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1.
INTRODUCTION

This award fee plan is the basis for Joint Interface Control Officer (JICO) Support System (JSS) Program evaluation of the Contractor’s performance and for presenting an assessment of that performance to the Fee Determining Official (FDO). It describes specific criteria and procedures used to assess the Contractor’s performance and to determine the amount of award fee earned. Actual award-fee determinations and the methodology for determining award fee are unilateral decisions made solely at the discretion of the Government. The award fee earned will be provided to the Contractor through contract modifications and is in addition to Firm Fixed Price, Time and Materials, Cost Reimbursement provisions in the contract.  The award fee earned and payable will be determined by the FDO based upon review of the Contractor’s performance against the criteria set forth in this plan.  The FDO may unilaterally change this plan prior to the beginning of an evaluation period.  The Contracting Officer (CO) will notify the Contractor in writing of any changes to the plan prior to the start of the affected evaluation period.  Changes to this plan that are applicable to a current evaluation period will be incorporated by mutual consent of both the Government and the Contractor. Any unearned Award Fee from one period may be rolled forward a maximum of 1 award period at the sole discretion of the FDO and if the rollover does not affect the reprogramming of funds due to fiscal law constraints.

2.
ORGANIZATION

The award fee organization consists of the Fee Determining Official (FDO); an Award Fee Review Board (AFRB), which consists of a chairperson, the CO, a recorder, other functional area participants, and advisor members; and the performance monitors.  The FDO, AFRB members, and performance monitors are all listed in Annex 1.

3.
RESPONSIBILITIES

a. Fee Determining Official.  The FDO approves the award fee plan and any significant changes.  The FDO reviews the recommendation(s) of the AFRB, considers all pertinent data, and determines the earned-award fee amount for each evaluation period.

b. Award Fee Review Board.  AFRB members review performance monitors’ evaluations of the Contractor’s performance, consider all information from pertinent sources, prepare interim performance reports, and arrive at an earned award fee recommendation to be presented to the FDO.  The AFRB may also recommend changes to this plan.

c. AFRB Recorder. The AFRB recorder is responsible for coordinating the administrative actions required by the performance monitors, the AFRB, and the FDO, including: (1) receipt, processing and distribution of evaluation reports from all required sources; (2) scheduling and assisting with internal evaluation milestones, such as briefings; and (3) accomplishing other actions required to ensure smooth operation of the award fee determination process. 

d. Contracting Officer.  The Contracting Officer is the liaison between Contractor and Government personnel.  

e. Performance Monitors.  Performance monitors maintain written records of the Contractor’s performance in their assigned evaluation area(s) so that a fair and accurate evaluation is obtained.  They prepare mid-term and end-of-period evaluation reports as directed by the AFRB.

4.
AWARD FEE PROCESS

a.  Available Award Fee Amount. The available award fee for each evaluation period is shown in Annex 2.  The award fee earned will be paid based on the Contractor’s performance during each evaluation period. 

b.  Evaluation Criteria. If the CO does not give specific notice in writing to the Contractor of any change to the evaluation criteria prior to the start of a new evaluation period, then the same criteria listed for the preceding period will be used in the following award-fee evaluation period. Any changes to the evaluation criteria will be made by revising Annex 3 and notifying the Contractor.  

c.  The AFRB. The AFRB may also recommend any significant changes to the award fee plan for FDO approval.  Changes to the next award period will be submitted sixty (60) calendar days before the end of the evaluation period.  Changes for later periods can be included as part of the End-of-Period Evaluations. The FDO makes a decision within thirty (30) calendar days.  If the award fee plan is changed, the CO will issue a contract modification within fifteen (15) calendar days after the FDO’s decision.  

 d.  Mid-Term Evaluations.  The Government will conduct mid-term evaluations.  The AFRB Recorder notifies each AFRB Performance Monitor and PMO team member fourteen (14) calendar before the mid-point of the evaluation period (generally the three-month point).  Performance Monitors and PMO team members submit their evaluation report to the AFRB Recorder seven (7) calendar days after the mid-point of the evaluation period.  The AFRB Recorder, Program Manager, and CO prepares a Mid-Term Feedback Report to be provided to the Contractor.  No formal AFRB will be convened.  The Mid-Term Evaluation Report is for the purposes of monitoring and tracking Contractor progress and providing the Contractor feedback prior to the end-of-period evaluations.

