AWARD TERM DETERMINATION PLAN

1.0 Introduction

This plan establishes award term provisions for the Installation Protection Program (IPP) contract.  The contract performance will include three base years and the potential to earn up to an additional three years of award term options.  The contractor shall provide support to the Joint Program Executive Office, for Chemical & Biological Defense (PEO CBD) as required for the development, integration and support of IPP and related programs.  The contractor shall provide support to accomplish: system engineering; integration and testing; configuration management and quality assurance; facility and network administration; verification and validation support; security; and one year of ILS for delivered systems. This award term plan is the basis for evaluation of contractor’s performance and for presenting an assessment of that performance to the Award Term Determining Official (ATDO).  The initial evaluation period for determining the amount of term points to be awarded will start on the date of contract award.  

This plan describes the method for assessing the contractor’s performance and determining whether such performance merits an additional award term option year.  The award term is intended to provide motivation and reward for excellence in executing the provisions of the contract.  The specific criteria and procedures used to assess the contractor’s performance and to determine the amount of award earned are described herein.  All ATDO decisions regarding the award term points are within discretion of the ATDO.

2.0 
Organization

The award term organization consists of:  an Award Term Determining Official (ATDO); and Award Term Review Board (ATRB), which consists of a chairperson, the awarding officer, a recorder, other functional area participants, and advisor members; and the technical monitors.  The ATDO, ATRB members, and technical monitors are listed in Annex 1.

3.0 
Responsibilities

a. Award Term Determining Official.  The ATDO approves the award term plan and any significant changes.  The ATDO reviews the recommendation(s) of the ATRB, considers all pertinent data and determines the earned award term points amount for each evaluation period.  

b. Award Term Review Board Chair.  The ATRB Chairperson chairs the meetings of the ATRB.  The           ATRB chairperson will brief the ATDO on the award term point’s status from previous evaluation periods.  The ATRB chairperson will also brief on the ATRB’s recommended award term points for the instant evaluation periods.  The ATRB chairperson will also brief award term plan changes, applicable to future award term points, to the ATDO. 

c. Award Term Review Board.  ATRB members review technical monitors’ evaluation of the contractor’s performance, considers all information from pertinent sources, prepares interim performance reports, and develops an award term points recommendation to be presented to the ATDO.  The ATRB will also recommend changes to this plan.

d. ATRB Recorder.  The ATRB recorder is responsible for coordinating the administrative actions required by the technical monitors, the ATRB and the ATDO.  This includes:  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 the smooth operation of the award term process.  The ATRB recorder is a non-voting member.

e. Awarding Officer.  The Contracting Officer (CO) as Awarding Officer is the liaison between contractor and government personnel.

f. Technical Monitors.  Technical monitors maintain written records of contractor’s performance in their assigned evaluation area(s) so that a fair and accurate evaluation is obtained.  Monitors prepare interim and end-of-period evaluation reports as directed by the ATRB.

4.0 Award Term Processes 

 a   Available Award Term-Points Amount.  Award term points will be awarded based on the contractor’s performance during each evaluation period for all ongoing orders that have been issued under the contract.  The available award term points for each evaluation period are shown in Annex 2.  An accumulation of 70 points and attainment of the minimum points in every evaluation area is required for a one-year extension of the contract. 

b. Evaluation Criteria.  It is envisioned the evaluation criteria and their relative weight will change during the life of the contract due to evolving technical requirements.  The award term-points allocation will be reviewed / modified each year based on changing technical requirements.  The CO will give specific notice in writing to the contractor of any changes to the evaluation criteria prior to the start of a new evaluation period, if no change is received, then the same criteria listed for the preceding period will be used in the following award term evaluation period. 

c. Interim Evaluation Process.  The ATRB Recorder notifies each ATRB member and technical   monitor 14 calendar days before the end of the interim evaluation period.  Technical monitors submit their evaluation reports to the ATRB 21 calendar days after the end of the interim evaluation period.  The ATRB determines the interim evaluation results and notifies the contractor.  The CO may issue interim evaluation notices at any time when it is deemed necessary to highlight areas of government concern.

d. End-of-Period Evaluations.  The ATRB recorder notifies each ATRB member and technical monitor 30 calendar days before the end of the evaluation period.  Technical monitors submit their evaluation reports to the ATRB 14 calendar days after the end of the evaluation period. The contractor will present a written self-assessment to the CO 14 days after the end of the evaluation period. The written self-assessment may contain any information that may be reasonably expected to assist the ATRB in evaluating the contractor’s performance.  The ATRB prepares its evaluation report and recommendation of earned-award term-points.  The ATRB will provide the draft evaluation report and recommendation to the contractor within 30 calendar days after the end of the evaluation period.  The contractor may provide a written response within 35 days after the end of the evaluation period to the CO.  The ATRB briefs the evaluation report and recommendation to the ATDO within 40 calendar days after the end of the evaluation period.  The ATDO determines the overall grade and earned-award term-points amount for the evaluation period within 45 calendar days after each evaluation period.  The CO informs the contractor of the earned-award term-points amount. If the earned-award term-points are greater than 70 then a bilateral modification to the contract shall be executed within 15 calendar days after the ATDO’s decision is made authorizing the extension. 

e. Award Term Determination Plan Change Procedures.  Contractor requested changes to the Award Term Plan should be forwarded to the CO not later than 90 calendar days prior to the end of the evaluation period.  The CO will forward them to the ATRB chair and board members for coordination.  Upon review, the ATRB will forward a recommendation to accept or reject the changes to the ATDO.  Proposed changes to the award term plan will be negotiated with the contractor.  

