1C DOE approval for higher value subcontracts and 

procurements results in long delays and risk aversion.  

Substantially raise the thresholds for review for all M&Os 

and limit DOE review to either the solicitation or award if 

changes are minimal.  Give contractors the authority to 

make Davis-Bacon construction determinations.  Delegate 

authority to the contractor to make all Buy American Non-

availability determinations.  Raise the major items of 

equipment threshold from $2 million to $10 million.  Permit 

M&Os to accept vendor terms and conditions on 

procurements up to $100,000 at laboratory discretion.  

Allow contracting officers to describe classes of 

procurements and projects that must meet certain 

requirements (such as labor standards), rather than 

individually reviewing them.  

Subcontract Approvals. Agreement reached on increasing the 

threshold for subcontract approvals based on risk.  A guide 

chapter outlining the new policy was issued on 10/19/11. 

 

Davis-Bacon Authority. Contracting officers were provided with 

guidance for working with contractors to approve “classes” of 

Davis-Bacon determinations rather than issuing individual 

determinations.  Acquisition Letter on new policy was issued on 

10/6/11. 

 

Buy American Authority. Increased the delegated level for 

approving Buy American determinations from $100,000 to 

$500,000.  Department of Energy Acquisition Regulation 

(DEAR) deviation issued on 8/29/11.   

 

Major Items of Equipment. Agreed that raising the major item of 

equipment threshold from $2 million to $10 million need not be 

pursued at this time. 

 

Vendor Terms and Conditions. Agreed to permit contractors to 

accept certain terms and conditions for procurements up to 

$100,000 at laboratory discretion.  Policy flash was issued on 

9/23/11. 

1D International collaboration and conference attendance is a 

necessary part of all areas of scientific research.  Approval 

for foreign travel is extremely time consuming and 

substantially increases the costs to DOE by delaying travel 

purchases.  Re-evaluate the DOE 0 55l.1C Official Foreign 

Travel for possible elimination or revision.  Identify the 

basic requirements and make the contractor accountable for 

meeting these and clearly define those that do not require 

DOE approvals.  

Foreign Travel Order.  Revised order issued on April 2, 2012.  

Delegates additional authority to the laboratories and provides 

greater consistency.   
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NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

2. Excessive Oversight 

 

Problem: DOE's structure encourages a "piling on" of audits and assessments without clear risk-prioritization, coordination, or value. 

Audit findings must always follow audits, and these take on the force of policy, resulting in variable, audit-driven policy responses 

and ever higher costs.  The laboratories must staff up to deal with these audits and assessments, moving more and more dollars away 

from science.  Recommend reducing the scope of audit activities and limit them to real "for cause" actions.  Rely on independent audit 

functions at the laboratories.  Substantially improve management of "corrective action" responses. 

 

2A The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has migrated 

from looking at serious areas of risks to poking at a never-

ending stream of seemingly random "efficiency 

opportunities," which despite being un-validated and often 

rejected by management and subject matter experts 

throughout the complex, are listed as findings that require 

actions.  A cycle of “policy by audit” follows as 

headquarters departments attempt to be responsive to the 

OIG.  Break this cycle.  Engage in serious conversation with 

the Inspector General (IG) about the office’s priorities and 

radically reduce the focus on efficiency opportunities within 

the laboratories, just as IG's in other agencies don't audit 

their contractors to find "efficiencies."  

DOE and the NLDC agreed not to pursue this item. 

3. Unnecessary Reporting  
 

Problem: The laboratories are required to submit a variety of reports to DOE.  Many of these reports are duplicative or provide 

information that does not contribute to better management or oversight of the M&O.  On the contrary, much of this reporting is time 

consuming and ultimately is not used in any meaningful way towards the missions of the labs.  Below are specific reporting 

requirements that do not add value in managing the laboratories. 

 

3A It is anticipated that criteria proposed in the Review and 

Comment System draft DOE 0 232.1 would, at minimum, 

triple the number of reportable occurrences at many labs 

with little promotion of organizational learning and possible 

Occurrence Reporting and Processing of Operations 

Information Order.  Revised order issued on 8/30/11. 
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NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

negative impacts on open reporting cultures.  Given the type 

of events required to be reported, based in the new draft 

order, it appears this may be an attempt to use the 

Occurrence Reporting and Processing System (ORPS) 

process to collect metric-type data on issues that are not 

necessarily event driven.  This, however, comes at increased 

indirect costs to manage ORPS processes by organizational 

occurrence owners, and the increased support for event 

critiques/causal analyses.  Revise 0232.1 based on this 

input.  

4. Striving Towards Best Practices 

 

Problem: In many areas of DOE, best practices or even conventional operating practices used in industry and academia are not 

followed.  While best practices may not be suitable for some unique processes within DOE, many of the practices in place do not 

deliver more effectively with fewer problems and unforeseen complications.  Below are specific instances where DOE can strive 

toward better practices. 

 

4A Consistent with the DOE Office of Finance and Accounting 

recommendation, increasing the dollar threshold for the 

capitalization of assets from $50,000 to $500,000 would 

significantly reduce the cost and effort currently required to 

cap items at the lower threshold.  Beyond this threshold 

though, distinguishing between operating and capital funds 

is in and of itself a useless exercise.  This distinction can 

easily be made for items treated as projects under DOE 

Order 413.3-1b, so it is for the items that do not fall under 

the order (< $5 million) where it could make a difference. 

National laboratories are not corporations that own assets; 

the assets belong to the government, so there is no value in 

distinguishing between capital and operating funds.  

Depreciation and other tax consequences have no relevance 

to our situation.  If one looks over the entire DOE complex, 

Threshold for Capitalizing Property, Plant, and Equipment.  
Raised threshold from $50,000 to $500,000.  Memorandum 

issued by the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) effective 10/1/11. 
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including laboratories, field offices, and headquarters, there 

are 100's of accountants and supporting staff whose job is to 

deal with "correctly” accounting for these items.  Therefore, 

significant savings would result from eliminating the "color 

of money" complication.  The argument here is stronger 

than a "no added value" one; besides paying people to track 

something that has no relevance, managers waste time 

worrying about these arbitrary categorizations of money.  

4B Extrapolation incentivizes contractors to have excessive 

controls to minimize impact to unallowable cost.  A 

contractor who maintains a system with a reasonable error 

rate, consistent with commercial practices, may be required 

to write off costs from private funds because a more 

expensive zero error system was not maintained.  This 

creates a situation where cost to achieve perfection is 

allowable, while a more moderate and balanced cost of 

operation focused on efficiency frequently results in an 

unallowable cost penalty to the contractor.  Therefore, we 

suggest the Department develop policy guidance for 

contracting officers and contractor internal audit 

organizations that recognizes when it may be in the best 

interest of the government to forego questioning minor 

errors and the extrapolation of questioned costs when the 

contractor is operating financial systems within reasonable 

error rates.  

Guidance for Contracting Officers on Unallowable Cost 

Determinations.  Acquisition Letter providing updated guidance 

issued on 10/24/11 emphasizing the need for using reasonableness 

as a criteria in determining whether a cost is unallowable.   

4C DOE's property management requirements are extremely 

expensive to implement and are not cost-benefit positive for 

the agency.  DOE should revisit entirely the concept of 

treating all M&O property as government property in the 

same way the agency does, and should instead look towards 

alternate models that permit laboratories to operate property 

management systems that are in line with peer private 

Personal Property Management Order.  Revised order issued on 

April 9, 2012.  Provides greater discretion in determining how 

personal property is managed.   
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NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

institutions and universities.  In particular, DOE should 

delegate risk-based judgments about what items should be 

tracked to M&Os, report lost and missing items at fair 

market or depreciated value, and allow laboratories to stop 

inventorying items after they reach zero value.  Use 

information security and cyber security requirements to 

manage these risks instead of trying to mitigate them with 

property requirements.  Numerous federal approvals at 

several levels are required for disposal of property.  

Delegate property disposal approval to the M&O for all but 

very high-value approvals.  

4D The funds and budgeting process does not lead to effective 

program execution.  The process by which funding decision 

are made at headquarters and then executed to the field is 

lengthy and outdated.  The Federally Funded Research and 

Development Centers (FFRDC) regularly are given the 

verbal charge to perform work by a DOE office, but the 

actual financial plan update does not occur for 4-8 weeks.  

There is an expectation that work is actually being initiated, 

but, the FFRDCs are forbidden from commencing work 

without having funding in the financial plan.  The financial 

plan updates should be made at the time that work is 

authorized.   

Budget process: accessibility of funds.  It takes up to 8 

weeks for the research staff to have access to funding once 

headquarters program managers input into the financial 

plan.  If the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

funds can be turned around much faster; program funds 

should be able to as well.  In addition, recent changes to the 

Strategic Integrated Procurement Enterprise System that 

have slowed down the ability to put funding on laboratory 

contracts and which require an early cutoff date (likely end 

Funds Distribution. This issue is still outstanding and the 

Academy Panel is making recommendations on how DOE should 

pursue it.    
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of June/beginning of July) will hamper DOE's ability to 

execute on Funding Opportunity Announcements in the 

same year they are issued and will reduce the laboratories' 

ability to bring leverage to the DOE resources through 

partnership with other organizations, such as the DoD.  

Funding decisions need to move more quickly.  

4E The Standard Accounting and Reporting System (STARS) 

requires that contractor and DOE books balance precisely 

(to the penny) by award by fund type.  Rounding issues are 

inherent in all systems.  Implementing the necessary 

adjustments to align with the STARS accounting system is 

costly in terms of time and resources.  It costs more to 

adjust immaterial variances than the actual amount of the 

variance.  It is suggested that the STARS requirement for 

individual WFO awards be modified to allow for immaterial 

variances.  

Accounting for Variances on WFO Expenditures. Individual 

field CFOs have been granted the authority to streamline 

resolution requirements for their contractors regarding the prompt 

resolution of WFO-level immaterial edit anomalies.  Policy 

memorandum issued to field CFOs on 9/13/11. 

5. Over-Regulation 

 

Problem: DOE has developed regulations in the form of Orders, guidance, or memos that are duplicative of and often go beyond 

existing national standards.  These regulations are often requirements that are imposed with little flexibility and may contradict 

existing national standards.  Below are specific items that highlight this problem. 

 

5A The DOE Worker Safety and Health Program establishes 

the worker safety and health requirements for DOE 

contractors.  The rule, 10 C.F.R. A§ 851, adopted 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 

standards, American Society of Mechanical Engineers 

standards, American National Standards Institute standards, 

National Fire Protection Association Codes, and National 

Electrical Code.  The rule goes significantly beyond the 

OSHA standards and incorporates standards that were not 

designed to be regulatory in nature.  It has not been 

Implementing OSHA Standards. Agreed to table this initiative at 

this time. 
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demonstrated that the rule has improved worker safety at 

DOE facilities since its adoption; however, the cost to 

implement and maintain the requirements that go beyond 

the OSHA standards have significantly increased costs to 

DOE contractors and subcontractors.  Therefore, it is 

recommended that the rule be revised to implement only 

OSHA standards.  This action would align DOE facilities 

with U.S. industry, academia, and other federal facilities, 

such as the National Institute of Science and Technology.  

Use of guidelines as standards, such as those provided by 

the National Institutes of Health, also should be eliminated.   

5B DOE Orders 430.18 and 413.38 impose multi-layered rules 

and regulations.  DOE officials interpret and impose these 

orders inconsistently, which leads to confusion of 

requirements, program delays, and increased costs, all of 

which impede mission delivery.  One lab estimates that 

DOE Order 413.38 increases schedule requirements by a 

minimum of one-third and costs by at least 15%.  Additive 

time for completing capital projects contributes to aging 

infrastructure, which increases maintenance and energy 

costs, impedes mission work, and negatively affects the 

morale of facility occupants.  Recommend reviewing and 

revising both orders to reduce costs of implementation and 

complexity.  

Real Property Order.  This order is being revised as part of a pilot 

to conduct a holistic review of all real property-related orders.  

Initially, the review will include conducting a risk assessment of 

the Real Property Order by 11/30/2012. 

6. Improving Policy Making 

 

Problem: DOE's policy making process appears to lead to amplification of requirements without reference to the unique structure of 

M&Os.  Specifically, substantive policy continues to be created in numerous places beside the directives system, including acquisition 

letters, DEAR, Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), and through the inclusion of numerous external "standards," which may have 

originally been intended as guidance.  There should be clear governance processes to include stakeholder input early in policy 

development for all areas of policy, as well as clear channels to eliminate bad requirements injected through the acquisition side. 
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6A Policies of all kinds fail to distinguish between M&Os and 

other types of contractors or federal employees.  This is 

especially in true in acquisition regulations, where the flow 

down to a "contractor" has been taken as the requirement to 

flow down to all M&Os.  

DOE and the NLDC agreed to delete this item early in the 

process as its purpose was unclear. 

6B DOE has multiple "catch all" directives that add no value 

and have become “audit-bait” for overseers throughout the 

Department.  In particular, the Quality Assurance Order 

should be eliminated; it is unnecessary, overly broad, and 

invites inefficient modes of oversight and management.  As 

DOE seeks to reinvigorate the M&O model, it is critical to 

remove requirements that are simply good management 

practices and instead focus on the overall performance of 

the contractor and its skill in choosing among good 

management practices to produce great research and 

production results.  Turning good management practices 

like quality assurance into requirements invites well 

intentioned, but ultimately negative, oversight models, 

leading to a focus on compliance instead of strategic 

investment.  For the small number of areas where detailed 

quality assurance requirements are necessary (e.g., high-risk 

nuclear facilities), the requirements should be delivered via 

a contract clause closely tailored to the exact scope of work 

that presents the hazards.  These requirements should, on 

face, be parallel with those that would be delivered to any 

research and development contractor or grantee conducting 

similar work.  Overall, DOE must limit the high-level 

strategic models it imposes on the M&Os to the most 

critical ones―performance-based contracting and 

Contractor Assurance Systems (CASs).  

Integrated Management System (IMS).  The IMS team 

developed an Enterprise Risk Management tool, which is being 

used to review/revise contractor human resources and real 

property management-related requirements.  The tool is also 

being used to develop other Department directives.   

6C Acquisition Letters: Acquisition Letters have been 

promulgated without the normal review and due 

Acquisition Letters.  Established collaboration process with the 

programs and laboratories for acquisition letters.  Eliminated 2 
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consideration of rule making.  Essentially, Acquisition 

Letters bypass input from both the programs and the 

contractors.  Acquisition Letters that impact the contractors 

need to go through the formal process for rule making with 

adequate time for input from stakeholders and appropriate 

governance.  Letters we consider unnecessary and that 

should be revoked are Acquisition Letter (AL) 2005-12 on 

Meal Costs and AL 2005-11 on Home Office Expenses 

because both subjects are well addressed by FAR and CAS; 

AL 2010-06, which amplifies and misrepresents Office of 

Management and Budget (OMB) requirements on IPv6 and 

applies them inappropriately to M&Os; and AL 2005-10, 

which misrepresents DOE's implementation of Homeland 

Security Presidential Directive 12 (HSPD-12).  

acquisition letters of concern (Internet Protocol version 6 (IPv6), 

HSPD-12).  Issued acquisition letter on home office expenses 

using the new process on 10/14/11. 

7. General Issues and Quick Fixes 

 

Problem: A number of general issues were submitted that don’t fall into the previous categories, but instead point to very specific 

problems with somewhat easy fixes.  These are listed below. 

 

7A Allow national laboratories to participate on a nonexclusive 

basis with teams responding to Requests for Proposals 

(RFP).  Currently, the FFRDC restrictions have been 

interpreted by DOE to prevent it.  Furthermore, 

interpretation of what constitutes competing with private 

industry has been inconsistent across the DOE complex.  In 

some cases, as long as the federal agency states in the 

solicitation that national laboratories may respond, that is 

sufficient notice to all bidders that the national laboratories 

are available to be part of a proposal team.  Some local 

DOE offices, however, require more specific language in 

the solicitation before they will approve participation by a 

national laboratory.  

Participation in RFPs.  Agreed not to pursue at this time.   



     APPENDIX A 
 

17 
 

NLDC ISSUE DOE ACTION 

7B Quarterly apportionments impact the lab in several ways. 1) 

Procurement delays and increased carryover: Many projects 

have subcontracts where full funding levels are needed, e.g., 

purchasing equipment.  This results in delaying the 

execution of subcontracts until later in the year, resulting in 

higher uncosted levels.  2) Work stoppages due to 

inadequate funding levels. 3) Missed research milestones.  

Apportionment Scheduling.  OMB may be receptive to a 

proposal to apportion funding for 4-5 months rather than the 

standard 3 months; however, the plan cannot be implemented 

until DOE receives its enacted full-year appropriation. 
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APPENDIX B: INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED 
 

(Titles and locations listed are as of the time of the Academy’s contact.) 

 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

 

Office of the Secretary 

Steven Chu, Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy 

Daniel Poneman, Deputy Secretary 

Melody Bell, Senior Advisor to the Associate Deputy Secretary  

David Brown, Senior Performance Advisor to the Associate Deputy Secretary  

Mel Williams, Jr., Associate Deputy Secretary 

 

Office of the Undersecretary for Energy 

Arun Majumdar, Acting Undersecretary for Energy and Director of the Advanced Research 

Projects Agency–Energy (ARPA-E) 

George Malosh, Chief Operating Officer for Field and Program Operations 

Devon Streit, Deputy Chief Operating Officer  

 

Office of Management 

Ingrid Kolb, Director, Office of Management 

Paul Bosco, Director, Office of Procurement and Assistance Management 

David Boyd, Deputy Director, Office of Procurement and Assistance Management 

Robin Henderson, Program Support Specialist 

Les Novitsky, Management Analyst 

Peter O’Konski, Director, Office of Administration  

Julie Squires, Director, Office of International Travel and Visitor Exchange Program 

 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Joanne Choi, Director, Office of Finance & Accounting and Acting Chief Financial Officer  

Owen Barwell, Deputy Chief Financial Officer and Acting Chief Financial Officer  

Jayne Faith, Supervisory Management & Program Analyst 

 

Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 

Dave Danielson, Assistant Secretary 

Patrick Booher, Jr., Team Leader, Budget Formulation & Performance Assessment 

Steve Chalk, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Renewable Energy 

Isaac Chan, Program Manager, Advanced Manufacturing 

Jessica Crouse, Performance Analyst, Performance Management and Monitoring 

Patrick Davis, Program Manager, Vehicle Technologies 

Matthew Dunne, Chief Operations Officer 

Richard Farmer, Deputy Program Manager, Fuel Cells Program 

Anna Garcia, Program Manager, Weatherization and Intergovernmental Program 

Joe Hagerman, Policy Advisor, Building Technologies Program  

Scott Hine, Director, Project Management and Evaluation 

Kathleen Hogan, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Energy Efficiency 
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Douglass Hollett, Program Manager, Geothermal Technologies Program 

Henry Kelly, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Minh Le, Chief Engineer and Acting Deputy Program Manager, Solar Energy Technologies 

Program 

Valerie Reed, Program Manager, Biomass Program 

Roland Risser, Program Manager, Building Technologies Program 

Sunita Satyapa, Program Manager, Fuel Cell Technologies Program 

Schuyler Schell, Supervisor, Federal Energy Management Program 

Merle Sykes, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Business Operations 

Timothy Unruh, Program Manager, Federal Energy Management Program  

Jose Zayas, Program Manager, Wind and Water Power Program 

 

Office of Environmental Management 

Tracy Mustin, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Alice Williams, Associate Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Yvette Collazo, Senior Advisor to the Associate Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Mark Gilbertson, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Site Restoration 

Matthew Moury, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Safety, Security, and Quality Programs  

Mary Neu, Chief Scientist 

Jack Surash, Assistant Director, Acquisition and Project Management 

Terry Tyborowski, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Program Planning and Budget 

 

Office of Fossil Energy 

Charles McConnell, Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy 

 

Office of the General Counsel 

Gena Cadieux, Deputy General Counsel for Technology Transfer & Procurement 

Eric Fygi, Deputy General Counsel 

 

Office of Health, Safety, and Security 

Glenn Podonsky, Chief Health, Safety and Security Officer  

William Roege, Deputy Director for Corporate Safety Analysis, Office of Environmental 

Protection, Sustainability Support and Corporate Safety Analysis 

 

National Nuclear Security Administration  
Thomas D’Agostino, Under Secretary for Nuclear Security & Administrator 

Neile Miller, Principal Deputy Administrator 

Steven Aoki, Associate Administrator & Deputy Under Secretary for Counterterrorism & 

Counterproliferation 

Jay Cavanagh, Associate Administrator for Infrastructure and Operations 

Donald Cook, Deputy Administrator, Defense Programs 

Douglas Fremont, Chief and Associate Administrator for Defense Nuclear Security 

Terry Geliske, Chief Operations Officer, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation 

Andrew Gray, Supervisory Program Analyst, Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation  

Ann Harrington, Deputy Administrator for Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation 

Dana Hunter, Field Office Liaison 
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Kirk Keilholtz, Deputy Sites Chief Performance Officer, Defense Programs 

Joseph Krol, Associate Administrator, Emergency Operations 

Dimitri Kusnezov, Chief Scientist & Director, Office of Science and Policy 

Michael Lempke, Associate Principal Deputy Administrator and Deputy Chief Operations 

Officer 

Roger Lewis, Senior Advisor, Office of Defense Programs 

James McConnell, Assistant Deputy Administrator for Nuclear Safety, Nuclear Operations, and 

Governance Reform 

Robert Nassif, Deputy Associate Administrator for Financial Management 

Donald Nichols, Associate Administrator for Safety & Health 

Robert Osborne II, Associate Administrator for Information Management and Chief Information 

Officer 

Robert Raines, Associate Administrator for Acquisition & Project Management 

Anna Trujillo, Program Manager, Corporate Performance Evaluation Process  

 

Naval Reactors Office 

Adam DeMella, Director, Governmental Affairs 

Nora Khalil, Director of External Affairs 

Tom Minvielle, Director, Office of Finance and Budget 

 

Office of Nuclear Energy 

Peter Lyons, Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Energy 

Shane Johnson, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

William Boyle, Director, Office of Used Nuclear Fuel Disposition Research & Development 

Sal Golub, Associate Deputy Secretary, Nuclear Reactor Technologies 

Andrew Griffith, Director, Office of Fuel Cycle Research and Development 

John Kelly, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Reactor Technologies 

Alex Larzelere, Director, Office of Advanced Modeling and Simulation 

Dennis Miotla, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Facility Operations/Chief Operating 

Officer 

Robert Price, Director, Office of Systems Engineering & Integration 

Monica Regalbuto, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Fuel Cycle Technologies 

Rebecca Smith-Kevern, Director, Office of Light Water Reactor Technology 

Richard Stark, Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Facility Operations 

Craig Welling, Deputy Director, Advanced Reactor Concepts Office 

Michael Worley, Director, Office of Integrated Safety & Program Assurance 

 

