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The following table defines the letter grades and scoring ranges. Note that agrade of B+ is
assigned when expectations are being met.

L etter
Grade

Numeric
Score

Definition

43-4.1

Significantly exceeds expectations of performance as set within
performance measures identified for each Objective or within other
areas within the purview of the Objective. Areas of notable
performance have or have the potential to significantly improve the
overall mission of the Laboratory. No specific deficiency noted
within the purview of the overall Objective being evaluated.

40-38

Notably exceeds expectations of performance as set within
performance measures identified for each Objective or within other
areas within the purview of the Objective. Areas of notable
performance either have or have the potential to improve the overall
mission of the Laboratory. Minor deficiencies noted are more than
offset by the positive performance within the purview of the overall
Objective being evaluated and have no potential to adversely impact
the mission of the Laboratory.

3.7-35

M eets expectations of performance as set within performance
measures identified for each Objective with some notable areas of
increased performance identified. Deficiencies noted are offset by the
positive performance within the purview of the overall Objective
being evaluated with little or no potential to adversely impact the
mission of the Laboratory.

B+

34-31

M eets expectations of performance as set by the performance
measures identified for each Objective with no notable areas of
increased or diminished performance identified. Deficiencies
identified are offset by positive performance and have little to no
potential to adversely impact the mission of the Laboratory.




3.0-28

Most expectations of performance as set by the performance measures
identified for each Objective are met and/or other minor deficiencies
areidentified. Performance measures or other minor deficiencies
identified are offset by positive performance within the purview of the
Objective and have little to no potential to adversely impact the
mission of the Laboratory.

27-25

One or two expectations of performance set by the performance
measures are not met and/or other deficiencies are identified and
although they may be offset by other positive performance, they may
have the potential to negatively impact the Objective or overall
Laboratory mission accomplishment.

C+

24-21

Some expectations of performance set by the performance measures
are not met and/or other minor deficiencies are identified and although
they may be offset by other positive performance, they may have the
potential to negatively impact the Objective or overall Laboratory
mission accomplishment.

20-18

A number of expectations as set by the performance measures are not
met and/or a number of other deficiencies are identified and although
they may be somewhat offset by other positive performance, they
have the potential to negatively impact the Objective or overall
Laboratory mission accomplishment.

17-11

Most expectations as set by the performance measures are not met
and/or other major deficiencies are identified which have or will
negatively impact the Objective or overall Laboratory mission
accomplishment if not immediately corrected.

1.0-0.8

Most or all expectations as set by the performance measures are not
met and/or other significant deficiencies are identified which have
negatively impacted the Objective and/or overall Laboratory mission
accomplishment.

0.7-0

All expectations as set by the performance measures are not met
and/or other significant deficiencies are identified which have
significantly impacted both the Objective and the accomplishment of
the Laboratory mission.




1.0 Providefor Efficient and Effective Mission Accomplishment

The Contractor produces high-quality, original, and creative resultsthat advance science
and technology; demonstrates sustained scientific progress and impact; receives
appropriate external recognition of accomplishments; and contributesto overall research
and development goals of the Department and its customers.

The Provide for Efficient and Effective Mission Accomplishment Goal measures the overall
effectiveness and performance of the Contractor in delivering science and technology results
which contribute to and enhance the DOE’ s mission of protecting our national and economic
security by providing world-class scientific research capacity and advancing scientific
knowledge by supporting world-class, peer-reviewed scientific results, which are recognized by
others.

Objective 1.1 Science and Technology Results Provide Meaningful I mpact on the Field

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evauator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by progress reports, peer reviews, Field Work Proposals (FWPs),
Program Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

The impact of publications on the field;

Publication in journals outside the field indicating broad impact;

Impact on DOE or other customer mission(s);

Successful stewardship of mission-relevant research areas;

Significant awards (R&D 100, FLC, Nobel Prizes, etc.);

Invited talks, citations, making high-quality data available to the scientific community; and

Development of tools and techniques that become standards or widely-used in the scientific
community.

3.8 = Changes the way the research community thinks about a particular field; resolves
to | critical questions and thus moves research areas forward; results generate huge
4.3 | interest/enthusiasm in the field.

3.1 ' Impactsthe community as expected. Strong peer review commentsin all relevant

to @ areas.

