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ATTACHMENT 5a, AWARD FEE PLAN
1.0 INTRODUCTION:

Through the use of the award fee, which is above the fee provided for in the basic contract line items, the Government seeks to motivate the Contractor to exceed normal contract execution in those areas critical to program success.  The award fee will reward proactive efforts by the Contractor to reduce cost, address program issues to incorporate new requirements and technologies, and to rapidly and effectively evolve the system.  In the process of that evolution, the Contractor should maximize the use of commercial-off-the-shelf technologies to meet user needs.  The award fee addresses factors under the control of the Contractor.  The Government has the flexibility to consider both the contractors’ performance levels and the conditions under which these levels were achieved in determining the award fee. This award fee plan describes the organization, evaluation criteria, responsibilities, and procedures that will be used to evaluate the Contractor’s performance for the purpose of presenting an assessment of that performance to the Fee Determining Official (FDO).  The award fee, if any, will be paid upon the Government’s determination of earned percentage (from 0 to 100 percent) of the maximum available award fee (also called potential award fee) for each period.  Award fee is based on Contractor performance under CLINs 0001, 0002, 0003, 0004, 0005, 0006, 0007, 0008 and 0011 of the contract.

This award fee plan includes a combination of objective and subjective measures used to assess the Contractor’s performance under this contract.  The weightings are as follows:  (1) objective/quantitative metrics will represent approximately 75% of this plan; and (2) subjective/qualitative metrics will represent approximately 25% of this plan.

2.0 ORGANIZATION

The award fee organization consists of: the Fee Determining Official (FDO); an Award Fee Review Board; and Performance Monitors.

3.0 DEFINITIONS/FUNCTIONS


a.  Evaluation Period:  Generally six month increments.  The evaluation of the contractor’s performance is limited to this period of time.
              EVALUATION PERIOD




AWARD FEE AVAILABLE
Period 1 - 1 May 1995-30 April 1996




$1,000,000.00

Period 2 - 1 May 1996-30 April 1997




$1,000,000.00

Period 3 - 1 May 1997-30 September 1997


$   800,000.00

Period 4-  1 October 1997-31 March 1998


$   804,000.00

Period 5-  1 April 1998-30 September 1998


$   500,000.00

Period 6-  1 October 1998-31 March 1999


$   524,166.00

Period 7-  1 April 1999-30 September 1999
$         709,670.00

Period 8-  1 October 1999-31 March 2000


$   500,000.00
Period 9-  1 April 2000-30 September 2000


$   500,000.00

Period 10-1 October 2000-31 March 2001


$   500,000.00

Period 11- 1 April 2001-30 September 2001


$   500,000.00

Period 12- 1 October 2001-31 March 2002


$   500,000.00

Period 13- 1 April 2002-30 September 2002


$   500,000.00

Period 14- 1 October 2002-30 April 2003


$   500,000.00

NOTE:  Upon acceptance of Release 3.0 requirements, the award fee pool for that period will be increased by an amount that represents 2% of CLIN 0001 cost only associated with Release 3.0


b.  Evaluation Areas:  Major areas of interest to the Government during the evaluation period.  (See Attachment 1)


c.  Evaluation Criteria:  Assessment used by Government to determine contractors’ performance in the evaluation areas.  (See Attachment 1)


d.  Evaluation Weighting:  Percentages of importance for each evaluation area.  (See Attachment 1).  Please note that quantitative metrics (objective) to be used have been assigned percentage ranges or “bandwidths” in order to accurately measure cost, schedule, and performance.  The evaluation standards listed below are not applicable to the objective criteria, only the subjective.  In addition, external factors (i.e., those interjected by DISA, Gunter Contracts, or the Services) specific to each Award Fee Period, will be considered in assessing the Contractor’s performance.


e.  Evaluation Standards:  Measurements used by the Government to determine contractors’ performance of evaluation criteria.   These standards are also located in Section H.2, Award Fee, AFMC FAR SUP 5352.216-9002.  Absolute rating percentages will be applied for the objective measurements stated herein.  Subjective elements will utilize the evaluation standards of Excellent, Very Good, Good, and Marginal when determining award fee rating percentages.