Office of Public Affairs 

Dan Leistikow, Director of Public Affairs 

Jeff Sherwood, Public Affairs Specialist  

 

Office of Science 

Bill Brinkman, Director, Office of Science 

Patricia Dehmer, Deputy Director for Science Programs 

Joseph McBrearty, Deputy Director for Field Operations 

Timothy Hallman, Associate Director, Office of Nuclear Physics 
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Julie Herward, Program Analyst, Office of Laboratory Policy and Evaluation 

Daniel Hitchcock, Associate Director, Office of Advanced Scientific Computing Research 

Marcos Huerta, Special Assistant, Office of the Director, Office of Science 

Marc Jones, Associate Director, Office of Safety, Security and Infrastructure 

David Koegel, Member, Technology Transfer Policy Board 

John LaBarge, Jr., Senior Program Analyst, Office of Laboratory Policy and Evaluation 

Daniel Lehman, Director, Office of Project Assessment 

Michael Riches, Senior Technical Advisor to the Associate Director for Biological and 

Environmental Research 

Gene Runkle, Field Coordinator, Office of Science  

James Siegrist, Associate Director, Office of High Energy Physics 

Edmund Synakowski, Associate Director, Office of Fusion Energy Sciences 

 

SITE VISITS AND LABORATORIES 

 

CALIFORNIA 

 

Berkeley Site Office 

Aundra Richards, Manager 

Mercedes Downing, Financial Analyst 

Salma El-Safwany, General Engineer 

Mary Gross, Director, Environment, Safety and Health Division 

Kevin Hartnett, Physical Scientist, Environment, Safety and Health Division 

Julie Henderson, Physical Scientist, Environment, Safety and Health Division 

Doug Low, Budget Analyst, Contracts and Business Division 

Hemant Patel, Federal Project Director, Project and Facilities Division 

Spencer Peterson, Contracting Officer, Contracts and Business Division 

Maria Robles, Contracting Specialist, Contracts and Business Division 

Donna Spencer, Quality Assurance Engineer, Contracts and Business Division 

Suzanne Suskind, Director, Projects and Facilities Division 

 

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

Paul Alivisatos, Director 

Rosio Alvarez, Chief Information Officer 

Joy Bonagaro, Deputy Director of Information Technology Policy, Information Technology 

Division 

John Chernowski, Manager, Office of Contractor Assurance 

Cynthia Coolahan, Manager, Systems and Services 

Becky Cornett, Procurement Director, Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Don DePaolo, Associate Laboratory Director, Energy and Environmental Sciences Directorate 

Joe Dionne, Deputy Director, Environment, Health and Safety  

Doug Fleming, Division Director, Environment, Health and Safety 

Ken Fletcher, Deputy Director, Facilities 

John Freeman, Deputy Director, Engineering Division 

Heinz Frei, Senior Scientist, Physical Biosciences 

Howard Hatayama, Director, Office of Institutional Assurance 
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Terry Hamilton, Internal Audit Director 

Rick Inada, Office Head, Office of Sponsored Projects and Industry Partnerships 

Rachelle Jeppson, Controller, Office of the Chief Operating Officer 

Jay Keasling, Associate Laboratory Director, Biosciences Directorate 

David Kestell, Environment, Waste and Radiation Protection Manager, Environment, Health and 

Safety 

Glenn Kubiac, Associate Laboratory Director for Operations/Chief Operating Officer 

Wim Leemans, Program Head, Accelerator and Fusion Research Division 

Gita Meckel, Deputy Director of Operations, Environment, Health and Safety Division 

Anne Moore, Budget Officer, Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Anil More, Operations Manager, Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Rebecca Rishell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer 

Jack Salazar, Deputy Director of Technical Programs, Environment, Health and Safety Division 

Adam Stone, Chief Information Officer/Deputy Division Director, Information Technology 

James Symons, Associate Laboratory Director, General Sciences Directorate 

Ed Turano, Head of Strategic Planning, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory Directorate 

David Weidrick, Manager, Compensation/Benefits 

Kathy Yelick, Associate Laboratory Director, Computing Sciences Directorate 

Lydia Young, Program Manager, Office of Contractor Assurance 

 

University of California Laboratory Management Office 
Anita Gursahani, Deputy Associate Vice President 

Jim Hirahara, Executive Director 

Bob Van Ness, Associate Vice President 

Sandy Vinson, Contracting Officer 

 

University of California, Berkeley 

Raymond Jeanloz, Professor and Senior Fellow, Miller Institute of Basic Research in Science, 

Department of Earth and Planetary Science 

 

Livermore Site Office 

Kimberly Davis, Manager 

Diane Bird, Lead Weapons Program Manager 

Samuel Brinker, Technical Deputy for Programs and Business 

Michael G. Brown, Assistant Manager for Sustainability and Infrastructure 

Douglas Eddy, Operations Team Lead, Defense Programs 

Phillip Hill, Technical Deputy for Security, Safety, and Operations 

Heather Larson, Assistant Manager for Environment, Safety, & Health 

Steven Lasell, Assistant Manager for Facility Operations 

Lois Marik, Senior Operations Manager 

Daniel Nakahara, Assistant Manager for Interagency Missions 

Janis Parenti, Site Counsel 

Ronna Promani, Contracting Officer 

Don Thompson, Security Specialist, Safeguards and Security 

Homer Williamson, Contracting Officer 
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Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

Penrose “Parney” Albright, Laboratory Director and President 

Kathy Baker, Chief Financial Officer 

Patricia Berge, Division Leader, Atmospheric Earth & Energy Division 

Harold Conner, Jr., Associate Director, Facilities & Infrastructure 

Glenn Fox, Division Leader, Chemical Sciences Division 

Reginald Gaylord, Deputy Associate Director, Environment, Safety & Health 

Thomas Gioconda, Deputy Director 

Erica von Holtz, Acting Deputy Principal Associate Director, Strategic Operations & Global 

Security 

Merna Hurd, Associate Deputy Director 

David McCallen, Deputy Principal Associate Director, Global Security 

Charles Verdon, Deputy Principal Associate Director, Weapons and Complex Integration 

Ralph Patterson, Jr., Program Director, National Ignition Facility Projects 

John Post, Assistant Principal Associate Director, National Ignition Facility/Photon Science 

Operations 

Valerie Roberts, Deputy Principal Associate Director, National Ignition Facility/Photon Science 

Operations 

Roger Rocha, Nuclear Materials Technology Program Leader, Weapons and Complex 

Integration 

Howard Walls, Deputy Associate Director, Facilities & Infrastructure 

 

COLORADO 

 

Golden Field Office 

Carol Battershell, Manager 

Jeff Baker, Director, Office of Laboratory Operations 

Gary Burch, General Engineer, Project Management Division 

Greg Collette, Supervisor/Division Director, Project Management Division 

Terry Dembrowski, Director, Office of Laboratory Operations  

Jessica Finley, Contract Specialist, M&O Division 

Michael Gigstead, Safety and Occupational Health Manager, Operations Team 

Lori Gray, Supervisor/Division Director, Environmental Stewardship Division 

Marlys Kinsey, Director, Office of Financial Management 

David Lighthall, Contract Specialist, M&O Division 

Chris McBirney, Cyber Security Specialist, Information Technology Division 

Tim Meeks, Deputy Manager 

Julia Moody, Acting Supervisor/Chief Counsel, Office of Chief Counsel 

Chris Mullane, Security Specialist, Office of Laboratory Operations 

Jennifer Ochs, Budget Analyst, Budget and Accounting Division 

Steve Scott, M&O Branch Chief 

Jean Siekerka, Contract Specialist, M&O Division 

Amy Read, Management Analyst, Office of Laboratory Operations 

Beth Stover, Supervisor/Division Director, Human Resources Division 

Robin Sweeney, Director, Office of the Environment 

Patricia Walters, Attorney Adviser, Office of Chief Counsel 



  APPENDIX B 
 

25 
 

 

National Renewable Energy Laboratory 

Adam Bratis, Lab Program Manager, Biomass 

Sue Budden, Director, Security & Emergency Preparedness 

Penny Burton, Director, Human Resources 

Randy Cash, Acting Director, Site Operations 

Dana Christensen, Deputy Laboratory Director, Science & Technology 

Randy Combs, Director, Contracts & Business Services 

Jill Deem, Chief Information Officer and Director, Information Services 

Bill Farris, Associate Lab Director, Innovation Partnering & Outreach 

Fort Felker, Center Director, National Wind Technology Center 

Dale Gardner, Associate Lab Director, Renewable Fuels & Vehicle Systems 

Bobi Garrett, Deputy Laboratory Director, Strategic Programs & Partnerships 

Barb Goodman, Center Director, Transportation Technologies & Systems 

Steve Gorin, Director, Department of Defense Programs 

Robert Hawsey, Associate Lab Director, Renewable Electricity & End Use Systems 

Henry Higaki, Director, Quality Management Systems & Assurance 

Maureen Jordan, Director, Environment, Health and Safety 

Eric Manuel, Director, Planning & Performance Management 

Kerry Masson, Director, Public Affairs 

Dave Mooney, Director, Electricity, Resources & Building Systems Integration 

Robin Newmark, Director, Strategic Energy Analysis 

Terry Penney, Lab Program Manager, Vehicles Program 

Mike Pacheco, Associate Lab Director, Deployment & Market Transformation 

Gian Porro, Lab Program Manager, Strategic Analysis 

Kenneth Powers, Deputy Laboratory Director and Chief Operating Officer, Laboratory 

Operations 

Steven Silbergleid, General Counsel, Office of General Counsel 

Brian Smith, Lab Program Manager, Wind and Water Power 

Barb Stokes, Director, Finance 

Ray Stults, Associate Lab Director, Energy Sciences 

Mary Werner, Lab Program Manager, Integrated Deployment 

Greg Wilson, Director, National Center for Photovoltaics 

Keith Wipke, Lab Program Manager, Fuel Cells & Hydrogen Program 

 

IDAHO 

 

Idaho Operations Office 

Rick Provencher, Manager 

Mike Adams, Director, Contract Management Division 

Bob Boston, Acting Deputy Manager, Operational Support 

Raymond Furstenau, Deputy Manager, Nuclear Energy 

Jacquelin Gernant, Program Manager, National Security/Tech Partnerships Division  

Amy Grose, Deputy Manager, Administrative Support 

David Henderson, Assistant Manager, Program Support 

Linda McCoy, Senior Scientist 
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Robert Dary Newbry, Director, Operational Performance Assurance Division 

Suzette Olson, Supervisor, Contract Management  

Frank Schwartz, Supervisor, Fuel Cycle R&D Programs 

John Yankeelov, Reactor Programs 

 

Idaho National Laboratory 

John Grossenbacher, Laboratory Director 

Juan Alvarez, Deputy Laboratory Director for Management and Executive Vice President 

Steven Aumeier, Associate Laboratory Director, Energy and Environment Science & 

Technology 

Greg Bala, Program Manager, Nuclear Energy University Programs Integration Office  

Riley Chase, Deputy Laboratory Director, Nuclear Operations 

Sharon Dossett, Director, Environment, Safety and Health 

Stephen Dunn, Director, Laboratory Performance & Quality Assurance 

Steven Hartenstein, Director, National & Homeland Security 

James Herzog, Manager, Energy, Environment Science & Technology Directorate 

David Hill, Deputy Laboratory Director, Science & Technology 

Doug Johnson, Director, Program Integration 

Kathryn McCarthy, Director, Nuclear Science & Technology Directorate 

Carlo Melbihess, Director, Facilities and Site Services 

Dennis Newby, Chief Financial Officer and Director, Business Management 

Kemal Pasamehmetoglu, Associate Laboratory Director, Nuclear Science & Technology 

Val Seeley, Deputy Program Manager, Nuclear Energy University Programs Integration Office 

Brent Stacey, Associate Laboratory Director, National & Homeland Security Science and 

Technology 

Dana Storms, Manager, Prime Contract and Performance Management 

 

ILLINOIS 

 

Argonne Site Office 

Joanna Livengood, Manager 

Susan Heston, Director, Infrastructure, Programs & Projects Division 

Sergio Martinez, Director, Business Management Division 

Larry Pendexter, Director, Environment, Safety and Health Division 

Jeff Roberts, Deputy Manager 

 

Argonne National Laboratory 

Eric Isaacs, Laboratory Director 

Deborah Clayton, Director, Technology Development and Commercialization 

Rod Gerig, Deputy Associate Laboratory Director, Photon Sciences 

Robin Graham, Deputy Associate Laboratory Director, Computing, Environment and Life 

Sciences 

Paul Kearns, Deputy Laboratory Director for Operations and Chief Operating Officer 

Peter Littlewood, Associate Laboratory Director, Physical Sciences and Engineering 

Dennis Mills, Deputy Associate Laboratory Director for Photon Sciences and Deputy Director, 

X-Ray Science, Advanced Photon Source 



  APPENDIX B 
 

27 
 

Mark Peters, Deputy Laboratory Director for Programs 

Jordi Roglans-Ribas, Deputy Division Director, Nuclear Engineering Division 

Rick Stevens, Associate Laboratory Director, Computing, Environment and Life Sciences 

Stephen Streiffer, Deputy Associate Laboratory Director, Physical Sciences and Engineering 

 

University of Chicago, Office of the Vice President for Research and for National 

Laboratories 

Laurence Hill, Associate Vice President for Program Development and for National Laboratories 

 

Fermi Site Office 

Michael Weis, Manager 

Sally Arnold, Facility Representative for Support & Service Activities, Environment, Safety & 

Health 

Whitney Begner, Business Management Specialist 

Pepin Carolan, Project Director and Team Leader, Programs, Projects and Facilities 

Rick Hersemann, Physical Scientist 

Dennis Parzyck, Facility Representative for Accelerator & Experiment Operations, Environment, 

Safety & Health 

John Scott, Team Leader, Environment, Safety & Health and Program Support 

Rory Simpson, Business Manager, Business and Contract Support  

 

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 

Pier Oddone, Laboratory Director 

Greg Bock, Associate Laboratory Director, Particle Physics Sector 

Bruce Chrisman, Chief Operation Officer  

Cynthia Conger, Chief Financial Officer 

John Cooper, Project Manager, NOvA Neutrino Experiment 

Alicia Filak, Head of Internal Audit Services 

Nancy Grossman, Head, Environment, Safety and Health 

Stuart Henderson, Associate Laboratory Director, Accelerator Sector 

Steve Holmes, Project Manager, Project X 

Robert Kephart, Project Manager, Illinois Accelerator Research Center and Program Director, 

International Linear Collider 

Young-Kee Kim, Deputy Laboratory Director 

Jim Strait, Project Manager, Long-Baseline Neutrino Experiment 

Victoria White, Chief Information Officer and Associate Laboratory Director, Computing Sector 

 

NEW MEXICO 

 

Sandia Site Office 

Geoffrey Beausoleil, Manager 

David Barber, Performance Assurance, Performance & Quality Assurance 

Michael Brown, Facility Representative, Nuclear Operations 

Lloyd DeSerisy, Assistant Manager for Contract Administration & Business Management 

Joe Estrada, Acting Assistant Manager for Facilities & Projects 

Jeff Franchere, Safety Engineer, Environment, Safety & Health 
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Mark Hamilton, General Engineer, Nuclear Operations 

Eileen Johnston, Assistant Manager for Safeguards & Security 

Randy Kubasek, Physical Scientist, Safeguards & Security 

Jo Loftis, Assistant Manager for Performance & Quality Assurance 

Charles Mackin, Cybersecurity, Contract Administration & Business Management 

Sandra Maes, Contrast Specialist, Contract Administration & Business Management  

Tami Moore, Public Affairs Director 

Michael Ortega, Acting Assistant Manager for Nuclear Operations 

William Ortiz, General Engineer, Weapons Quality Assurance 

Dan Pellegrino, Assistant Manager for Environment, Safety & Health 

Aaron Perea, Acting Assistant Manager for Programs 

Michele Reynolds, Site Counsel 

Dan Sanchez, Senior Program Manager, Programs 

Gary Schmidtke, Facility Representative, Facilities & Projects 

Allan Swanson, Program Manager, Safeguards & Security 

Allen Tate, Nuclear Engineer, Nuclear Operations 

JoAnn Wright, Contracting Officer 

Rosaline Wright, Emergency Management Program Manager, Environment, Safety & Health 

 

Sandia National Laboratory 

Paul Hommert, President & Laboratory Director 

Bonnie Apodaca, Chief Financial Officer and Vice President for Business Operations 

Dennis Croessmann, Chief of Staff, CTO Office 

James Eanes, Senior Manager, Corporate Contracts and WFO/CRADA Group 

Pamela Hansen-Hargan, Vice President, Human Resources & Communications 

Mike Hazen, Vice President, Infrastructure Operations 

Jill Hruby, Vice President, International, Homeland, & Nuclear Security Strategic Management  

Unit (SMU) 

Ernie Limon Jr., Senior Manager, Budget & Program Support Group 

Jack Loye III, Senior Manager, Management & Assurance Systems Development & Execution 

Group 

Jerry McDowell, Deputy Laboratories Director and Executive Vice President for National 

Security Programs 

Jennifer Plummer, Director, Independent Audit, Ethics and Business Conduct Center 

Sandhya Rajan, Executive Protocol Officer,  

Matt Riley, Manager, WFO/CRADA Agreements Department 

Pat Smith, Director, Mission Support & Corporate Governance 

Richard Stulen, Vice President, Sandia California Laboratory & Energy, Climate & 

Infrastructure Security SMU 

 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

 

Savannah River Operations Office 

David Moody, Manager 

Doug Hintze, Assistant Manager for Mission Support and Acting Chief Financial Officer 

Karen Hooker, Director, Office of Laboratory Oversight 
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Terry Spears, Director, Office of the Assistant Manager for Waste Disposition Project 

  

Savannah River National Laboratory 

Terry Michalske, Executive Vice President and Director 

David Eyler, Senior Vice President and Deputy Director 

Rob Trimble, Director, Special Projects 

  

NNSA-Savannah River Site Office 

Doug Dearolph, Manager, NNSA-Savannah River Site Office  

 

TENNESSEE 

 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory Site Office 

Johnny Moore, Manager 

David Arakawa, Federal Project Director, Spallation Neutron Source Instruments 

Mark Belvin, Physical Scientist, Operations & Oversight Division 

Michele Branton, Deputy Manager 

David Buhaly, Environmental Program Coordinator 

Bill Cahill, Federal Project Director, International Thermonuclear Experimental Reactor 

Regina Chung, Federal Project Director, Mission Integration & Project Division 

Gary Clifton, Facility Representative, Operations and Oversight Division 

Randy Fair, Director, Mission Integrations and Projects Division 

Dan Hogue, Technical Advisor to the Site Office Manager  

Teresa Hope, Contract Specialist, Office of the Manager 

Martha Kass, Director, Operations and Oversight Division 

Wayne Lin, Program Coordinator, Mission Integration & Projects Division 

Sherman Martin, Program Coordinator, Mission Integration & Projects Division 

Greg Mills, General Engineer, Mission Integration & Projects Division 

Judy Penry, Assistant Manager for Financial Management, Oak Ridge Office Integrated Support 

Center 

Randy Persinger, Nuclear Facilities Safety, Operations & Oversight Division 

Claire Sinclair, Public Affairs Specialist 

 

Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

Thom Mason, Lab Director 

Mike Baker, Director, Integrated Performance Management 

Nina Balke, R&D Staff Member, Center for Nanophase Material Science, Physical Science 

Directorate 

Mike Bartell, Chief Operations Officer 

Kelly Beierschmitt, Associate Lab Director, Neutron Sciences 

Jeff Binder, Interim Associate Lab Director, Nuclear Sciences and Engineering 

Scott Branham, Chief Financial Officer 

Michelle Buchanan, Associate Lab Director, Physical Sciences 

Stan Cooper, Facilities Operations Manager 

Mary Dean, Requirements & Records Management, Institutional Planning and Integrated 

Performance 
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Mike Farrar, Operations Manager, Nuclear Science & Engineering 

Jess Gehin, Lead, Reactor Technology R&D Integration, Reactor & Nuclear Systems Division 

Shaun Gleason, Director, Institutional Planning 

Joe Herndon, Director, Environment, Safety, & Health 

Suzanne Herron, Deputy Project Manager, U.S. International Thermonuclear Experimental 

Reactor 

Debbie Jenkins, Director, Quality Systems and Services Division 

Martin Keller, Associate Lab Director, Energy and Environmental Sciences 

Douglas Kothe, Director, Consortium for the Advanced Simulation of Light Water Reactors 

Gail Lewis, Chief Audit Executive 

Debbie Mann, Deputy Director, Business Services 

Jeff Nichols, Associate Lab Director, Computing and Computational Sciences 

Brent Park, Associate Lab Director, Global Security Directorate 

Yarom Pollsky, Manager, Laboratory Directed Research & Development 

James Roberto, Associate Laboratory Director, Science and Technology Partnerships 

Jeff Smith, Deputy for Operations, Office of the Laboratory Director 

Jimmy Stone, Director, Facilities and Operations 

Ronald Townsend, Executive Vice President, Global Laboratory Operations 

Ramie Wilkerson, Business Planning and Process Improvement 

 

University of Tennessee – Battelle Memorial Institute 

David Millhorn, Executive Vice President, University of Tennessee 

Ron Townsend, Executive Vice President of Global Laboratory Operations, Battelle Memorial 

Institute 

 

WASHINGTON 

 

Pacific Northwest Site Office 

Roger Snyder, Manager 

Terry Davis, Lead, Administration Team 

 

BENCHMARKED FFRDCs & SPONSORS 

 

Department of Defense 

Lincoln Labs 

Eric Evans, Director 

Anthony Sharon, Assistant Director for Operations 

 

National Defense Research Institute (RAND) 

Jack Riley, Director and Vice President of RAND National Security Research Division, RAND 

NDRI 

 

Office of the Secretary of Defense  

Steve Miller, Director, Acquisition Resources and Analysis, Cost Assessment and Program 

Evaluation  
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Robert Baker, Deputy Director for Plans and Programs and Director for International Programs, 

Defense Research and Engineering, Office of the Secretary of Defense 

 

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense 

Nancy Spruill, Director, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology 

and Logistics 

Mark Krzysko, Deputy Director, Enterprise Information & OSD Studies, Office of the Under 

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 

Karen Petering, OSD Studies Coordinator, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense of Defense 

for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics 

 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

Olga Dominguez, Assistant Administrator, Office of Strategic Infrastructure 

Charles Gay, Deputy Associate Administrator, Science Mission Directorate 

Michael Green, Environmental Engineer, Environmental Management Division 

James Leatherwood, Director, Environmental Management Division 

Arthur Lee, Manager, Facilities System Safety, Office of Safety and Mission Assurance 

Mike McNeill, Deputy Director, Environmental Management Division 

Eugene Trinh, Director, NASA Management Office 

 

Jet Propulsion Laboratory 

Charles Elachi, Director 

Steve Proia, Chief Financial Officer and Director for Business Operations 

 

National Cancer Institute  

Frederick National Lab for Cancer Research  

Robert Wiltrout, Director, Center for Cancer Research 

Stephen Davis, Chief, Management Operations & Support Branch, NCI-Frederick 

Craig Reynolds, Associate Director and Director of the Office of Scientific Operations, NCI-

Frederick 

 

SAIC - Frederick 

Dave Bufter, Chief Administrative Officer and Treasurer/Corporate Vice President of 

Administration, SAIC - Frederick 

 

National Science Foundation 

Dana Lehr, Acting Deputy Division Director, Division of Astronomical Sciences 

Bill Miller, Program Director, Biological Sciences Directorate 

Phil Puxley, Acting Program Director, Division of Astronomical Sciences 

 

Associated Universities, Inc.  