3.4

2.8 | Not strong peer review commentsin at least one significant research area.
to

3.0

1.8 Oneresearch areajust not working out. Peer review revealsthat a program isn’t
to | going anywhere.

2.0

0.8 ' Failure of multiple program elements.

to

1.0



0 | Gross scientific incompetence and/or scientific fraud.
to
0.7

Objective 1.2 Provide Quality L eader ship in Science and Technology

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by progress reports, peer reviews, Program Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

e  Willingness to pursue novel approaches and/or demonstration of innovative solutions to
problems,

e  Willingness to take on high-risk/high payoff/long-term research problems, evidence that
the Contractor “guessed right” in that previous risky decisions proved to be correct and are

paying off;

e  Theuniqueness and challenge of science pursued, recognition for doing the best work in
thefield;

. Extent of collaborative efforts, quality of the scientists attracted and maintained at the
Laboratory;

. Staff members visible in leadership position in the scientific community; and
. Effectiveness in driving the direction and setting the priorities of the community in a
research field.

3.8 | Laboratory staff lead Academy or equivalent panels; laboratory’ s work changes
to | thedirection of research fields; world-class scientists are attracted to the
4.3 | laboratory, lab istrend-setter in afield.

3.1 | Strong research performer in most areas; staff asked to speak to Academy or
to | equivaent panelsto discuss further research directions; lab is center for high-
3.4 | quality research and attracts full cadre of researchers; some aspects of programs
are world-class.
2.8 | Strong research performer in many areas; staff asked to speak to Academy or
to | equivalent panelsto discuss further research directions; few aspects of programs
3.0 | areworld-class.
1.8  Working on problems no longer at the forefront of science; stale research;
to  evolutionary, not revolutionary.
2.0
0.8 | Failure of multiple program elements.
to
1.0
0  Gross scientific incompetence and/or scientific fraud.
to
0.7



Objective 1.3 Provide and Sustain Outputsthat Advance Program Objectives and Goals

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured through defined project products, progress reports, statements of work,
program management plans, Program Office and/or other reviews/oversight, etc.:

o The quantity and quality of program/project (e.g., technical reports, policy papers,
prototype demonstrations, tasks, etc.) output(s) be it policy, R&D, or implementation
programs,

o The number of publicationsin peer-reviewed journals; and

o Demonstrated progress against peer-reviewed recommendations, headquarters guidance,

etc.

3.8
to
4.3
3.1
to
3.4

2.8
to
3.0

18
to
2.0

0.8
to
1.0

to
0.7

Program offices, clients, end-users, independent experts and/or peers laud work
results; output(s) exceeds the amount and/or quality typically expected for an
excellent body of work.

Program office, client, end-user, independent expert and/or peer reviews are
universally positive; output(s) meet the amount and/or quality typically expected
for the body of work; work demonstrates progress against review
recommendations and/or headquarters guidance.

Program office, client, end-user, independent expert and/or peer reviews are
largely positive, with only afew minor deficiencies and/or dightly negative
responses noted; minor deficiencies and/or negative responses have little to no
potential to adversely impact the overall program/project.

A number of outputs have not met the amount and/or quality typically expected
for the body of work; program office, client, end-user, independent expert and/or
peer reviews identify a number of deficiencies and athough they may be
somewhat offset by other positive performance, they have the potentia to
negatively impact the overall program/project if not corrected.

Most outputs have not met the amount and/or quality typically expected for the
body of work; program office, client, end-user, independent expert and/or peer
reviews identify significant deficiencies which have negatively impacted the
overal program/project.

All outputs have not met the amount and/or quality typically expected for the
body of work; program office, client, end-user, independent expert and/or peer
reviews identify significant deficiencies which have significantly impacted and/or
damaged the overall program/project.

Objective 1.4 Providefor Effective Delivery of Products

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured through progress reports, peer reviews, Field Work Proposals (FWPs),
Program Office reviews/oversight, etc.:



. Efficiency and effectiveness in meeting goal symilestones documented within FWPs and/or
other such documents,

. Efficiency and effectiveness in delivering on promises and/or getting instruments to work
as promised; and

. Efficiency and effectiveness in transmitting results to the community and/or responding to
DOE or other customer guidance.