e.  End-of-Period Evaluations.  The Government will conduct end-of-period evaluations.  The AFRB Recorder notifies each AFRB member and performance monitor fourteen (14) calendar days before the end of the evaluation period.  Performance monitors submit their evaluation reports to the AFRB seven (7) calendar days after the end of the evaluation period.  The AFRB prepares its evaluation report and recommendation of earned award fee.  The AFRB briefs the evaluation report and recommendation to the FDO. The FDO determines the overall grade and earned-award fee amount for the evaluation period within forty-five (45) calendar days after each evaluation period.  The FDO letter informs the Contractor of the earned-award fee amount.  The CO issues a contract modification within fifteen (15) calendar days after the FDO’s decision is made authorizing payment of the earned-award fee amount.  

f.  Contractor’s Self-Assessment.  When the Contractor chooses to submit a self-evaluation, it must be submitted to the CO within five (5) working days after the end of the evaluation period.  This written assessment of the Contractor’s performance throughout the evaluation period may also contain any information that may be reasonably expected to assist the AFRB in evaluating the Contractor’s performance.  The Contractor’s self-assessment may not exceed five (5) pages (single-sided).  Schedule permitting, the Contractor may be given the opportunity to brief the FDO on their own self-assessment.  The CO will notify the Contractor two (2) weeks prior to the scheduled briefing of the FDO. 

5.
AWARD FEE PLAN CHANGE PROCEDURE

All significant changes are approved by the FDO; the AFRB Chairperson approves other changes.  Examples of significant changes include changing evaluation criteria, adjusting weights to redirect Contractor’s emphasis to areas needing improvement, and revising the distribution of the award-fee dollars.  The Contractor may recommend changes to the CO no later than 60 days prior to the beginning of the new evaluation period. After approval, the CO shall notify the Contractor in writing of any change(s).  Unilateral changes may be made to the award-fee plan if the CO before the start of the upcoming evaluation period provides the Contractor written notification.  Changes effecting the current evaluation period must be by mutual agreement of both parties.

6.
CONTRACT TERMINATION

If the contract is terminated for the convenience of the Government after the start of an award fee evaluation period, the award fee deemed earned for the period shall then be determined by the FDO using the normal award fee evaluation process.  After termination for convenience, the remaining award fee amounts allocated to all subsequent award fee evaluation periods cannot be earned by the Contractor and, therefore, shall not be paid.

ANNEX 1

AWARD FEE ORGANIZATION
Members
Organization
Fee Determining Official:
NI

Award Fee Review Board Chairperson:
NI3

Award Fee Review Board Members:


Chief Network Management
NI3N


JSS Program Manager
NI3N


Chief Engineer 
NI3


Contracting Officer*
NI3


Recorder*
NI3


Financial Management Staff Member
NI3


Office of the Staff Judge Advocate
JA

Area of Evaluation
Performance Monitor(s)

Program/Subcontract Management**
NI3N


Technical** 

NI3N


System Engineering**
NI3N

Software**

NI3N

Test**


NI3N

Integration**

NI3N

Logistics**

NI3N

Training**

NI3N

Schedule**
NI3N


Cost**

NI3

* Mandatory members

** The contractor shall propose technical areas that correspond to their IPT and/or Control Account Manager structure.

ANNEX 2

AWARD FEE ALLOCATION BY EVENT BASED EVALUATION PERIODS

The Government will determine, after receipt of proposals and before contract award, the event based evaluation periods, using as a guideline, event based periods proposed by the Contractor in Table 3-7 IAW the Integrated Master Plan (IMP)/Integrated Master Schedule (IMS).  At least one, but not more than two, event based evaluation periods will occur in one calendar year.  

Determination of the percentage of the award fee pool available for each period is a unilateral decision of the Government.  The award fee earned by the Contractor will be determined at the completion of evaluation periods shown below.  The percentage and dollars shown corresponding to each period is the maximum available-award-fee amount that can be earned during that particular period.  