Ethan Schreier, President 

Patrick Donahoe, Vice President of Administration, Corporate Secretary, and Treasurer 

 

National Radio Astronomy Observatory  

Anthony Beasley, Director 
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Steven Geiger, Associate Director for Administration 

Laura Lockledge, Head of Observatory Budgets 

Lory Wingate, Observatory Program Manager and Associate Director 

 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Victoria Cox, Assistant Administrator, NextGen  

Steve Bradford, Chief Scientist, Architecture and NextGen Development 

John Raper, Manager, Business Operations Branch, NextGen 

 

Center for Advanced Aviation System Development (MITRE) 

Agam Sinha, Senior Vice President, General Manager, and Director 

Gregg Leone, Executive Director, System Transformation and Integration 

Lillian Zarrelli Ryals, Vice President and Deputy General Manager 

Joseph Sinnott, Director, Program Management and Integration 

 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

 

Congressional Committee Representatives 

 

Carl Anderson, Counsel, House Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Carolyn Apostolou, Republican Clerk, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on 

Energy and Water Development  

Tiffany Benjamin, Democratic Senior Counsel, House Committee on Energy and Commerce 

Taunja Berquam, Minority Professional Staff Member, House Committee on Appropriations, 

Energy and Water Development 

Leland Cogliani, Professional Staff Member, Senate Committee on Appropriations, 

Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development Subcommittee 

Tom Craig, Professional Staff Member, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on 

Energy and Water Development Subcommittee 

Loraine Heckenberg, Majority Staff Assistant, House Energy and Water Development 

Appropriations Subcommittee  

Peter Spencer, Professional Staff Member, Oversight and Investigations, House Committee on 

Energy and Commerce 

 

Government Accountability Office 

Gene Aloise, Director, Natural Resources and Environment 

Naba Barkakati, Chief Technologist 

Ryan Coles, Assistant Director, U.S. & International Nuclear Security and Cleanup, Natural 

Resources and Environment 

Janet Frisch, Assistant Director, Natural Resources and Environment 

Jonathan Gill, Assistant Director, Natural Resources and Environment 

Nancy Kintner-Meyer, Senior Analyst, Natural Resources and Environment 

Jeff Rueckhaus, Senior Analyst, Natural Resources and Environment 

Matthew Tabbert, Senior Analyst, Natural Resources and Environment 

David Trimble, Director, Natural Resources and Environment 

Ned Woodward, Assistant Director, Natural Resources and Environment  
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OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES 

 

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 

Peter Winokur, Chairman 

Timothy Dwyer, Technical Director 

 

Office of Management and Budget 

Mark Cancian, Force Structure and Investment Branch Chief 

Kevin Carroll, Energy Branch Chief 

Ed Etzkorn, Program Examiner for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy  

Arti Garg, Program Examiner for Science & ARPA-E  

Ben Klay, Program Examiner for the National Nuclear Security Administration 

Matthew O’Kane, Program Examiner for the National Nuclear Security Administration 

Paul Rehmus, Program Examiner for the National Nuclear Security Administration 

Donovan Robinson, Program Examiner for Environmental Management 

Shimika Wilder, Program Examiner, Water and Power Branch 

Ray Wong, Office of Federal Procurement and Property Management 

 

OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

 

Garman, Decker & Sullivan 

John Sullivan, Principal 

 

Institute for Defense Analysis 

Christopher Clavin, Research Associate 

Susannah Howieson, Research Staff Member 

Elaine Sedenberg, Baccalaureate Fellow 

 

The National Academies/National Research Council 

James McGee, Director, Laboratory Assessments Board 

Richard Rowberg, Associate Executive Director, Division on Engineering and Physical Sciences 
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APPENDIX C: BENCHMARKED NON-DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS 
 

 

This appendix provides more detailed information on the 6 Federally Funded Research and 

Development Centers benchmarked for the study.   

 

 C-1: Lincoln Laboratory 

 C-2: Jet Propulsion Laboratory 

 C-3: Center for Advanced Aviation System Development 

 C-4: National Defense Research Institute  

 C-5: Frederick National Laboratory for Cancer Research 

 C-6: National Radio Astronomy Observatory 
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BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY’S LINCOLN LABORATORY  

 

 

Name: Lincoln Laboratory (LL) 

 

Contractor/Manager: Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT)―university 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Assistant Secretary of Defense 

for Research and Engineering (ASD (R&E)) 

 

Facility Owner: Department of Defense (DoD)/Air Force (AF)―located on Hanscom Air Force 

Base  

 

Approximate Budget: About $952 million for fiscal year (FY) 2012  

 

Staffing: Actual FY 2011 staff levels are about 3,380―1,780 science & technical employees 

(STE’s).  STE’s are subject to an annual congressional STE ceiling.  Congress sets the total STE 

ceiling for all DoD Federally Funded Research and Development Centers (FFRDCs), and the 

Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology & Logistics (USD (AT&L)) allocates 

that total ceiling among LL and the other DoD FFRDCs.  The total DoD STE ceiling for FY 

2013 is 5,750, with LL allocated 1,102.  This ceiling does not apply to technical staff funded by 

non-DoD work for others (WFO) or to technical staff performing certain DoD intelligence work.  

The STE ceiling is binding for LL’s annual DoD work, which forces LL to choose among DoD 

research and development (R&D) requests.    

 

Contract Details: LL has a 5-year sponsoring agreement with the ASD (R&E) and an unfunded 

no fee master contract with DoD that AF manages.  The master contract is modified as LL 

obtains funds for specific research from various DoD agencies and offices.  The contract does 

not contain any contract term extension incentives.  The sponsoring agreement is normally 

renewed (not re-competed) pending findings from the comprehensive review performed by ASD 

(R&E) when the sponsoring agreement termination date nears.  

 

Funding Sources: LL receives on average about 80% of its total annual budget from various 

DoD agencies; the remaining 20% is WFO obtained from other federal agencies.  Because LL’s 

master contract is unfunded, it must seek DoD R&D funds.  LL receives no “core funding,” 

similar to RAND’s National Defense Research Institute.  In essence, virtually all LL funding is 

on a WFO basis.  ASD (R&E) does provide a small amount of annual funds (about 3% of total 

annual LL funding) for “discretionary” lab directed R&D in areas where DoD has long-term 

needs.  The sponsoring agency staff noted that there is a greater demand for the LL’s R&D 

services among DoD clients and customers than can be met given its STE ceiling.  

 

LL does not receive separate funding for administrative, operations, and maintenance costs for 

DoD-owned equipment and facilities.  Within the $952 million FY 2012 total budget, LL 

established a facilities operating budget of $55 million.  LL funds this facilities operating budget 
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with resources from the overhead rate assessed on each approved R&D project.  The LL 

overhead rate reflects a balance between administrative support, operational, and infrastructure 

funding needs and the need to be competitive in securing sufficient annual R&D funding to 

support existing staff.  LL is responsible for maintaining the buildings it occupies and the 

equipment it uses, and for security and safety within those buildings.  AF provides security, fire 

protection, and some infrastructure support as part of Hanscom base maintenance. 

 

Governance: 

 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The LL Director reports to MIT’s Office 

of Provost through the Vice President for Research.  LL is a department of MIT and 

its employees are MIT employees, subject to MIT’s human resources, environmental, 

safety, and health (ES&H), security, and other policies.  LL’s Director also develops 

specific policies to respond to unique or special DoD operational requirements, which 

are submitted to both MIT and DoD for approval.  MIT sets salary and benefit levels 

for all LL staff.  MIT’s audit division performs periodic audits of LL operations, 

particularly financial operations.  An independent MIT LL Advisory 

Board―“Visiting Committee”―does a semi-annual review of R&D work and other 

LL operations to assess the quality of management, staff, internal processes, and the 

value of R&D to DoD and national needs.  This Advisory Board also provides 

strategic guidance on technological trends and future directions for LL R&D and 

monitors evolving relations among the academic community, LL staff, and industry.   

 

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―ASD 

(R&E)―ensures that the approved project work for DoD and other federal agencies is 

appropriate for an FFRDC and conforms to DoD FFRDC policy guidelines; it 

includes these processes and requirements in the master contract.  ASD (R&E) also 

chairs a DoD Joint Advisory Committee (JAC) that meets annually to assess and 

approve the direction of LL’s proposed research program relative to DoD R&D 

needs; reviews the results of DoD agency sponsor evaluations of LL performance; 

and provides a summary annual report on LL performance.  The annual JAC 

assessment also helps determine the level of next year’s funding for ongoing, multi-

year projects and awards for new or additional R&D work.  Members of the JAC 

include the principal DoD sponsors of LL R&D, such as AF, Army, Navy, the 

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, and intelligence agencies.  Specific 

DoD funding agencies (as well as WFO funding agencies) establish performance 

requirements through statements of work and project descriptions for each funded 

project, monitor progress, and evaluate project performance.  

   

 Program Oversight/Guidance: DoD has a formal FFRDC management plan 

(updated April 25, 2011) that provides guidance and establishes policies and 

procedures for managing and using all DoD FFRDCs.  USD (AT&L) implements this 

management plan.  

 

Major Activities: LL is an R&D FFRDC that focuses on developing and prototyping innovative 

technologies and enhanced capabilities to meet national security needs in the following major 
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areas: space and air traffic control; air and missile defense; communication systems; intelligence, 

surveillance, and reconnaissance systems; chemical and biological defense; cyber security; and 

homeland protection.  

 

Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: LL annually produces a 

5-year Strategic Research Program Plan―the Grey Book.  An internal LL Steering 

Committee―chaired by the LL Director and comprised of LL division heads, other LL 

staff, and the MIT Vice President for Research―develops the Grey Book and then 

submits it for review by the JAC executive committee and approval by the full JAC.  The 

approved Grey Book only establishes LL’s R&D priorities for potential DoD sponsors.  

Actual work is contingent on available appropriations and LL’s ability to secure funding 

from DoD agency funding sponsors.  

 

 Work Authorization Process: LL and DoD funding sponsors negotiate funding levels 

for ongoing multi-year projects as well as new projects and the work tasks, schedules, 

costs, and deliverables for each approved project.  Performance expectations are included 

in approved project descriptions―statements of work.  The approved amounts, 

performance expectations, and guidance are incorporated into the master contract by the 

AF contracting officer.  On average, LL undertakes about 500 specific projects annually.  

About 80-85% of LL’s annual work represents ongoing work, funded through annual 

appropriations.  

 

 Lab Flexibility: LL establishes initial R&D priorities through the annual update of its 5-

year Strategic Research Program Plan.  Because LL’s STE ceiling is a binding constraint, 

LL has the ability to select which projects being proposed by DoD agency sponsors it 

will undertake, consistent with priorities established in the JAC-approved Grey Book.   

 

LL receives a small amount of discretionary R&D funds annually from its sponsoring 

agency―ASD (R&E)—to support innovative R&D to meet strategic long-term DoD 

needs.   

 

LL has flexibility in hiring, setting salaries for its staff, and assigning staff to specific 

R&D projects.  MIT approves salary and hiring decisions.  DoD monitors costs per STE, 

and there are incentives for LL to control these costs to remain competitive. 

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 

 Types of Evaluations: R&D project sponsors determine the frequency and nature of 

project evaluations, formal written reports, status meetings, etc.  In general, they have 

frequent meetings/teleconferences with LL division directors/project staff to monitor 

progress and/or address emerging issues. 

 

AF also runs an annual review process of LL performance that collects project sponsor 

assessments and prepares summary ratings for LL.  Each project sponsor completes an 



APPENDIX C-1 
 

40 
 

annual electronic AF evaluation survey consisting of standards questions that focuses on 

the technical quality, quality of documentation, impact on DoD R&D needs, and 3 

operational issues―cost management, schedule management (i.e., timeliness of project 

completion), and financial management reporting.  The survey also offers space for 

narrative explanations from project sponsors, especially for any negative ratings.  The 

results of this survey are reviewed by the JAC and are included in the annual JAC 

assessment of LL’s performance in meeting high priority DoD R&D goals.  

 

 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: MIT and LL policies govern operational 

activities at the LL work site.  Most of these requirements flow from other federal 

agencies (e.g., Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), 

etc.), but some respond to unique DoD needs.  To address these unique DoD operational 

requirements, LL develops specific policies and submits them to the agency sponsor for 

review and approval.  The sponsoring agency and other DoD funding sponsors expect LL 

to comply with its internal policies and operational guidelines, particularly those 

addressing specific DoD requirements.  DoD sponsors rely on the Defense Contracting 

Audit Agency (DCAA) and other audits to verify LL compliance with these approved 

policies.  Generally, there are about 80 DCAA audit per year performed by 2 onsite 

DCAA auditors.  In addition, the MIT audit division performs several audits annually, 

including more frequent audits of the LL financial and accounting systems. 

 

 Evaluation Processes: Project monitoring and evaluation by funding sponsors occurs 

periodically while the project is underway and annually through the AF sponsor 

evaluation survey.  The JAC evaluation of LL programmatic performance occurs 

annually.  The MIT Advisory Board assesses LL programmatic and operational 

performance semi-annually.  Finally, there is the comprehensive review of LL 

performance undertaken once every 5 years as the sponsoring agreement nears expiration. 

 

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: The most important feedback on performance, and 

LL’s key performance motivator, is whether the DoD sponsors decide to continue 

funding ongoing projects or fund additional R&D, i.e., survival in the competitive DoD 

R&D market.  LL needs to maintain its viability as a “fully funded” FFRDC.  MIT’s 

strong desire to maintain its reputation for excellence in R&D and technological 

innovation in serving the Nation’s national security needs also is a compelling motivation 

for LL performance.   

 

Fee Determination: There is no fixed or performance fee.   

 

Oversight Procedures:   

 

 Site Office: Not applicable.  The AF’s onsite contracting officer administers the contract; 

2 DCAA auditors perform required audits. 

 

 Other Entities: In addition to LL’s funding sponsors, key entities providing oversight of 

LL programmatic and/or operational activities are the JAC and MIT’s Advisory Board.  
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DCAA and the MIT auditing division also perform over 80 audits annually of various LL 

management systems and operational activities. 

 

 Systems: The AF annual electronic survey is the major evaluation system.  Individual 

DoD clients use their own systems to maintain data on priorities, performance measures, 

timelines in each statement of work, and required meetings/reports to evaluate progress.  

 

Limitations/Issues: The sponsoring agency and DoD clients are highly satisfied with LL’s 

performance, and the LL Director is very satisfied with the level and degree of DoD oversight.  

The programmatic oversight provides a useful strategic assessment of the long-term value of 

LL’s proposed R&D relative to DoD’s needs and more immediate feedback on specific project 

progress.  Operational issues are delegated to the Director to resolve consistent with approved 

internal MIT/LL policies and procedures. 

 

LL management notes that a continuing concern is the deterioration of aging lab infrastructure 

and the need for additional funding to repair and maintain critical facilities.  MIT has used third-

party financing to finance the construction of its new South Lab facility on Hanscom Air Force 

Base.  MIT’s 20-year note used to fund the approximately $300 million in construction costs will 

be fully repaid in 2014.  LL has amortized this note with overhead funds from approved R&D 

projects.  MIT owns the building until 2034 when the AF acquires title to it.  

 



APPENDIX C-1 
 

42 
 

This page intentionally left blank.



APPENDIX C-2 
 

43 
 

BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY’S JET PROPULSION LABORATORY 

 

 

Name: Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) 

 

Contractor/Manager: California Institute of Technology (CIT)―university 

 

Sponsoring Agency: National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)  

 

Facility Owner: NASA  

 

Approximate Budget:  About $1.6 billion for FY 2012  

 

Staffing: JPL has about 5,000 staff; all are CIT employees.  JPL does not face any formal staff 

ceiling.  It also has about 200-300 contract employees that provide specific support services.  

 

Contract Details: NASA has recently executed a new 5-year cost plus fixed fee contract with 

CIT to manage JPL.  The $21 million annual fee is fixed for the duration of the contract.  The 

contract does not contain any contract term extension incentives.  It has been renewed without 

competition, although NASA could decide to re-compete, depending upon the results from its 

comprehensive review prior to the current contract termination date. 

 

Funding Sources: JPL receives on average about 60% of its total annual budget directly from 

NASA, primarily from the Science Directorate.  Some of these core funds appear as line items in 

the NASA budget (e.g., the Mars Rover/Lander project).  JPL seeks the remaining 40% from 

various NASA and other federal agency clients.  Work for Others (WFO) funds account for 

about 10-12% of JPL funding; virtually all WFO funds are from DoD.  All funds including WFO 

flow through the NASA contract.  

JPL has received small amounts of funds from the Office of Strategic Infrastructure within the 

Mission Support Directorate to maintain or rehabilitate some of the NASA-owned infrastructure.  

This funding level has averaged less than $10 million over the last 3 fiscal years and covers only 

a small amount of required annual maintenance costs.  JPL does not receive any additional 

separate funding for administrative, operations, and maintenance costs for NASA-owned 

equipment and facilities.  The vast majority of these costs are funded through the overhead rate 

assessed on each approved R&D project.  The JPL overhead rate reflects a balance between 

administrative support, operational, and infrastructure funding needs and the need to be 

competitive in securing sufficient annual R&D funding to support existing staff.  

 

Governance: 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The JPL Director is a Vice President of 

CIT and a member of the CIT faculty.  All JPL employees are CIT employees and 

subject to CIT personnel and human resources policies.  The Oversight Committee of 

CIT’s Board of Trustees meets semi-annually to review JPL operations and progress 

with ongoing R&D projects, and to assess the strategic value of the direction of JPL’s 
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R&D program to NASA’s and the Nation’s space R&D needs.  A CIT Visiting 

Committee comprised of established scientists outside the CIT/JPL universe also 

periodically reviews the body of JPL R&D work and provides advice on new areas or 

directions for future long-term R&D.   

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―NASA―ensures that 

the approved project work for NASA and other federal agencies is appropriate for an 

FFRDC and meets high priority NASA R&D needs.   

 

Program Oversight/Guidance: There is no general program guidance.  CIT policies and 

procedures govern JPL operational activities.  

 

Major Activities: JPL is an R&D FFRDC that focuses on the robotic exploration of space.  JPL 

is currently conducting research with more than 2 dozen spacecraft to expand knowledge about 

the origin of the solar system and distant planetary environments.  

 

Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: NASA’s Strategic 

Management Council and its Mission Support Council set R&D priorities for NASA 

R&D needs, including work expected to be accomplished at JPL and the other 9 NASA 

Centers.  The NASA Administrator chairs the Councils.  The JPL Director is a member 

of both Councils and fully participates in the discussions.  JPL has a long-term strategic 

plan that it views as a subset of the NASA strategic plan, which is developed by the 

Councils.  The JPL plan is not updated annually.  It focuses on how JPL’s unique 

capabilities can support NASA’s goals on astrophysics, planetary exploration, and other 

technical issues.  JPL program area directors develop the plan in conjunction with their 

counterparts at NASA headquarters. 

 Work Authorization Process: JPL’s work is based on separate task orders for specific 

R&D projects.  JPL receives about 400 task orders annually.  All task orders, including 

those for WFO, are included in the NASA contract.  Funds are allocated based on task 

orders, usually on a quarterly basis.  About 20% of JPL’s task orders account for about 

80% of its total annual funding.  About 90% of JPL’s annual work represents ongoing 

work funded through annual appropriations.  

 Lab Flexibility: JPL cannot shift resources between task orders.  However, it has 

substantial flexibility working with NASA counterparts to define specific milestones for 

work activities under each task order.  JPL also allocates staff to specific R&D projects.  

CIT’s human resources policies determine JPL staff salaries and benefit packages.  

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 Types of Evaluations: Performance expectations are established jointly between JPL and 

NASA staffs as task orders are placed into the contract.  NASA project sponsors and JPL 

staff agree on the work tasks, schedules, costs, and deliverables for each approved 

project.  There are monthly reviews on projects to ensure that the approved milestones, 

deliverables, and costs are on target.  Major approved projects also contain identified Key 

Decision Points (KDPs).  Science Review Boards comprised of JPL, NASA, CIT 

scientists, and occasionally outside experts review those projects at the KDPs to assess 

progress and identify/discuss any emerging issues.  
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The CIT Board of Trustees’ annual review of JPL’s performance focuses not only on the 

effectiveness and efficiency of performance on current projects, but also on an 

assessment of JPL’s strategic contribution to NASA and the broader science community 

R&D priorities in JPL’s areas of expertise.  

 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: CIT and JPL policies govern 

operational activities at JPL.  Most of these requirements flow from other federal 

agencies (e.g., OSHA, EPA, OMB, etc.).  In some cases, JPL has developed unique 

policies and procedures to address specific NASA issues and concerns.  NASA generally 

relies on JPL to comply with its internal policies guidelines.  NASA also relies on DCAA, 

Inspector General (IG), and other audits to verify JPL’s compliance with these approved 

policies.  

NASA’s Office of Safety and Mission Assurance (OSMA) also conducts a 

comprehensive Institutional Facility Operational Safety Audit for all 10 NASA Centers, 

including JPL, once every 2-3 years.
1
  These safety audits are done on site by an OSMA 

headquarters team, sometimes supplemented with a NASA site office staff member.  The 

results are reviewed with JPL and NASA site office staff to identify any immediate 

changes required.  These results and the corresponding responses to them also are 

included in the comprehensive review performed at the end of the contract term to 

determine NASA’s continuing need for the FFRDC (JPL) and whether the sponsoring 

agreement and contract with CIT to manage JPL should be renewed.  

Similarly, the Office of Strategic Infrastructure within the Mission Support Directorate 

also conducts a comprehensive environmental and infrastructure condition review every 

2-3 years for JPL and the other 9 NASA Centers.  These results also are reviewed with 

JPL and site office staff, and JPL must indicate how it will address any critical 

deficiencies identified.  The site office includes the results from these environmental and 

infrastructure reviews in the 5-year comprehensive review it prepares.   