3.8 | Program/project goas and/or milestones are met well ahead of schedule and/or
to | well under budget; program/project and/or mission objective(s) are fully met and
4.3 | results anticipate HQ guidance.

3.1 | Program/project goals and/or milestones are primarily met on schedule and
to  within budget; program/project and/or mission objective(s) are fully met and are
3.4 | fully responsive to HQ guidance.

2.8 | Most program/project goals and/or milestones are met on schedule and within

to | budget; overall program/project and/or mission objective(s) are met; minor

3.0 dedays, overruns, and/or deficiencies are minimized and/or have little to no
adverse impact on the overall program/project.

1.8 ' A number of and/or key program/project goals and/or milestones are not met

to | within the scheduled timeframe(s) (e.g., less than 6 months behind) and/or within

2.0 | the agreed upon budget (e.g., less than 15% over); overall program/project and/or
mission objective(s) have not been met or have the potential to be missed; delays,
overruns, and/or deficiencies are identified which have the potential to adversely
impact the overall program/project are not corrected.

0.8 ' Most of and/or key program/project goals and/or milestones are not met within

to | the scheduled timeframe(s) (e.g., more than 6 months behind) and/or within the

1.0  agreed upon budget (e.g., less than 25% over); overall program/project and/or
mission objective(s) have not been met or have the potential to be missed;
sizeable delays, overruns, and/or deficiencies are identified which have
negatively impacted the overall program/project.

0  All and/or key program/project goals and/or milestones are not met within the
to | scheduled timeframe(s) (e.g., more than 9 months behind) and/or within the
0.7 | agreed upon budget (e.g., greater than 25% over); overall program/project and/or

mission objective(s) have not been met; significant delays, overruns, and/or
deficiencies are identified which have negatively impacted the overall
program/project.

2.0 Providefor Efficient and Effective Design, Fabrication, Construction and Operations
of Research Facilities

The Contractor provides effective and efficient strategic planning; fabrication,
construction and/or operations of Laboratory research facilities; and areresponsiveto the
user community.



The Provide for Efficient and Effective Design, Fabrication, Construction and Operations of
Research Facilities Goal shall measure the overall effectiveness and performance of the
Contractor in planning for and delivering leading-edge specialty research and/or user facilitiesto
ensure the required capabilities are present to meet today’ s and tomorrow’ s complex challenges.
It also measures the Contractor’ s innovative operational and programmeatic means for
implementation of systems that ensures the availability, reliability, and efficiency of these
facilities; and the appropriate balance between R& D and user support.

Objective2.1 Provide Effective Facility Design(s) as Required to Support Laboratory
Programs (i.e., activities leading up to CD-2)

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by scientific/technical workshops developing pre-conceptual R&D,
progress reports, Lehman reviews, Program/Staff Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

. Effectiveness of planning of preconceptual R& D and design for life-cycle efficiency;

. Leverage of existing facilities at the site;

. Delivery of accurate and timely information needed to carry out the critical decision and
budget formulation process.; and

. Ability to meet the intent of DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the
Acquisition of Capital Assets.

3.8 | In addition to meeting all measures under B*, the laboratory is recognized by the

to  research community as the leader for making the science case for the acquisition;

4.3 takestheinitiative to demonstrate the potential for revolutionary scientific
advancement. ldentifies, analyzes and champions novel approaches for acquiring
the new capability, including leveraging or extending the capability of existing
facilities and financing. Proposed approaches are widely regarded as innovative,
novel, comprehensive, and potentially cost-effective. Reviews repeatedly confirm
potential for scientific discovery in areas that support the Department’s mission,
and potential to change a discipline or research area s direction.

3.1  Providesthe overall vision for the acquisition. Displays leadership and

to = commitment to achieving the vision within preliminary estimates that are

3.4  defensible and credible in terms of cost, schedule and performance; develops
quality analyses, preliminary designs, and related documentation to support the
approval of the mission need (CD-0), the alternative selection and cost range (CD-
1) and the performance baseline (CD-2). Solves problems and addresses i ssues.
Keeps DOE appraised of the status, near-term plans and the resolution of problems
on aregular basis. Anticipates emerging issues that could impact plans and takes
the initiative to inform DOE of possible consequences.

