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Contract Nummber: DE-AC06-76R101830
Modification M407

1.1.5 Demonstrate the support and use of strong technical peer review processes to maintain the -
" quality of R&D programs and processes.

The weight of this indicator is 15%.

Description: This indicator demonstrates the Contractor’s support and use of peer review
processes to ensure the quality of its R&D programs, projects and initiatives.

Definitions: None.

Assumptions: None.

Performance Evaluation: The Contractor will report progress to the Pacific Northwest Site

Office (PNSO) point-of-contact (POC) and the DOE Office of Science Headquarters POC {to be
coordinated through the PNSO POC) as described in the indicator. This indicator will be
measured by the following:

I

Self-assessment of the current state of reviews across the Laboratory (5 points — Points will
be assigned based on how well the self assessment meets the following): The Contractor
will perform a self assessment across the Laboratory of FY 2003 and recent-past reviews of
internal and external rescarch programs by March 31, 2004. This self-assessment will
cover directorate reviews, technical peer reviews, and programmatic reviews. Information
covered in this self-assessment will describe the number, types, and timing of the reviews;
the most significant benefits seen from the reviews; and identify potential future best
practices. The Contractor will provide a writter: report of this self-assessment to the DOE
PNSO POC, who will coordinate it with DOE SC POC for the final evaluation.

Develop and deliver by September 30, 2004 (4 points - Points are awarded equally to the
following two deliverables):

a. Appropriate Standards-Based Management Systent and other materials, which describe
the conduct of self-directed and externally directed peer reviews at PNNE (2 points);

b. A plan for implementing this program in FY 2005 (2 points).

The PNNL Peer Review program should be designed to enable the Laboratery to realize the
full value of peer reviews, integrated into the Laboratory's Integrated Planning and
Assessment Management System, and incorporate contractor requirements and relevant
best practices, including integration, review and analysis of peer review results as
appropriate and useful.

The Implementation Plan will describe specific actions that the Laboratory will take inTY
2005 to remove gaps between current practice and the desired end-state to achieve “steady
state” implementation as well as how the effectiveness of implementation (i.e. Program
success) will be measured.

T'his effort will utilize findings from the FY 2004 self-assessment of peer review, and the
analysis of key FY 2004 internal peer review results (including DRC, LDRD, and lab level
initiative reports) and a sample of accessible external peer review results, The final
deliverable will include summary information from this analysis.

FY 2004 Review Schedule (1 points - points assigned will be based on how well the
schedule meets the following): The Contractor will provide the PNSO a list of ali known
EY 2004 reviews, and provide the PNSO updates of changes and newly scheduled reviews
in advance of their scheduled date. This initial review forecast for the year is due January
31, 2004

J-E-12
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Contract Number: DE-AC06-76R1L01830
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Total value points (10 total points possible) for this performance indicator will be the sum of all
the metrics identified above.

Outstanding: 8 - 10 points
Excellent: 6 - 7 points
Good: 4 - 5 points
Marginal: 2 - 3 points
Unsatisfactory: <2 points

Value points will be pro-rated within the ranges identified above.

1.2 Receive recognition of results that enhance the Laboratory’s and DOE’s reputation for
delivering science-based solutions

The weight of this objective is 20%.
1.2.1 Maximize the impact of the Laboratory’s peer-reviewed and other publications
The weight of this indicator is 50%.

Description: This indicator measures the Contractor's progress in maximizing the impact of its
peer-reviewed and other publications. The focus will be on optimizing the Contractor’s internal
culture to achieve significant publication impact.

Definitions: In order to optimize the Laboratory’s publication impact, key publication
information wili be tracked, reported, and evaluated by the Contractor via a Publication
Advisory Commiitee {PAC). The key publication information ‘set’ utilized by the PAC is
below. Other picces of information and input from the Council of Fellows may also be
considered.
e Number of publications:
% Total number of peer-reviewed publications and total number of journal publications
for the Laboratory (see assumption 1}.
> Total Laboratory peer-reviewed publications reported as a function of disciplines as
they are defined by ISL
e Citations (The following can be done as long as the Laboratory publications have enough
criteria to fall in the top 1% for that discipline).
% The average citations per peer reviewed publication per ISI discipline.
> I'he number of highly cited peer reviewed publications per IS] discipline.
> Fraction of highly cited peer reviewed publications per IST discipline.
% The number of “hot” papers as defined by ISI.
o Joumal rank:
3 Publications according to journal impact factor.
‘Fotal Top 5 ranked publications (and percentage of journal publications in the Top 5).
Total Top 10 ranked publications (and percentage of journal publicatiens in the Top
10).
¥ Total {and percentage of) documents with Impact Factor Score listing.

