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Introduction: 
 
On December 18, 1996, Universities Research Association (URA) and the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) executed a performance-based contract for the 
management and operation of Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab).  
This contract includes the use of performance measures that are established at 
the beginning of each performance period as standards to be used in evaluating 
URA’s performance.  The DOE Fermi Area Office (FAO) uses the URA self-
assessment, the DOE-HQ performance evaluation, input from the DOE Chicago 
Operations matrix staff that directly support the FAO, and the FAO Operational 
Awareness Program to determine a final DOE rating for Science Programs and 
for Operations Management. 
 
Overall Performance: 
 
URA overall performance is rated Outstanding for Science Programs and 
Excellent for Operations Management.  The following ratings reflect DOE’s 
overall assessment of URA’s performance including all sources of input and 
information such as activities, performance measures, and the self-assessment. 
 

Functional Area     Rating    
Science Programs  
A. Science Review     

1.   Quality of Research    Outstanding 
2.   Relevance to DOE Missions 

       and National Needs    Outstanding 
3. Success in Constructing and Operating 

Research Facilities    Excellent 
4. Effectiveness and Efficiency of Research 

Program Management    Excellent 
B. Tevatron & Experimental    NA    

Facilities Utilization 
Overall Rating:      Outstanding 

 
Operations Management    
C: Leadership      Outstanding/Excellent 
D. Environment, Safety and Health   Excellent 
E. Infrastructure      Outstanding 

 
System Assessment 
F. Environment, Safety and Health   Excellent 
G. Infrastructure      Outstanding 
H. Business      Excellent/Good 
I. Stakeholder Relations    Outstanding 



 
Status of Previous Recommendations: 
 
The FY 1999 Summary Appraisal offered no new recommendations. 
 
 
 
New Recommendations: 
 
DOE notes that URA’s uneven performance of its self-assessment demands an 
improved process and consistent approach for assembling and providing 
information that is constructive and useful. The self-assessment also requires 
commitment by top management.  Preparation of the self-assessment should 
reflect guidance and methods available in DOE Order 413, so that assessments 
are supported by real data in Fermilab management systems. 
 
Attachment 1 contains additional comments and suggestions that arose from 
DOE’s evaluation of the URA Self-Assessment. 
 
Discussion: 
 
A brief evaluation of URA’s FY 2000 performance appears below.  DOE has 
provided adjectival ratings for performance measures listed under Science 
Programs and Operations Management.  Performance evaluations for measures 
under the System Assessment may, but do not necessarily contain adjectival 
ratings, but rather contain a short discussion of whether objectives were met. 
 
Science Programs 
 
Section A: Science Review 
 
DOE rated URA’s performance in the Science Review measure as Outstanding.  
Attachment 2 contains the DOE assessment.   
 
URA has improved its Program Management performance.  The FY 1999 rating 
of “Good” for Program Management improved in FY 2000 to “Excellent” for that 
area.  Nevertheless, the assessment cites concerns that balancing competing 
priorities under serious budgetary constraints and making plans for the future 
under highly uncertain budgetary projections continue to pose difficult challenges 
for Laboratory management. 
 
Section B: Tevatron and Experimental Facilities Utilization 
 
Rating performance for Tevatron and Experimental Facilities Utilization is not 
applicable, since. During the FY 2000 rating period, the Tevatron was in 



commissioning and engineering run mode to prepare for Run II program 
operations in FY 2001.  
 
Operations Management 
 
Section C. Leadership 
 
DOE rates URA/Fermilab leadership as Outstanding/Excellent.  During the past 
year, the laboratory management team has demonstrated an outstanding level of 
leadership and management with respect to preparing the laboratory for Run II 
and managing other high-priority projects.  FY 2000 was Dr. Witherell’s first full 
year as Laboratory Director.  He and his management team faced numerous 
programmatic and managerial challenges during the past year. 
 
The top priority for laboratory management was to complete preparations for the 
Colliding Beam Run II on the newly agreed upon schedule.  This effort proved to 
be very challenging for a variety of reasons, including greater technical issues 
than expected and the limited resources that had to be carefully balanced.  
Nevertheless, the goal of beginning Run II by March 2001 was achieved. 
 
While Run II is the highest priority program at Fermilab, there are other important 
projects and activities that required significant management attention.  The 
NuMI/MINOS and MiniBooNE construction projects experienced schedule delays 
and cost increases due, primarily, to factors beyond URA’s control and thus 
required additional management interaction and balancing of resources.  Also, 
URA/Fermilab have a major role in the U.S. participation in the Large Hardon 
Collider (LHC) program.  The LHC program is a highly-visible international 
collaboration that requires strong management support.  Finally, URA/Fermilab 
are conducting an R&D effort for future accelerators that is critical to the long-
term needs of the U.S. high-energy physics program.  In an era of budgets that 
have not kept pace with inflation, it has been a very challenging year for 
laboratory management to balance all of these high priority programs.  On 
balance, we believe management has provided the leadership and direction 
required to successfully conduct the current scientific program and build a base 
for the future. 
 