	Event Based Evaluation Period*
	From*
	To*
	Available Award Fee*

	Award Period 1 
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period 2
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period 3
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period 5
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period 6 
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	Award Period N
	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004

	
	
	
	

	TOTAL


	
	
	CLIN 0003

CLIN 0004


The total available award fee pool equals the amount stated in Section B of the contract at the time of the Phase 2 JSS option contract award.  Once the Events and significant accomplishments for each period have been determined, the Government with inputs from the Contractor will determine the percentage of the fee pool available for each award fee period.  The Government intends to place a larger percentage of the fee pool for the period that includes the detailed design review (equivalent to Critical Design Review) and for the period that includes the Phase 2 Contractor Acceptance Test to motivate Contractor Performance for a successful Milestone C decision.

*Subject to change following receipt of proposals but before contract award.

ANNEX 3

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

The criteria to be evaluated are listed below. The specific scores (equal to the percent of available award fee) are subjectively assigned based on the AFRB’s recommendation. 

a.  Schedule.  The Schedule evaluation will be based on the Significant Accomplishments (SAs) and Program Events (milestones) that are listed in Table 3-7 and are scheduled to be completed during the award fee period according to the baseline program schedule defined in the IMS.  For a scheduled accomplishment or event to be considered complete, the Government must agree that the accomplishment or event is closed in a satisfactory manner IAW contract requirements. The Schedule Performance area evaluation process is defined in Table 3-2.  Each Event and significant accomplishments will be weighted from (1-10) to reflect its relative importance.  One (1) is the least important and 10 is the most important.  The contractor will recommend the Events and SAs from the IMS to determine the Schedule award for each period.  SAs and Program events that are not completed during the award period will be automatically rolled forward to the next period.  Future revisions to the list of Events and significant accomplishments including the relative weightings shall be submitted with the Contractor’s self-assessment for the period.  

b.  Technical Performance.  The Technical Performance evaluation will be based on the quality and the impact (positive or negative) of the completed accomplishments on the program.  Particular emphasis is placed on continuous, comprehensive, and disciplined systems engineering, which includes interface engineering and control, and supports system interoperability.  Impacts on the program schedule, risk and cost will be considered.  The level of Government attention and applied resources required to maintain progress toward achieving program objectives including the ability to organically sustain the system will also be considered.  Additionally, the impact of any accomplishments not completed IAW the IMS may be included in the assessment.  Particular emphasis will be placed on 1) Technical Guidance, 2) Technical Progress and Performance, 3) System Engineering – (Engineering Analyses, Interoperability), 4) Software and Database Design and Implementation, 5) Contractor Test Plans, Processes, and Execution, 7) Security and Accreditation, 7) Human Factors, 8) Logistics and Training. The subjective grades used to evaluate the Contractor in the Technical Performance area are Excellent, Very Good, Satisfactory, and Unsatisfactory.  After an evaluation grade is determined, a percentage score is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade shown in Table 3-1. The Technical Performance area evaluation grades are defined in Table 3-3.  

c.  Management Performance.  The Management Performance evaluation will be based on an analysis of the Contractor’s: 1) Management Involvement, Responsiveness, and Communication, 2) Management and Subcontractor Management, Planning, and Analysis, 3) Risk Management, 4) Working Environment and Processes, 5) Program Website Maintenance, 6) Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), Task Change Proposals (TCPs), and Contract Change Proposals (CCPs), 7) Implementation and execution of Earned Value Management System.  The Contractor will receive a subjective evaluation grade for the Management area for each award fee period.  After an evaluation grade (Excellent, Very Good, Satisfactory, or Unsatisfactory) is determined, a percentage score is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade shown in Table 3-1.  The Management area evaluation grades are defined in Table 3-4.

d.  Cost Performance.  The Cost Performance evaluation will be based on an analysis of the Contractor’s cost control with emphasis on 

1) Cumulative CPI and 2) the Cost Reports.  The Contractor will receive a subjective evaluation grade for the Cost area for each award fee period.  After an evaluation grade (Excellent, Very Good, Satisfactory, or Unsatisfactory) is determined, a percentage score is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade shown in Table 3-1.  The Cost Performance evaluation grades are defined in Table 3-5.  

EVALUATION CRITERIA WEIGHTS

For each evaluation period, the relative importance, and therefore weights of evaluation criteria will change based on the accomplishments.  For instance, implementing well-structured management processes along with technical performance is of the utmost importance during the initial evaluation period with schedule following in importance for delivery of the system.  Therefore, this Award Fee Plan is flexible in that it has the ability to change weights across the four criteria from evaluation period to evaluation period.  The performance criterion range weights are presented in Table 3-6.