3
»
AY
)

Assumptions:
«  Data from ISI will be used in collecting publication information for the Laboratory and

other institutions for comparison purposes. ISI tools will also be used to collect data such
as journal impact factors and rankings by citation.

»  Use of the ISI alert will be considered to deterine the tatal number of peer-reviewed
publications for the Laboratory in order to minimize cost, The IS! alert includes peer-
reviewed and non-peer reviewed publications; however, the contribution of non-peer
reviewed publications to the total amount of publications is reported to be small and should
1ot skew the tatals significantly. I it is later determined there is a larger than expected

I.E-13
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Attachment
Contract Number: DE-AC06-T6RL0O1830
Modification M407
contribution from non-peer reviewed publications (greater than 5%}, this indicator will be
modified.
«  The Contractor will track, report, and evaluate key publication information to understand
the Laboratory’s publication impact and to inform possible process changes to maximize
that impact.

Performance Evaluation: The Contractor will report progress to the Pacific Northwest Site

Office (PNSO) point-of-contact (POC) and the DOE Office of Science Headquarters POC (to be

coordinated through the PNSO POC) as described in the indicator. This indicator will be

measured by the following:

|. Publication Advisory Committee (2 points - points assigned will be determined by the
PNSO and HQ SC POC’s based on how well the following is met): The Laboratory will
charter and hold the first meeting of the Publication Advisory Committee (PAC) by
February 13, 2004. This committee will provide recommendations to the Laboratory
Director on ways to optimize the Contractor’s peer-reviewed publication culture to achieve
significant publication impact, The PNSO POC ora delegate will participate in PAC
meetings.

2. FY 2003 Retrospective Publication Review (3 points - points assigned will be determined
by the PNSO and HQ SC POC’s based on how well this review meets the following): The
PAC will hold a refrospective review of publications for FY 2003 (using the information
described in the Definitions for publications measures section as well as other input seurces
such as the Council of Fellows), determine the status of publication impact for FY 2003 to
form a baseline for future years comparison and provide a short written report of the review
results with recommendations for optimization to the Laboratory Directer and the DOE
POCs by March 30, 2004,

3. Current-Year Reporting and Review (2 points - points assigned will be determined by the
PNSO and HQ SC POC’s based on how well the quarterly reports meet the following): The
PAC will report quarterly (starting January 30, 2004) to the PNSO POC, the information
listed under Definitions for publications measures, as appropriate, for FY 2004
publications. This reporting will also be done through the standing process for reporting
progress against the PEMP.

4. Yecar-End Reporting (5 point - points assigned will be determined by the PNSO and HQ SC
POCs). At year end, the PAC will prepare a short written status report on FY 2004
publication impact with recommendations for optimizing the peer reviewed publication
culture to achieve increased impact in future years.

Total value points { 12 total pessible) for this Performance Indicator will be the sum of all the
metrics identified above.

OQutstanding: 10 -12 points
Excellent; 8 - 9 points
Good: 6 - 7 points
Marginal: 4 - 5 points
Unsatisfactory: <4 points

Value points wil be pro-rated within the ranges identified above.

Determine science and technology impact through awards and recognition

The weight of this indicator is 50%.

Description: This indicator wili be measured based on the overall sum of the weighted scores of

awards won (see listing below). Weightings (value points) were based on the S&T reputation of
the award(s).

J-E-14
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Measures:
Award and Recognition Value/Each

National/International Academies

National Academy of Science membership 40

National Academy of Engineering membership 40

American Academy of Arts and Sciences membership 30

Other (as mutually agreed to by the Contractor & PNSO} 5/10
Professional Society Awards

National Awards and Fellowships ) 5

Regional 3

Other (as mutually agreed to by the Contractor & PNSO) 1/3/5
Government Awards

E.O. Lawrence (DOE) 25

Presidential Early Career Science and Engineering (DOE-SC) 15

Homer H. Lowry (DOE-FE) 15

FLC 5

Other (as mutually agreed to by the Contractor & PNSO) 173/5
Industry Awards

R&D 100 5

Other prestigious awards {TR 100, Scientific American 50, Best of 3

Small Tech, others)

Other (as mutually agreed to by the Contractor & PNSO) 1/3/5

Performance Evaluation:

Qutstanding: 105 - 125

Excellent: 85-104
Good: G5 - 84
Marginal: 45 - 64

Unsatisfactory: <44

Value points will be pro-rated within the ranges jdentified above.