2.8  Failsto meet expectations in one of the areas listed under B+.

to

3.0

1.8 = Thelaboratory team develops the required analyses and documentation in atimely

to  manner. However, inputs are mundane and lack innovation and commitment to

2.0 thevision of the acquisition.



0.8 | Thepotential exists for credible science and business cases to be made for the
to  acquisition, but the laboratory fails to take advantage of the opportunity.
1.0

0  Proposed approaches are based on fraudulent assumptions; the science case is
to = wesak to non-existent, the business case is seriously flawed.
0.7

Objective2.2 Providefor the Effective and Efficient Construction of Facilities and/or
Fabrication of Components (execution phase, Post CD-2 to CD-4)

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by progress reports, Lehman reviews, Program/Staff Office
reviews/oversight, etc.:

. Adherence to DOE Order 413.3 Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets;

. Successful fabrication of facility components;

. Effectiveness in meeting construction schedule and budget; and

. Quality of key staff overseeing the project(s).

3.8 | Laboratory hasidentified and implemented practices that would allow the project

to  scopeto beincreased if such were desirable, without impact on baseline cost or

4.3  schedule; Laboratory always provides exemplary project status reports on time to
DOE and takes the initiative to communicate emerging problems or issues. There
is high confidence throughout the execution phase that the project will meet its
cost/schedul e performance baseline; reviews identify environment, safety and
health practices to be exemplary.

3.1  The project meets CD-2 performance measures; the laboratory provides sustained

to  leadership and commitment to environment, safety and health; reviews regularly

3.4 | recognize the laboratory for being proactive in the management of the execution
phase of the project; to alarge extent, problems are identified and corrected by the
laboratory with little, or no impact on scope, cost or schedule; DOE is kept
informed of project status on aregular basis; reviews regularly indicate project is
expected to meet its cost/schedul e performance baseline.

2.8 ' Theproject fails to meet expectations in one of the areas listed under B+.
to
3.0

1.8 | Reviewsindicate project remains at risk of breaching its cost/schedule

to | performance baseline; Laboratory commitment to environment, safety and health

2.0  issuesisadequate; reports to DOE can vary in degree of completeness; Laboratory
commitment to the project appears to be subsiding.

0.8 ' Reviewsindicate project is likely to breach its cost/schedul e performance baseling;

to  and/or Laboratory commitment to environment, safety and health issuesis

1.0  inadequate; reportsto DOE are largely incomplete; laboratory commitment to the
project has subsided.

0  Laboratory falsifies data during project execution phase; shows disdain for



to  executing the project within minimal standards for environment, safety or health,
0.7 | fallsto keep DOE informed of project status; reviews regularly indicate that the
project is expected to breach its cost/schedul e performance baseline.

Objective 2.3 Provide Efficient and Effective Operation of Facilities

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by progress reports, peer reviews, Program/Staff Office
reviews/oversight, performance against benchmarks, Approved Financial Plans (AFPs), etc.:

Availability, reliability, and efficiency of facility(ies);

Degree the facility is optimally arranged to support community;

Whether R&D is conducted to devel op/expand the capabilities of the facility(ies);
Effectiveness in balancing resources between facility R& D and user support; and
Quality of the process used to alocate facility timeto users.

3.8  Performance of the facility exceeds expectations as defined before the start of the

to | year in any of these categories: cost of operations, users served, availability, beam

4.3  delivery or luminosity, and this performance can be directly attributed to the
efforts of the laboratory; and /or: the schedule and the costs associated with the
ramp-up to steady state operations are less than planned and are acknowledged to
be “leadership caliber” by reviews. Dataon ES&H continues to be exemplary and
widely regarded as among the “best in class.”

3.1  Performance of the facility meets expectations as defined before the start of the

to | year inall of these categories: cost of operations, users served, availability, beam

3.4 | delivery or luminosity, and this performance can be directly attributed to the
efforts of the laboratory; and /or: the schedule and the costs associated with the
ramp-up to steady state operations occur as planned. Data on ES&H continues to
be very good as compared with other projects in the DOE.

2.8 | Theproject fails to meet expectations in one of the areas listed under B+.
to
3.0

1.8 | Performance of the facility fails to meet expectationsin several of the areaslisted

to  under B+; for example, the cost of operations is unexpectedly high and availability

2.0 | of thefacility is unexpectedly low, the number of usersis unexpectedly low and
beam delivery or luminosity iswell below expectations. The facility operates at
steady state, on cost and on schedule, but the reliability of performanceis
somewhat below planned values, or the facility operates at steady state, but the
associated schedule and costs exceed planned values. Commitment to ES&H is
satisfactory.