 Evaluation Processes: Some NASA evaluation processes have changed with JPL’s shift 

from a performance incentive fee to a fixed fee contract.  The principal change was the 

elimination of the annual review process conducted by NASA’s Award Fee Evaluation 

Board.  This review involved all offices sponsoring projects at JPL and produced an 

overall rating for JPL that determined the amount of the annual incentive award fee pool 

($22 million) to be awarded.  In addition to the performance evaluations from each 

NASA sponsor, the Board also reviewed NASA’s and JPL’s informal monthly reviews, 

JPL’s self-assessments produced for each project, and KDP reviews.  Each NASA 

sponsor had its own evaluation criteria, and the Science Directorate tried to “normalize” 

these assessments to provide a comparable assessment base for Board review.  

NASA and JPL staff spent a considerable amount of time producing the different 

assessments; discussing and resolving, where possible, any disagreements; establishing 

the overall JPL rating; and determining the amount of the incentive fee awarded each 

year.  The NASA site office estimated the administrative costs for this Award Fee 

Evaluation Board process ranged from $1 million to $1.5 million annually.  However, the 

difference in the amount of incentive fee awarded each year was less than 5% of the fee 

pool.  NASA and JPL, therefore, concluded that the differences in incentive fees awarded 

                                                           
1
 OSMA staff note that budget restraints have stretched these comprehensive safety audits to once every 5 years.  
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annually were less than the administrative costs, and that the process diverted JPL and 

NASA staff resources from their primary science and R&D missions.  

NASA and JPL still conduct informal monthly reviews of JPL’s progress in meeting 

approved project milestones contained in specific contract task orders.  The formal KDP 

reviews also are still conducted.  The periodic NASA headquarters-directed safety and 

environmental and infrastructure reviews also continue without any significant change.  

NASA and JPL staff are satisfied with this more streamlined process that focuses on JPL 

achievements on critical milestones and reviews of major projects at their KDPs.  

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: JPL receives immediate feedback on specific project 

performance during the informal monthly reviews.  In addition to the ability to secure 

renewed funding for ongoing work and new funding for proposed R&D, a key 

performance motivator is CIT’s strong desire to maintain its reputation for excellence in 

R&D and technological innovation in serving NASA’s and the Nation’s space 

exploration and astronomical science R&D needs.  

 

Fee Determination: There is no incentive performance fee.     

 

Oversight Procedures:   

 

 Site Office: There is a small NASA site office at JPL―about 23 full-time equivalents 

(FTEs)―whose primary role is to administer the sponsoring agreement and the cost plus 

fixed fee contract.  The site office conducts no independent programmatic or operational 

reviews of JPL activity.  These are conducted by various NASA headquarters staffs.  Site 

office staff may participate in the periodic, headquarters-run safety and environmental 

reviews.  The site office does prepare the comprehensive review at the end of the 

contract/sponsoring agreement 5-year term, relying on input from NASA headquarters 

staffs for the assessments of JPL’s programmatic achievements and management of 

operational risks.  There also is a small group on site―about 20 FTE―from the IG’s 

office that conducts periodic audits of various JPL operations.  DCAA auditors also are 

on site at JPL.  

 Other Entities: The JPL Director has appointed a special advisory committee to review 

JPL’s activities annually and provide an oral report on the effectiveness of those 

activities, any problem areas identified, and suggested corrections or changes to resolve 

them.  CIT’s internal audit committee undertakes a range of annual audits on JPL 

operational activities and management systems/procedures for controlling priority 

operational risks.  DCAA and the IG’s office also perform a range of annual audits on 

financial controls and other operational issues at JPL.   

 Systems: JPL’s internal management systems produce both electronic and paper reports 

for NASA headquarters staff to assist in monitoring progress on project milestones and to 

assess and resolve any issues identified during KDP reviews.   

 

Limitations/Issues: NASA’s sponsoring organization and other NASA sponsors appear to be 

highly satisfied with JPL’s performance.  The JPL Director and key staff also are very satisfied 

with the level and degree of NASA oversight.  The more streamlined programmatic oversight 

focuses on specific project performance and emerging scientific issues at key decision points for 

major activities and provides more immediate feedback on both.  Operational issues are 
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delegated to the JPL Director and his staff to resolve consistent with approved internal CIT/JPL 

policies and procedures. 
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BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

MITRE’S CENTER FOR ADVANCED AVIATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

Name: Center for Advanced Aviation System Development (CAASD) 

 

Contractor/Manager: MITRE Corporation―nonprofit 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) (Next Gen Office) 

 

Facility Owner: MITRE Corporation   

 

Approximate Budget: About $160 million in FY 2012; $80.8 million is base funding, with the 

remainder, “industrial funds,” sought from other FAA clients.  Work for others (WFO) for non-

FAA agencies is about 5% of the total CAASD work activity, including some international funds. 

 

Staffing: Actual FY 2011 scientific and technical employee (STE) levels for FY 2011 were 

about 480, of which 270.5 were supported by base funds.  CAASD has an STE congressional 

ceiling of 600.  Projected total CAASD staff for FY 2012 is about 620, with 20 staff years 

supporting international projects.  All staff are MITRE employees; MITRE employees can work 

for any of the 5 MITRE managed Federally Funded Research and Development Centers 

(FFRDCs), depending upon their skill sets and the need for specific skills in each FFRDC at a 

given time.  Staff hours are allocated to individual FFRDCs based on the amount of work 

performed for each.  Senior FFRDC management staff are assigned to a specific FFRDC, 

however.  

 

Contract Details: CAASD has a 5-year sponsoring agreement with FAA for FY 2010 through 

FY 2015, with a 5-year renewal.  CAASD perceives this to be a 10-year contract.  

Accompanying this sponsoring agreement is a cost reimbursable contract with a small fixed 

fee―less than 2% of total FAA funding―which is set at the start of the contract and is based 

upon the negotiated fee rate.  The fee applies throughout the contract term, including the 5-year 

option, if exercised.  The contract specifies the work to be performed each year and is amended 

to reflect these annual decisions.  There are no contract award terms or incentive fees in the 

contract.  The contract has 1 5-year renewal option that can be renewed further, depending upon 

the outcome of the comprehensive review.  FAA also could decide to re-compete the contract, 

but that has not been done since CAASD’s inception in 1990 as a separate FFRDC.  

 

Funding Sources: About half of CAASD’s annual funding is base funding identified as a line 

item in FAA’s Facilities and Equipment annual budget ($80.8 million for FY 2012).  The rest of 

the CAASD annual budget is “industrial funding” that CAASD seeks from other FAA clients 

and WFO from non-FAA clients.  The total projected CAASD budget for FY 2012 is about $160 

million.   
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Governance: 

 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The CAASD general manager is a senior 

MITRE Vice President and reports to the MITRE President and its Board of Trustees.  

MITRE’s business is to manage CAASD for FAA and 4 other FFRDCs for different 

federal agencies.  MITRE corporate policies apply to all 5 of its managed FFRDCs; 

they govern staff hiring; salaries and benefits; and the standard range of operational 

risks, e.g., safety, security, environmental concerns, financial accounting and costs 

controls, and sub-contracting—as well as conflict of interest issues key to all FFRDC 

operations.  These policies are defined in MITRE’s Organizational Policies & 

Procedures manual.    

 

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―FAA (Next Gen 

Office) and more specifically, the CAASD program officer within Next 

Gen―ensures that approved project work for Next Gen, other FAA clients, and any 

WFO for non-FAA sponsors is appropriate for its FFRDC and meets critical FAA 

R&D needs as established in FAA’s National Aviation Research Plan (NARP), the 

Next Gen Implementation Plan, and Destination 2025 planning documents, which are 

submitted to Congress.  

 

FAA’s FFRDC Executive Board (FEB), co-chaired by the Next Gen Assistant 

Administrator and the Associate Administrator for Air Safety, meets semi-annually to 

approve CAASD’s proposed 5-year long-range plan, annual work plan, and budget 

proposals; assess CAASD’s performance; and review broad policy matters.  

 

FAA also has an Outcome Management Team (OMT), chaired by the Next Gen chief 

scientist and comprised of FAA office directors sponsoring specific CAASD R&D 

activities.  The OMT reviews and assesses CAASD’s performance quarterly; provides 

guidance for the development of CAASD’s detailed annual Product Based Work Plan 

(PBWP); reviews and approves the PBWP; and reports its assessments to the FEB.    

 

 Program Oversight/Guidance: MITRE’s corporate policies govern operational 

activities and establish procedures for managing and controlling operational and 

programmatic risks at all 5 FFRDCs that MITRE manages.  

 

Major Activities: CAASD is an R&D FFRDC conducting a continuing program of research, 

development, and engineering to advance the safety, security, effectiveness, and efficiency of 

aviation in the U.S. and around the world. 

 

Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: The FEB’s first meeting 

in the March/April timeframe provides guidance to help CAASD develop its long-range 

plan for the next planning cycle.  The guidance reflects FAA’s long-term R&D priorities 

identified in the NARP, the Next Gen Implementation Plan, and Destination 2025 

planning documents.  The approved long-range plan is reviewed and revised, as 
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necessary, with input from the OMT and submitted to the FEB for review and approval at 

its August/September meeting.  CAASD’s long-range plan focuses on its “core” work 

program―the major CAASD work activities that are ongoing over multiple years, albeit 

funded annually.  Specific project goals and milestones are then established in CAASD’s 

annual PBWP.  The OMT maps these proposed CAASD goals and objectives in the 

PBWP to the FAA goals and to the 12 major outcomes established in the Next Gen 

Implementation Plan.  

 

 Work Authorization Process: Once the OMT approves the PBWP, FAA outcome 

managers for specific projects work with their CAASD counterparts and the FAA Chief 

Financial Officer (CFO) to allocate base funds and any “industrial funding” to approved 

work activities.  Base funds are allocated by specific project when they are identified 

separately in the FAA budget.  Industrial funding clients work with the CFO to allocate 

funds to CAASD as specific projects are approved.  On average, CAASD has about 55 

individual projects underway annually.  About two-thirds of these projects are core 

activities that continue for multiple years. 

 

 Lab Flexibility: The PBWP identifies milestones, outcomes, and expected costs for each 

major CAASD approved work activity.  This defines what is to be done, but CAASD has 

the flexibility to allocate staff to accomplish specific tasks and to determine how the work 

will be accomplished.  When unanticipated circumstances arise, CAASD can propose 

changes to milestones or other parameters in the contract with the approval of CAASD 

management, the cognizant FAA outcome manager, and the CAASD program manager 

(who also serves as the executive secretary for the OMT).  They use an automated system 

to make such changes.  In addition, a small part of CAASD’s annual work is focused on 

more experimental work, e.g., the Mission-Oriented Investigation and Experimentation 

Outputs (MOIEO).  While CAASD develops a proposed plan for this work in its PBWP, 

this is usually more flexible than other work activity.  MOIEO work absorbs about 20 

CAASD STE.   

 

CAASD also has flexibility in seeking WFO.  But the OMT must approve all WFO under 

the following criteria: 

 

 FAA’s technical mission must benefit from the WFO. 

 The WFO does not impede approved work in the PBWP. 

 There is no adverse impact on any other FAA or other CAASD customer 

programs. 

 The WFO does not place CAASD in competition with other R&D entities or 

the private sector. 

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 

 Types of Evaluations: The OMT meets quarterly as the Quarterly Product Review Board 

(QPRB) to assess progress on project milestones in CAASD’s approved PBWP.  The 

OMT also reviews any changes in the PBWP at its quarterly meetings.  Semi-annually, 

the outcome manager participants of the OMT provide a numerical rating for CAASD’s 
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performance on each of its 12 key outcomes.  The rating is on a 4-point scale and 

assesses the degree of success/progress in terms of technical content, adherence to time 

schedule, and costs.  The FEB reviews these semi-annual summary evaluations at its 

semi-annual meetings.  CAASD provides monthly cost management reports, quarterly 

program progress reports, and self-assessments of accomplishments to the outcome 

managers monitoring and assessing CAASD’s work progress for the OMT.  There also 

are frequent informal meetings and conversations between OMT outcome managers and 

their CAASD counterparts.  Virtually all of the information is shared electronically. 

 

 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: MITRE corporate policies govern 

operational activities at the CAASD work sites.  Most of these requirements flow from 

other federal agencies (e.g., OSHA, EPA, OMB, etc.).  FAA clients and the sponsoring 

agency rely on CAASD to comply with MITRE policies and guidelines.  As an FFRDC, 

CAASD also has strict conflict of interest guidelines to meet and occasionally, clients 

will have unique security requirements that may require modification or adaptation of 

general MITRE corporate policies to ensure full compliance.  Clients rely on DCAA and 

other audits to verify CAASD’s compliance with MITRE corporate policies  

 

 Evaluation Processes: Outcome managers meet frequently with their CAASD 

counterparts to review progress on specific projects.  Periodic internal MITRE 

Corporation meetings with all MITRE-managed FFRDCs assess both programmatic and 

operational performance and review any emerging issues at CAASD and MITRE’s other 

FFRDCs.  The QPRB quarterly meetings provide a formal assessment of total CAASD 

project performance.  The FEB semi–annual meetings address broader CAASD 

programmatic performance relative to planned FAA R&D needs.  The MITRE Board of 

Trustees Aviation Advisory Committee meets 3 times per year to evaluate CAASD 

performance relative to emerging aviation R&D and technological issues.  Finally, there 

is a comprehensive review of CAASD programmatic and operational performance once 

every 5 years as the sponsoring agreement nears expiration. 

 

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: CAASD receives direct feedback from the FEB, the 

OMT, the FAA outcome managers, and the CAASD program manager during the semi-

annual and quarterly meetings, and the more frequent informal contacts between FAA 

and CAASD staff.  The key motivator for CAASD’s performance is the ability to secure 

renewed funding for ongoing work, new “industrial funding,” and obtaining approval for 

WFO.  MITRE also places a very high value on continuing to manage CAASD 

operations as an FFRDC as that is its principal line of business.  

 

Fee Determination: There is no performance fee.  There is a small fixed fee―currently less 

than 2% of total FAA funding.  MITRE Corporate uses the fee proceeds to fund interest expense 

on working capital and other MITRE borrowing; other unallowable costs under the Federal 

Acquisition Regulation; and staff educational and other quality-of-work-life activities.  

 

Oversight Procedures:   

 

 Site Office: Not applicable 
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 Other Entities: In addition to the FEB and the QPRB, MITRE Corporate periodically 

meets with all its FFRDCs to review programmatic progress and any operational issues.  

Members of MITRE’s Board of Trustees meet annually with key FAA CAASD clients to 

obtain an independent assessment of CAASD performance for those clients.  The Board 

also has an Aviation Advisory Committee that meets 3 times per year to discuss 

CAASD’s progress and broad aviation issues to ensure CAASD is focused on the most 

critical FAA technical and strategic needs.  DCAA performs audits on various CAASD 

operational systems, including travel management systems, financial controls, and 

forward pricing rate agreements.  CAASD also is subject to OMB A-133 compliance 

reviews. 

 

 Systems: CAASD provides all its reports to FAA electronically.  FAA outcome 

managers track progress by accessing the electronic monitoring system.  All MITRE 

operational policies and its Organizational Policies & Procedures manual are on line and 

accessible by MITRE staff electronically.    

 

Limitations/Issues: Sponsoring agency and other FAA clients are highly satisfied with 

CAASD’s performance.  Funding uncertainty and the timing of appropriations approvals remain 

an ongoing concern, but CAASD’s leadership has been able to manage these challenges. 
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BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

RAND’S NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

 

 

Name: National Defense Research Institute (NDRI) 

 

Contractor/Manager: RAND Corporation―nonprofit 

 

Sponsoring Agency: Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), Undersecretary for Acquisition, 

Technology, and Logistics (USD (AT&L)) 

 

Facility Owner: RAND owns its own facilities or leases buildings.  

 

Approximate Budget: About $50 million, but this does not include non-DoD work for others 

(WFO).  WFO varies by year between 5-20% of the total budget; WFO averages about 10% of 

the total. 

 

Staffing: Actual FY 2011 staff levels were about 163.  NDRI’s scientific and technical 

employees (STEs) are subject to a staff ceiling.  Congress sets the total STE ceiling for all DoD 

FFRDCs and USD (AT&L) allocates that total ceiling to NDRI and the other DoD FFRDCs.  

The total DoD STE ceiling for FY 2013 is 5,750, with NDRI allocated 136.  The STE ceiling 

does not apply to technical staff funded by non-DoD WFO (about 7 FTE annually) nor to 

technical staff performing certain DoD intelligence work (about 20 FTE).  The STE ceiling is 

binding for DoD work, which forces NDRI to choose among DoD R&D research requests.    

 

Contract Details: NDRI has a 5-year sponsoring agreement and an unfunded fixed fee master 

contract with USD (AT&L).  The current fixed fee is 1.4% of the total DoD funds obtained, 

negotiated at the time the sponsoring agreement was renewed and set for the full-5 year contract 

term.  The contract does not contain any contract term extension incentives.  The sponsoring 

agreement is normally renewed (not re-competed) pending findings from the comprehensive 

review performed by USD (AT&L).  

 

Funding Sources: NDRI receives on average about 90% of its total annual budget from various 

DoD agencies; the remaining 10% is WFO obtained from other federal agencies.  Because 

NDRI’s master contract is unfunded, it must seek other DoD R&D funds.  NDRI receives no 

“core funding,” unlike the other two RAND FFRDCs.  In essence, virtually all NDRI funding is 

on a WFO basis.  The sponsoring agency staff noted that there is a greater demand for NDRI’s 

analytical research services from DoD funding sponsors and customers than can be met given its 

STE ceiling.  

 

NDRI does not receive separate funding for administrative, operations, and maintenance costs 

for RAND-owned equipment and facilities.  These are funded through the overhead rate assessed 

on each approved R&D project.  The NDRI overhead rate reflects a balance between 

administrative support, operational, and infrastructure funding needs and the need to be 

competitive in securing sufficient annual R&D funding to support existing staff. 
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Governance: 

 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The NDRI Director also serves as a 

RAND Vice President and the head of one of RAND’s internal divisions―the 

National Security Research Division.  RAND corporate policies on pay and fringe 

benefits; hiring; promotions and other human resources issues; environmental, safety 

and health (ES&H) issues; and other security issues govern NDRI operations.  

Consistent with general RAND policies, the NDRI Director performs a risk 

assessment for each project to determine the degree of internal oversight needed; 

requires an internal peer review before products are released to the client; meets 

periodically with the RAND President to review issues; and meets semi-annually with 

the RAND Board of Trustees to review the quality, responsiveness, and impact of 

NDRI’s analytical work.  The Board makes the decision annually to reappoint the 

NDRI Director.  

 

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―USD 

(AT&L)―ensures that the approved project work for DoD and other federal agencies 

is appropriate for an FFRDC and conforms to DoD FFRDC policy guidelines; USD 

(AT&L) includes these processes and requirements in the master contract.  An NDRI 

Advisory Board, comprised of senior officials from OSD, the Joint Staff, the Navy, 

and other NDRI DoD project sponsors and chaired by USD (AT&L), semi-annually 

assesses the direction of NDRI proposed research relative to DoD’s research and 

analytical needs; reviews the results of DoD agency-sponsor evaluations of NDRI 

performance; and provides a summary annual report on NDRI performance.  The 

Advisory Board’s annual assessment helps determine the level of the next year’s 

funding for ongoing, multi-year projects and awards for new or additional R&D 

work. 

 

 Program Oversight/Guidance: DoD has a formal FFRDC management plan 

(updated April 25, 2011) that provides guidance and establishes policies and 

procedures for managing and using all DoD FFRDCs.  USD (AT&L) implements this 

management plan.  

 

Major Activities: NDRI is a studies and analysis FFRDC that provides research and analytical 

services to specific DoD funding sponsors through its 5 research centers: international security 

and defense policy; acquisition and technology support policy; focus and resources policy; 

intelligence policy; and homeland security and defense. 

 

Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: NDRI annually produces 

a 5-year Strategic/Research Plan.  The NDRI Advisory Board conveys DoD priorities for 

research and analytical services to help NDRI formulate its proposed plan.  The NDRI 

Advisory Board then reviews the NDRI proposed plan at its fall meeting.  The final 

NDRI plan only establishes research and analytical priorities for potential DoD sponsors.  
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Actual work is contingent on NDRI’s ability to secure projects from DoD customers and 

the availability of their appropriations. 

 

 Work Authorization Process: NDRI and DoD funding sponsors/customers negotiate 

funding levels for ongoing multi-year projects as well as new projects.  DoD funding 

agencies (as well as WFO funding agencies) establish performance requirements through 

statements of work and project descriptions for each funded project.  R&D project 

sponsors and NDRI agree on the work tasks, schedules, costs, and deliverables for each 

approved project.  As NDRI obtains funds for specific research projects from various 

DoD agencies and offices, the approved project funds and related performance 

requirements are added to the master contract.  On average, NDRI undertakes about 110 

specific projects annually.  About half of NDRI’s annual work extends beyond a fiscal 

year. 

 

 Lab Flexibility: NDRI establishes initial R&D priorities through its 5-year 

Strategic/Research Plan, which is updated annually.  Because the demand for NDRI’s 

services exceed its capacity due to its STE ceiling, NDRI has the ability to select among 

the projects being proposed by DoD agency sponsors for those that are the most 

consistent with the priorities established in its Strategic/Research Plan.   

Fee income is pooled in the RAND President’s office with other donor resources and is 

used to fund various discretionary analytical and evaluation projects.  NDRI also receives 

a small amount of innovative R&D funds annually from its sponsoring agency to support 

innovative analytical research.  

 

NDRI has flexibility in hiring and setting salaries for its employees.  RAND approves 

salary and hiring decisions.  DoD monitors costs per STE, and NDRI has an incentive to 

control these costs to remain competitive. 

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 

 Types of Evaluations: R&D project sponsors determine the frequency of project 

evaluations, formal written reports, status meetings, etc.  They have frequent 

meetings/teleconferences with NDRI center directors/project staff to monitor progress 

and/or address emerging issues and conduct final project reviews upon the projects’ 

completion.  The sponsoring agency, in conjunction with NDRI, performs an annual 

review of NDRI’s performance.  Each project sponsor completes an annual electronic 

NDRI sponsor evaluation survey that focuses on the technical quality, responsiveness, 

timeliness, and long-term value of the work performed.  The survey consists of standard 

questions using a 5-point rating scale for each area surveyed, but also encourages 

narrative explanations from project sponsors, especially for any negative ratings.  The 

results of this survey are reviewed by both NDRI and USD (AT&L).  USD (AT&L) 

prepares a summary rating for NDRI that is shared with the NDRI Advisory Board. 

 

 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: RAND corporate policies govern 

operational activities at NDRI work sites.  Most of these requirements flow from other 

federal agencies (e.g., OSHA, EPA, OMB, etc.), and DoD funding sponsors and 
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sponsoring agency rely on NDRI to comply with RAND policies guidelines.  As an 

FFRDC, NDRI also has strict conflict of interest guidelines to meet, and occasionally 

funding sponsors will have unique security requirements that may require modifying or 

adapting general RAND corporate policies to ensure full compliance.  Funding sponsors 

rely on DCAA and other audits to verify NDRI/RAND compliance with RAND corporate 

policies.  