  EVALUATION 


PERCENT OF MAXIMUM


  STANDARD_


  AWARD FEE PAYABLE (Recommend changing ranges by mutual agreement of the IPT)


Excellent




  
  
 90-100



Very Good




    
 60-90



Good





      
25-60
Marginal




       
  1-25

Excellent Performance:  Contractor performance of most contract task requirements exceeds the standard by significant tangible or intangible benefits to the Government (i.e., improved quality, responsiveness, increased timeliness, or generally enhanced effectiveness of operations).  There are few areas for improvement; these are all minor; there are no recurring problems; and management has initiated effective action whenever needed.

Very Good Performance:  The contractor’s performance of most contract task requirements exceeds the standard in more than one significant area.  Although some areas may require improvement, these are minor and are offset by better performance in other areas.  Few, if any, recurring deficiencies have been noted in the contractor’s performance and the contractor has demonstrated/taken satisfactory corrective action.  Innovative management actions have resulted in tangible or intangible benefits to the Government (i.e., improved quality responsiveness, increased quantity, increased timelines, or generally enhanced effectiveness of operations.)

Good Performance:  Contractor’s performance of most contract task requirements meets the standard, and it exceeds the standard in at least one area.  While the remainder of the contractor’s effort generally meets contract requirements, areas requiring improvement are more than offset by better performance in other areas.  Management actions taken or initiated have resulted in some demonstrated benefits to the Government (i.e., improved quality responsiveness, increased quantity, increased timelines, or generally enhanced effectiveness of operations.)

Marginal Performance:  Contractor’s performance meets most contract standards.  Although there are some areas of good or better performance, these are more or less offset by lower rated performance in other areas.  Little additional tangible benefit is observable due to contractor effort or initiative.

Notes:
The use of performance standards and weighted criteria in no way implies that mathematical precision is applied to the judgments used to determine the overall performance quality and amount of earned award fee.

f.  Fee Determining Official (FDO):  The FDO (AFPEO/AT) determines final amount of award fee earned by the contractor for the evaluation period. The FDO appoints the Award Fee Review Board Chairperson, approves the Award Fee Review Board membership, and approves the Award Fee Plan.  The FDO will send periodic reminders to the Award Fee Review Board and Performance Monitors to stress the importance of detailed and timely submissions for both the midterm and final assessments.

g.  Performance Monitors:  Performance monitors (See Attachment 2 assess the contractor’s performance using the contractor’s self-assessment and the Award Fee Plan.  A recommended evaluation is presented to the Award Fee Review Board.  The program monitors’ assessment is based on the facts, without regard to external factors.  The contractor will be notified when these monitors are changed during an award fee period.

h.  Award Fee Review Board (AFRB):  The AFRB members (See Attachment 3)  review the performance monitors’ recommended evaluation, consider external factors, and provide their award fee recommendations to the FDO.  The DMS Program Manager chairs the AFRB.  The Chairperson, with FDO approval, may tailor the AFRB membership as necessary to ensure a fair and adequate assessment of Contractor performance for the period being evaluated.   The contractor will be notified when a member is changed during an award fee period.

i.  Contracting Officer (CO):  The Contracting Officer is the liaison between the Contractor and the Government, and administers the Award Fee Plan, task order and award fee clause of the contract.  Also a voting member of the AFRB.

j.  Recorder:  The AFRB Chairperson will name the recorder.  The recorder is a non-voting member of the AFRB and performance monitors.  The 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 interim evaluation milestones, such as briefings; 

