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AWARD TERM PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION
This award term plan is the basis for the MSG EITA evaluation of the contractor’s performance and for presenting an assessment of that performance to the Term Determining Official (TDO).  Evaluation for term points will begin at the start of each order placed under this Indefinite Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) contract.  The basic contract period for EITA will be four years with the opportunity for three additional two-year award terms.  This award term plan provides the basis for determining if the contractor’s performance merits extensions to the contract performance period.  The total contract performance period will not extend past ten years. This plan describes the criteria and procedures to be used to assess the contractor’s performance and to determine if any award term is approved.  Extensions will be determined by the TDO with input from individual Program Offices’ based on metrics from individual orders.  Actual award term determinations and the methodology for determining the award term are unilateral decisions made solely at the discretion of the TDO.

Contract term extensions earned will be reflected in unilateral order modifications based upon the determination of the TDO.  The award term earned will be based upon review of the contractor’s performance against the criteria set forth in this plan.  The TDO may unilaterally change this plan prior to the beginning of an evaluation period.  Changes to this plan applicable to a current evaluation period will be incorporated by mutual consent of both parties.

2.0 ORGANIZATION

The award term organization consists of a Term Determining Official (TDO), an Award Term Review Board (ATRB), which consists of a Chairperson, Contracting Officer, a Recorder, other functional area representatives, and performance monitors. 

3.0 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILTIES

Term Determination Official (TDO)

The Executive Director of the Materiel Systems Group (MSG) is the TDO.  The TDO ensures any terms awarded accurately reflect the contractor’s performance. The TDO’s decision must be documented. If the TDO’s decision differs from the recommendation of the ATRB, rationale for the change will be documented in the file. A TDO letter will be sent to the contractor within a reasonable amount of time after the evaluation period.

Award Term Review Board (ATRB)

Evaluates the contractor’s overall performance for the award term evaluation period and recommends the earned term. Reviews performance monitor’s evaluation . May also recommend changes to the award term plan to the TDO (all unilateral changes must be approved by the TDO prior to the start of an evaluation period). The ATRB will prepare recommendation briefing (Interim Evaluation Reports and final recommendation) for the TDO’s consideration. Will provide results of interim reports to contractors. The ATRB is composed of only government personnel whose experience in acquisition allows them to analyze and evaluate the contractor’s overall performance.  The board consists of a chairperson, a contracting officer, and a recorder (at a minimum), should not include performance monitors.

ATRB Chairperson

The ATRB Chairperson is appointed by position by the TDO and selects the remaining ATRB members.  The ATRB Chairperson is responsible for briefing both the Interim Evaluation Report and the final recommendation to the ATRB. 

Contracting Officer (CO)

The CO is a member of the ATRB and is the liaison between the Government and the contractor.  The CO transmits TDO letters to the contractor.  The CO should notify the contractor in writing of any change(s) to the award-term plan, after TDO/ATRB Chairperson approval.

ATRB Recorder

ATRB Recorder is responsible for coordinating the administrative actions required by the TDO, ATRB, and Performance Monitors.

Performance Monitors

Performance Monitors provide the continuous evaluation of the contractors performance on individual task orders.  They are working-level specialists such as engineers, cost analysts, Quality Assurance Evaluators (QAE), or Contracting Officers’ Representative (COR) familiar with their assigned evaluation areas of responsibilities.   They should not be members of the ATRB.

Customer

The Customer is the Materiel Systems Group and/or Standard Systems Group Program Office as designated on individual Task Orders.

4.0 AWARD TERM PROCESSES
4.1 Timeline
Award Term Extension.  The four-year base for ordering may be unilaterally increased to reflect the outcome of the award term determination.  The total ordering period including extension will not exceed ten years and the minimum ordering period shall be less than four years.  If the contract term or ordering period has less than two years (not including the time the government takes to conduct the TDO evaluation process) the operation of the award term clause will cease and the ordering period will not extend beyond the term set at that time.  The contractor will have the opportunity to obtain two-year extensions to the contract, not to exceed a total of three two-year extensions.  Award term evaluations will occur as follows:

· At the end of Year 2 (Evaluation Period:  Years 1 & 2)

· At the end of Year 4 (Evaluation Period:  Years 3 & 4) 

· At the end of Year 6 (if awarded) (Evaluation Period:  Years 5 & 6)

Every effort will be made to ensure the award term decision briefing is presented to the award TDO within 30 days of the conclusion of the evaluation period.