 

 Evaluation Processes: NDRI funding sponsors periodically monitor and assess progress 

in meeting approved project milestones.  Sponsors also provide an annual assessment of 

NDRI performance through USD (AT&L)’s NDRI sponsor evaluation survey.  

Aggregate NDRI programmatic performance assessments occur semi-annually during 

meetings of the NDRI Advisory Board.  Operational and programmatic issues also are 

reviewed at periodic internal meetings between the NDRI Director and the RAND 

President and more formally at semi-annual meetings of the RAND Board of Trustees.   

 

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: The most important feedback on performance is 

whether DoD sponsors decide to continue funding ongoing projects or fund additional 

R&D, i.e., survival in a competitive free market.  RAND’s strong desire to maintain a 

reputation for analytical excellence and responsiveness, and hence its continued viability 

as a “fully funded” FFRDC, also is a compelling motivator for NDRI’s performance.    

 

Fee Determination: There is no performance fee.   

 

Oversight Procedures:   

 

 Site Office: Not applicable 

 

 Other Entities: Key entities providing oversight of NDRI’s programmatic performance 

include the funding sponsors, the NDRI Advisory Board, and RAND’s President and 

Board of Trustees.  The latter 2 also provide oversight of NDRI operational performance.  

DCAA and other audits provide additional operational oversight. 

 

 Systems: USD (AT&L)’s annual electronic survey is the principal evaluation system.  

Individual DoD clients use their own systems to maintain data on priorities, performance 

measures, timelines in each statement of work, and required meetings/reports to evaluate 

progress.  

 

Limitations/Issues: The sponsoring agency and DoD funding sponsors are highly satisfied with 

NDRI’s performance.  The NDRI Director noted some minor concerns about limitations caused 

by the fixed STE ceiling.  First, the STE ceiling is not adjusted for inflation so that over time, the 

ceiling has become more restrictive and has limited NDRI’s DoD work.  Second, USD (AT&L) 

began to manage the ceiling more actively this year and has reallocated some unused ceiling to 

FFRDCs with higher DoD R&D priority.  Although NDRI was a beneficiary of this temporary 

increase in ceiling, the NDRI Director hopes that some of the temporary increase will be built 

into NDRI’s future year STE ceiling base allocations to avoid disruptive staffing reductions.   
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BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

SAIC-F’S FREDERICK NATIONAL LABORATORY FOR CANCER RESEARCH  

 

 

Name: Frederick National Laboratory for Cancer Research (FNLCR) 

 

Contractor/Manager: Science Applications International Corporation - Frederick Inc. (SAIC-F) 

a wholly owned subsidiary of SAIC, both for-profit entities 

 

Sponsoring Agency: National Cancer Institute (NCI) within the Department of Health and 

Human Services (HHS) 

 

Facility Owner: NCI/HHS owns the facilities on the main campus at Ft Detrick MD; some 

facilities on FNLCR’s satellite campuses are leased.  Any special equipment in leased buildings 

is owned by the government.   

 

Approximate Budget: About $440-500 million for FY 2012.  FY 2010 actual FNLCR budget 

was $438 million of which $345 million was from NCI.  This budget, however, represents only 

costs to support contractor personnel.  Federal NCI staff at FNLCR and their related costs are 

funded directly from the NCI budget.  FNLCR does not have a unified, aggregate budget that 

includes both contractor and federal employee costs.  

 

Staffing: FNLCR staff levels are about 2,700―a mixture of contractor and federal employees.  

The federal employees have been a growing percentage of FNLCR staff and now account for 

over 25% of total FNLCR staff―currently 700 FNLCR staff are federal employees.  The 

FNLCR Director is a federal employee; he manages the federal staff at FNLCR and supervises 

the core day-to-day operations of the contractor SAIC-F. 

 

Contract Details: NCI issued a performance-based cost plus award fee contract to SAIC-F for 

FNLCR in 2008.  The total contract term is 10 years if all award term options are exercised.  The 

base period term is 3 years, with 5 1-year renewals and a final 2-year renewal.  Total contract 

costs over the full 10 years are $5.17 billion, including a total award fee pool of $85 million.  

The contract designates annual amounts during the contract term.  The award fee pool starts at 

about $8 million annually, but increases by $0.14 million annually to a $9 million level in 

2017/18.  NCI expects to re-compete the contract in 2018. 

 

Funding Sources: FNLCR receives about 79% of its total annual budget from NCI, and almost 

20% from the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID) within the National 

Institutes of Health.  In addition, FNLCR obtains some small amounts of work for others (WFO) 

funds from other federal agencies.  There is a small line item in the NCI budget that provides $8 

million annually for building and infrastructure costs at FNLCR.  These limited operational 

funds are supplemented with overhead rate funds from NCI, NIAID, and other WFO-funded 

projects.   
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Governance: 

 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The FNLCR Director is the NCI Associate 

Director for Frederick―a federal employee who reports to the NCI Director.  SAIC-F 

only manages 1 of the 5 contracts in force at FNLCR―the Operations and Technical 

Support (OTS) contract.  The other 4 contracts―Basic Research, Animal Protection, 

Computer Services, and Scientific Services―are managed by other contractors.  

However, the FNLCR Director controls all 5 contracts.  The Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) of SAIC-F is among the key personnel designated in the OTS contract, along 

with the 4 SAIC-F group leaders.  Under each group leader, SAIC-F has several R&D 

Directorates that parallel FNLCR’s organizational structure.  NCI R&D scientists and 

clinicians work side by side with SAIC-F scientists in these various Directorates on 

approved R&D projects.  

 

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―NCI―allocates funds 

and approves project work for FNLCR in conjunction with the FNLCR Director.   

 

Program Oversight/Guidance: There is no general program guidance.  FNLCR federal 

employees are subject to HHS policies, and many SAIC-F policies conform to these HHS 

policies.  For example, SAIC-F has its own pay rates and benefit packages that are approved by 

the NCI contracting officer at FNLCR as part of the contract.  However, when federal salaries 

were frozen, SAIC-F salaries also were frozen.  Similarly, limitations on federal travel and 

conferences are applicable to SAIC-F staff.  NCI staff at FNLCR believe it is important to 

maintain parity between contractor and federal scientists and clinicians working side-by-side on 

the same project. 

 

Major Activities: FNLCR is an R&D FFRDC that focuses on the development of new 

technologies and the application of basic science discoveries into innovative agents for the 

prevention, diagnosis, and treatment of cancer and AIDS.  R&D activities are concentrated in the 

following science fields and technical areas: genomics, proteomics, bioinformatics, imaging, 

animal models, nanotechnology, and biopharmaceutical production.  
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Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: FNLCR does not 

currently have a long-term strategic plan.  SAIC-F staff contend that they cannot develop 

an FNLCR long-term strategic plan independent of NCI; they are perceived as the 

technical development arm for the various program divisions within NCI.  As new basic 

research in individual NCI program areas generates prospective developmental areas, 

FNLCR must be able to shift to accommodate these new developments.    

 

Annual planning for FNLCR work activities is a joint effort with SAIC-F and NCI staff 

at FNLCR.  The combined staffs develop proposals that are reviewed by the Technology 

Development Advisory Committee (TDAC).  TDAC is an external committee of 

governmental, university and private sector scientists, chaired by the FNLCR Director.  

The TDAC reviews the staff-developed proposals for FNLCR R&D activities and advises 

the FNLCR Director on the major priorities to include in his annual FNLCR budget 

request to NCI.  The FNLCR Director then develops his own budget request for FNLCR 

(contractor activity) and submits it to NCI for approval and inclusion in the NCI budget 

request.  His budget request includes specific amounts for contractor R&D activities in 

the various NCI program areas; amounts for management and overhead; and the $8 

million in funds for investments in facilities and infrastructure development and 

improvements at FNLCR.    

 

 Work Authorization Process: FNLCR uses a “yellow task order” system to allocate 

funds for specific R&D projects.  The FNLCR Director issues these once he receives 

funds from NCI (and NIAID) to support the approved annual budget.  FNLCR undertakes 

about 300 “yellow task orders” annually.  In FY 2011, it completed 289 yellow tasks.  

Most of FNLCR work extends beyond a single year. 

 

 Lab Flexibility: The FNLCR Director has the flexibility to determine the specificity of 

each “yellow task order” and its funding within the NCI or NIAID amounts provided by 

major program area.  SAIC-F has to comply with the limitations established in each 

“yellow task order.”  SAIC-F flexibility is limited to assigning particular contractor staff 

to work on each “yellow task order.”  

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 

 Types of Evaluations: NCI has issued a formal performance-based award fee evaluation 

plan for assessing SAIC-F’s technical and programmatic performance on approved 

projects and the management performance of administrative operations at FNLCR.  A 

Performance Evaluation Board (PEB) comprised of major NCI and NIAID program area 

Directors sponsoring R&D projects at FNLCR meets semi-annually to assess SAIC-F 

programmatic and operational performance.  The FNLCR Director chairs the PEB.  The 

PEB reviews reports on SAIC-F’s performance prepared by NCI, NIAID and any other 

R&D funding sponsors as well as independent SAIC-F self-assessments of performance. 

SAIC-F also may provide the PEB comments on funding sponsor reports.  Programmatic 

assessments address the following criteria: 
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o quality of technical/research support services, including the use of state-of-the-art 

technology 

o rate of performance and timeliness of performance 

o responsiveness of R&D activity to sponsor needs, including effectiveness of 

communication among team members and with sponsor 

o productivity and efficiency of use of facilities, materials, and staff to achieve 

proposed outcomes 

o scientific reporting including timely publication/dissemination of results 

o safety of operations in conducting laboratory tests and experiments 

 

 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: The PEB also reviews the effectiveness 

of SAIC-F operations management at FNLCR.  These operational risk reviews focus on 

the following key areas: 

 

 leadership of key SAIC-F personnel and Directorate heads in meeting appropriate 

quality of communications, planning, and acquisition requirements, and the use of 

human resources 

 effectiveness of cost and financial management systems 

 reliability and efficiency of acquisition and logistical services and contract 

compliance and reporting 

 facilities maintenance and engineering 

 effectiveness of the contractor’s environmental, safety, and health (ES&H) 

program, including the safety record regarding personal and industrial accidents  

 

 Evaluation Processes: The sponsor reports and SAIC-F’s self-assessments of its 

performance provided to the PEB evaluate performance under a 5-point rating scale from 

excellent to unsatisfactory.  The PEB members then determine a numerical rating for 

each of the programmatic and operational areas assessed and recommend an award fee 

amount to the fee determining official.  The amount of the award fee pool to be awarded 

has a range associated with each performance rating.  For example, the amount of fee 

awarded for an excellent rating ranges from 91% to100%; for a very good rating the 

award fee range is between 76% and 90%; a satisfactory rating would warrant less than 

50% of the award fee pool.  

 

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: The SAIC-F CEO or other key personnel attend the 

PEB and receive immediate feedback regarding their performance ratings.  The PEB 

chair also provides an oral summary of the PEB findings to SAIC-F key personnel.  Each 

“yellow task order” has an NCI performance monitor who reviews monthly reports on 

contractor performance in meeting approved milestones and other requirements 

embedded in the “yellow task orders.”  Performance monitors provide immediate 

informal feedback to the contractor’s principal investigators assigned to each project.   

 

Fee Determination: The fee determining official (not a member of the PEB) can accept the PEB 

recommendations for the semi-annual award fee for SAIC-F or use the recommendations to 

guide the final award fee decision.  The contract and performance evaluation plan specifies the 
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relative weights assigned to specific programmatic and operation areas, which are combined with 

the performance rating to calculate the final amount of the award fee pool awarded. 

 

Oversight Procedures:   

 

 Site Office: The FNLCR is an anomaly among the non-DOE FFRDCs benchmarked.  

The NCI site office has both an oversight function and works side-by-side with contractor 

staff on specific R&D projects.  The FNLCR Director is a federal employee―the NCI 

Associate Director for Frederick.   

 

 Other Entities: In addition to the PEB, the NCI Director has appointed an FNLCR 

Advisory Committee of 16 members who are recognized authorities in the biological and 

pharmacological specialty areas pursued at FNLCR.  The full committee meets 3 times 

per year to review the portfolio of FNLCR R&D activities and proposed major new 

projects; evaluate FNLCR’s performance; and assess whether projects are appropriately 

assigned to FNLCR.  SAIC also has an ES&H group that periodically inspects and 

evaluates SAIC-F’s ES&H program and management controls.  There also are several 

audits of SAIC-F’s operational activities conducted by other federal, state, and local 

agencies such as OSHA, local health agencies, and state environmental agencies.   

 

 Systems: FNLCR uses an electronic award fee performance system to support the PEB 

evaluation and fee determination processes.   

 

Limitations/Issues: With NCI approval, SAIC-F entered into a lease with a commercial 

developer to construct a building shell to meet a need for expanded facilities.  SAIC-F funded the 

special equipment and interior structures needed to perform the R&D activities planned for the 

facility.  SAIC-F was able to use NCI’s authority under U.S. Code Title 42 Section 241(a) (7) 

Section 301(a) (7) to use appropriated project dollars to fund the special equipment and interior 

structures.  The section states that “a contract…. for research or development, or both, may 

provide for the acquisition or construction by, or furnishing to, the contractor, of research, 

developmental or test facilities and equipment.”  This statutory authority was originally provided 

to the Secretary of Defense, but a subsequent law extended this authority to the HHS Secretary 

and his designees. 

 

Under this arrangement, the commercial developer owns the shell and NCI owns the special 

interior structures and equipment.  At the termination of the lease, the government has the right 

to remove its property from the building shell.  SAIC-F staff claimed that this process 

significantly reduced the time to construct and outfit the facility and obviously required a much 

smaller upfront commitment of federal budgetary resources. 

 

Because contractor and federal staff at FNLCR work side-by-side on individual R&D projects, 

the SAIC-F Operations Director monitors federal employee compliance with SAIC-F’s ES&H 

policies and procedures.  This is another example of the hybrid/anomalous nature of FNLCR’s 

status as an FFRDC.   
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BENCHMARKED NON–DOE FEDERALLY FUNDED  

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 

ASSOCIATED UNIVERSITIES, INC.’S NATIONAL RADIO ASTRONOMY 

OBSERVATORY 

 

 

Name: National Radio Astronomy Observatory (NRAO) 

 

Contractor/Manager: Associated Universities, Inc. (AUI)―university consortium 

 

Sponsoring Agency: National Science Foundation (NSF) 

 

Facility Owner: AUI owns or leases its facilities or buildings; NSF owns the equipment.  

 

Approximate Budget: About $80 million annually, including operating funds for NRAO and 

the Altacama Large Millimeter Array (ALMA) in Chile.   But this does not include funding for 

major facility construction―primarily ALMA―which has been as much as $150 million per 

year but is now about finished.  There also is a small amount of work for others 

(WFO)―additional R&D grants awarded to NRAO staff from other federal agencies or private 

entities―that has been growing recently and now accounts for about 2-3% of the total NRAO 

budget.  

 

Staffing: Actual FY 2011 staff levels were about 500.  AUI has about 5 staff in DC. 

 

Contract Details: NRAO has a 6-year cooperative agreement with NSF for FY 2010 through 

FY 2015 that specifies authorized amounts to be provided each year.  The annual amounts 

include a nominal fixed fee―about $200,000 to $300,000―that is negotiated each year of the 

contract.  

 

Funding Sources: NRAO receives its principal funding from NSF’s Division of Astronomical 

Sciences (AST) within the Mathematical and Physical Sciences Directorate.  Additional funds 

for major construction come from NSF’s Major Research Equipment and Facilities Construction 

(MREFC) account.  The total FY 2011 AST budget for NRAO was $44.3 million (with another 

$23.4 million for ALMA).  The total NRAO budget for FY 2011 was about $130 million, 

including construction funds.  Except for some construction funding, which is winding down, the 

R&D funds support ongoing operations and the use of NRAO’s various radio telescopes in 

different locations.    
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Governance: 

 

 Relationship with Contractor/Manager: The NRAO Director reports to the AUI 

President and its Board of Trustees.  The AUI President is the principal investigator 

identified in the NSF cooperative agreement for NRAO and has frequent, informal 

contact with the NRAO Director.  AUI approves NRAO’s long-range and annual 

operating plans as well as NRAO’s annual budget proposals submitted to NSF.  

Standing Committees of the AUI Board of Trustees periodically review NRAO’s 

programmatic progress and operational activities.  

 

 Relationship with Sponsoring Agency: The agency sponsor―NSF 

(AST)―receives and approves NRAO’s annual and long-range plans and approves 

any additional proposals for outside funding beyond a certain threshold.  The AST 

program officer also reviews quarterly and annual reports on NRAO’s progress in 

meeting operational goals established in the annual plan.  

 

Program Oversight/Guidance: NSF has no overall guidance for overseeing its 5 FFRDCs.  

Formats and content for required quarterly and annual reports are determined primarily by the 

NSF staff member overseeing the cooperative agreement.  

 

Major Activities: NRAO is an R&D FFRDC that operates large arrays of radio telescopes at 

several sites in the U.S. and overseas (e.g., the ALMA project) to support astronomical research 

exploring the universe.  These radio telescopes help scientists detect, measure, and evaluate the 

radio waves emitted by astronomical objects in an effort to better understand the evolution of the 

universe.  NRAO maintains these radio telescopes and provides the astronomical community 

access to them to perform specific research tasks. 

 

Determining Goals/Work Priorities and Work Activities: 

 

 Setting Goals and Priorities—Annual/Long-Term Planning: NRAO annually 

produces a 5-year long-range plan (LRP), which also contains a strategic plan that sets 

out the NRAO/AUI vision, goals, and objectives for NRAO over the term of the 

cooperative agreement.  Once AUI approves the plan, NRAO submits it to the AST 

program officer for approval during the first quarter of the fiscal year along with a more 

detailed annual program operating plan (POP).  The AST program officer provides initial 

budget guidance for AUI/NRAO to develop the POP.  Sometimes, the AST program 

officer may ask NRAO for a contingency plan outlining how it would adjust the POP 

should there be a 10% reduction in funding.  The AST program officer also establishes a 

Program Review Panel―a peer review group of 5 experts external to NSF―to review 

and comment on NRAO’s LRP and POP.    

 

 Work Authorization Process: The annual approved POP identifies the specific activities 

planned by NRAO and performance requirements and expectations  NRAO’s base 

funding from AST for operations is identified in NSF’s annual budget proposals to 

Congress, along with any separate funding for major construction or long-term major 

maintenance beyond the normal scope of AST operational funding.  NSF allocates these 
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funds for NRAO’s use and NRAO draws them down as needed.  NSF does not make 

separate program or facility allocations (other than ALMA).  NSF’s Large Facilities 

Office (LFO) manages all large maintenance or construction funding.  LFO has a manual 

that guides the types of oversight and required reports.  The AST program officer is 

responsible for reviewing any reports.   

 

 Lab Flexibility: NRAO establishes initial R&D priorities through its LRP and POP.  

NRAO has authority to change some spending during the year without prior NSF 

approval.  NRAO allocates time and access to the various radio telescopes to meet 

approved astronomical R&D needs.  NRAO allocates the operating funds it receives from 

NSF to each of its 3 major sites.  Operating funds for ALMA are managed separately.     

 

All NRAO employees are AUI employees.  NRAO has flexibility in hiring and setting 

salaries for its employees.  However, NSF approves the appointment and proposed salary 

for the NRAO Director and gets notified of any significant changes in key personnel.  

Base AST funding includes conference funding; NRAO can seek NSF approval for 

additional conference funding, if needed. 

 

Performance Expectations and Evaluation Process: 

 

 Types of Evaluations: Performance expectations are set by NRAO/AUI in the annual 

POP and approved by the AST program officer.  NSF holds NRAO accountable for 

meeting the milestones and deadlines established in the POP.  NRAO provides quarterly 

reports to NSF on its progress in meeting performance objectives.  NRAO also provides 

NSF an annual report on its overall performance.  The AST program officer has the 

external Program Review Panel assess this report before meeting with NRAO to review 

overall annual performance.  The AST program officer also provides AUI with a copy of 

the Program Review Panel’s assessment of annual NRAO performance.  

 

NSF performs a comprehensive review of NRAO management and operations prior to the 

end of the cooperative agreement period to assess the ongoing need to retain the FFRDC 

status for NRAO and to determine whether to grant NRAO a one-time extension (up to 

another 5 years).  

 

AUI also conducts internal reviews of NRAO’s management and operations.  These 

reviews provide a current, immediate assessment of the effectiveness of NRAO’s 

management of standard operational risks.  The AUI Board of Trustees―22 senior 

scientists with multidisciplinary backgrounds (although about two-thirds are 

astronomers)―meets 3 times a year to assess internal NRAO operations and any 

programmatic issues.  The AUI Board of Trustees also has several Standing 

Committees―Operations and Administration, Audit, Executive, and Compensation―that 

periodically advise the AUI Board and President on the results of their NRAO reviews.  

The AUI Board had a standing Strategic Planning Committee, but that was phased out 

several years ago.  There also is an AUI Visiting Committee that meets every 2 years to 

assess NRAO’s contributions to astronomical sciences.  AUI must submit to NSF its own 

annual management report on its oversight of NRAO operations.  
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 Reviews of Operational Activities and Audits: In addition to the AUI Standing 

Committees, NSF's LFO performs a business systems review (BSR) once during the 5-

year term of the cooperative agreement (usually about midway through that term).  The 

BSR includes reviews of safety, security, health, human resources systems, financial 

systems, and other internal NRAO systems for managing standard operational risks.   

 

 Evaluation Processes:  The NRAO Director meets frequently and informally with the 

AUI President to review NRAO operational issues and has a weekly teleconference with 

the AST program officer and other NSF staff to discuss NRAO program activity and any 

issues.  In addition, there are formal quarterly reviews with NSF and AUI; AUI Board 

meetings 3 times per year; AUI Visiting Committee reviews every 2 years; the NSF 

LFO’s BSR review once every 5 years; and the NSF’s comprehensive review as the 

cooperative agreement nears its expiration. 

 

 Feedback/Impact of Evaluations: Quarterly and annual review meetings provide direct 

feedback on NRAO performance.  The informal teleconferences and meetings with the 

AUI President provide the NRAO Director with immediate feedback on any issues that 

may have emerged.  NSF also shares the program review committee’s assessment of 

NRAO’s annual report with AUI.   

 

 Fee Determination: There is no award fee.  There also is no contract term award 

incentive.  The nominal fixed management fee is negotiated annually.  The fee is used by 

NRAO for a number of activities not normally covered by contract overhead, such as 

diversity and scholarship programs; community relations; and education programs.  