With respect to management systems, URA continues to support and implement 
the DOE’s performance-based management initiative in that it has a number of 
the elements of performance-based management in place, e.g., the DOE and 
URA annually negotiate performance objectives and measures.  However, URA 
has not fully embraced and implemented the concept throughout the laboratory.  
One particular concern is the uneven quality of URA’s self-assessment program.  
The DOE was unable to accept URA’s annual self-assessment without needing 
to request revisions and additional supporting detail.  A strong self-assessment 
program is critical to successful performance-based management and can 
provide the basis for developing management systems that better support 



programs and projects.  Effective and efficient management systems are 
particularly important during difficult budget times. 
 
Section D:  Environment, Safety, and Health 
 
Measure 1.1:  Integrated Safety Management Verification Opportunities    

Completed 
 
DOE rates URA performance in the area of integrated safety management as 
Outstanding.  In FY 1999, the CH Manager initiated a combined Phase I and 
Phase II Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS) Verification.  The review 
confirmed that URA had successfully established its documented ISMS and had 
implemented it throughout the Laboratory.   
 
Based upon the review results, the CH Manager approved the Fermilab ISMS on 
May 5, 2000.  The review team identified no “deficiencies” but identified several 
opportunities for improvement (OFI), of which the team considered hazard 
analysis/identification and feedback/improvement to be key OFI.  URA has 
remained ahead of schedule in completing its approved actions to address the 
OFI from the ISMV report.  As of September 2000, 10 of the 12 action plans for 
OFI had been completed and reported on time to FAO. 
 
Measure 1.2: Injury Cost Index (ICI) 

 
URA received a final numerical rating of 11.6 for the ICI, which translates to an 
Excellent performance rating by the end of the period (“Excellent” range is 8.3-
13.0). 
 
Measure 1.3: Lost Workday Case Rate (LWCR) 
 
URA provided significant effort in the latter part of the year to achieve a final 
LWCR of 1.6, which translate to a rating of Excellent (“Excellent” range is 1.3-
1.7).  The URA self-assessment indicates the effort in recent years to reduce the 
injury rate of its subcontractors using the following approaches: 
 

• Increasing involvement by line management 
• Using hazard analyses for job planning 
• Orienting subcontractors 
• Improving communication between line management and the medical 

department 
• Improving communication of expectations to subcontractors 
• Celebrating successes in reducing injuries 
• Enabling active safety committees and quick responses to suggestions 
• Emphasizing the completion of required training 

   
Measure 1.4: Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE) 



 
DOE agrees that performance for this measure in FY 2000 was Excellent, based 
upon the justification provided by URA.  URA and DOE have worked to narrow 
the metric ranges and to lower the exposure values commensurate with 
upcoming work activities.  A single unanticipated exposure prevented URA from 
attaining an outstanding rating.  URA investigated that incident, as was 
appropriate. URA has considered exposure reduction in earlier designs and 
installations that apparently contribute to the current dose savings.  Pre-job 
planning and Radiological Control Technicians coverage also minimize 
exposures.  Additionally, a mature workforce of radiation workers has assumed 
responsibility for its own exposures and maintains its exposures As Low As 
Reasonably Achievable. 
 
Section E: Infrastructure 
 
Measure 1.1 Completion of Milestones 
 
DOE agrees with URA’s self-assessment performance ratings below: 
 

Measure Milestones Self-Assessment Rating 
1.1a Small Projects Outstanding 
1.1b CDF Upgrade Milestones Outstanding 
1.1c D-Zero Upgrade Milestones Excellent 
1.1d NuMI Milestones Outstanding 
1.1e Wilson Hall Safety 

Improvement Milestones 
Outstanding 

1.1f U.S. LHC Accelerator 
Project Milestones 

Excellent 

1.1g U.S. CMS Project 
Milestones 

Good 

 
URA establishes infrastructure milestones at the beginning of each year and 
measures performance against those milestones.  In FY 2000, URA met all 
milestones established for Small Projects, the CDF Upgrade Project, NuMI 
Project, and the Wilson Hall Safety Improvements. URA met several milestones 
for both the U.S. LHC Accelerator and CMS months ahead of schedule and 
completed other milestones shortly (within 1-2 months) after the scheduled date. 
 