1.3 Customer evaluation of quality of science and technology

The weight of this Objective is 50%.

Objective 1.3 shall provide 2 subjective measure of the overall effectiveness/performance in quality of
science and technology as viewed by the DOE HQ Office of Science’s (SC), other cognizant HQ
Program Offices, and major customers for programs/projects, Program/project activities objectively
measured by other indicators within this outcome, shall be evaluated as appropriate under each
indicator and may also be evaluated here to provide an overall (ebjective and subjective) evaluation of

that program/project activity.
prog pro] ¥

The evaluations under this objective may also cover other

program/project activities not otherwise evaluated via specific indicators within this outcome. It
should be noted that the appropriate HQ program office’s or major customer’s will be consulted and
shall contribute as appropriate to the ratings assigned to the specific program/project indicators
identified under objectives 1.1 and 1.2 within this outcome.

The PNSO shall work closely

with each HQ program office or major customet throughout the year and

al year-end in evaluating the Contractor’s performance and witl provide PNSO observations regarding
programs and projects conducted by the Contractor throughout the year. The contribution to the
overall rating from each of the HQ Program Offices and major customers identified below has been

weighted as follows

J-E-15
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s Office of Science (SC)' (30%) _

e  Office of Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation (DNN) (20%)

s Office of Intelligence (IN) (5%)

»  Office of Counterintelligence (CN) (5%)

+  Department of Homeland Security (DHS) {10%)

«  Assistant Secretary for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) (10%)
o Assistant Secretary for Fossil Energy (FE) (10%})

e Department of Environmental Management (10%)

Measures: HQ Program Office or Customer reviewers will evaluate the overall quality of the research
performed. Depending on the nature of the program, reviewers should consider the following.

Science: Success in producing original, creative scientific output that advances fundamental
science and opens important new areas of inquiry; success in achieving sustained progress and
impaci on the field, and recognition from the scientific commurity, including awards, peer-
reviewed publications, citations, and invited talks.

Technology: Whether there is a solid technical base for the work; the intrinsic technical
innovativeness of the research; the importance of contributions made to the scientific and
engineering knowledge base underpinning the technology program,; and recognition from the
technical community.

Performance Evaluation: The overall performance rating for this objective will be determined by -
multiplying the overall value points assigned by each of the program offices/major customers
identified above by the weightings identified for each and then summing them (see Table 1.2). Each
HQ office will be asked to provide both an adjectival rating and rating value points as outlined within
Table 1.3. Should a HO office only provide an adjectival rating for overall performance {no rating
value points provided), the value point scale outlined in Figure 1-1 shall apply. The summed value
points earned will then compared to Table 1.3 to determine the adjectival rating for this objective. 1f
ane or more of the HQ Offices chooses to not provide an evaluation for this objective, then the
weighting assigned to those HQ Offices shall be proportionately distributed among the remaining HQ
office weights.

' Note: Inorder to provide the Office of Science sufficient information for making an informed
decision of the Laboratory's performance, the following supplementary summary information
will be required from the Contractor for all SC funded research:

e The executive summaries from all retrospective peer reviews during the rating period for
Office of Science funded research.

e ‘Fhe total number of invention report filings {or expected filings) for project work done
during the rating period for Office of Science funded research.

e The total number of technical awards during the rating period for Office of Science
funded research, or the Contractor may optionally choose to identify significant awards
received during the rating period from SC funded research.

e The total number of presentations of scientific results to national or international
audiences during the rating period for Office of Science funded research, or the
Contractor may optionally choose to identify the most significant presentations to
national or international audiences during the rating period for Office of Science funded
research.

»  Summary publication information as described in metric 1.2.1 for Office of Science
funded research. .

e Total number and identity of collaborations for Office of Science funded research, or the
Contractor may optionaily choase to identity significant institutional collaborations for
Oflfice of Science funded research,
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