 

Oversight Procedures: 

 

 Site Office: Not applicable 

 

 Other Entities: The NRAO Director has appointed a User Group and other external 

committees to provide him guidance and feedback on NRAO’s programmatic and 

operational progress.  These NRAO committees are in addition to the AUI Board of 

Trustees’ Standing Committees and Visiting Committee and the NSF’s Program Review 

Panel. 

 

 Systems: NRAO submits quarterly and annual progress reports electronically to NSF.  

AUI also submits its annual management report to NSF electronically.   

 

Limitations/Issues: Sponsoring agency and NRAO staff generally are satisfied with the 

review process.  They acknowledge that the process is still evolving, and they seek to focus 

the current quarterly reports more on key issues.  AUI management remains very satisfied 

with their oversight and the close working relations with NRAO.  AUI also noted that the 

NSF oversight role has been evolving.  When the current cooperative agreement expires, 

NSF may decide to re-compete the NRAO contract for the first time since AUI began 

managing NRAO in 1957.  Now that ALMA construction is virtually completed and the site 
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is operational, NSF will have to decide whether the ALMA facility will be included in the 

NRAO cooperative agreement or be managed under a separate agreement.   
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APPENDIX D: EVALUATION OF THE NATIONAL LABORATORIES 
 

This appendix provides more detailed information about the evaluation of the labs, which is 

discussed in Chapter 5 of the report body.  The information addresses the following questions: 

 

 D-1:  What is measured? 

 D-2:  What is the process for evaluating the labs? 

 D-3:  How are evaluation scores developed? 

 D-4:  How are award fee and award term eligibility determined? 

 D-5:  How is the Savannah River National Lab evaluated?  
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WHAT IS MEASURED? 

 

All of the DOE lab evaluations include program/mission performance, operational performance, 

and leadership, though there are significant differences in the extent of coverage, and in how 

performance in each area affects the overall evaluation score and fee determination.  There are 

also significant differences in the specificity of objectives and expectations set in the evaluations.  

However, even those with the most specific objectives include a significant element of subjective 

assessments. 

 

 Office of Science (SC) evaluation plans are the same for all of its 10 labs, focus on 

outcomes, and are subjective by design.  SC has provided extensive guidance on the 

intent of the criteria and factors to consider in assessing them. 

 National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) evaluation plans were different for 

each lab, focused on many specific objectives, while including subjective elements as 

well.  General guidance was provided about content and intent of the criteria.  In 2013, 

NNSA began using a new model, “strategic” evaluation, which was, like SC, subjective 

by design.  Guidance had not yet been developed. 

 Nuclear Energy (NE) and Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) used 

varying degrees of specific and subjective objectives, and different levels of guidance.  

Only NE did not include a significant focus on operational performance in the evaluation, 

using other contract provisions to hold the lab accountable in this area. 

 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE  

 

The Performance Evaluation and Measurement Plan (PEMP) includes 8 broad goals and specific 

objectives within each goal, which are consistent across the labs.  As shown in Table D-1.1 

below, there are 3 goal categories:  Science, Leadership, and Maintenance and Operations.   

 

Table D-1.1 Office of Science PEMP Goals for Lab Evaluations 

 

Science/Mission Leadership Maintenance & Operations 

1. Provide for Efficient and 

Effective Mission 

Accomplishment 

4. Provide Sound and 

Competent Leadership and 

Stewardship of the 

Laboratory 

5. Sustain Excellence and Enhance 

Effectiveness of Integrated Safety, Health, and 

Environmental Protection 

2. Provide for Efficient and 

Effective Design, Fabrication, 

Construction, and Operations 

of Research Facilities 

 6. Deliver Efficient, Effective, and Responsive 

Business Systems and Resources that Enable the 

Successful Achievement of the Laboratory 

Mission(s) 

3. Provide Effective and 

Efficient Science and 

Technology Program 

Management 

 7. Sustain Excellence in Operating, 

Maintaining, and Renewing the Facility and 

Infrastructure Portfolio to Meet Laboratory 

Needs 

  8. Sustain and Enhance the Effectiveness of 

Integrated Safeguards and Security 

Management and Emergency Management 

Systems 
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SC-Wide Guidance 

 

In FY 2011, there were a total of 26 objectives across the 8 goals.
2
  All of the objectives are 

fairly broad statements of expectations.  For example, objective 1 for goal 1 is: “Provide science 

and technology results with meaningful impact on the field.”  Likewise, 1 objective for goal 6 is: 

“Provide an efficient, effective, and responsive acquisition management system.” 

 

The guidance for determining the numerical and grade scores, again the same for all labs, 

provides additional insight into the scope and intent of each objective.  For each objective, SC 

lists “assessment elements” that should be considered.  For goal 1, for example, 2 elements are 

the lab’s performance with respect to (1) research plans and (2) peer review.  SC also provides “a 

sample of factors to be considered” for each objective.  For example, some of those listed for 

goal 1 include the impact of results on SC or other customer missions, delivery on proposed 

research plans, and significant awards or invited talks.  Evaluators use this general guidance to 

assess performance, with the detailed deliverables and milestones specified elsewhere, such as in 

work authorizations.  No specific expectations, for example, for the number of milestones to be 

met or which deliverables are most important, are set (with the exception of “notable outcomes” 

discussed below).  

 

Lab-Unique Metrics 

 

Since 2010, SC has been including “notable outcomes,” unique to each lab, for some or all of the 

objectives in the PEMP.  These notable outcomes can be fairly specific, for example, “[e]nsure 

the successful implementation of the Laboratory Compensation System action plan milestones 

by the mutually agreed upon date;” or fairly broad, for example, “[d]emonstrate progress in 

broadening the customer base in areas of strategic importance to the lab.”  According to the 

guidance, “[n]otable outcomes are intended to focus the laboratory leadership team on the 

specific items that the members of the SC leadership team believe are the most important 

initiatives and/or highest risk issues the laboratory must address in the coming year.”  These 

criteria are evaluated on a pass/fail basis.  For 2012, the highest number of notable outcomes for 

an individual lab was 18, covering all 8 goals; the lowest was 6, covering 5 of the 8 goals. 

 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

 

Before FY 2013 

 

Unlike SC, the Performance Evaluation Plans (PEPs) that NNSA used to assess lab performance 

were different for each lab; they used somewhat different terminology as well as lab-unique 

metrics.  Many of the metrics included in the PEPs were related to specific milestones or 

deliverables.  NNSA guidance specified 3 performance categories that were to be covered in the 

evaluations: programs; operations/mission support; and business and institutional management.  

Performance objectives and measures were organized under these 3 categories and included both 

subjectively assessed and objectively assessed elements.  There also was 1 set of objectives 

common to multiple labs and facilities—multi-site initiatives.  NNSA headquarters developed 

                                                           
2
 In FY 2012, the goals did not change, but there were 23 objectives, rather than 26, across the goals. 
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this set of objectives to ensure integration and cooperation across the NNSA complex.  This set 

of objectives is used as a standard across one or more of the NNSA labs and facilities to measure 

complex-wide goals.  Either all of the labs/facilities achieved each objective (and got the 

award—at-risk―fee associated with it) or none did. 

 

Annually, NNSA issued weights for the performance categories, that is, the portion of the overall 

evaluation and fee allocated to each category.  In 2011, NNSA specified the allocation of 

maximum available at-risk fee among the performance categories (programs 35%, operations 

35%, business/management 20%, and multi-site 10%).  The FY 2012 guidance set minimums for 

allocations (programs 30%, operations 10%, business 10%) allowing the site office (with input 

from other key stakeholders) to set a final allocation.  The guidance also lists performance areas 

to be included in each of the 3 categories.  Table D-1.2 below is from NNSA’s FY 2012 

guidance. 
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Table D-1.2: Key Content of NNSA Performance Categories 

 
 Program Operations Business/IM 

Mission Activities to directly accomplish the 

funding Program’s mission deliverables 

 

NNSA Deliverables (principally NA-10 & NA-20 products) X   

Other DOE Funded Mission Deliverables 

(EM,* FE,* SC, IN,* EERE, NE, etc.) 

 

X 

  

Mission Support Activities to permit the portfolio of 

Programs at the site or to address capability and/or 

capacity 

 

Safeguards & Security (Cyber, Physical, Property)  X  

Construction or Project Management  X  

Facilities, Utilities & Operational Support  X  

ES&H* (site support & regulatory)  X  

Quality Assurance (product) X   

Quality Assurance (institutional)  X  

General Business functions or Institutional 

Management of the site, its Programs, and 

resources 

 

Resource Management   X 

Business & Accounting   X 

Institutional Management   X 

Human Resources   X 

Information Technology Management   X 

Legal, Public Affairs, Community Relations   X 

Contractor Assurance   X 

Efficiency & Effectiveness   X 

Procurement & Purchasing   X 

Work for Others (WFO)   X 
EM: Office of Environmental Management  IN: Office of Indian Energy Policy and Programs 

FE: Office of Fossil Energy                  ES&H: environment, safety, and health 

 

Performance measures are established for each objective to describe a particular value or 

characteristic to measure input, output, outcome, efficiency, or effectiveness.  Performance 

targets establish a target level of achievement for the measures.  DOE establishes unique 

objectives, measures, and targets for each lab, with input from the contractors. 

 

Performance is categorized as essential or stretch.  Essential performance is the minimum 

performance required to accomplish basic mission in the 3 categories (mission, operations, and 

business).   Stretch performance targets go beyond the minimum essential; they present 

incentivized opportunities for the contractor to meet stretch goals and objectives and thus earn 

performance award fees.  (See more on fee determinations in Appendix D-4).  FY 2011 guidance 

also set a fee allocation between essential (60%) and stretch (30%) and multi-site (10%) 

objectives.  The FY 2012 guidance made this allocation the responsibility of the site office 

manager and the PEP preparation process.  The essential work has priority.  Regardless of 

performance on stretch measures, to be eligible to earn “stretch fee,” the contractor’s 
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performance on essential objectives had to meet “certain expectations.”  Expectations established 

in FY 2011 included achieving at least a “very good” in the subjective evaluation and 80% of 

objective measures for each performance category. 

 

Generally, the NNSA lab PEPs included significant detail.  In FY 2011, the Los Alamos National 

Lab (LANL) was evaluated on 17 objectives (across the 3 performance categories and multi-

site), which included 76 measures and sub-measures and 150 specific targets (milestones and 

deliverables). The Lawrence Livermore National Lab’s (LLNL’s) PEP had 11 objectives (across 

the performance categories and multi-site), 43 measures, and 22 more specific targets, as seen in 

the example in Table D-1.3.    

 

Table D-1.3: Example of Measures and Targets from LLNL’s FY 2011 PEP 

 

Metric Type 

1 Complete essential activities for core weapons 

program requirements 

Objective 

1.1 Management of defense program work Measure  (essential) 

1.2 Management of critical capabilities, skills, and 

facilities supporting nuclear weapons work 

Measure  (essential)   

2 Strengthen the foundation of deterrence through 

stockpile science, technology, and engineering 

Objective 

2.1 Resolve Weapons Physics and Engineering 

Challenges  

Measure (no designation) 

2.1.1 Develop and demonstrate HED* platform in 

support of longer-term predictive capability 

framework objectives 

Target (stretch) 

2.1.2 Use Boost Validation Suite (with initial metrics) 

for PCF* 2012 Pegpost 

Target (stretch) 

2.1.3 Demonstrate improvement in the physics and 

geometric fidelity of the ASC* Code System through 

a simulation of a UGT* 

Target (stretch) 

2.1.4 Effectively collaborate with NSTec* to bring 

JASPER* back on line meeting the cost and schedule 

milestones and achieve 3 Plutonium shots 

Target (stretch) 

HED = high energy density; PCF = predictive capability framework; ASC = advanced simulation and computing; UGT = 

underground nuclear testing; NSTec = National Securities Technologies, LLC (manages Nevada National Security Site); 

JASPER = Joint Actinide Shock Physics Experimental Research. 

 

 

Sandia pilot tested NNSA’s strategic PEP in FY 2011, but there still were a high number of 

metrics.  Its PEP included 6 broad performance objectives in two categories—mission and 

mission support, with 47 measures and 81 sub-measures.  However, measures were most often 

stated as expected outcomes for the lab, such as “demonstrate continuous improvement in” a 

given program or area of effort; and  targets most often related to evidence of the contractor’s 
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ability to assess performance, identify needed changes, and accomplish improvements, rather 

than specific outputs.  The PEP states that it: 

…evaluates and promotes a new Governance and Oversight framework based 

on prudent management of risk, trust, and accountability.…Accordingly, the 

model for this PEP is to rely on the contractor’s leadership in utilizing 

appropriate standards based on consideration of risk, its management and 

assurance systems and related measures, metrics and evidence in assessing its 

performance.…The PEP change is driven by a need to evaluate Sandia’s 

ability to sustain and improve mission performance…. 

 

These concepts guide the strategic PEP process adopted NNSA-wide in FY 2013, described in 

the following section. 

 

NNSA in FY 2013 

 

During the past year, NNSA has been working on a new evaluation system anchored on a new 

“strategic PEP,” modeled to some degree on the SC model.  These strategic PEPs were included 

in contracts for the NNSA labs and other facilities for FY 2013.   

The new PEP mirrors the SC PEMP in that the objectives and “contributing factors” are the same 

for all labs and facilities.  NNSA is using 5 major performance objectives, focused on the 

following areas: 

1. nuclear weapons mission 

2. broader national security mission 

3. science, technology, and engineering mission 

4. security, infrastructure, environmental stewardship, and institutional management  

5. contractor leadership 

 

Weights are established for each objective for each lab.  

 

Each of the 5 objectives has “contributing factors” listed.  There were 34 factors listed across the 

5 objectives.  For example, the objective for the nuclear weapons mission was stated as: 

Successfully execute nuclear Weapons mission work in accordance with 

NNSA Priorities, Program Control Document (PCD) and Deliverables, 

and Program Execution Plans.  Integrate across the site, while 

maintaining an NNSA enterprise-wide focus, to achieve greater impact 

on a focused set of strategic national security priorities.   

 

Under that objective there are 6 contributing factors, 2 of which are:  

 Accomplish work within the budget profile, scope, cost, schedule, and risk 

negotiated with program sponsors and partners, achieving the expected 

level of quality 

 Sustain and strengthen unique science and engineering capabilities, 

facilities, and essential skills to ensure current and future Nuclear 

Weapons mission requirements will be met 
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The new PEP also has “site-specific outcomes” (mirroring SC’s notable outcomes) for some or 

all of the 5 performance objective categories.  The outcomes represent the things most important 

for each NNSA site to accomplish in that year.  Any time a facility fails to meet a site-specific 

outcome, the contractor is limited in the amount of fee it can earn for the applicable major 

performance objective—limited to no more than 90%.  In FY 2013, there were a total of 34 site-

specific outcomes spread across the 3 NNSA labs. 

 

NNSA no longer uses “stretch” objectives or targets.  Officials stated that the contractors know 

what “meets expectations” means and will know what exceeding them means, as defined in the 

Federal Acquisition Regulation (see Table D-4.2).  The strategic PEP is totally subjective, with 

the exception of the site-specific outcomes.  Multi-site objectives are no longer included.  

Instead, 1 contributing factor under the leadership objective (5 above) relates to the extent to 

which the lab leadership works “selflessly” within NNSA and the DOE complex to maximize 

program outputs at the best value to the government. 

 

NUCLEAR ENERGY/IDAHO NATIONAL LAB 

 

NE’s 2011 evaluation of INL covers 6 broad “focus areas,” each with 1 or more “results” 

statements (objectives); in 2011, there were 13 results statements in total.  NE specifies weights 

for each focus area and results statement.  These are used in calculating the evaluation score and 

fee.  The FY 2011 focus area weights are shown in Table D-1.4 below. 

 

Table D-1.4: Focus Area Weights for INL’s FY 2011 Evaluation 

 

Focus Area Weight 

Deliver Transformational Research and 

Development (R&D) 

5% 

Deliver R&D Program Commitments 35% 

Develop Capabilities for the Future 20% 

Establish Broader, More Effective 

Collaborations 

10% 

Safety, Operations & Stewardship 25% 

Leadership of the INL 5% 

 

One or more “measures” are specified for each result statement.  The measures are a mix of 

specific milestone/deliverable measures and more subjective measures.  Overall in 2011, there 

were over 70 individual measures; about half were objective (complete a plan, hold a meeting, 

etc.) and half subjective (increase, demonstrate, etc.).  However, 2 of the objective measures 

dealt with “meeting milestones,” and officials said there were hundreds of milestones included in 

those measures.   

 

The INL PEMP does not categorize focus areas or objectives into broader performance 

categories (such as SC’s science and maintenance and operations categories).  Officials said that 

the entire PEMP focuses on program performance; though some specific measures may be more 

operational in nature.  The intent is to focus the evaluation on program aspects of performance 
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while holding the lab accountable for operational performance.  Sound operation is expected 

under the contract and the contractor is held accountable through other contract provisions.  

 

 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY/NATIONAL RENEWABLE 

ENERGY LAB 

 

NREL’s PEMP categorizes 9 goals into 3 areas: 4 mission, 4 operations, and 1 construction.  

Weights are established for each goal and for each objective within a goal.  In 2012, there were 

23 objectives across the 9 goals.   

 

Targets are established for each objective.  The targets in the PEMP include selected 

milestones/deliverables taken from annual program operating plans.  The targets are set forth in 2 

categories, 1 that would “meet expectations” and another that would merit a rating of 

“excellent.”  The latter targets are considered “stretch” goals.  Targets are not weighted; overall 

objective scores are determined subjectively.  In 2012, there are 126 “meets expectations” targets 

and 74 “excellent” targets.  Table D-1.5 shows the weights assigned to the 9 goals in NREL’s 

2012 PEMP. 

 

Table D-1.5: Goal Weights for NREL’s FY 2012 Evaluation 

 

Objective Weight 

Program  

1.0 Advancing Science and Technology 55% 

2.0 Leadership and Creating Lasting National 

Value  
20% 

3.0 Credible and Objective Analysis and 

Decision Support 
15% 

4.0 Accelerating Commercialization and 

Increasing Deployment 
10% 

Operations  

5.0 Environment, Safety, and Health 

Management 
30% 

6.0 Business Operations 25% 

7.0 Infrastructure Development and Site 

Operations 
25% 

8.0 Security and Emergency Management 20% 

Construction  

9.0 Major Construction 100% 

 

Table D-1.6 below presents summary information concerning the sponsoring organizations’ 

approach to lab evaluation. 
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Table D-1.6: Comparison of Content and Approach of Sponsoring Organizations’ Lab Evaluations 

 
Office of Science NNSA (before FY 2013) NNSA (FY 2013) Nuclear Energy/INL EERE/NREL 

Level of Detail 

 PEMP sets broad expectations; 

does not include specific 

deliverables   

 Established objectives and 

measures are the same for all SC 

labs; weights can vary among labs 

 Since 2010, notable outcomes 

establish a few priorities; in 2012, 

they range from 6 to 18 per lab 

 Beyond notable outcomes, 

expectations established through 

work authorizations and other 

documents 

 Each PEP establishes 

specific priorities 

through lab-unique 

objectives, measures, 

and targets  

 Content of each lab’s 

plan very unique; 

number of objectives 

and measures unique to 

each lab 

 PEP specifies many 

expectations and 

establishes priorities 

(e.g., LLNL: 2011 = 11 

strategic objectives, 41 

measures and 80 targets) 

 PEP sets broad 

expectations; does not 

include specific 

deliverables 

 Established objectives 

and “contributing 

factors” are the same for 

all labs 

 “Site-specific outcomes” 

establish a few priorities 

for each lab; total of 34 

for the 3 labs 

 Beyond site specific 

outcomes, expectations 

established through work 

authorizations and other 

documents 

 PEMP specifies many 

expectations; establishes 

specific priorities  

 PEMP establishes 6 focus 

areas, 13 results 

(objectives); and over 70 

measures 

 One measure = Meet all 

milestones (could be 100s)  

 

 PEMP specifies many 

specific expectations 

 9 goals , 23 objectives and 

126 targets (at meet 

expectation level) 

 

Weighting Performance Measures 

 Scores developed for program 

objectives, operational objectives, 

and for leadership.  Weights for 

these categories set by HQ* 

 Weights among goals/objectives 

within categories set by each 

program for each lab (and SO* for 

operations)  

 Program office input weights by 

relative funding level and relative 

importance of the goal among 

programs 

 HQ establishes weights 

for major performance 

categories: (Program – 

Operations – Business – 

Multi-site) 

 Weights of objectives 

within categories 

determined by SOM* 

during development of 

PEP, with input from 

HQ, SO, and lab  

 

 Only objectives are 

specifically weighted 

 Weights vary by lab 

 Weights decided during 

iterative process for 

developing PEP (SO, HQ 

inputs) 

 SOM, in consultation with 

HQ and lab, sets weights 

among the 6 focus areas and 

among objectives within 

focus areas 

 Program office input 

weighted subjectively 

 Scores developed for 

program goals for 3 

categories: program, 

operations, and construction  

 EERE establishes weights 

for goals and for  objectives 

within goals 

Continued  
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Office of Science NNSA (before FY 2013) NNSA (FY 2013) Nuclear Energy/INL EERE/NREL 

Subjective vs. Objective Measures
3
 

 Subjective by design 

 “Wary of task-specific metrics” 

for science research 

 

 NNSA stated objective: 

preserve FDO* 

discretion: encourage 

subjectivity 

 Each PEP includes 

substantial subjective 

elements in addition to 

detailed measures 

 Objectives may have 

both objective and 

subjective measures, but 

stretch 

measures―performance-

based incentive 

measures―are pass/fail 

 Subjective by design 

 FDO discretion 

maintained 

 

 Many objective measures 

 Some objectives are a mix 

of subjective and objective 

measures; others only 1 or 

the other 

 Most targets are objective 

measures 

 Some objectives have both 

subjective and objective 

targets  

 *SO = site office; SOM = site office manager; HQ = headquarters; FDO = fee determining official 

  

                                                           
3
 Objective measures and targets are sometimes quantitative, but in many cases relate to deliverables, such as performance of certain tests or completion of 

specific documents.  Decisions about whether these criteria are met may involve subjective assessments of adequacy of the deliverable. 
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WHAT IS THE PROCESS FOR EVALUATING THE LABS? 

 

In all cases, mission/program performance is evaluated by DOE program or technical staff 

responsible for program success; in most cases those staff are in the headquarters office.  Site 

office staff evaluate operational performance.  There are differences among the sponsoring 

organizations in terms of the headquarters and site office roles and the approaches to achieving 

consistency among the organization’s evaluators.  Most of the laboratory contracts require the 

labs to submit a self-assessment.  The role these assessments play in the evaluation differs among 

organizations. 

 

In all cases, the evaluators can use information from a wide variety of sources to assess lab 

performance, including, for example, the various program reviews conducted by program 

offices; site office “operational awareness” activities; operational reviews by the site office or 

headquarters functional offices; external reviews by the Government Accountability Office, the 

Inspector General, and others; peer reviews; parent organization reviews; and “for cause” 

reviews. 