The following discussion addresses overall project management performance for 
certain large projects: 
 
Overall URA performance on the CDF and D-Zero Detector Upgrades was 
Outstanding/Excellent during FY 2000.  Both projects made excellent progress 
toward achieving the march 2001 “Ready for Collisions” milestone.  Although the 
D-Zero project missed two milestones related to its Silicon Tracker, the schedule 



impact was minimized by a decision to install the Silicon Tracker in two 
independent halves. 
 
Overall URA performance in the Project Management of the NuMI Project is 
Excellent.   In FY 2000, two Office of Science reviews of the project concurred 
that the project is well managed.  Issues beyond the control of Fermilab Project 
Management (principally the delays and cost increases in the subcontract for the 
tunnels and halls) necessitated that NuMI Project Management decide to 
rebaseline the project in connection with the submission of the FY 2003 budget 
submission.  The November 2000 Office of Science review committees 
concurred.  The project rebaselining would restore contingency and schedule 
float to a reasonable level. 
 
Overall URA performance in the Project Management of the Wilson Hall Safety 
Improvements Project is Outstanding.  The project is proceeding on schedule 
and within budget.  A project review determined that additional exterior concrete 
cleaning, repairing, and sealing should be added to the project.  URA has 
integrated this additional work into project plans.  The project cost performance, 
related to uncosted balances, has been rated Marginal, based upon the contract 
performance measure provided (See Section H, Measure 10.1).  Although this 
rating is correct, Fermilab’s overall performance in managing this project is still 
Outstanding.  Uncosted balances are higher than estimated partly due to some 
delays in awarding contracts.  These uncosted balances have had no adverse 
effect on project performance. 
 
Overall URA performance in the Project Management of the U.S. LHC 
Accelerator Project and the U.S. CMS Project is Outstanding in FY 2000.  Both 
projects are on track toward successful completion in FY 2005, as these projects 
meet overall completion milestones.  DOE agrees that for this performance 
measure of intermediate project milestones, the numerical ratings for the U.S. 
LHC Accelerator Project and the U.S. CMS Project result in the performance 
ratings of Excellent and Good, respectively 
 
Measure 2.1 Reliable and Efficient Operation of Facilities 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment performance rating of Outstanding 
for this measure.  The percentage of scheduled maintenance versus the total 
maintenance hours represents a measure that quantifies how much of the 
maintenance budget is spent on planned maintenance:  the higher the 
percentage, the less that is spent on emergency work.  This measure gives an 
indication of how well the facility is being maintained.  In FY 2000, the percent for 
planned maintenance was 82%, >80% being outstanding. 
  



 
 
 
System Assessment 
 
As in the Science and Operations sections above, the DOE asked URA to rate its 
own performance against the system assessment measures provided.   Some 
system assessment measures provided for numerical and/or adjectival ratings 
descriptors.  Others required only a self-assessment of performance at the end of 
the rating period.  The summary comments provided herein reflect the individual 
formats of each measure. 
 
Section F: Environment, Safety and Health 
 
Measure 1.1: Total Recordable Cases (TRC) 
 
No rating given.  URA continues efforts to facilitate lowering the rate and severity 
of injuries by raising the visibility of safety concerns throughout line organizations 
and encouraging dialogue about injury prevention among the workforce. At the 
FY 2000 midway point, the subcontractor TRC rate was at 14.2.  The end-of-year 
subcontractor TRC rate was 8.2, signifying considerable improvement in the 
latter half of the year. 
 
Measure 1.2: Safety System Actuation/Degradation Events 
 
No rating given.  URA revised the Fermilab Environment, Safety and Health 
Manual (FESHM) Chapter 3010 (the ORPS implementing chapter) to reflect 
changes in DOE Order 232.1 that govern the reporting of specific types of 
reportable events. DOE has concurred with the changes and believes that URA 
is reporting incidents accurately and in a timely way against FESHM 3010. 
 
Measure 1.3: Environmental Releases 
 
No rating given.  The URA summary report on this measure adequately covered 
the issues requested.  In the summary, URA reiterated known exceedences of 
the NPDES permit conditions.  No additional spills occurred during he reporting 
period.  Nevertheless, the URA system assessment highlighted problems with 
compliance related to ongoing and continuing construction activities. URA has 
kept the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency informed and has requested a 
permit modification to help rectify the exceedences. URA will need to provide 
constant subcontractor oversight to gain and maintain compliance. 
 