Table 3-1.  Evaluation Grade Score Ranges

	Evaluation Grade
	Score Range 

(Score = percent fee)

	Excellent
	(90-100)

	Very Good 
	(75-89)

	Satisfactory
	(51-74)

	Unsatisfactory
	(0)


Overall unsatisfactory performance shall not earn an award fee

Table 3-2.  Schedule Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions

	Schedule performance will be evaluated using Table 3-7.  Each Event and/or significant accomplishment within an award fee period is given a weighting factor (Wf) prior to the start of the award fee period.  The Wf is from 1-10 and is assigned by the Government with input from the contractor.  The Wf reflects the relative importance and impact of the significant accomplishment within an award fee period.  The Wf points (1-10) are earned only if the event or significant accomplishment is completed.  No Wf points will be given for a partially completed events or significant accomplishment.   In special situations, the Government may award Wf points for partially completed SA or accomplishment – e.g., when delays occur due to external factors.  The grade will be defined by Wf earned/ Wf available.  Where the Wf earned is the sum of the Weights of the events and significant accomplishments that were actually completed and the Wf available is the total sum of the weights that were planned to be completed in that period.  


Table 3-3.  Technical Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	1
	No Government technical guidance or direction is required beyond normal Government/Contractor collaboration.
	Some Government technical guidance or direction is required beyond normal Government/Contractor collaboration.  The Contractor resolves questionable areas to the Government’s satisfaction. 
	Moderate Government technical guidance and direction is required beyond normal Government/Contractor collaboration.  The Contractor resolves questionable areas to the Government’s satisfaction after several iterations. 
	Substantial Government technical oversight and direction is required outside normal Government/Contractor collaboration.  The Contractor sometimes does not resolve questionable areas to the Government’s satisfaction. 



	2
	The technical progress and/or performance exceeds expectations.
	Technical progress and/or performance meets expectations. No deviations or waivers are requested for Contractor omissions or errors.  Few deficiencies exist, and the aggregate has no impact. 
	Technical progress and/or performance meets expectations. No deviations or waivers are requested for Contractor omissions or errors.  There are few deficiencies and the aggregate has minor impact.
	There is almost no technical progress and/or performance. A significant amount of the work is incomplete, incorrect or fails to comply with the contract requirements. There are many deficiencies.  Deficiencies adversely impact technical performance. 


Table 3-3  (cont.) Technical Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions 

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	3
	System engineering establishes a fully integrated team with other engineering disciplines and with the Government.  Technical requirements are fully understood.  Trade studies are thorough and positively impact the program. Design or performance problems are anticipated due to systematic routine technical evaluations and analyses and acted upon to eliminate adverse impact.  Corrections are minor in nature and are expeditiously resolved. Government is given full insight into engineering analyses and execution. The Contractor establishes and continuously employs, throughout the entire system engineering team, including the subcontractors, a comprehensive and multi-disciplined set of system engineering practices.  System engineering efforts include identification, definition and control of all interfaces.  System engineering proactively supports system-of-systems analysis, execution, integration and interoperability.  


	System engineering works effectively with other engineering disciplines and the Government. Little clarification of technical requirements is required.  Trade studies are timely and virtually eliminate adverse impacts to the program. Design or performance problems are anticipated due to technical evaluations and analyses and usually acted upon to eliminate any adverse impact.  Design or performance problems usually have minimal impact and are resolved in a reasonable amount of time.  Government is given full insight into engineering analyses and execution. System engineering practices are embraced and employed throughout most of the system engineering team, including Subcontractors.  The Contractor identifies, defines, and controls most required interfaces.  System engineering activities are conducted in support of system-of-systems analysis, execution, integration and interoperability. 
	System engineering usually works with other engineering disciplines and the Government. Sometimes considerable clarification of technical requirements is required.  Trade studies are adequate to ensure that impacts are kept to a minimum. Most design or performance problems are anticipated and acted upon.  Design or performance problems have moderate impact and are resolved in a moderate amount of time.  Government is given full insight into engineering analyses and execution. System engineering practices are employed by some of the system engineering team, including Subcontractors.  The Contractor identifies, defines, and controls most required interfaces.  System engineering activities are conducted in support of analysis, execution, integration and interoperability.  
	The working relationship between Contractor system engineering, other engineering disciplines and the Government is inadequate.  Requirements are poorly understood.  Trade studies lack both rigor and value added. Design and performance problems occur frequently, engineering analyses are inadequate.  Design and performance problems have adverse impact and are not resolved in a reasonable amount of time.  The Contractor is unable or unwilling to anticipate problems and provide Government with technical information. The Contractor is unwilling or unable to establish an empowered, robust system engineering team. Substantial Government resources and intervention are required to supplement the Contractor’s system engineering team in order to mitigate or resolve interface and interoperability issues.  If left unresolved, these issues would adversely impact system technical performance.


