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EvsNation of'Pmoosais

Proposa1swere :receivedfrom the followingfirm,:

Midwest Research Institute (MlU) - MRf. a non-profit org;aniution. proposed with two
subcontractors. The subcontractors teaming with :MRJwere the non-profit Battelle Memorial
Institute and the for-profit Bec;btd N.a1ionalInc. Botb subcontractors will be contributing key
personnel to the co~ effort.

Science Applications JuterDatiowd Corporation (SAIC) NRJ~ IDe. ~SAlC NRE~ Inc., a.
for-profit organization,.proposed with two other foe-profit contractors. The subcontractors
teaming with SAlC W«e Anted Si~ Inc. and Arthur D. Little Enterprises, lnf;. Both
mbeon.trKtOCSwiDbecootn"budng key personnel to the CO~ effort.

Sustainable Energy Solutions, LLC (SES)-SES proposed as a fue-profit Limited Liability
Corpomtion consisting of three for-profit companies. CH2M HILL Companies7LTD. is the
majority member and SRI Intemational1nc:.and Thermo EectTo!1.Corporation are minority
members. All organizations proposed contributing keypersonne'l to contract performance.

As provided in the RFP. the Board reviewed the proposals to de-:ermineifany were so grossly or
obviously deficient as to not merit fUrtherevaluation. The Beanl determined that all of the
proposals submitted were capable offUrthe.revaluation. lnaddition. the Board determined tbcttan
three proposals met the quufitation critaia..

MUtesubmission.ofwriwm. p:roposab. each offeror made an orW~on to the Board. The
Boani ew!uated the written proposals and the oral presentations in accordance with the
evifuarion maors set forth in tnesoiicitation. Subsequent to the evaJuationof technical and
~ proposals, the Board evaluated cost with the ~nce of' a Cost An~ who
reviewed the cost proposals against the cost factors set forth in ~edion Nt of the RFP.

The RF.Pinformed offerors that DOE irrrendedto award without discussions. The Board
determined tbataJlproponlsprovided a firmbasis upon which tocondua a fun ud
evaluation of the proponls. Thet'e is sufficientinformation oontdned in the proposals to make an
informed decision for a.ward'Withoutconduaing discussions.

The Board reviewed each offeror.s Organizational ContIkts ofItlterest (OCI) represemanons.
findingno evidence of m ocr for any offeror.

Accordingly. 1 have accepted the Source EV21uatJODReport pTep u-ed by the SEBas a sound basis
for a.selection decision. I consider the evaluation aDd 'findings of the SEB. as presented in the
Source Evaluation Report" to be thorough and ~$tent withth: evaluation criteria :setforth in
the solicitanon.
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Se1ection

Based on the information contained in the Source Evaluation Report, 'Wbichwas presented to me
on September 24. 1998, my review of the proposals, my attendan:e at all of the onI
~ntations, and my own independent judgement. I. as the Sour::e Selection Official in
accordance with Section M of the RFP" select the Midwest 1lesesrch Institute team" which
mcludesMlU, Battelle, and BechteL to perfonn the management md operating contract for the
NationalRenewable.Energy Ubomory.in Golden, Colorado, be<ausc the:MRI team provides the
best ovemUvafue to the Government. My decision is based on We MR.Iteam having the clearly
superior proposal. The MR.l team bad the highest ratedtechnial proposal by a significant margin
at an evaJuated cost (i.e., proposed cost of tmnsition. adequacy 0 ffinancial systems. and
magnitude of the fee discount1 that is substantiallythe same as"c r IDweTthan, the evaluated cost
of the other offerors. The MRI team's proposal was evaluated ~ good as. or better than. every
other proposal on eacb tedurica1andm<magementfactor and subJ3.ctor.

What judged against the technical and managementevaluation criteria,aJI proposal" received
represent adequate approaches for the individualmau.gementphilosopmes proposed. However,
the MRI team's proposal offered the most advantageous combimtion of approach. leadership. and
effectiveorganization to manage and operate NREL and meet tn<:requirements oftbe Statement
of Work. The MRI team's management approach was judged ex;eptional because it balanced the
neerlsofNREL between fe$CITchand facilitatmgdeployment, wtile offering a sound approach to
accomplishingaUwork requirements u setoUt in tbe Statement (1fWork. The MIU team's
proposal clearly provides the best approach in terms of operation 11effectiveness. The"MRI teamfs
approach meets or exceeds all RFP requirements. Its mamgemertt team and proposed
organization provides the highest probability for successiWoperation ofN.REL. In addition,
'M1U'sCorpor.ateExpet'ience and Puz Perlonmm.cewas judged t:xceptionaland they also
proposed a.tranSition plan that MDprovide a logical and efficient transition. FunheT. the:MlU
teamwasthe omyo:tTerorthathad no ratingforanycriterionor $ubcriterionbelow..Acceptable, CO>

based upon its strengths and weaknesses.

In addition to technical and rrwmgement con,iderations. cost wa~ also aconsiderarion m my
decision. The cost portion of the Board's report addressed the adequacy of the ofTerors' financi.s1
systems. The reasonableness and realism of the proposed costs, includingthe proposed cost for
the transition period, and the magnitude of the fee discount metors were also evaluated and the
data was included in the cost portion of the Board's report. F~ .iiscoum faCtorswere proposed
by an ofFeror:s.The &ctors, when considered against the differen:es in fi= for for-profit and non-
profit contnlctors~result in the MRI proposal offeringthe lowest fee. The ttanSition costs
proposed by each of the otrerors were considered fe3SonabJe. r f nd that all offerors' financial
systemswere adequate. In conclusion, the l\IRI's teamproposm offers the second lowest
estimated transition cost and the greatest overall fee discount toDOE.
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0Cl was also a consideration in m.yselectiondecision.. Upon.re\ ie'N oftbe OCTdisclosure
statements submittedby' all off'eron. I hereby determine that no< .ft'erorhas a.current or potentia!
conflict.

In summary~based Oftmy review anda.ssessmem of an proposals in accordance with the specified
evaluation criteria. 1hereby select the .MRltam proposal for &'\)..ardof's ~ as it offers the
best overall value to tbeDepa.r:tment of Energy.

~~- ~~6
J M. Anderson Date

ource Selection Official
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