Measure 2.1: Minimization of Wastes and Promotion of Recycling 
 
DOE rates overall URA performance for waste operations as Excellent.  The 
URA self-assessment rating was Unsatisfactory based upon the strict 



interpretation of the narrow waste reduction measure.  That measure should be 
viewed from the proper perspective, which is that, as written, the measure has 
outlived its useful application. URA already achieved considerable waste 
reductions, and continuing sustained, significant reductions is impractical.  The 
waste reduction measure addresses only one aspect of a multi-faceted waste 
management operation, which overall is an excellent program.   
 
URA continues its campaign to reduce waste generation, has implemented a 
program for funding Return-on-Investment projects with worthy pollution 
prevention components, continues recycling and affirmative procurement efforts, 
and it has met most reporting deadlines.  URA has been responsive to 
regulators, has remained in compliance, and maintains waste management 
facilities in very good condition.  Previous concerns regarding Affirmative 
Procurement reporting appear to have been corrected. 
 
Emergency Management 
 
Nothwithstanding the absence of a contractual FY 2000 performance measure, 
DOE notes progress in the area of emergency management. In April 2000, the 
Fermilab ES&H Section presented the site emergency management program to 
General John McBroom, former Director of the Office of Emergency Operations.  
URA demonstrated that the Emergency Response Plan meets the intent of DOE 
O 151.1, “Comprehensive Emergency Management System”, particularly, the 
requirements described for an operational emergency base program.  The 
hazardous materials (radiological and non-radiological) at Fermilab are not found 
in the types and quantities that would pose a threat to the public and/or 
environment at or beyond a facility boundary if accidentally released during 
operations.  
 
In September, DOE/CH reviewed and submitted the site CY00 Emergency 
Readiness Assurance Program Plan to the Director, Office of Emergency 
Operations, for inclusion in the annual report to the Secretary on the status of the 
Emergency Management System. As stated in the plan, URA was able to close 
minor findings from self-assessments, drills, tabletops and the annual exercise.   
DOE also concurred on the Laboratory’s plans for 2001 to identify areas for 
improvement through assessments and by conducting drills/exercises. 
 
Section G: Infrastructure
 
Measure 1.1 Accuracy of the FIMS Data 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  As part of a 
DOE-wide audit, the Inspector General reviewed FIMS implementation at 
Fermilab.  The review included physical verification of data included in FIMS.  
URA received no findings.  For next year, a better description of how URA 
verified the FIMS data to arrive at the self-assessment rating would be helpful. 



 
Measure 1.2 Substandard Building Space Conversion 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. URA 
identified no space as substandard.  The measure’s purpose is to rate actual 
versus planned performance of the laboratory in conversion or elimination of 
substandard space. 
 
Measure 2.1 Improvements Achieved 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  This new 
measure was used in an attempt to get better quantification of URA performance 
in the maintenance program.  However, the data presented as backup for the 
outstanding rating is based upon projects primarily from 1996.  The intent of the 
measure was to base the rating on current, in this case FY 2000, projects. 
 
In the future, current data should be used to determine the rating for 
Improvement Achieved.  The rating scale also should be re-evaluated to 
determine whether the system can be simplified, whether the savings dollar 
values are achievable, and whether the point system is fair.  This measure is a 
starting point for developing good performance measures for the maintenance 
program.  Options include:  continue to use this measure; modify this measure to 
make it reflect what will work at Fermilab; or develop other measures. 
 
Measure 3.1 Energy Requirements 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  URA has 
performed exceptionally in the energy requirements area in FY 2000.  The Utility 
Incentive Program is one example of its fine work.  URA performed all scheduled 
activities. 
 
Using this performance measure will continue. DOE will use the Annual Energy 
Management Report to establish specific goals for measuring performance. 
 
Measure 4.1 Alternative Financed Projects 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  The Utility 
Incentive Program has been a large success and is a model for DOE sites 
throughout the country. 
 
Measure 5.1:  Presidential Initiatives – Efficiency of Federal Buildings 
 
DOE rates URA on this measure as a Pass.  This measure did not establish 
quantification or a graded performance description for determining a rating.  As 
such it is a pass/fail measure. URA adequately assessed performance against 
the subparts of this measure.   



 
Measure: 6.1: Energy Use Reductions 
 
No rating given. DOE agrees with the URA self-assessment determination that 
this measure is not applicable.  The reason is that URA/Fermilab already has 
achieved the required 30% reduction in energy usage compared to the 1985 
baseline. URA included this information in the Fermilab FY 1999 energy report to 
DOE.  
 
Section H: Business
 
Measure 1.1 Human Resources - Establishment of a Systematic Approach to 

Fermilab’s Job Evaluation System 
 

DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. URA 
reviewed 54 position descriptions out of a total of 264 position descriptions.  This 
resulted in 20.5% being reviewed and either updated or inactivated.  The 
expectation had been for 20% to be reviewed. 
 