 Table 3-3  (cont.) Technical Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions 

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	4
	The software design and database design and implementation conform to the best-accepted practices of software design and development.  Software productivity efficiencies are realized that favorably impact program cost/schedule and performance.  The software and database architecture, design and implementation are flexible.  Changes are easily incorporated.
	The software and database design and implementation conform to best-accepted practices of software development with minor exception.  Software productivity meets standards, and has virtually no adverse impact to the program cost/schedule and performance.  The software and database architecture, design and implementation are amenable to change.  
	The software and database design and implementation conform to best-accepted practices of software development in most cases.  Software productivity is adequate and has minimal adverse impact to program cost/schedule and performance.  The software and database architecture, design and implementation are somewhat inflexible.
	The software and database design and implementation generally do not conform to best-accepted practices of software development.  Software design and coding is inefficient, database is poorly structured, and adversely impacts the program cost/schedule and performance.  The software and database architecture, design and implementation are inflexible.

	5
	Contractor test plans and processes leading to operational testing and certification are thorough, well documented, and anticipate contingencies.  The Contractor executes test program in accordance with documented plans. Effective preparation results in reduced test time, test assets, and improves schedule.  
	Contractor test plans and processes leading to operational testing and certification are thorough and well documented.  The Contractor executes test program in accordance with documented plans.  Preparation results in no impact on test time, test assets, and does not impact schedule.  
	Contractor test plans and processes leading to operational testing and certification` are adequately documented.  The Contractor usually executes test program in accordance with documented plans.  Preparation results in small impacts on test time, test assets, and marginally impacts schedule.  
	Contractor test plans and processes leading to operational testing and certification are poorly thought out and inadequately documented.    Poor preparation results in large impacts on test time, test assets, and have major impacts on schedule.  


Table 3-3 (cont.) Technical Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions 

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	6
	Contractor shows an excellent grasp of the security requirements and has applied them in the design and the Certification and Accreditation (C&A) approach.  The Contractor addresses all C&A concerns. Solutions show innovation, and meet or exceed security requirements. C&A approach is low risk.  Risk mitigation is clearly defined and tracked.  Security architecture is clearly depicted and solutions articulated to avoid ambiguity. Contractor security architecture is acceptable to DAA as presented.
	Contractor shows a good grasp of the security requirements and has applied them in the design and the Certification and Accreditation (C&A) approach. The Contractor addresses virtually all C&A concerns. Solutions meet security requirements. C&A approach is moderate to low risk.  Risk mitigation is clearly defined.  Security architecture is clearly depicted and solutions articulated supporting the architecture. Contractor security architecture is acceptable to DAA with minor modification.


	Contractor shows a satisfactory grasp of the security requirements and has applied them in the design and the Certification and Accreditation (C&A) approach. The Contractor addresses most C&A concerns. Solutions meet most security requirements. Certification & Accreditation approach is moderate to moderately high risk.  Risk mitigation is usually clearly defined. Contractor security architecture is acceptable to DAA with moderate modification.


	Contractor shows an unacceptable grasp of the security requirements and has not effectively applied them in the design and the Certification and Accreditation (C&A) approach. The Contractor inadequately addresses C&A concerns. Solutions do not meet security requirements.  C&A approach is moderately high-to-high risk.  Risk mitigation is poorly defined or not completely supportable. Contractor security architecture is not acceptable to DAA without significant re-engineering.