An interim evaluation will occur annually.  The ATRB Recorder notifies each ATRB member and performance monitors 60 calendar days before the midpoint of the evaluation period.  Performance monitors submit their evaluation reports to the ATRB 30 calendar days after this notification.  The ATRB Chairperson determines the interim evaluation results and notifies the contractor of the findings of the current evaluation period.  

End-of-period evaluations.  The ATRB Recorder notifies each ATRB member and performance monitors 60 calendar days before the midpoint of the evaluation period.  Performance monitors submit their evaluation reports to the ATRB 30 calendar days after this notification.  The ATRB Chairperson prepares its evaluation report and award term recommendation.  The ATRB Chairperson briefs the evaluation report and recommendation to the TDO.  The TDO determines the award term decision at this time.  The CO issues a modification within 30 calendar days after the TDO determination if an award term is earned.

 

4.2 EITA Metrics
The EITA metrics collected for each award term determination will be from the evaluation periods stated above and their scores will range from 4 to -4.  The metric for the Socio-Economic goal is cumulative across all years.  All other metrics are non-comulative.  The EITA metrics for the award term determinations are:


Socio-Economic Goals


Schedule


Cost


Technical Performance


Customer Satisfaction

The Contractor’s achievement of socio-economic goals is derived from the number of actual dollars awarded to small businesses and Historically Underutilized Business Zones (HUBZones).  These dollar amounts will be provided by the Contractor annually via a Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL), contractor format acceptable.  The individual Government Program Office is responsible for tracking the accomplishments of each Contractor and deriving the Contractor’s socio-economic metric in accordance with Annex 1.

The schedule, cost, technical performance, and customer satisfaction metrics will be derived from individual Program Office task order evaluation of a contractor’s performance from the award term evaluation period.  To determine the average, the corresponding metrics from the task order evaluations in that evaluation period are averaged using the attached Annexes 2 and 3.  The scores from the Program Office metrics are summed, then divided by the number of task orders.
4.3 Requirements for Consideration for Award Term Extension
All extensions are determined unilaterally by the TDO.  The goal to earn an award term extension is 2.0 or higher for the five metrics (Reference Annex 3).  The EITA Office will be responsible for deriving the score for each metric from the socio-economic goals and the task order data.  The scores for each of the five metrics will be consolidated through averaging the task order scores.  No rounding will be done.

4.4Responsibilities
4.4.1Contractor Responsibilities

Contractor is responsible for reporting Socio-Economic metrics as reflected in Annex 4.
4.4.2 Individual Program Office Responsibility

Each individual Program Office is responsible for rating contractor performance (and maintaining metrics), as reflected in Annexes 2 and 3 attached hereto, except for Socio-Economic Goals.

4.4.3 EITA Office Responsibility

The EITA Office is responsible for obtaining and maintaining program metrics and will establish an Award Term Review Board (ATRB).    The EITA Manager will serve as Chair of the ATRB and is responsible for preparing the award term decision briefing (Reference Annex 3 for the briefing template).  The EITA Manager and Contracting Officer will review the metrics from Annex 3 with that Contractor prior to the award term decision briefing and any concerns will become part of the briefing.  The Award TDO will review the data presented in the award term decision briefing as well as any other pertinent data.  

5.0 AWARD TERM PLAN CHANGE PROCEDURES
The TDO may unilaterally change this plan prior to the beginning of an evaluation period.  In addition, the contractor may recommend changes to the plan no later than 30 days prior to the beginning of the new evaluation period. The contractor will be notified of changes to the plan by the CO, in writing, before the start of the affected evaluation period.  Changes to this plan that are applicable to a current evaluation period will be incorporated by the mutual consent of both parties. 








4 Annexes

1.   Task Order Evaluation Form

2.   Metrics for Award Term Determination

3.   Briefing Templates

4. Socio Economic Goals

Annex 1:  Task Order Evaluation Form
This is the form that will be completed for each task order annually by the Government Program Office and the task order customer.  This data will also be used for Annual Reviews.

TASK ORDER EVALUATION FORM

CONTRACTOR: _______________________________________________________

PROGRAM TASK ORDER NUMBER: ______________________________________

CUSTOMER: ___________________________________________________________

GOVERNMENT PROGRAM REPRESENTATIVE: ____________________________

REVIEW CYCLES/DATES COVERED: _______________________

(The remainder of this page intentionally left blank.)

Annex 2: Metrics for Award Term Determinations

The respective Program Office will be responsible for deriving the score for each metric from the socio-economic goals and the task order data.  The scores for each of the five metrics will be consolidated through averaging the task order scores as described in Paragraph 2.2.  No rounding will be done.  An Award Term Metrics Form (below) will be prepared for the contractor and will provide the basis for the information used to complete the briefing template.