Measure 2.1 Human Resources – Balance Scorecard for Financial, Internal 

Business Processes, Customer, and Learning and Growth 
 
DOE rates URA performance for the balanced scorecard portion of this measure 
as Outstanding.  URA developed a balanced scorecard with measures in each 
of the following categories:  financial, internal business processes, customer, and 
learning and growth.  
 
The URA Davis-Bacon responses were satisfactory.  The first response 
addressed tracking and recording receipt of certified payrolls from all 
subcontractors performing Davis-Bacon-covered work.  The second response 
addressed checks and investigations on all contracts covered by the Davis-
Bacon Act as necessary to ensure compliance with labor standards. 
 
Based upon the Human Resources Assessment Schedule, URA was to have 
prepared a self-assessment in the Labor Standards area during FY 2000. URA 
did not prepare this self-assessment.  A thorough and proper Labor Standards 
self-assessment needs to be prepared for FY 2001. 
 
Measure 3.1 Training 
 
No rating given.  DOE agrees that URA has made significant progress in the 
assessment of individual training needs.  This success is particularly noteworthy 
during the first year of the Fermilab Training and Development Department.  
Nevertheless, there is little correlation between training effectiveness and 
completion rates for the sixteen developmental core courses.   
 



The self-assessment also did not mention how URA evaluates training 
effectiveness or the evaluation results.  Consequently, DOE cannot rate this 
portion of the measure.  DOE expects that the next self-assessment will address 
some of the issues identified here. 
 
Measure 4.1 Human Resources – Diversity of the Workforce 
 
No rating given.  DOE agrees that URA met the numerical expectation to 
maintain diversity:  the representation of minorities and women at the end of FY 
2000 was unchanged from the end of FY 1999.  The self-assessment did not 
address any efforts made to increase diversity or what types of opportunities 
were available during the year to impact diversity numbers.  DOE considers such 
efforts to be an important component of performance and would like to see them 
addressed in the FY 2001 URA self-assessment.  
 
Measure 4.2  Human Resources – Strength of the Science, Math, Engineering 

and Technology Pipeline to Address the Under-representation of 
Minorities 

 
No rating given.  DOE cannot make a general Laboratory performance 
determination for this measure, since URA provided only information related to 
the URA/Fermilab Equal Opportunity (EO) Office.  The EO appears to have 
maintained involvement with minority-serving institutions, based upon information 
provided in the URA self-assessment.  The information provided is a reiteration 
of the Strategic Plan for Diversity, part 2 – Educational Outreach and discusses 
how the EO Office has met this expectation.  Notably absent is any discussion of 
how or whether the Laboratory, as a whole, has met this expectation.  
 
The information provided to DOE addresses strategies and goals of the EO 
Office to increase student participation, but does not discuss the outcomes.  The 
results of such efforts are needed in order to evaluate them. 
 
Regarding the self-assessment, URA has not written a self-assessment apart 
from the information provided on the performance measures.  The self-
assessment should include: 
• Effectiveness and outcomes of outreach/recruitment activities; 
• Description of the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Diversity; and 
• Description of Effectiveness of partnering with minority-serving institutions. 
A self-assessment also should identify Opportunities for Improvement and 
Actions to be implemented over the next performance year.   
 
Measure 5.1 Property – Effectiveness of FY 2000 Self-Assessment 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment score of 93.83. URA appears to 
have earned this score based upon the Fermilab Internal Audit report, daily 
surveillance and operational awareness reviews/reports, and certification from 



the Laboratory Director with the Fiscal Year 2000 Management Representation 
letter. 
 
Measure 6.1 Procurement –Effectiveness of FY 2000 Self-Assessment 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment score of 90.  This determination is 
based upon the Fermilab Internal Audit report, daily surveillance and operational 
awareness reviews/reports, and certification from the Laboratory Director with the 
Fiscal Year 2000 Management Representation letter.  URA has a commendable 
cost-to-spend ratio, which is $.011.  If credit (ProCard) cards are removed, the 
ratio is $.010.  The DOE Headquarters target is $.02. 
 
Despite good performance as indicated by the balance scorecard self-
assessment, DOE has some concerns regarding the overall area of subcontract 
management.  These concerns involve roles and responsibilities, 
communications among divisions and sections of the Laboratory, and adequate 
oversight of construction subcontracts.   
 
Examples of DOE concerns on subcontract management include: 1) the 
administration of the Laboratory 8 contract; 2) complaints on the lack of 
communications between the Divisions and  Sections on various projects; 3) the 
lack of documentation to support decisions, or, if decisions are documented, the 
failure to communicate the decisions to all affected parties; and 4) the apparent 
lack of coordination and consensus among Divisions and Sections prior to 
meeting with subcontractors to provide direction. 
  