Table 3-3 (cont.) Technical Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	7
	Human factors are integral to the design.  User feedback is actively sought and incorporated.  User interfaces are well designed, intuitive and can be understood with little of no training.  Contractor approach to operations and maintenance has positive impact to system usability.
	Human factors are incorporated into the design.  User feedback is requested and incorporated if provided.  User interfaces are well designed, intuitive and can be understood with a some training.  Operations and maintenance can be performed after an acceptable amount of training.
	Human factors are incorporated into most of the design.  If provided, user feedback may be considered in the design.  User interfaces are designed to accepted standards, and can be understood after considerable training.  Operations and maintenance can be performed after considerable training.
	Human factors are not adequately considered.  User feedback is not considered when it is provided.  User interfaces are poorly designed and difficult to understand even with considerable training.  Operations and maintenance is cumbersome and labor intensive and requires an inordinate amount of training.

	8
	Contractor logistics and training processes and plans provide early and highly valued insight for customer involvement.  They insure the Government a cost effective way to identify and solve training and logistics concerns early.  Operational availability issues are anticipated and incorporated into the design solution.  Almost no rework is necessary
	Contractor logistics and training processes and plans are very well developed.  They provide the Government a way to identify and solve training and logistics concerns early.  Most operational availability issues are addressed and incorporated into the design solution.  Minimal rework is necessary
	Contractor logistics and training processes and plans are satisfactory.  Contractor addresses and solves many of the training and logistics concerns.  Some operational availability issues are addressed and incorporated into the design solution.  Considerable rework is necessary.
	Contractor logistics and training processes and plans are inadequate.  Operational availability issues are not addressed satisfactorily.


Table 3-4.  Management Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	1
	Management, including senior levels above the program level, is highly proactive, responsive, fosters effective, open communications at all levels, and responds immediately to contract changes.  Program management practices result in program cost savings.  The contractor communicates any unforeseen issues upon discovery The Government, without making a request, is kept well informed and has excellent insight on the overall program status and programmatic issues.


	Management is highly proactive, responsive maintains good communications, and responds promptly to contract changes.  Program management practices keep the program within the funding constraints.  The Government is kept informed and has good insight.  
	Management responds well to Government concerns and questions, responds to contract changes in a timely manner and usually implements the program as required by the contract with minimal adverse cost impacts.  The Government needs to ask for information and then is informed.  The Government has adequate insight.
	Management is uncooperative and fails to respond to Government queries and requests, responds slowly to contract changes and is unprepared and is not fully compliant with the contract in the implementation of the program, resulting in serious adverse cost impacts.  The Government is not informed.



	2
	Management and Subcontractor Management demonstrate a high degree of foresight into program planning, depth of analysis, accomplishment of tasks, advance identification of potential problems, and alternative problem resolution.  Critical milestones are planned as early as possible to provide for maximum program contingency time.  No guidance from the Government is required.
	Management and Subcontractor Management demonstrate good foresight into program planning.  Potential issues are anticipated and assessed.  The Contractor provides recommendations to the Government for problem resolution and program improvements in sufficient time for analysis and appropriate action to be taken.  Some guidance from the Government is required.


	Management and Subcontractor Management demonstrate adequate program planning.  Problems are adequately identified.  The Contractor provides sufficient information on alternative solutions and impacts, and, with moderate Government intervention, minimizes the impact to the program to the Government’s satisfaction.
	Management and Subcontractor Management demonstrate poor program planning.  Problems are inaccurately identified.  The Contractor provides minimal program status, is slow to identify problems, and demonstrates poor problem resolution. Substantial Government intervention is required.




Table 3-4 (cont.) Management Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions 

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	3
	The Contractor anticipates and identifies risk areas and problems early. The Contractor provides detailed risk assessments; trade-off analyses among cost, schedule, and performance; plans of action, and implementation schedules.  Solutions meet requirements, while minimizing the impact on cost and schedule. The contractor’s risk management process is current, comprehensive and effectively implemented providing a valuable tool for contractor program management as well as Government insight.
	The Contractor plays a key role in identifying issues and recommendations for program action. The Contractor demonstrates initiative and foresight in planning for potential problems, analyzing program impact, resolving program problems and instituting corrective actions.  Solutions meet requirements, with some impact on cost and schedule.  The contractor’s risk management process is implemented as required, provides some lower level detail, and is used for contractor program management and Government insight.
	The Contractor provides sufficient planning, usually identifies problems, incorporates preventive measures and resolves risks to the Government’s satisfaction.  Critical requirements are met with moderate impacts on cost and schedule.  The contractor’s risk management process is performed at a high level, having infrequent updates, and with little lower level detail, providing marginal utility for contractor program management and Government insight.
	The Contractor provides incomplete or poorly defined risk assessments and problem area identification, is unprepared to address some preventive measures, and requires extensive time or effort to provide satisfactory resolution. The program experiences adverse impacts.  The contractor’s risk management process and implementation are nonexistent or ineffective, providing little to no contractor program management or Government insight.