AWARD TERM METRICS FORM:

CONTRACTOR:  __________________________

EVALUATION PERIOD:
YEARS 1 & 2____

YEARS 3 & 4____

YEARS 5 & 6____

NUMBER OF TASK ORDERS INCLUDED: _____________________

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE: __________________________

CONTRACTING OFFICER: _________________________________________

DATE REVIEWED WITH CONTRACTOR: _____________________
CONTRACTOR REPRESENTATIVE: __________________________
(The remainder of this page intentionally left blank.)

Grade Definitions:

Excellent:  Contractors performance of virtually all tasks is consistently noteworthy and provides numerous significant, tangible or intangible, benefits to the Government.  The few areas for improvement are all minor.  There are no recurring problems.  Contractors management initiates effective corrective action whenever needed.

Good:  Contractors performance of most contract tasks is better than adequate and provides some tangible benefits to the Government in several significant areas.  While the remainder of the contractor’s effort generally meets the contract requirements, areas requiring improvement are more than offset by better performance in other areas.

Satisfactory:  Contractor’s performance on most tasks is adequate with few tangible benefits to the Government due to contractor’s effort or initiative. Although there are areas of good or better performance, these are more or less offset by lower rated performance in other areas.

Marginal: Contractor’s performance of most tasks is inadequate and inconsistent. Quality, responsiveness, and timeliness in many areas require attention and action. Corrective actions have been taken and some are ineffective.   

Unsatisfactory: Contractor’s performance of most tasks is inadequate and inconsistent. Quality, responsiveness, and timeliness in many areas require attention and action. Corrective actions have not been taken or are ineffective.   

	1.  SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS - Has the Contractor satisfied socio-economic goals?

Considerations:  Small Businesses should receive 15% of the dollars awarded to the Contractor, of which 2 % must be to HUBZones.

The SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS metric is computed based upon the total dollars received by small businesses (including small disadvantaged, women-owned and veteran-owned businesses) for the rating period.

.
	SMALL BUSINESS

Greatly exceeded (more than 17%)

Exceeded (more than 15% but less than 17%)

Met (15%)

Making progress (Has corrective action plan, in process of implementing)

Unsatisfactory


	RATING
 4

 2

 0

-2

-4

 


	METRIC
	CUSTOMER RATING
	POINTS
	CUSTOMER COMMENTS

	2. Schedule

Did the Contractor meet the schedule promised to the Customer?
	Consistently delivered more quickly than schedule

Sometimes delivered more quickly than schedule, otherwise on schedule

Delivered on schedule

Informed Customer as soon as schedule problem was known, developed “get well” plan quickly; provided new schedule that was acceptable to the Customer; and delivered on time per accepted updated schedule

Did not deliver on schedule
	 4

 2

 0

-2

-4
	


	3.  Cost
Considerations may include staff turnover that adversely affects the task order, staff integration (within the contractor team), staff ability to team with government and other contractors.


	Customer received exceptional value for the price paid

Customer received good value for the price paid

Customer received average value for the price paid

Customer received marginal value for the price paid

Customer did not receive acceptable value for the price paid
	 4

 2

 0

-2

-4
	

	4.  Technical Performance

Considerations for technical performance include staff competence; technical issues adequately anticipated, identified and addressed; product quality; and innovations proposed to increase efficiency and/or effectiveness. 
	The Contractor’s technical performance was:

a. Excellent

b. Good

c. Satisfactory

d. Marginal

e. Unsatisfactory
	 4

 2

 0

-2

-4
	


	5.  Customer Satisfaction

Considerations:  Timing of staffing the task order; responsiveness to Customer; quality of the Customer’s experience with this Contractor; and would the Customer use this Contractor again?


	This Task Order was staffed:

a. More quickly than required in all cases

b. More quickly than required in most cases

c. Promptly and fully

d. Later than required

e. Too late to be of use

The Contractor

a. Proactively manages issues with minimal/no intervention required from the Customer

b. Very responsive to the Customer and addressed all issues in a satisfactory and professional manner (for example:  quickly identified corrective action and implemented it)

c. Responsive to the Customer and addressed all issues in a satisfactory and professional manner

d. Somewhat responsive to Customer and did not address all issues in a satisfactory and professional manner

e. Responsiveness unacceptable

Quality of Customer’s Experience with the Contractors on this task order:

a. Excellent

b. Good

c. Satisfactory

d. Marginal

e. Unsatisfactory

Would the Customer use this Contractor again?

a. Definitely Would

b. Most Likely Would

c. Probably Would

d. Probably Would Not

e. Definitely Would Not

TO DERIVE CUSTOMER SATISFACTION METRIC, AVERAGE THE ABOVE FOUR SCORES AND ENTER
	 4

 2

 0

-2

-4

 4

 2

 0

-2

-4

 4

 2

 0

-2

-4

 4

 2

 0

-2

-4
	


	METRIC

1. Socio-Economic Goals
Derived from an evaluation of achievement in the areas of Small Business and HUBZones.

Derived from SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS metrics from CDRL information corresponding to the award term evaluation period.