Measure 7.1 – 7.3 Intellectual Property  
 
DOE rates URA performance in the area of intellectual property as Excellent in 
all areas, based upon the existing evaluation criteria.  The standards used last 
year still apply. 
 
Measure 8.1 Information Management 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. URA’S Y2K 
efforts ensured that no system failures occurred in FY 2000.   
 
URA should develop Information Management performance measures and 
provide a thorough self-assessment report covering all areas of information 
management. 
 
Measure 9.1 Science and Technology Information – Deliverables 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. URA leads 
other DOE laboratories in that it has been submitting all deliverables to OSTI 



electronically since 1997.  OSTI has used URA/Fermilab as an example for other 
laboratories to follow. 
 
URA has exceeded the four-year expectation identified in the performance 
measure.  The measure identifies an increasing expectation leading to a 95% 
electronic transmittal rate in the 4th year.  URA has been submitting 100% of 
deliverables electronically since 1997.  This measure was included as part of a 
DOE-wide effort to increase the transmittal of deliverables electronically to OSTI. 
 
Measure 10.1  Percentage Uncosted Balances to Funds Received in Financial 

Plan 
 
DOE concurs with the URA self-assessment ratings for this measure, which are: 
 

 % Uncosted Rating 
a.  Operating w/o LHC/CMS 2% Outstanding 
b.  Capital Equipment and Small Construction Projects 26% Outstanding 
c.  NuMI Line Item Construction Project 57% Marginal 
d.  Wilson Hall Line Item Construction Project 54% Marginal 
e.  US CMS & US LHC Accelerator Project in support 

of the LHC project at CERN 
 

29% 
 

Outstanding 
 
URA provided adequate accounting data to support the uncosted balance 
percentages, which it reported in each area.  
 
DOE has the following observations respecting the two projects that received 
Marginal ratings: 
 
1) NuMI: The URA self-assessment rating was Marginal based upon the 
strict interpretation of the performance measure.  Nevertheless, DOE 
understands that construction market circumstances, which are beyond URA’s 
control, contributed to the delay in costing project funds, and that DOE approved 
measures taken to address the problem.  These circumstances warrant that DOE 
consider overall performance from a broader perspective than the measure 
strictly allows. 
 
The purpose of this measure is to assure that uncosted funds on construction 
projects are not excessive.  The NuMI project is a multi-year construction project 
planned for completion in FY 2003.  In FY 2000, the driving force for costing the 
project construction funds was the 18-month, $30.5M contract for constructing 
the NuMI tunnels and halls by S. A. Healy.  A good economy and a robust 
construction climate in the Chicago area resulted in bids substantially higher than 
the baseline estimate.  The high bids resulted in URA performing value 
engineering and soliciting bids a second time.  This process delayed issuing the 
construction contract by six months, which delayed costing.  URA plans to re-
baseline the project, which the DOE Project Manger and DOE Program Manager 



have approved.  The delay and higher-than-planned uncosted balance has not 
had any significant impact on the project. 
 
2) Wilson Hall:  DOE concurs that the project cost performance, related to 
uncosted balances, has rated Marginal.  This is an accurate rating, however 
Fermilab's overall performance in managing this project is still Outstanding.  The 
uncosted balances are higher than estimated partly due to some delays in 
awarding contracts.  These balances have had no adverse effect on project 
performance. 
 
Measure 10.2 Reduction in the Amount of Delinquent Receivables over 90 and 

180 Days 
 
DOE rates performance for this measure as Excellent.   Data provided by the 
URA/Fermilab Accounting Department indicate that 92.9% of receivables were 
collected within 90 days, which is slightly less than the performance goal of 95% 
or greater for a rating of outstanding. 
 
Measures 11.1 – 11.7  Safeguards and Security  
 
URA’s self-assessment documentation included its evaluation of its safeguards 
and security program elements and the results of that evaluation. DOE has 
concluded that the documentation provided adequately reflects how URA 
evaluated the program elements and determined the evaluation results. 
 
DOE also has made the following determinations: 
 
• The URA self-assessment readily validates and confirms assumptions made 

in vulnerability analyses, as applicable. 
• The URA self-assessment of the nuclear material accounting system reveals 

prompt, accurate, and well-documented activity in accordance with Generally 
Accepted Accounting Principles and DOE orders. 

• The results of the URA self-assessment indicate effective implementation of 
URA’s graded program for protecting DOE property and security interests. 