0.8 | Performance of the facility fails to meet expectations in many of the areas listed

to  under B+; for example, the cost of operations is unexpectedly high and availability

1.0  of thefacility isunexpectedly low. The facility operates somewhat below steady
state, on cost and on schedule, and the reliability performance is somewhat below



planned values, or the facility operates at steady state, but the schedule and costs
associated exceed planned values. Commitment to ES&H is satisfactory.
0 | Thefacility failsto operate; the facility operates well below steady state and/or
to  thereliability of the performance is well below planned values.
0.7

Objective 2.4 Utilization of Facility to Grow and Support Lab's Resear ch Base and

External User Community

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by peer reviews, participation in international design teams,
Program/Staff Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

The facility is being used to perform influential science;

Contractor’ s efforts to take full advantage of the facility to strengthen the Laboratory’s
research base;

Conversely the facility is strengthened by a resident research community that pushes the
envelope of what the facility can do and/or are among the scientific leaders of the
community;

Contractor’s ability to appropriatel y balance access by internal and external user
communities; and

Thereis ahealthy program of outreach to the scientific community.

3.8 | Reviews document that multiple disciplines are using the facility in new and novel

to | ways, that the facility is being used to pursue influential science, that full advantage

4.3 | has been taken of the facility to enhance external user access, and strengthen the
laboratory's research base. A healthy outreach programisin place.

3.1  Reviews state strong and effective approach exists toward establishing alarge

to  externa and internal user community; that the facility is being used for influential

3.4 | science; the laboratory is capitalizing on existence of facility to grow internal
scientific capabilities. A healthy outreach program isin place.

2.8 Reviews state that lab is establishing an external and internal user community, but

to | laboratory isstill not capitalizing fully on existence of the facility to grow interna

3.0 | capabilities and/or reach out to external users.

1.8 | Reviews state that the laboratory has made satisfactory use of the facility, but has not

to | demonstrated much innovation.

2.0

0.8 = Few facility users, with none using it in novel ways;, research base is very thin.

to

1.0

0 | Laboratory does not know how to operate/use its own facility adequately.
to
0.7

10



3.0 Provide Effective and Efficient Science and Technology Program Management

The Contractor provides effective program vision and leader ship; strategic planning and
development of initiatives; recruitsand retains a quality scientific workforce; and provides
outstanding resear ch processes, which improve resear ch productivity.

The Provide Effective and Efficient Science and Technology Program Management Goal shall
measure the Contractor’ s overall management in executing S& T programs. Dimensions of
program management covered include: 1) providing key competencies to support research
programs to include key staffing requirements; 2) providing quality research plans that take into
account technical risks, identify actions to mitigate risks; and 3) maintaining effective
communications with customers to include providing quality responses to customer needs.

Objective 3.1 Provide Effective and Efficient Stewar dship of Scientific Capabilities and
Program Vision

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by peer reviews, existence and quality of strategic plans as determined by
SC and scientific community review, Program Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

. Efficiency and Effectiveness of joint planning (e.g., workshops) with outside community;

. Articulation of scientific vision;

. Development of core competencies, ideas for new facilities and research programs; and

e  Ability to attract and retain highly qualified staff.

3.8 | Providing strong programmatic vision that extends past the laboratory and for which

to | thelabisarecognized leader within SC and in the broader research communities;

4.3 ' development and maintenance of outstanding core competencies, including achieving
superior scientific excellence in both exploratory, high-risk research and research that
isvital to the DOE/SC missions; attraction and retention of world-leading scientists;
recognition within the community as aworld leader in the field.

3.1 ' Coherent programmatic vision within the laboratory with input from and output to

to | external research communities; development and maintenance of strong core

3.4 | competencies that are cognizant of the need for both high-risk research and
stewardship for mission-critical research; attracting and retaining scientific staff who
are very talented in all programs.

2.8 | Programmatic vision that is only partialy coherent and not entirely well connected

to | with external communities; development and maintenance of some, but not all core

3.0 = competencies with attention to, but not always the correct balance between, high-risk
and mission-critical research; attraction and retention of scientific staff who talented
in most programs.