	4
	The Contractor provides a working environment and processes that enable the Contractor and Government to function as a single integrated team and work toward optimum task and program completion. IPTs meet on a regular basis and are efficient and highly effective.
	The Contractor provides a working environment and processes that enable the Contractor and Government to work harmoniously. The Contractor is responsive to Government requests and responds effectively to Government guidance and direction. IPTs meet on a regular basis are effective.
	The Contractor provides an environment and processes that enable the Contractor and Government to have a professional working relationship.  The Contractor is cooperative and responsive to Government requests and responds to Government guidance and direction. Most IPTs meet on a regular basis and are somewhat effective.
	The Contractor provides a working environment and processes that prevent the establishment of a good Contractor and Government working relationship.  The Contractor often fails to respond to Government queries and requests. When the Contractor does respond, the Contractor’s responses are inaccurate, late or incomplete. IPTs usually do not meet and are ineffective.




Table 3-4 (cont.) Management Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions 

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	
	
	
	
	

	5
	The program website is very well maintained and is available (24 hours/day 7days/week) except for preplanned maintenance scheduled during off hours. The website is used very effectively to manage and disseminate information.  All program related data, including data items listed in the CDRL, is posted, current, and easily accessible to the Government.  New passwords are provided within 1 workday. 
	The program website is well maintained and is usually available during extended work hours (0630 to 1800) except for preplanned maintenance scheduled during off hours. The program website is used effectively to manage and disseminate information.  All program related data, including data listed in the CDRL, is posted, current, and easily accessible to the Government.  New passwords are provided within 3 workdays.  
	The program website is maintained and is available during normal working hours (0730 to 1630).  Maintenance is not commonly scheduled during normal working hours. The program website is used to manage and disseminate information.  Program data listed in the CDRL is posted, current, and accessible to the Government.  New passwords are provided within 5 workdays.  
	The program website is not maintained and sometimes is not available during normal working hours (0730 to 1630).  It is not used to manage and disseminate information. CDRLs are not made accessible to the Government.  New passwords are provided after repeated requests.    

	6
	Engineering change proposals (ECPs), task change proposals (TCPs), and contract change proposals (CCPs) are self-explanatory, well organized, clearly traceable, and accurate.  Proposals contain extensive detail to support thorough cost and technical analysis, and provide excellent visibility to the Government.  Contractor processes and finalizes the associated changes to contract documentation ahead of mutually agreed upon date and no follow-up is required.
	Engineering change proposals (ECPs), task change proposals (TCPs), and contract change proposals (CCPs) are self-explanatory, well organized, clearly traceable, and accurate.  Proposals contain sufficient detail to support good cost and technical analysis, and provide good visibility to the Government. Only minor clarifications are required.  Contractor processes and finalizes the associated changes to contract documentation by mutually agreed upon date and no follow-up is required.
	Engineering change proposals (ECPs), task change proposals (TCPs), and contract change proposals (CCPs) are organized, traceable, and generally accurate.  Proposals only contain minimum detail to support a cost and technical analysis, and provide limited visibility to the Government. Clarifications or adjustments are usually required. 

Contractor processes and finalizes the associated changes to contract documentation after mutually agreed upon date and follow-up is required.
	Engineering change proposals (ECPs), task change proposals (TCPs), and contract change proposals (CCPs) are not self-explanatory, organized, traceable, and accurate.  Proposals typically do not contain sufficient detail to support thorough cost and technical analysis, resulting in extensive clarification requests or resubmission.  Contractor processes and finalizes the changes after mutually agreed upon date and repeated follow-up is required.