3.  Recording minutes of the appropriate meetings; and 

4.  Accomplishing other actions required to ensure the smooth operation of the award fee process.

k.  Mid-Term Evaluation:  Mid-way through the evaluation period, the AFRB Chairperson will initiate action to have the contractor submit to the Government their self assessment, and to have the performance monitors review and report to the AFRB on the contractor’s self assessment. This review is designed to improve contractor’s performance by providing the contractor interim feedback and allowing time to correct weaknesses before they affect the program and the final award fee rating..  Prior to that determination, the Parties will reach mutual agreement on the Contractor’s performance for each Award Fee Period, based upon the findings submitted by both the Contractor and the Government.
l.  Final Evaluation:  At the end of the evaluation period, the contractor’s performance is assessed, and the FDO determines fee earned during that evaluation period.  Prior to that determination, the Parties will have reviewed each other’s assessment and should strive for agreement on the Contractor’s performance for each Award Fee period, based upon the findings submitted by both the Contractor and the Government.
m.  Earned Award Fee: The amount actually authorized for payment will be 

determined unilaterally by the FDO.  If the Contractor fails to earn the entire amount available for the evaluation period, the unearned portion of the award fee will generally not  roll over into subsequent evaluation periods.  However, the FDO may authorize a roll over of unused award fee funds into the subsequent evaluation period, if it is determined to be in the best interest of the Government to do so.

4.0 PROCESS OF DETERMINING AWARD  (See Attachment 4 for timeline)

4.1  Mid-Term Evaluation: The contractor submits a self-assessmentof their performance (to date) measured against the period’s evaluation criteria, using the predetermined format provided by the Procuring Contracting Officer or designee.  As of Period 8, this revised assessment format will consist of five pages that capture scores for  each of the evaluation criteria by weightings, and then by tallying a final score.  The Contractor will share metrics data with the cognizant FAE throughout the award fee period.  The Government will be provided an opportunity to review the Contractor’s metrics tools and/or databases, if requested.  The performance monitors assess the contractor’s self-assessment, concur/non-concur with their self-assessment and note any positive or negative award fee related items not addressed by the contractor.  (The monitors limit their evaluation to the facts and do not base their evaluation on external factors.  Only occurrences during that specific period of time or award fee period should be considered.)  The monitors present their findings to the AFRB.  This presentation includes the contractor’s self-assessment as well as their own assessment.  The AFRB members evaluate the presentation and consider any external factors which may have impacted the contractor’s performance during the evaluation period.  The AFRB determines the feedback that is to be provided to the contractor.  The AFRB chairman generates a letter (a draft is provided by the recorder based on the performance monitors assessment) to be sent to the contractor.  A copy of this letter is provided to the FDO.   The AFRB Chairman may also decide to present the findings in person to the Contractor.

4.2  Final Evaluation:  At the end of  each evaluation period, the same process as mid-term is followed, up to the AFRB output.  Instead of preparing feedback for the contractor, the AFRB prepares findings and recommendations to the FDO.  The AFRB chairman briefs the findings and recommendations to the FDO.  The FDO makes the final decision on the amount of award fee the contractor earned during the evaluation period. 

5.0 AWARD FEE PAYMENT

Payment Procedures: The FDO signs a letter (prepared by the AFRB recorder) to the contractor relating the amount of fee earned for the period.  

5.1  Payment of award fee, if any, will be authorized by the Government’s unilateral issuance of a Delivery Order under CLIN 0010 of the contract.  This will be effected by the PCO within one 1) calendar day after the FDO letter is sent.  

a.  Payment of any earned award fee to the Contractor hereunder shall not be subject to the provisions of the “Disputes” clause of this contract.

b.  The Contractor may submit vouchers for the earned award fee to which it is entitled upon receipt of the delivery order.  

6.0 PLANNING FOR THE NEXT EVALUATION PERIOD

Prior to the beginning of each award fee evaluation period, the AFRB will review the current evaluation criteria and weightings and will  modify, as appropriate, for that period, and in accordance with importance of contract requirements.  Based on the AFRB determination, the recorder will modify the Award Fee Plan, obtain coordination from the CO and the AFRB Chairman.  The Contractor will be asked for any proposed changes and rationale.  The disposition of all Contractor requested changes will be reviewed with the FDO.  At least 20 work days prior to the beginning of the next period, the AFRB Chairman will present the modified Award Fee Plan to the FDO for signature.  Once signed, the Contracting Officer ensures the new plan is placed on contract prior to the beginning of the next period.  