1.8  Failureto achieve a coherent programmatic vision with little or no connection with

to | external communities; partial development and maintenance of core competencies

2.0  (i.e., some are neglected) with imbal ance between high-risk and mission-critical
research; attracting only mediocre scientists while losing the most talented ones.

11



0.8 | Minimal attempt to achieve programmatic vision; little ability to develop any core
to | competencies with a complete lack of high-risk research and ignorance of mission-
1.0  critical areas; minimal success in attracting even reasonably talented scientists.

0 | No attempt made to achieve programmatic vision; no demonstrated ability to develop
to | any core competencies with acomplete lack of high-risk research and ignorance of
0.7 = mission-critical areas; failure to attract even reasonably talented scientists.

Objective 3.2 Provide Effective and Efficient Science and Technology Proj ect/Program
Planning and M anagement

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by peer reviews, existence and quality of strategic plans as determined by
SC and scientific community review, Program Office and scientific community review/oversight,
etc.:

Quality of R&D and/or user facility strategic plans;

Adequacy in considering technical risks,

Success in identifying/avoiding technical problems;

Effectivenessin leveraging (synergy with) other areas of research; and

Demonstration of willingness to make tough decisions (i.e., cut programs with sub-critical
mass of expertise, divert resources to more promising areas).

Research plans are proactive, not reactive, as evidenced by making hard decisions and

3.8 | taking strong actions; plans are robust against budget fluctuations — multiple

to  contingencies planned for; new initiatives are proposed and funded through

4.3 | reallocation of resources from less effective programs; plans are updated regularly to
reflect changing scientific and fiscal conditions; plans include ways to reduce risk,
duration of programs.

3.1 Plansarereviewed by experts outside of |ab management and/or include broadly-

to  based input from within the laboratory; research plans exist for all program aress;

3.4  plans are consistent with known budgets and well-aligned with DOE interests; work
follows the plan.

2.8 | Research plans exist for all program areas; work follows the plan.

to

3.0

1.8 = Research plans exist for most program areas; work does not always follow the plan.

to

2.0

0.8 Plansdo not exist for asignificant fraction of the lab’s program areas, or significant

to  work is conducted outside those plans.

1.0

0 | Noplanningisdone.

to

0.7

12



Objective 3.3 Provide Efficient and Effective Communications and Responsivenessto

Customer Needs

In determining the performance of the Objective, the DOE evaluator(s) shall consider the
following as measured by Program Office reviews/oversight, etc.:

. The quality, accuracy and timeliness of response to customer requests for information;

. The extent to which the Contractor keeps the customer informed of both positive and
negative events at the Laboratory so that the customer can deal effectively with both
internal and external constituencies, and

. The ease of determining the appropriate contact (who is on-point for what).

3.8
to
4.3

31
to
34
2.8
to
3.0

1.8
to
2.0

0.8
to
1.0

to
0.7

Communication channels are well-defined and information is effectively conveyed;
important or critical information is delivered in real-time; responses to HQ requests
for information from laboratory representatives are prompt, thorough, correct and
succinct; laboratory representatives always initiate a communication with HQ on
emerging issues there are no sUrprises.

Good communication is valued by all staff throughout the contractor organization;
responses to requests for information are thorough and are provided in atimely
manner; the integrity of the information provided is never in doubt.

Evidence of good communications is noted throughout the contractor organization
and responses to requests for information provide the minimum requirements to meet
HQ needs; with the exception of afew minor instances HQ is aerted to emerging
ISsues.

Laboratory representatives recognize the value of sound communication with HQ to
the mission of the laboratory. However, laboratory management fails to demonstrate
that its employees are held accountabl e for ensuring effective communication and
responsiveness, laboratory representatives do not take the initiative to alert HQ to
emerging issues.

Communications from the laboratory are well-intentioned but generally incompetent;
the laboratory management does not understand the importance of effective
communication and responsiveness to the mission of the laboratory.

Contractor representatives are openly hostile and/or non-responsive — emails and
phone calls are consistently ignored; communications typically do not address the
request; information provided can be incorrect, inaccurate or fraudulent — information
IS not organized, isincomplete, or is fabricated.
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