 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE 

 

The Director, SC, has final approval of the PEMP content, the evaluations, and, ultimately, the 

final score and incentives awarded.  Both headquarters program offices and site offices have 

roles in the process, from development of the PEMP to the final evaluation report and fee 

recommendation.  The Office of Laboratory Policy and Evaluation in SC’s Office of the Deputy 

Director for Field Operations oversees the overall lab evaluation process.  

 

The goals and objectives are predetermined in the SC evaluation process, as described in 

Appendix D-1 above.  At the beginning of each year, each of the program offices funding lab 

work
4
 weights the various goals and objectives according to their importance to the individual 

program.  The site office weights the operational goals and objectives.  The program offices, site 

offices, and labs propose notable outcomes, which are reviewed by headquarters and field 

officials, and finally approved by the Director, SC. 

 

Program offices monitor lab performance throughout the year against the PEMP criteria; site 

offices monitor against operational criteria and provide day-to-day oversight of lab operations.  

A mid-year assessment is provided to each lab.   

 

Preparation of the annual end–of-year evaluation is coordinated by the site office.  The program 

offices (and other customers) and the Deputy Director for Science Programs are the key 

evaluators for the science goals (1-3).  The site office managers and the Deputy Director for 

Field Operations are key evaluators for the maintenance and operations goals (5-8).  The 

program offices, site offices, and both of the Deputies provide input for goal 4, leadership.  The 

Director, SC, approves the final evaluations and, as discussed in Appendix D-4, the fees 

awarded.  SC program offices do not consider the lab’s self-assessment, but some site offices do. 

                                                           
4
 SC policy states that any program office providing $5 million or 1% of the lab’s budget should have input into the 

PEMP and rating, and makes provision for others to have input if deemed appropriate.   
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Once programs and site offices have developed proposed evaluation ratings, there is a 

“normalization” process in which proposed evaluations are reviewed and discussed in a meeting 

with all of the program offices, the site office managers, and other headquarters program and 

functional office heads.  According to SC’s evaluation guidance, the purpose of the meeting is 

“to assist in assuring the techniques and methodologies for determining contractor performance 

scores/grades are consistent across the SC complex.”  There is a separate meeting for the 

program goals, the operational goals, and the leadership goal.  The officials review proposed 

scores/grades and “help to normalize the methodologies being utilized in reaching appropriate 

scores/grades based on performance results.”  Multiple program inputs are combined into one 

using a formula, as discussed in Appendix D-3.  Final evaluations are discussed with the lab 

director in meetings with appropriate headquarters officials and the site office manager.  

 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

 

The Deputy Administrator for NNSA
5
 has final approval of the PEP content, the evaluations, 

and, ultimately, the final score and incentives awarded.  Like SC, headquarters program offices 

and site offices have roles in the process, from development of the PEP to the final evaluation 

report and fee recommendation.  Prior to 2012, the Office of Defense Programs oversaw the 

overall lab evaluation process.  In April, 2012, the Office of Infrastructure and Operations was 

created; the office’s functions include oversight of the lab evaluation process.  

 

There are quarterly interim reviews attended by program, site, and lab officials, and a mid-year 

performance assessment in which the lab’s self-assessment against the PEP criteria is compared 

to NNSA’s assessment.  

 

The site offices have a greater role in the development of the PEP and the lab evaluations than in 

SC.  Each site office works with headquarters program offices to combine various program 

office inputs to establish the PEP programmatic goals and objectives and to evaluate 

programmatic performance; program inputs are not weighted as they are in SC.  Site offices 

establish operational goals and objectives for the PEP and evaluate the lab’s operational 

performance.  Leadership is evaluated by the site office, with input from program offices, as part 

of the business operations performance category.  NNSA labs are required to develop a self-

assessment and to present it to NNSA officials as part of the evaluation process.  These extensive 

self-assessments are a key information source for the evaluations, and are validated by NNSA as 

part of the evaluation process.   

 

As part of the evaluation process, NNSA headquarters management and program officials meet 

with the site office managers to discuss all proposed evaluations (and fees and other incentives) 

to ensure fairness and balance across the NNSA enterprise.  The site office manager incorporates 

any changes deemed appropriate based on this meeting into the final evaluation and forwards it 

for the Deputy’s signature.  

 

NNSA is still developing the procedural guidance for the new strategic PEP process.  

 

                                                           
5
 Delegated authority from the Administrator, NNSA. 
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NUCLEAR ENERGY/IDAHO NATIONAL LAB 

 

Unlike SC and NNSA, in NE, the site office manager for INL has final approval authority for the 

PEMP, the evaluation, and any incentive awards.  The site office, including the lab evaluation 

process, is under the purview of the Assistant Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Facility 

Operations/Chief Operating Officer.  

 

There is significant programmatic expertise in the site office overseeing INL, unlike the SC and 

NNSA site offices.  Headquarters program officials focus more on policy, planning, budgeting, 

and goal-setting.  Site office program technical monitors take the lead to develop the PEMP and 

evaluate the lab’s performance.  Site office officials subjectively incorporate input from multiple 

program customers in developing the goal and objective weights and assessing lab performance.  

As discussed in Appendix D-1, the INL evaluation focuses on programmatic and leadership 

performance, though some operational elements tied directly to programs are included in the 

objectives.  

 

The lab self-assessment plays heavily in the evaluation process.  The lab and the site office (with 

headquarters input) prepare an assessment against the PEMP criteria monthly.  Significant 

differences in assessments are addressed each month, providing the basis for the annual 

evaluation.     

 

The site office prepares the draft year-end evaluation, combining input from multiple customers 

and considering the lab self-assessment.  Site office officials review the evaluations prepared by 

individual technical monitors to ensure the evaluation is adequately supported by the narrative, 

including correct interpretation of the evaluation criteria.  NE management is briefed on the 

evaluation and any concerns are addressed.  The site office manager prepares the final evaluation 

report and briefs lab officials.  

 

ENERGY EFFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY/NATIONAL RENEWABLE 

ENERGY LAB 

 

In EERE, the Golden Field Office
6
 has the lead on the lab’s evaluation.  However, headquarters 

program offices have primary responsibility for setting expectations, monitoring progress, and 

evaluating programmatic performance.  As with all the other sponsoring organizations, the field 

office has responsibility for day-to-day oversight and evaluation of the operations elements of 

lab performance.  The field office contracting officer is the fee determining official, with final 

approval of the evaluation and incentives awarded. 

 

The contractor is expected to bring any problems to EERE’s attention as they occur throughout 

the year.  EERE and lab officials have a mid-year meeting in which EERE provides performance 

feedback.    

 

The lab prepares a year-end self-assessment and briefs EERE.  The field office prepares a draft 

evaluation, with input from EERE headquarters and other program customers.  The draft is 

reviewed in a meeting of EERE management, program heads, field office managers, and lab 

                                                           
6
 EERE does not use the term “site office.”  The Golden Field Office is responsible for NREL oversight. 
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representatives.  One goal of this meeting is to test the consistency of the various evaluators’ 

interpretation of criteria and to ensure that guidance has been followed. 

 

Lab officials then exit the meeting and EERE officials agree on the final evaluation—with 

headquarters program officials evaluating the programmatic performance and field office 

officials determining the operational evaluation score.  The field office manager develops the 

final report.  Multiple program inputs are weighted based on level of program funding, as 

discussed in Appendix D-3.  The draft is reviewed by lab officials.  Any major issues are then 

discussed in an iterative process; if changes are deemed appropriate, they are again reviewed by 

EERE management.  

 

SUMMARY 

 

Table D-2.1 below, summarizes key responsibilities in the sponsoring organizations for lab 

evaluations.  Following that, Table D-2.2 summarizes the key process steps in the sponsoring 

organizations’ evaluation processes. 

 



  APPENDIX D-2 

87 
 

Table D-2.1: Basic Responsibilities for Lab Evaluation 

 
 Office of Science NNSA

7
 Nuclear Energy EERE 

Process Owner Director, SC, owns content of 

PEMPs and approves PEMPs, 

evaluations, and incentives 

awarded; leads lab briefing re 

final evaluation and award. 

Deputy NNSA Administrator has final 

authority for approval of PEMP, 

evaluation, and fee.  (Administrator 

NNSA is the fee determining official; 

delegated to Deputy.) 

SOM has final authority for 

approval of PEMP, annual 

evaluation, and fee; leads lab 

briefing re final evaluation 

and award. 

Field office manager has 

the lead for the evaluation 

process; contracting 

officer in field office is fee 

determining official. 

Programmatic 

Performance 

HQ program offices set goals and 

monitor lab program 

performance; set PEMP priorities; 

and provide evaluations for 

program performance. 

 

HQ program offices set goals and 

monitor lab program performance; set 

PEMP priorities; and provide 

evaluations for program performance. 

HQ program offices lead 

planning, budgeting, and goal 

setting. 

 

HQ program offices set 

goals and monitor lab 

program performance; set 

PEMP priorities; and 

provide evaluations for 

program performance. 

Operational 

Performance 

SOM does day-to-day oversight 

of labs, sets PEMP operational 

priorities, and evaluates 

operations. 

 

SOM does day-to-day oversight of labs, 

and develops PEMP, sets operational 

priorities, and evaluates operations; 

leads lab briefing re final evaluation and 

award. 

SOM does day-to-day 

oversight of labs; develops 

PEMP and evaluation with 

input from HQ program 

offices. 

 

 

SOM does day-to-day 

oversight of labs; develops 

PEMP and evaluation with 

input from HQ program 

offices. 

 

 

Reporting 

Structure 

SOM reports to HQ SC Office of 

Field Operations. 

 

SOM reports to: 

BEFORE 2013: Office for Defense 

Programs   

NOW: Office of Infrastructure and 

Operations 

SOM reports to HQ Nuclear 

Facility Operations/Chief 

Operating Officer. 

 

SOM reports to HQ Office 

of Business Operations. 

 

Lab Role Lab submits proposed “notable 

outcomes,” otherwise informally 

involved; may do self-

assessments considered by some 

SOs. 

 

Lab informally involved in PEP prep; 

prepares self-assessment as part of lab 

evaluation process. 

 

Lab involved in “iterative” 

process to develop PEMP, has 

formal review, and approves 

PEMP as contract mod; lab 

provides self-assessment as 

part of evaluation process. 

Lab informally involved in 

PEMP preparation; 

prepares self-assessment 

as part of lab evaluation 

process. 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Procedures for the strategic PEP process had not been completed at the time of the Academy’s work.  The process shown here was still in effect.  It was not 

clear what, if any, process changes would be implemented. 
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Table D-2.2: Basic Sponsoring Organization Evaluation Processes 

 
 OFFICE OF SCIENCE NNSA NUCLEAR ENERGY EERE/NREL 

Before Annual 

Assessment 
 Periodic program reviews 

 Mid-year evaluations of operations 

are prepared for each lab  

 Periodic program reviews with lab 

and program representatives 

 SOM periodically briefs program 

offices and management on lab 

performance 

 Mid-year performance assessment 

meeting compares lab self-

assessment with NNSA’s 

assessment 

 Monthly assessments are 

done by SO and lab against 

PEMP; significant 

differences are discussed.  

 Contractor is expected to bring 

any problems to EERE’s attention 

as they occur―weekly/bi-weekly 

and highlights reports 

 Informal mid-year meeting to 

review performance and receive 

EERE feedback 

Key 

Steps 
 Input for evaluation is obtained: 

˃Each program sets weights for 

program goals and objectives; and 

evaluates vs. objectives 

˃SO sets goals for operational 

goals and objectives; and evaluates 

against operational objectives  

˃Director, SC and 2 Deputies 

evaluate Leadership objective 

(with input from program offices 

and SO) 

 For annual evaluation, HQ leads 

“normalization meetings”  

 SOM prepares final evaluation; 

multiple program inputs are 

consolidated into one via formula 

based on proportional funding to 

each lab and programs’ weights 

for each goal 

 Director, SC, leads debrief of 

contractor re final evaluation 

 Lab prepares and presents self- 

assessment to NNSA management 

 Site offices, with input from 

program customers and HQ 

functional offices, validates 

contractor performance  

 SO develops draft evaluation, 

integrating HQ program input 

where multiple programs are 

involved, and presents it to 

NNSA’s management  

 NNSA management and program 

officials meet concurrently with all 

SOMs to discuss all proposed 

evaluations and incentive award 

decisions to ensure fairness and 

balance across enterprise 

 SOM prepares final evaluation for 

FDO approval  

 SOM briefs contractor’s Board on 

evaluation results 

 SO technical monitors take 

lead, in consultation with 

HQ program offices, in 

establishing PEMP and on 

final assessment  

 Lab prepares self-

assessment 

 Using judgment, SO 

consolidates input from 

multiple programs, and lab 

self-assessment as 

appropriate, and develops 

draft evaluation 

 SOM briefs NE HQ 

officials on evaluation; any 

concerns are addressed 

 SOM signs final evaluation 

and fee determination letter 

and briefs lab officials 

 Lab prepares year-end self-

assessment; meets with EERE to 

summarize self-assessment.   

 Field office prepares draft 

evaluation  

 EERE management, program 

heads, field office manager, and 

lab representatives meet to 

discuss draft rating 

 Lab representatives leave meeting 

and agreement is reached on final 

evaluation (headquarters 

representatives evaluate 

program/mission goals; field 

office evaluates operational and 

construction goals 

 Field office manager develops 

final evaluation draft; delivers to 

lab officials 

 Lab can raise factual issues; any 

recommendations for change are 

vetted with program/management 

officials; and changes are then 

reviewed by EERE management  

 

 



  APPENDIX D-2 

89 
 

 OFFICE OF SCIENCE NNSA NUCLEAR ENERGY EERE/NREL 

Ensuring 

Consistency 

HQ officials conduct normalization 

meeting, with HQ program officials 

and with functional managers and 

SOMs, to discuss draft evaluations to 

ensure consistency in interpretation of 

criteria  

NNSA management reviews all 

evaluations in meeting with all program 

managers and SOMs to ensure 

consistency 

 

SO officials review individual 

program evaluations to ensure 

the grade is adequately 

supported by the narrative, 

including interpretation of 

evaluation guidance  

One goal of the meeting of EERE 

management, program heads, site 

office managers and lab 

representatives, is to test the 

consistency of interpretation of 

evaluation criteria among evaluators 

and to ensure evaluations follow 

guidance 

 

Final 

Approval 
 HQ owns process; oversees and 

coordinates among programs/site 

offices;  

 Director, SC approves  evaluation, 

award fee, and award term 

Administrator, NNSA is FDO, 

delegated to Deputy.  Deputy approves 

final evaluation, fee award, and award 

term 

 

SOM is FDO; approves 

evaluation and award fee 

 

Field office contracting officer is 

FDO; signs final evaluation and award 

letter 
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HOW ARE EVALUATION SCORES DEVELOPED? 

 

All of the sponsoring organizations assign numerical and letter/adjectival ratings in accordance 

with the objectives discussed in Appendix D-1.  NNSA’s scale is more limited than that used by 

the other sponsoring organizations; NNSA has a 5-point scale while the others have more 

gradations.  

 

In SC and EERE, multiple customer evaluations are combined into 1 using formulas that weight 

the inputs using the ratio of each customer’s funding at the lab.  In NNSA and NE, the site office 

managers develop the single evaluation from the multiple customer inputs subjectively.   

 

As will be discussed in Appendix D-4, all of the sponsoring organizations use the evaluation 

scores as the primary basis for determining award fees and award term eligibility.  In some cases, 

objective and goal evaluations are summarized at a higher level for fee calculation, in others they 

are not.   

 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE 

 

Each objective is given a numerical score (4.3 - 0) and a corresponding letter grade (A+ - F).  

The guidance defines the performance level for each of the numerical and letter scores.  Unique 

definitions of the letter grades are provided for each of the program and leadership objectives 

and for the operations objectives overall.  These definitions help define what is considered in 

each area.  The distinctions are usually in terms of the extent to which performance met or 

exceeded expectations (exceeded, notably exceeded, significantly exceeded, etc.) or the kinds of 

conditions that warrant the several grades below “meets expectations.”  Generally, a B+ is 

awarded for meeting expectations.  Notable outcomes are not assigned grades, but instead are 

either met or not met.  A lab cannot attain a B+ or better for an objective for which a notable 

outcome was not met.
8
 

 

Table D-3.1: Corresponding Letter and Numerical Scores for Science Lab Evaluations 

 

Final 

Grade 

A+ A A- B+ B B- C+ C C- D F 

Numerical 

Score 

Range 

4.3  

to  

4. 0     

to  

3.7 

to   

3.4  

to 

3.0  

to  

2.7  

to   

2.4  

to  

2.0  

to  

1.7  

to  

1.0  

to  

0.7  

to   

 4.1 3.8 3.5 3.1 2.8 2.5 2.1 1.8 1.1 0.8 0 

 

Each program provides a numerical and letter grade for each program objective.  Programs 

provide evaluation scores and supporting narrative by entering them into an electronic system.  

Each program’s scores for individual objectives are rolled up into a score for each of the 3 

science/mission goals for each program office.  This calculation considers each program’s 

weights for the objectives within each goal.  See Table D-3.2 below. 

                                                           
8 Where multiple programs are evaluating an objective, the program that included the notable outcome cannot award above a B if 

the notable outcome is not met.  However, depending on the program’s weight in the overall goal, a B+ could still be obtained for 

the objective as a whole.   
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Table D-3.2: Example: Determining Lab’s Science Goal Scores for Each Program Office 
a
 

 

SC 

Office 

Goal 1 

Objective 

Letter Score Weight 
b
 Weighted  

Objective 

Score 

Goal 

Score 

Program 

Office A 

 1.1 C+ 2.2 20% 0.44  

 1.2 A 3.8 30% 1.14  

 1.3 A- 3.6 50% 1.80  

Program 

Office A 

goal score 

    3.38 

B+ 

Program 

Office B 

 1.1 A 3.8 40% 1.52  

 1.2 B+ 3.7 30% 1.11  

 1.3 B+ 3.6 30% 1.08  

Program 

Office  B Goal 

Score 

    3.71 

A- 

 
a 
This example assumes 2 offices (programs) account for 100% of the lab’s funding 

and that goal 1 has 3 objectives. 

 
b 
Importance of each objective within goal determined by each program office. 

 

For each of the 3 science/mission goals, the multiple program scores are rolled into one lab goal 

score, based on a calculation that considers both the programs’ ratio of funding and the relative 

importance each assigns to the goal. 

 

A similar process is followed for the maintenance and operations goals (5-8), but the site office 

manager determines weights for objectives within the goals and no program weights are 

involved.  The leadership objectives and goal (goal 4) are evaluated by SC leadership, with input 

from the program and site offices. 

 

There is no overall summary score for the lab.  Instead, each lab’s individual goal scores are 

rolled up into 2 summary scores, one for the science/mission goals and one for the maintenance 

and operations goals.  The Leadership score is part of the calculation for both of these summary 

scores, as shown below in Table D-3.3. 
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Table D-3.3:  Example: Inclusion of Leadership Score in SC Evaluations 

 

 Numerical 

Score 

Weight Final  

weighted 

Score 

Initial Science Score 3.7 75% 2.77 

Leadership Score  3.6 25% 0.9 

    Final Science Score   3.86 

Initial Maintenance & 

Operations Score 

3.4 75% 2.55 

Leadership Score 3.6 25% 0.9 

    Final Maintenance &              

Operations Score 

  3.45 

 

These 2 summary scores are used to calculate the portion of the available incentive fee to be 

awarded, as discussed in Appendix D-4. 

 

NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

 

NNSA Before 2013 

 

NNSA developed scores for each objective and summary scores for each of the 3 performance 

categories (program, operations, and business), as well as an assessment of whether the 

individual multi-site objectives were or were not met.  NNSA performance evaluation plans 

included both objective and subjective measures.  Objective measures were considered pass/fail. 

The subjective measures for all performance categories were assessed using the 5-point adjective 

scale established in the Federal Acquisition Regulation: excellent, very good, good, satisfactory, 

and unsatisfactory.  Each of the adjectives is defined and associated with a percentage range of 

fee that could be awarded, also established in the regulation.  (See Table D-4.2 in Appendix D-

4.)   

 

The 2011 guidance stated that at least 50% of the at-risk fee will be evaluated subjectively, and 

higher percentages were encouraged to preserve the fee determining official’s discretion.  (In 

2012, a minimum of 40% was set.)  As discussed in Appendix D-1, allocations were also 

mandated among essential (60%), stretch (30%), and multi-site (10%) measures.  

 

Unlike SC, where multiple customer inputs are combined by formula, in NNSA the site office 

manager has a significant role in subjectively considering multiple customer inputs and 

determining the overall evaluation scores, subject to NNSA management review at the joint 

meeting described in Appendix D-2. 

 

In FY 2011, the 3 labs applied the NNSA guidance and presented their evaluations in different 

ways.  LANL was evaluated against 17 performance objectives (split among the 3 categories and 

multi-site).  Most of the objectives had numerous specific measures and targets (150), which 

were assessed individually.  Several of the 17 objectives, while also associated with an at-risk fee 
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amount, were broad, subjective measures, with no, or only a few subjective measures to be 

assessed.  In FY 2011, Sandia was pilot-testing the NNSA strategic evaluation approach.  

Summary scores were developed for each of the 6 major performance objectives, and summary 

narrative evaluations were presented for each of the measures under the objectives; individual 

targets were not specifically addressed.  

 

The LLNL evaluation included 11 objectives, 41 measures, and 80 targets, but did not associate 

any with specific fee amounts below the major performance categories.  In the LLNL evaluation 

report, adjectival ratings are given for each objective and measure and are rolled up into 

summary evaluations of each of the performance categories.  The evaluation also identified 

measures and targets as “essential” and “stretch.”  The stretch targets (all pass/fail) are 

individually reported and the overall percentage met provided.  The report includes both the 

NNSA evaluation and the lab’s self-assessment rating.  Differences in grades are not directly 

addressed in the report. 

 

NNSA 2013 

 

The strategic PEP is entirely subjective, with the exception of a limited number of site-specific 

outcomes.  Each of the 5 performance objectives is allocated a portion of the at-risk fee; the 

allocation is unique to each lab and facility.  Each objective has a limited number of 

“contributing factors” listed, but no allocation or weight is given to them. 

 

NNSA had not yet issued guidance on how to assess the labs or calculate scores at the time of the 

Academy’s study.   

 

NUCLEAR ENERGY/IDAHO NATIONAL LAB 

 

The PEMP provides grading definitions to use for each of the 6 focus areas.  In developing the 

plan, EERE also establishes relative weights for the focus areas and the objectives (results 

statements) associated with each focus area.  