7.0 AWARD FEE INTEGRITY
The award fee process has been modified (as of Period 8) to be 75% objective and 25% subjective to better motivate the Contractor.  Every effort is made to assure fairness.  Checks and balances are incorporated into the process to safeguard against arbitrary and unfounded evaluations either for or against the Contractor.

ATTACHMENT 1

AWARD FEE AREAS, WEIGHTS, CRITERIA, METRICS/DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION STANDARDS

(S)   SUBJECTIVE                  (O)   OBJECTIVE
 1. Technical Performance (25%)

    a. Risk Forecasting and Mitigation (15%)                                                                                        (S)
· The contractor proactively identifies and mitigates technical risks applicable to the DMS program.  The processes used to accomplish this measurement include requirements' traceability, control processes, and lessons learned from the Government test community and deployed/commissioned sites.  These risk factors are discussed with the technical community at monthly IEMs (CLIN 0004 orders) and at reviews of the monthly Contract Funds Status Report (CFSR) report (CLIN 0001).

    b. Successful Accomplishment of Contractual Requirements Regarding Release Content (25%)      (O)
· Proposed vs. Actual Build Content Delivery: % = [Actual Requirements/Problem Trouble Report (PTR) Fixes Delivered] / [S/W Vendor Delivered Requirements/PTR Fixes]

100%: = 100%

  90%: 98% - 99%

  60%: 96% - 97%

  25%: = or < 95%

    c. Successfully Passing Government Testing (25%)                                                                        (O)
· Ratio = Number of Pri. 1 & 2  Test Incident Reports (TIRs) (Valid Product Problems) Written/New Build Requirements

100%: = or < 2

  90%: > 2 and < 3

  60%: >3 and < 4

  25%: > 4

· JITC Build/Release Acceptance: Issues vs. Relative Importance (20%)                              (O)
100%: No Deferrals/Clarifications

  90%: Deferrals/Clarifications Acceptable; Workarounds Required; No

                   Impact to Users

  60%: Deferrals/Clarifications Acceptable; Minimal Impact to Users

  25%: Unresolved/Not Categorized Issues Identified 

    d. Improved Product Quality (e.g., improved integration testing, minimized number of 

        patches) (15%)
· PTR Closure Rate % (Pri. 1 & 2) = PTR's Closed/PTRs Written (Comparison from           (O)

Release to Release)

100%: = or > 95%

  90%: 90% - 94%

  60%: 85% - 89%

  25%: < 85%

2. Business Management (15%)

    a. Cooperation with Government Requests (20%)                                                                               (S)

· The contractor works diligently with the Government technical community (i.e.,    FAEs, DISA, and Services) to be responsive to current and evolving Government needs and requirements.  The contractor also works closely with the PCO and the PCO staff to effectively and efficiently ensure contracting actions are timely, complete, and highly accurate.  Examples include contractor responsiveness to Government RFPs and the “personalized” improvements of build content.

    b. Timely Identification and Notification of Emerging Issues (20%)                                                    (S)

· The contractor proactively identifies issues, recommends solutions, and helps to bring these issues to closure in a prompt manner.  Examples include working closely with vendors to eliminate End-of-Life (EOL) impacts, utilizing a highly interactive process in working the various builds and proposals for DMS Releases, and monthly program reviews with the PMO and PCO to review ongoing program status.

    c. Continuous Process Improvements (e.g., incorporation of lessons learned) Across the                     (S)

        Program (15%)                                                                                         

· The contractor continues to strive to efficiently utilize recurring themes and lessons across the program.  Such examples include evolving the capabilities of the Detailed Design Tool, recognizing and utilizing software release processes and installation procedures to streamline future software distribution/installations and reduce cost. The contractor continues to focus on quality improvement through working meetings and actions with vendors aimed at performing test escape analysis in order to reduce TIRs and Trouble Tickets.
    d. Subcontractor Management Effectiveness (20%)                                                                             (O)
· S/W Vendor New Requirements/PTR Fixes: % = [# Delivered Requirements/PTR Fixes] / [# Proposed/Contracted Requirements/PTR Fixes]