• The self-assessment provided by URA describes effective program 
implementation for maintaining a graded nuclear material control program 
which ensures that:  nuclear materials are in authorized locations with 
appropriate protection measures in place; unauthorized activities, material 
flows, and material transfers are detected; appropriate protective measures 
are in place for transfers of nuclear materials; and anomalies are reported, 
investigated, and resolved. 

• URA has effectively implemented DOE requirements for unclassified visits 
and assignments by foreign nationals. 

• URA has demonstrated a high degree for detecting, reporting, investigation, 
and resolving incidents of Safeguards and Security concern. 

 



Measure 12.1 Number of Non-Compliances with Contractor’s DOE-Approved 
Litigation Management Procedures 

 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  DOE found 
no non-compliances, as described by the measure.  The Laboratory self-
assessment addressed the relevant information required to determine 
compliance. 
 
An opportunity for improvement exists in Laboratory Counsel’s reliance on a 
verbal agreement for engaging a Law Firm (standing outside counsel) for a 
particular matter.  Each time URA engages the Law Firm for a particular matter, 
the Blanket Purchase Order should be supplemented with written documentation 
of “Key Personnel” and other terms and conditions specific to the matter. 
 
Measure 12.2 Number of Cases to Which Contractor Can Demonstrate That It 

Gave Thoughtful Consideration to the Advantages of Alternative 
Dispute Resolution (ADR) Techniques 

 
DOE agrees with the URA determination that this measure is not applicable.  The 
URA self-assessment concludes that during this rating period, none of the cases 
described reached an appropriate stage for consideration of ADR techniques as 
contemplated by this performance measure. The reasoning given was that the 
cases were either already settled, dismissed, or on appeal. 
 
An opportunity for improvement would be to include consideration of ADR in any 
reassessment of case strategy.  Consideration should include whether mediation 
or other forms of ADR would be superior to litigation with respect to its ability to 
end the dispute amicably, cost-effectively, and/or with finality.  DOE litigation 
management requirements do not support a general rule or interpretation that 
there are stages of litigation when consideration of ADR is “appropriate”.   The 
assumptions associated with the measure identify two stages when, “at a 
minimum” consideration of ADR is timely; however, there is no indication that 
these are the only “stages” when consideration of ADR should be undertaken. 
 
Measure 12.3 For Cases Settled During the Rating Period, Percentage of Costs 

Avoided through Use of Mediation Costs Avoided through Use of 
Mediation 

 
DOE concurs with the URA self-assessment that no case settlement situations 
contemplated by this measure occurred during this rating period.  
 
Measure 12.4 Number and Significance of Innovative Improvements to 

Fermilab’s Litigation Management Program (such as low firm 
selection, evaluation and incentivization), Base on a Survey of 
Best Industry Practices 

  



DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. Three of four 
“innovations” described in the self-assessment were considered to be innovative.  
DOE considers the level of effort expended in identifying and implementing these 
changes to be commensurate with the low level of effort and cost historically 
associated with URA litigation.  The effectiveness of these innovations remains to 
be seen.   
 
DOE notes an opportunity for improvement related to on-site subcontracts.  
Recent experience has demonstrated that subcontractor certificates of insurance 
showing URA as an "additional insured” are inadequate protection of the 
government’s interests.  In the twelve months ending December 2000, three 
DOE-CH contractors have experienced denial of coverage/tender of defense by 
a subcontractors insurance carrier, including one at URA/Fermilab.    
 
Measure 13.1: Number of Matters Referred Back to the Contractor Due to 

Inadequate Legal Analysis 
 
DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding.  Based upon 
the examples in URA’s self-assessment, and confirmed by DOE representatives, 
it appears that the URA/Fermilab Legal Office is providing timely, sound, and 
thoroughly researched legal advice. 
 
Of particular note was the effort undertaken by the Legal Office to investigate and 
document the investigation of the alleged radiation exposure in the Holland 
litigation.  The ultimate withdrawal of both the lawsuit and the tort claim can be 
attributed to this excellent effort. 
 
For future improvement (whether of performance or just of the documentation of 
the self-assessment), we encourage URA to Involve the legal office more 
proactively and routinely in operational planning and decision-making to improve 
Divisional/Sectional compliance and effectiveness in executing operational 
responsibilities.  The proactive approach of providing routine legal contact should 
precede and extend beyond the legal office being simply receptive or supportive 
once legal issues arrive.  

 
Measure 13.2 Percentage of On-Time Responses to DOE-Requested Work 

Products 
 

DOE agrees with the URA Self-Assessment rating of Outstanding. URA’s self-
assessment reports timely submission of a variety of work products requested by 
DOE. 
 