 

Using the grading definitions, program customers provide scores and narrative support for each 

objective.  Unlike SC—where multiple customer inputs are weighted by relative proportion of 

funding and goal importance, and final scores are calculated by formula—in NE, the site office 

manager uses subjective judgment to combine multiple customer evaluations into one overall 

score for each objective and goal.   

 

Letter scores are associated with numerical scores, using the same scale as shown in Table D-3.1 

for SC.  The letter scores associated with each focus area are then used to compute award fee, as 

described in Appendix D-4.  

 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY/NATIONAL RENEWABLE 

ENERGY LAB 

 

The PEMP provides 1 set of grading definitions for use with all objectives and goals.  Letter 

scores are associated with numerical scores, using the same scale as shown in Table D-3.1 for 
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SC.  In developing the PEMP, EERE also establishes weights for the goals and for objectives 

within the goals.  The site office prepares the draft evaluation from program customer input.  

Similar to SC, the overall rating for each objective is calculated from multiple program customer 

inputs using a formula that weights inputs according to each program’s relative funding levels at 

the lab.
9
  Objective scores are rolled up to goal scores using the objective weights.  

 

In prior years EERE used an electronic system similar to SC’s to input and calculate multiple 

program customer evaluations.  However, EERE senior management questioned whether the 

system was too cumbersome.  Consequently, in FY 2012, site office officials interviewed 

program customers to obtain their input.  The evaluation process was not complete at the time of 

the Academy’s work, and officials had no conclusions concerning the usefulness of the 

electronic system compared to the interview approach.  Program inputs will still be weighted 

based on relative program funding levels. 

 

Like SC, the goal scores are rolled up into summary scores for performance categories using the 

pre-established goal weights.  EERE uses 3 categories: program, operations, and major 

construction.  These category scores are used to calculate award fee, as discussed in Appendix 

D-4.   

                                                           
9
 Unlike SC, EERE does not consider the programs’ relative importance of each objective or goal in this calculation. 
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HOW ARE AWARD FEE AND AWARD TERM ELIGIBILITY DETERMINED? 

 

The annual lab evaluation is the primary determinate of the level of award (at-risk) fee the 

contractor will receive as well as whether a contract extension (award term) will be given, where 

the award term incentive is used.  In all cases, the fee determining official has final approval of 

the evaluation and the fee, and award term determination and fees can be affected by 

performance not directly included in the evaluation.  

 

In most cases, predetermined scales are used to determine the portion of the at-risk fee to be 

awarded, based on evaluation scores.  These scales are, in some cases, applied to individual goal 

scores and in others to cumulative scores for categories of performance, such as mission or 

operations.    

 

In SC and EERE, scores for operational performance cannot increase fee above that calculated 

based on mission performance, but in NNSA operational performance directly affects fee.  In NE 

the contractor is held accountable for operational performance primarily through contract 

provisions other than the performance evaluation. 

 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE 

 

Award Fee 

 

SC has specified the portion of the available award (at-risk) fee that will be given, based on the 

PEMP scores.  The proportion of the at-risk fee awarded for each score differs for the summary 

science (mission) objectives and summary maintenance and operations objectives, as shown in 

Table D-4.1.  As can be seen in the table, in calculating the award fee, maintenance and 

operations performance cannot increase fee, but if performance is below “meets expectations” 

(B+) the otherwise awarded fee is reduced.   
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Table D-4.1: Performance-Based Fee Earned Scale 

 

Grade Percent 

Fee Earned 

For science 

Percent earned 

for 

Maintenance & 

Operations 

A+  100%  100% 

A  97%  100% 

A-  94%  100% 

B+  91%  100% 

B  84%  95% 

B-  77%  90% 

C+  64%  85% 

C  38%  75% 

C-  0%  60% 

D  0%  0% 

F  0%  0% 

 

The calculation of award fee combines the scores for science and for maintenance and operations 

as shown below.   

 

Proportion for Science Score X Proportion for Maintenance & Operations Score = 

Fee Percentage Awarded 

Available At-Risk Fee ($) X Fee Percentage Awarded = Award Fee ($) 
 

Award Term 

 

Current SC policy allows contractors who exceed expectations to be awarded an award term 

contract extension.  At this time, 6 of the 10 SC M&O contractors have this provision in their 

contracts.  The others will be written in as the contracts are renewed.
 
 

 

Under the award term provision, at the end of the first 3 years of the contract (usually a 5-year 

base contract), the contractor can receive a 1 to 3 year extension, for up to 15 years in addition to 

the original contract period.  Generally, contractors who attain scores of at least an A- in overall 

science and a B+ in overall maintenance & operations are awarded an extension.  The contractor 

is not eligible for an extension if the score in any 1 science goal is below a B+ or any 1 

maintenance and operations goal is below a B-.  
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NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION 

 

Award Fee
10

 

 

As described in Appendix D-3, before 2013, NNSA labs were evaluated against numerous 

individual criteria unique to each lab.  Adjectival ratings, and associated ranges of fee, were 

used to determine the percentage of the at-risk fee that was earned for each level of 

performance.  The adjectival definitions and associated percentage ranges of fee that could be 

awarded are shown in Table D-4.2.    

 

Table D-4.2: NNSA Adjectival Rating Criteria and Fee Ranges
11

 

 

Adjectival 

Rating 

Subjective 

 

Fee Range 

 

 

Definition 

Excellent 91-100% Contractor has exceeded almost all of the significant award fee 

criteria and has met overall cost, schedule, and technical 

performance requirements of the contract as defined and measured 

against the criteria in the award-fee plan for the award-fee 

evaluation period. 

Very Good 76%-90% Contractor has exceeded many of the significant award fee criteria 

and has met overall cost, schedule, and technical performance 

requirements of the contract as defined and measured against the 

criteria in the award-fee plan for the award-fee evaluation period. 

Good 51% - 75% Contractor has exceeded some of the significant award fee criteria 

and has met overall cost, schedule, and technical performance 

requirements of the contract as defined and measured against the 

criteria in the award-fee plan for the award-fee evaluation period. 

Satisfactory No Greater 

than 50% 

 

Contractor has met overall cost, schedule, and technical performance 

requirements of the contract as defined and measured against the 

criteria in the award-fee plan for the award-fee evaluation period. 

Unsatisfactory 0% 

 

Contractor has failed to meet overall cost, schedule, and technical 

performance requirements of the contract as defined and measured 

against the criteria in the award-fee plan for the award-fee 

evaluation period. 

 

As discussed in Appendix D-3, NNSA 2011 guidance set forth several allocations for the 

available at-risk fee.  Allocations were set among the performance categories (35% programs, 

35% operations, 20% business, and 10% multi-site); between subjective (50%) and objective 

(50%) measures; and among essential (60%), stretch (30%), and multi-site (10%) measures.  The 

stretch measures represented incentivized opportunities to earn higher at-risk fees.  

Table D-4.3 demonstrates the relationship between these allocations in accordance with the 

guidance. 

                                                           
10

 Unlike SC and NE, NNSA includes both a fixed fee and award fee in its contracts.  

11
 These percentages and definitions are taken from the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 
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Table D-4.3: NNSA Allocations of Available At-Risk Fee (FY 2011)
a
 

 

Type of Measure Programs Operations Business/ 

Management 

Multi-

Site 

Essential 

(subjective) 

    

Essential (objective)      

Stretch (objective)      

Multi-Site 
b
 

(objective)  

    

Earned At-Risk Fee     

Total Available     
a
 Table intentionally left blank. 

b
 Measures are applicable to more than 1 NNSA facility; all applicable facilities must meet 

the objective for any of the facilities to be awarded the allocated fee. 

 

The guidance also established “gateways,” or minimum achievement levels, that had to be met to 

be eligible for fee allocated to stretch measures.  In order to be eligible to earn the at-risk fee 

associated with the stretch measures in a particular performance category, the lab must have:  

 

 earned a summary performance category rating of at least a “very good” for the essential 

subjective measures in that category  

 earned at least 80% of the essential objective measures, or 80% of at-risk fee associated 

with essential objective measures, in that category  

 

The award for stretch targets was equal to the amount of at-risk fee allocated to stretch targets 

times the percentage of stretch targets met. 

 

As discussed in Appendix D-3, evaluation plans varied in the level of detailed measures included 

within the NNSA-mandated performance categories.  Evaluation plans also differed in the way 

the at-risk fee was allocated within the mandated allocations to the categories.  Those differences 

directly affected how fees were calculated.  For example, for LANL much of the fee was 

allocated to specific objectives within categories, and fee was awarded in whole or part for each 

objective.  In contrast, for LLNL, fee was only allocated at the category level, though the 

evaluation of many specific objectives fed the overall category assessment; the impact of any 1 

objective on fee was subjectively determined and not articulated in the evaluation report.   

 

Sandia’s PEP set forth objectives in 2 performance categories―mission and mission support.  

These were used as “gateways” to earning at-risk fees.  A score of at least “very good” was 

required in each area for the contractor to be eligible to earn at-risk fee.  Available at-risk fee 

was allocated to a set of performance-based incentive objectives.  These objectives related to the 

2 performance categories as well as to multi-site objectives, and had performance measures that 

were specific, pass/fail outputs.  

 

Evaluation criteria have changed with the implementation of the 2013 strategic PEP process.  

Guidance for calculating fees has not yet been issued, but NNSA is no longer including stretch 
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measures, objective measures (with the exception of the site-specific outcomes), or multi-site 

objectives.  

 

Award Term
12

   

 

According to the FY 2011 NNSA guidance, to be eligible for award term, as discussed in 

Appendix D-3, the lab must have:  

 

 achieved an overall rating (combining the 3 performance categories) of “very good” 

 had an 80% success rate for objective/essential measures 

 have met at least 4 of 5 lab-specific award term criteria, with at least 1 designated by the 

site office as mandatory 

 

Under the strategic PEP process, contractors are eligible for award term if they earn an adjectival 

score of at least “very good” for each of the 5 performance objectives and experience no 

significant safety or security incident during the performance period. 

 

NUCLEAR ENERGY/IDAHO NATIONAL LAB 

 

As discussed in Appendix D-3, an evaluation score is determined for each of the 6 focus areas.  

The scores correspond to a percentage of at-risk fee that can be awarded for that level of 

performance.  The percentages are identical to those shown in Table D-4.1 for SC’s 

science/mission objectives.  

 

For each of the 6 focus areas, the percentage of at-risk fee allocated based on the score is 

multiplied by the weight of the focus area, which was assigned when the PEMP was developed.   

Those 6 totals are added together to determine the percent of at-risk fee to be awarded.  Table D-

4.4 demonstrates the final fee calculation. 

 

  

                                                           
12

 In FY 2011 and 2012, LLNL and LANL had award term incentives; Sandia did not.  In FY 2013, all 3 NNSA lab 

contractors have award term incentives in the PEP.  



  APPENDIX D-4 

102 
 

Table D-4.4: Calculation of INL Contractor Fee per PEMP Evaluation 

 

Focus Areas Evaluation 

Letter- 

Numeric 

Score 

Percent Fee 

Earned 

(based on 

Table D-

4.1) 

 

X 

Goal Weight 

Established 

in PEMP 

(2011 

weights) 

 

X 

Total 

At-

Risk 

Fee 

 

= 
Total 

Fee 

Earned 

1. Deliver 

Transformational 

R&D 

# %  5%  $  $ 

2. Deliver R&D 

Program 

Commitments 

# %  35%  $  $ 

3. Develop 

Capabilities for the 

Future 

# %  20%  $  $ 

4. Establish Broader, 

More Effective 

Collaborations 

# %  10%  $  $ 

5. Safety, Operations 

& Stewardship 

# %  25%  $  $ 

6. Leadership of the 

INL 

# %  5%  $  $ 

  Total Fee   $  $ 

 Overall Fee %    % 

 

There is no award term provision in the current INL contract.  The contract was awarded for 10 

years with provision for a mid-term assessment, giving DOE the option of cancelling at that 

time.  Subsequently, 1-year options can be exercised at DOE’s discretion.  

 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY/NATIONAL RENEWABLE 

ENERGY LAB 

 

The award fee is calculated from the 3 performance category scores—mission, operations, and 

construction— which are discussed in Appendix D-3.  The contract splits the at-risk fee into 2 

parts: mission and construction.  EERE assigns a percent of at-risk fee to be awarded for each 

performance level for mission and for construction, and uses an “operation multiplier” in the 

same manner as SC does for both parts of the award fee calculation.  And, as in SC, the 

operations score only affects the fee calculation if there are problems.   

The allocation of fee for the science/mission scores and for operation scores are the same as 

those for SC.  Table D-4.5 below shows how the scores relate a portion of the at-risk fee for each 

of the performance categories.    

 

 

 

 



  APPENDIX D-4 

103 
 

Table D-4.5: EERE’s Science and Major Construction  

Performance-Based Earned Fee Scale 

 

Final 

Grade 

Weighted Score Percent of 

Earned Fee for 

Science 

Percent of 

Earned Fee for 

Major 

Construction 

Percent of 

Earned Fee for 

Operations 

A+ 4.3 - 4.1 100%  100% 100% 

A 4.0 - 3.8 97%  98% 100% 

A- 3.7 - 3.5 94%  96% 100% 

B+ 3.4 - 3.1 91%  94% 100% 

B 3.0 - 2.8 84%  88% 95% 

B- 2.7 - 2.5 77%  85% 90% 

C+ 2.4 - 2.1 64%  75% 85% 

C 2.0 - 1.8 38%  50% 75% 

C- 1.7 - 1.1 0%  0% 60% 

D 1.0 - 0.8 0%  0% 0% 

F 0.7  -0.0 0%  0% 0% 

 

In summary, the portion of the total at-risk fee to be awarded is calculated as: 

% mission X % operations X $ mission at-risk fee 

PLUS 

% construction X % operations X $ construction at-risk fee 

 

*** 

Table D-4.5 summarizes key elements of each sponsoring agency’s use of award fee and award 

term. 
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Table D-4.6: Sponsoring Organization Award Fee and Award Term Determinations 

 
 Office of Science NNSA Before 2013 NNSA 2013 Nuclear Energy EERE/NREL 

Criteria PEMP/PEP evaluation is key determinant of fee; but performance in other contract areas can result in changing fee award.  Fee determining 

official has final approval authority on fee and award term decisions. 

Type of 

Fee 
 Award Fee LLNL: 

 Fixed fee (30% of 

available fee) * 

 Award fee (70% of 

available fee) = at-risk 

fee* 

 No change  Award Fee  Award Fee 

Size of At-

Risk Fee 
 Relatively small 

(Less than $1M to 

$11M) 

 Expect contractors 

to get most of it 

every year (over 

90%) 

 At-risk fee is relatively 

large (LLNL: about 

$30M)* 

  Award percentages are 

somewhat lower (80s); 

LLNL: 88% 

 

 No change 

 

 Relatively small (about 

$18M)―larger than SC, 

but less than 2% of lab 

budget 

 Contractor can expect to 

earn 90-95% each year 

 Relatively small ($8M), 

less than 3% of lab 

budget. 

 Contractor can expect 

to get 90% 

Key 

Factor in 

Fee 

 Program and 

leadership 

evaluations drive 

fee award; 

operations 

evaluation can 

lower rating/fee, 

not increase it 

 

 Relatively greater focus 

on operational 

performance, which 

together with business 

accounts for 55% of the 

evaluation and fee 

award 

 Specifies essential and 

stretch measures to 

“incentivize” 

performance above and 

beyond expectations. 

Must achieve essential 

to be awarded stretch 

fee in any area 

 Operations 1 of 5 

performance 

objective areas 

 Emphasis on 

operations 

apparently 

reduced—allocation 

unique for each lab 

 2013 allocations = 

∙LANL – 20% 

∙LLNL – 30% 

∙SNL – 15% 

 Fee calculation focuses 

heavily on program 

performance   

 All 6 focus areas assess 

primarily program 

performance; each is 

weighted, and weight is 

applied directly to 

available fee  

 Mission and 

construction scores 

drive fee; operations 

evaluation can lower 

rating/fee, not increase 

it 

 

Continued 
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 Office of Science NNSA Before 2013 NNSA 2013 Nuclear Energy EERE/NREL 

Use of 

Award 

Term 

 Eligible if 

summary Science 

grade is at least A-; 

summary 

Maintenance & 

Operations grade is 

at least B+; no 

individual Science 

goal below B+; no 

individual 

Maintenance and  

Operations goal 

below B- 

 Director, SC has 

final approval of 

any extension 

 6 of 10 labs 

currently use; 

others will be 

added as contracts 

renewed 

 Used at LLNL and 

LANL 

 Must achieve minimum 

levels for performance 

categories and each 

performance objective 

in overall evaluation 

 Must achieve 4 of the 5 

Award Term Incentive-

specific incentives; and 

all mandatory Award 

Term Incentives 

 FDO final approval of 

any extension 

 Used at all 3 labs 

 Must earn at least 

“very good” for all 5 

objectives and 

experience no 

significant safety or 

security incident 

 INL does not use 

 Contract is for 10 years 

with mid-term 

assessment; DOE option 

of cancelling then.  

Subsequently, 1-year 

options can be exercised 

at DOE’s discretion 

 Not used at NREL 

*Negotiated as part of prime contract.  Percentages vary among labs and facilities; the numbers shown are for LLNL. 
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HOW IS THE SAVANNAH RIVER NATIONAL LAB EVALUATED? 

 

The Savannah River National Laboratory (SRNL) is located on DOE’s Savannah River Site.  

The site performs work primarily for EM and NNSA.  It processes and stores nuclear material in 

support of national defense and U.S. nuclear non-proliferation efforts.  The site also develops 

and deploys technologies to improve the environment and treat nuclear and hazardous wastes left 

from the Cold War.  EM “owns” the site; NNSA is a tenant.  The site is overseen by DOE’s 

Savannah River Operations Office. 

 

There are several contractors working at the site.  The overall scope of work for 1 of the major 

site contractors includes operation of SRNL.  It is a cost plus award fee contract.  The 

contractor’s work at the lab is overseen on a day-to-day basis by the Office of Laboratory 

Oversight, which reports to the Savannah River Operations Office, in conjunction with the 

NNSA Savannah River Site Office.  

 

SRNL’s vision, as stated in the contract, is to be the Nations’ premier laboratory in 

Environmental Management, National & Homeland Security, and Energy Security.  SRNL’s 3-

fold mission is stated in the contract as: 

 

 enable the success of site and EM operations and projects 

 provide technical leadership for future site missions 

 utilize its technical expertise to provide vital national and regional support in achieving 

the broader goals of DOE and the federal government.  

 

 

EVALUATION OF THE LAB 

 

The lab’s evaluation plan and evaluation report are part of the contractor’s site-wide evaluation.  

Evaluation objectives and criteria for the overall contractor are laid out primarily in Performance 

Incentive Documents (PIDs), which are included as attachments to the contractor’s performance 

evaluation plan.  There are separate PIDs for EM and for NNSA.  

 

One of 6 EM PIDs sets forth specific expectations and evaluation criteria for the lab, but other 

criteria included for the overall contract also relate to work done at the lab.  There are 2 PIDs for 

NNSA work.  One of those includes a set of criteria for the lab, but, as with the EM criteria, 

other NNSA criteria relate to the lab’s work. 

 

What is Measured? 

 

The criteria that speak directly to the lab’s portfolio of work relate to performance in specific 

program areas.  There are no specific operational or leadership criteria for the lab; those 

performance categories are covered in the criteria for the overall contract for site management 

and operations.   

Key components of the PIDs include: 

 

 activity statement  
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 contract outcome completion criteria  

 sub-criteria 

 acceptance criteria 

 dollar amounts associated with each outcome statement 

 

For FY 2013, however, the NNSA portion of the contractor’s evaluation plan is in the form of 

the strategic PEP used for all NNSA facilities.  There are no lab-specific criteria, including no 

site-specific outcomes related to the lab.  

 

What is the Process for the Evaluation? 

 

DOE federal officials and the contractor work annually to develop mutually agreed upon contract 

incentives for the evaluation plan, which covers all of the contractor’s responsibilities.  EM and 

NNSA headquarters contracting authorities review the PEMP.  The manager of the DOE 

Savannah River Operations Office is the fee determining official and has final approval of the 

PEMP, evaluation, and fee award.  

 

An Integrated Project Team (IPT), composed of both EM and NNSA officials at the site, as well 

as contractor representatives, provides senior site management a process for evaluating and 

measuring performance tied to strategic goals.  The DOE Operations Office Manager heads the 

IPT.  One team responsibility is to review and assess contractor performance and project status 

against parameters, baselines, milestones, and deliverables.   

 

A Fee Board is responsible for ensuring that quality assessments have been completed for fee-

bearing work, and that the assessments have been formally documented before recommending 

payment of fee to the fee determining official.  The membership of the Fee Board is a sub-set of 

the IPT. 

 

The head of the Office of Laboratory Oversight writes the evaluation for the EM portion of the 

lab’s work.  The office also prepares a monthly assessment—which includes PEMP criteria as 

well as many operational aspects, such as safety, security, and environmental performance 

issues—and works with lab officials to work through disagreements about performance and to 

ensure needed improvements are made.  This evaluation is incorporated into the contractor’s 

overall evaluation and is reviewed by the IPT and Fee Board.  While the Office has the lead on 

lab oversight and evaluation, it works closely with the NNSA Site Office, which provides the 

evaluation criteria for and assessment of NNSA’s work at the lab.  

 

How is Award Fee Calculated? 

 

The overall fee distribution between EM and NNSA for the entire contract is based on 

proportional funding levels.  In 2012, NNSA provided 43% of the total site funding and EM 

57%; fee was allotted on those percentages.
13

   

                                                           
13 Officials estimated that NNSA provided about 35% of the Lab’s funding, with EM providing the remaining 65%.  

At-risk fee is not allocated to the Lab on this basis.) 
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The evaluation plan allocates specific amounts of at-risk fee for each major objective.  In the 2 

cases where the lab’s work is clearly identified (one set of objectives in the EM PID and one in 

the NNSA PID), it is possible to identify some of the at-risk fee the contractor could earn 

through the lab’s efforts.  However, as with all DOE lab contracts, the fee awarded is paid to the 

contractor, not the lab.  Because the lab’s evaluation is linked to the contractor’s other (broader) 

work at the site, it is not possible to determine the total at-risk fee allocated to the lab or the 

amount of the earned fee attributable to the lab’s efforts.   

 

 

 

 

 



 

Image is of the Saturn Accelerator, Sandia National Laboratories (Photo credit: Randy  

Montoya, Sandia National Laboratories)  

 

Description: The Saturn accelerator is a modular, high-power, variable-spectrum, x-ray  

simulation source. Saturn is used to simulate the radiation effects of nuclear countermeasures 

on electronic and material components, as a pulsed-power and radiation source, and as a  

diagnostic test bed. 

 

Source: “Pulsed Power Facilities: Saturn Accelerator,” Sandia National Laboratories. 2010 

Sandia Corporation <http://www.sandia.gov/pulsedpower/facilities/saturn.html> 
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