100%: > or = 100%

  90%: 98% - 99%

  60%: 96% - 97%

  25%: = or < 95%

    e. Effectiveness in "Marketing" DMS (Outreach) (10%)                                                                       (S)
· The contractor actively pursues such marketing activities as product demonstrations, formal briefings, and conceptual designs.  The contractor’s target audience includes civilian agencies, the DoD, the Intelligence community, and emerging international marketplace leads.
2. Business Management (15%) (Continued)

    f. Effectiveness in Influencing "Marketplace" with Respect to Government Requirements                    (O)    

      (e.g., COTS Convergence) (15%)

· Vendor Responsiveness, i.e., Implementing DMS Unique Requirements

100%: Vendors Accommodate All Requested Functional Requirements

  90%: Vendors Accommodate Critical Functional Requirements;

                   Plans for Other Requirements Addressed

  60%: Vendors Accommodate Only Critical Functional Requirements

  25%: Vendors Accommodate Less than the Critical Functional Requirements   

3. Cost (20%)

    a. Ability to Control Costs (25%)                                                                                                    (O)
· Total CLIN 4 Delivery Order Budget vs. Actuals/EAC

100%: ACWP is < or = to BCWP

  90%: ACWP is < or = to 102% of BCWP

  60%: ACWP is > 102% but <  or = to 104% of BCWP

  25%: ACWP is > 104% of BCWP

· Build/Release Budget vs. Actuals/EAC (20%)                                                                    (O)
100%: ACWP is < or = to BCWP

  90%: ACWP is < or = to 102% of BCWP

  60%: ACWP is > 102% but < or = to 104% of BCWP

  25%: ACWP is > 104% of BCWP

· Total CLIN 1 Budget vs. Actuals/EAC (25%)                                                                     (O)
100%: ACWP is < or = to BCWP

  90%: ACWP is < or = to 102% of BCWP

  60%: ACWP is > 102% but < or = to 104% of BCWP

  25%: ACWP is > 104% of BCWP

NOTE:

EAC: Estimate at Completion

BCWP: Budgeted Cost Work Performed

ACWP: Actual Cost Work Performed 

3. Cost (20%) (Continued)

    b. Ability to Control Costs (Continued)                                                                                           (O)

        -    CFSR (CLIN 1) Projection Accuracy (EACs and Identification of Funding Issues) (10%)

100%: CFSR Accurately Reflects Funding Requirements/Exposures

  90%: CFSR Projection is Within +/- 2% of Funding Requirements

  60%: CFSR Projection is Within +/- 4% of Funding Requirements

  25%: CFSR Projection is > +/- 4% of Funding Requirements  

    c. Proactive Approach to Conducting Trade-offs Between Cost and Other Factors                           (O)
       (schedule and performance) (10%)

· Performance elements to be assessed under this category are:

1. Contractor recommendations for product upgrades/replacements which

would indicate price/performance improvements and/or cost savings.

2. Value-add recommendations resulting from white-paper analysis identifying cost/technical/schedule alternatives.  These outputs would result from RFP assessments, as well as, studies conducted under System Evolution and other

Delivery orders.

100%: Unsolicited Recommendations Submitted which Would Have Significant    Cost, Schedule, and Technical Benefits to the Program                  

  90%: Unsolicited Recommendations Which Have Improved Cost, Schedule, or Technical Benefits to the Program  

  50%: Requested Recommendations Which Have Improved Cost, Schedule, or Technical Benefits to the Program

    0%: No Recommendations Offered

    d. Innovative Approaches to Minimizing Life-Cycle Cost (LCC) (10%)                                                    (O)
· LCC Cost Benefits from Proposal Submissions (i.e. Product Additions/Replaces): Ref. 3c 1&2

4.  Schedule (20%) 

    a. Adherence to All Established Schedules (i.e., Releases, documentation)                                                (O) 