Section I: Stakeholder Relations 
 
Measures 1.1 – 2.1  Communications and Community Involvement 

 



DOE agrees with the URA self-assessment rating of Outstanding. URA has 
established a successful communications and public involvement program at 
Fermilab.   The quality of communications has been superior. URA has treated 
community relations as a priority.  Responses to the DOE-Chicago 
Communications staff have been excellent. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Attachment 1 

 
Comments and Suggestions 

 
 



 
Comments and Suggestions 

 
The following list of comments and suggestions arose during the DOE review of 
the URA self-assessment.  URA should review and address these comments and 
suggestions as appropriate during the course of the year and for preparation of 
the FY 2001 self-assessment. 
 
• Develop a standardized approach and format for capturing the Fermilab self-

assessment for contract performance measures.  Ensure that all affected 
Fermilab organizations understand the performance expectations in the 
contract; methods, roles and responsibilities for assessing and reporting 
performance; and a consistent format for reporting on the measures in the 
self-assessment.  Preparation of the self-assessment should reflect guidance 
and methods available in DOE Order 413, so that assessments are supported 
by real data in Fermilab management systems.  (Section C) 

 
• Continue efforts to lower the rate and severity of injuries. (Section D, 

Measures 1.2 and 1.3) 
 
• Continue efforts and subcontractor oversight efforts in the area of 

environmental releases.  Additional focus needs to be placed on 
avoiding/minimizing future exceedences of the NPDES permits related to 
construction particularly.  This year provided continued evidence of the need 
to reemphasize the importance of compliance efforts.  DOE believed the 
measure was valuable enough to retain it in the URA contract for the FY 2001 
period. (Section F, Measure 1.3) 

 
• Evaluate the roles and participation of the URA/Fermilab Divisions and 

Sections in supporting the Affirmative Procurement program to ensure that 
the program as reported annually fully represents those organizations and 
that those organizations understand the requirements and expectations.  
Impose the Affirmative Procurement purchasing requirements on 
subcontractor organizations, as required by U.S. EPA. (Section F, Measure 
2.1) 

 
• Provide a description of how URA verifies the accuracy of FIMS data to arrive 

at a self-assessment rating for next year’s performance appraisal (Section G, 
Measure 1.1). 

 
• Use current data to determine the rating for improvements achieved.  Re-

evaluate the rating scale to determine whether the system can be simplified, 
whether the savings dollar values are achievable, and whether the point 
system if fair.  Options include:  continuing to use this measure; modifying this 
measure to make it reflect what will work at Fermilab; or developing other 
measures. (Section G, Measure 2.1) 



 
• Prepare a Labor Standards self-assessment during FY 2001.  (Section H, 

Measure 2.1) 
 
• Identify any efforts made to increase Diversity and/or what types of 

opportunities were available during the year to impact Diversity numbers.  
(Section H, Measure 4.1) 

 
• Prepare a written self-assessment on Diversity apart from information 

provided on the performance measures.  The self-assessment should include: 
• Effectiveness and outcomes of outreach/recruitment activities; 
• Description of the implementation of the Strategic Plan for Diversity; and 
• Description of Effectiveness of partnering with minority-serving institutions. 
A self-assessment should also identify Opportunities for Improvement and 
Actions to be implemented over the next performance year.  The self-
assessment should address lab-wide efforts rather than just those of the EO 
Office (Section H, Measure 4.2) 

 
• Develop Information Management performance measures and provide a 

thorough self-assessment report covering all areas of information 
management.  (Section H, Measure 8.1) 

 
• Examine the communication flow on contracts to ensure that adequate 

consensus and documentation by all affected organizations are available 
when required. (Section H, Measure 6.1) 

 
• Supplement Blanket Purchase Orders for outside legal counsel with written 

documentation of “Key Personnel” and other terms and conditions specific to 
the matter(s) at hand. (Section H, Measure 12.1) 

 
• Include consideration of Alternative Dispute Resolution (AD) in any 

reassessment of case strategy.  Consideration of ADR should include, at a 
minimum, whether mediation or other forms of ADR would be superior to 
litigation with respect to its ability to end the dispute amicably, cost-effectively, 
and/or with finality. (Section H, Measure 12.2) 

 
• Evaluate improvement mechanisms for protecting government and contractor 

interests in the event of a claim under subcontracts. (Section H, Measure 
12.4) 

 
• Involve the legal office more proactively and routinely in operational planning 

and decision-making to improve Divisional/Sectional compliance and 
effectiveness in executing operational responsibilities.  The proactive 
approach of providing routine legal contact should precede and extend 
beyond the legal office being simply receptive or supportive once legal issues 
arrive.  (Section H, Measure 13.1) 
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