2. Schedule

Derived from average of the schedule metric from each active task order in the evaluation period

3. Cost

Derived from average of the cost metric from each active task order in the evaluation period

4. Technical Performance

Derived from average of the technical performance metric from each active task order in the evaluation period

5. Customer Satisfaction

Derived from average of the customer satisfaction metric from each active task order in the evaluation period

6. AVERAGE 

Derived from averaging of the five average scores of the metrics above


	AVERAGE SCORE
1.  _______________

2. _______________

3. _______________

4. _______________

5. _______________

6.  _______________


ANNEX 3:  BRIEFING TEMPLATE FOR AWARD TERM DETERMINATIONS
The Program Manager is responsible for preparing the briefing to support the Award Term Determination.  The following slides will be created for presentation to the TDO.  Notional data is included on the templates for notional Contractor A.  An issues chart will be included ONLY if there is an unresolved discrepancy between the Government and Contractor positions.
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ISSUES CHART EXAMPLE
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ISSUE:

 

CONTRACTOR A DOES NOT AGREE WITH HIS 

SCORE OF 2 IN THE COST METRIC, WHICH BRINGS HIS

AVERAGE SCORE BELOW 2.0.

 

ACTION TAKEN:

 

PROGRAM MANAGER REVIEWED CONTRACTOR A’s TASK

ORDER METRICS (INCLUDING JUSTIFICATIONS FOR SCORES)

AND HELD DISCUSSIONS WITH CUSTOMERS WHO SCORED

CONTRACTOR A AT 2.0 OR BELOW.

 

RECOMMENDATION:

 

CUSTOMERS HAD CONSISTENT OPINIONS REGARDING THE

VALUE OF CONTRACTOR A.  IN TERMS OF PRICE PAID,

THEREFORE RECOMMEND COST METRIC OF 2.0 STAND.

PROGRAM MANAGER WILL WORK WITH CONTRACTOR A TO

EXPLORE WAYS TO PROVIDE MORE VALUE FOR FUTURE TASK

ORDERS.

CONTRACTOR A:  COST METRIC ISSUE
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Annex 4:  Socio-Economic Goals
This is the form that will be completed for each offeror annually by the EITA Office.  The information used to complete this form will be obtained from the Contractor.  This data will also be used for Annual Reviews.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS FORM

CONTRACTOR: _________________________________________________________

REVIEW CYCLE/DATES COVERED: _______________________________________

AVERAGE SCORE: ________________

	  SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS - Has the Contractor satisfied socio-economic goals?

Considerations:  Small Businesses should receive 15% of the dollars awarded to the Contractor, of which 2 % must be to HUBZones.

The SOCIO-ECONOMIC GOALS metric is computed based upon the total dollars received by small businesses (including small disadvantaged, women-owned and veteran-owned businesses) for the rating period.


	SMALL BUSINESS

Greatly exceeded (more than 17%)

Exceeded (more than 15% but less than 17%)

Met (15%)

Making progress (Has corrective action plan, in process of implementing)

Unsatisfactory


	RATING
 4

 2

 0

-2

-4
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ISSUE:  

CONTRACTOR A DOES NOT AGREE WITH HIS 		SCORE OF 2 IN THE COST METRIC, WHICH BRINGS HIS AVERAGE SCORE BELOW 2.0.

ACTION TAKEN: 

PROGRAM MANAGER REVIEWED CONTRACTOR A’s TASK ORDER METRICS (INCLUDING JUSTIFICATIONS FOR SCORES) AND HELD DISCUSSIONS WITH CUSTOMERS WHO SCORED CONTRACTOR A AT 2.0 OR BELOW.

RECOMMENDATION: 

CUSTOMERS HAD CONSISTENT OPINIONS REGARDING THE VALUE OF CONTRACTOR A.  IN TERMS OF PRICE PAID, THEREFORE RECOMMEND COST METRIC OF 2.0 STAND. PROGRAM MANAGER WILL WORK WITH CONTRACTOR A TO EXPLORE WAYS TO PROVIDE MORE VALUE FOR FUTURE TASK ORDERS.

CONTRACTOR A:  COST METRIC ISSUE