· On-Time Delivery of Builds/Releases/Patches: (50%)

100%: Delivery is On or Ahead of Schedule

  90%: Delivery is < or = Two Weeks Late

  60%: Delivery is > Two Weeks but < One Month Late 

  25%: Delivery is > One Month Late 

· CDRL Delivery: % = CDRLs Delivered On or Ahead of Schedule/Total CDRLs                         (O) 

· Delivered During the Period (15%)

100%: 100%

  90%: 98% - 99%

  60%: 96% - 97%

  25%: < 96%

· Installation Schedule Performance: % = [Installs Completed On or Ahead of                              (O)
·  Schedule] / [Total Installs Performed During the Period] (15%)

100%: = or > 99%

  90%: 97% - 98%

  60%: 95% - 96%

  25%: < 95%

· Technical Support Desk (TSD) Response Time/Trouble Ticket Aging (10%)                              (O)

100%: 90% or More of Trouble Tickets During Period are < or = 5 Days Old

  90%: 90% or More of Trouble Tickets During Period are < or = 7 Days Old

  60%: 90% or More of Trouble Tickets are < or = 10 Days Old

  25%: 90% or More of Trouble Tickets are < or = 15 Days Old   

· Hardware Maintenance Turnaround Time (Commissioned Sites) (10%)                                      (O) 

100%: < 26 Hours Average

  90%: > 26 and < or = to 27 Hours Average

  60%: > 27 and < or = to 30 Hours Average

  25%: > 30 Hours Average

5. Services (20%)

    a. Training Effectiveness (LMC Conducted Courses)                                                                                (O)
· Overall Training Course Evaluation - Valid Student Courseware Critiques (25%)

100%: = or > 95%

  90%: 90% - 94%

  60%: 85% - 89%

  25%: < 85%

-    Skills Improvement - Skill Test Percentages (30%)                                                                        (O)
100%: = or > 40 Point Improvement

  90%: 35 - 39 Point Improvement

  60%: 30 - 34 Point Improvement

  25%: < 30 Point Improvement

    b. Configuration Control (DMS Contract Products Only) (30%)                                                                (O)
· Accuracy/Correctness of Delivered Configuration

100%: Delivered S/W Baseline Configuration is Complete and Accurate;

                 No Errors in Supporting Documentation; No Changes Required Due

                 To Field Installation or User Problems 

  90%: Delivered S/W Baseline Configuration is Complete and Accurate;

                   No Errors in Supporting Documentation; Minor Changes May be

                   Required Due To Field Installation or User Problems

  60%: Delivered S/W Baseline Configuration is Complete and Accurate;

           No Errors in Supporting Documentation; Minor Changes are Required Due

           To Field Installation or User Problems

  25%: Delivered S/W Baseline Configuration May Not be Complete and 

               Accurate; Changes are Required Due To Field Installation or User

               Problems

    c. Ease of Software Distribution (15%)                                                                                                                       (S)

· The contractor continues to improve its processes for software distribution by working with the cognizant service PM's to determine locations and quantities needed to fulfill existing and future requirements and timely block upgrades to the Detailed Design Tool to achieve optimum user satisfaction.

ATTACHMENT 2

PERFORMANCE MONITORS*

DISA DMS Implementation Representative

DISA DMS Acquisition Team Representative

DISA DMS Systems Engineering Team Manager

DISA DMS Test Manager

DISA LMFS Contract Lead

Service/Agency Representative


Operational Representative

Contract Specialist

Recorder (non-voting member)

*  Monitors may assign designees

ATTACHMENT 3
AWARD FEE REVIEW BOARD MEMBERS
DMS Program Manager - Chairperson 
DISA DMS Chief Engineer 

DISA DMS Operations Manager 
USAF DMS Program Manager 
USA DMS Program Manager 
USN DMS Program Manager 
USMC DMS Program Manager 
OSD (C3I) Representative
Contracting Officer 
Recorder (Non-Voting) 

ATTACHMENT 4

AWARD FEE PROCESS TIMELINE
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