Table 3-4 (cont.) Management Performance Evaluation Grade Definitions

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	7
	EVMS is used as a key management tool that is integrated into the day-to-day processes.  The contractor provides a program management baseline that captures the entire Technical scope of work consistent with contract schedule requirements, and has adequate resources assigned.  The work packages use discrete measures to assess progress.  Use of LOE is negligible.  Cost account Managers have accountability and communicate with their Government counterparts on a regular basis. Both Government and Contractor CAMs have a full understanding of the baseline and to the measurement techniques to be used to assess progress   If applicable the IBR presentation materials, RAM, and work packages are complete, and CAMs can support the Program Management Baseline.  The are no open items from the IBR.
	EVMS is used as a key management tool.  The work packages use discrete measures to assess progress.  Use of LOE does not exceed 20 percent of the total program cost.  Cost account Managers have accountability and communicate with their Government counterparts. Most Government and Contractor CAMs have a full understanding of the baseline and the measurement techniques to be used to assess progress s.  If applicable the IBR presentation materials, RAM, and work packages are complete and CAMs can support the Program Management Baseline.  The IBR has some open items but program impact is minimal.
	EVMS is used as a management tool.  The work packages use discrete measures to assess progress.  Use of LOE does not exceed 20 percent of the total program cost.  Cost account Managers have accountability and if contacted, communicate with their Government counterparts.  Most Government and Contractor CAMs have a full understanding of the baseline and the measurement techniques to be used to assess progress s.  If applicable the IBR presentation materials, RAM, and work packages are complete and CAMs can support the Program Management Baseline.  The IBR has action items, program impact is moderate.
	EVMS is not used as a management tool.  Use of LOE t exceeds s 20 percent of the total program cost.  If applicable the IBR presentation materials, RAM, and work packages are complete and CAMs can support the Program Management Baseline.  The are action items, program impact is moderate.  The IBR is unsatisfactory.


Table 3-5.  Cost Evaluation Grade Definitions

	
	Excellent
	Very Good
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory

	1
	The cumulative cost performance index (BCWP/ACWP) reflects very high efficiency e.g., greater than or equal to (≥) .97
	The cumulative cost performance index for the award fee period reflects high efficiency e.g., a range from .95-.96
	The cumulative cost performance index for the award fee period is efficient e.g. a range from.93-.94
	The cumulative cost performance index for the award fee period is less than or equal to (≤) .93

	2
	Cost reports are all on time and complete.  Explanation of cost/schedule variances or baseline changes is in-depth, clear, and complete and tracks to prior reports.  Contractor makes significant efforts to use innovative methods for relaying real-time or near real-time cost/schedule status to the Government.
	Cost reports are almost always on time and complete.  Explanation of cost/schedule variances or baseline changes is usually of sufficient detail and tracks to prior reports.  Necessary Government requests for clarifications are rare.  Contractor makes some efforts to employ innovative methods for relaying real-time or near real-time cost/schedule status to the Government.
	Cost reports are usually on time and complete.  Explanation of cost/schedule variances or baseline changes is generally of sufficient detail and tracks to prior reports.  Necessary Government requests for clarifications are few.  Contractor employs methods for relaying real-time or near real-time cost/schedule status to the Government, upon request 
	Cost reports are continually late or incomplete.  Explanation of cost/schedule variances or baseline changes necessitates frequent Government queries for clarification or amplification. Methods for relaying real-time or near real-time cost/schedule status to the Government are mundane, tedious, and/or have no value added.


Table 3-6.  Performance Criterion Range Weights

	CRITERION
	RANGE WEIGHT

	Schedule
	
25%

	Technical Performance
	
30%

	Management Performance
	
35%

	Cost Performance
	
10%


Events and Significant accomplishments by Award Fee Period

The Government will determine the significant accomplishments (SAs), using as a guideline the SAs proposed by the contractor   IAW the IMS and IMP.  These accomplishments will be used to evaluate the schedule criteria. 

Table 3-7.  Events and Significant Accomplishments by Award Fee Period

	Period
	Events/Significant Accomplishment
	Events/Accomplishment Completion Criteria
	Weight (1-10) 

	Period 1
	TBD
	TBD
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Total Period 1 Weight:

	Period 2
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Total Period 2 Weight:

	
	
	
	

	Period N (where N is the final award fee period)
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