ANNEX 1.  AWARD TERM ORGANIZATION
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ANNEX 2.  AWARD TERM ALLOCATION BY

EVALUATION PERIODS

The term earned by the contractor will be determined at the completion of each evaluation period.  The initial evaluation period will start on the contract award date.  All evaluation periods will be one year in length with an exception to the first period, which will be two years and commence on the anniversary of the contract award date.  The award term points shown corresponding to each period are the maximum available award term amount that can be earned during that particular period.

	Interim Evaluation Period
	Start
	Length
	Available Award Term

	
	
	
	

	First Interim Evaluation
	Contract Award
	6 months
	None

	Second Interim Evaluation
	6th month
	6 months
	None

	Third Interim Evaluation
	12th month
	6 months
	None



	First Award Term Evaluation
	Anniversary of Contract Award
	2 years
	100 award points

	Fourth Interim Evaluation
	2nd Year
	6 months
	None

	Second Award Term Evaluation
	2nd Year
	1 Year
	100 award points

	Fifth Interim Evaluation
	3rd Year
	6 months
	None

	Third Award Evaluation 
	3rd Year
	1 Year
	100 award points


ANNEX 3

EVALUATION CRITERIA

	Area of Evaluation
	Weight
	Maximum Achievable Points
	Minimum Points



	Program Management


	35%
	35
	17.5

	Cost Control
	30%
	30


	15

	Technical
	30%
	30


	15

	Customer Satisfaction
	5%
	5


	3.5

	Total
	100%
	100


	70*


*Offeror cannot be awarded an additional one-year extension with the minimal points.  Must have at least 70 points.

Award Conversion Table

	RATING
	AWARD POINTS

	Unsatisfactory
	0 – 49



	Satisfactory
	50 – 69



	Very Good
	70 – 85



	Excellent
	86 – 100




Program Management – The contractor’s ability to effectively manage an integrated complex program while providing a quality product within cost and schedule.

	Unsatisfactory
	· The contractor management of the events of the Integrated Master Plan (IMP) is not evident.  The contractor does not have or does not follow a program schedule for Technical Directives.  Several non-critical path events and tasks are not on the schedule.  One or more critical milestones appropriate to this period are not achieved and will most likely result in substantial negative impact to the overall program schedule.  Schedule status is infrequently reviewed, contains many errors, or is not available.  


	
	· Contractor mismanagement of Technical Directives results in significant increase in cost, schedule or technical aspects of the program.  Discrepancies are major and require extensive time and effort to correct. The contractor’s management is reactive when responding to programmatic impacts.  The contractor identifies impacts of any event or task behind schedule and plans and implements a strategy to mitigate or control impacts to the program schedule only by government request.  Considerable clarification and/or government involvement is required to resolve issues. 



	
	· Contractor has minimal or no participation in program integrated product teams or working groups.  Communication with the government is minimal.  Contractor does not take the initiative to plan for or participate in an integrated product development (IPD) environment.



	
	· Reports and other deliverable data are not submitted on time, contain many errors, or do not meet contract or contractor allocated requirements. 



	
	· Contractor management of contract change process proceeds with major adverse program impacts to cost and schedule.  The contractor does not notify the Government when substantial changes to program risks occur.  Labor loading inappropriate to the task(s).  High key staff turnover.



	Satisfactory
	· The contractor manages in accordance with the events of the Integrated Master Plan (IMP). Contractor monitors schedule to avoid program delays.  Meets all project major milestones as established in the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and individual Technical Directives subject to those actions considered being within the control of the contractor.  Schedule updates are coordinated with all participants.  IMS is submitted on time and critical tasks are easily identified.  Critical path events and tasks are determined, identified, tracked, and updated. Critical milestones are achieved with minor exceptions.  Any milestone not totally achieved is re-planned so as to minimize negative impact to overall program schedule. Minor schedule variances with no significant unfavorable trends are being achieved. Contractor uses schedule to report progress on key events which is updated monthly.  The system provides clear trace ability to program CSOW, WBS and Technical Directive activities.



	Satisfactory


	· The contractor’s management of Technical Directives is generally proactive in preventing/minimizing impacts to the program.  Actions to control the program are usually timely and responsive to the Government’s needs.  The contractor identifies the impacts to the contract and plans and implements a strategy to mitigate or control the impacts most of the time. Risk mitigation plans address risk areas, impacts, and proposed resolution. Risk mitigation efforts are mostly successful with some minor schedule deviations.  Changes to contractor processes are generally considered adjustments to improve program performance. 



	
	· Contractor establishes clear lines of authority and provides effective communication with Government, other agencies, and associate contractors.  Provides and maintains an effective IDE.  Minimal programmatic or technical impacts experienced because of communications problems.  Contractor supports and is responsive to integrated product teaming.  



	
	· Reports, installation support packages and other deliverable data are submitted on time and meet contract or contractor allocated requirements Government requirements for CDRL deliverables are timely, accurate, and meet contract requirements.
· Contractor implements management control systems that provides for timely identification of problems with affected cost and schedule estimates to the appropriate management level.  Contractor clearly defines problems and solutions with factual supporting information and rationale. Contractor demonstrates initiative and foresight in planning. The contractor’s management is consistently proactive in preventing/minimizing impacts to the program.  Actions to control the program are timely and responsive to the Government’s needs.  Risk mitigation efforts are successful and on schedule.  



	Very Good
	· Meets all criteria for “Satisfactory” rating.  

· Meets all project major milestones as established in the IMS and Technical Directives and is ahead of schedule on some critical path activities.  



	
	· Contractor demonstrates strong leadership and processes through effective internal communications. Continuously upgrades the capabilities of the IDE.  Contractor management focuses on and encourages joint working Integrated Product Teams with the Government.  Contractor provides early coordination with Government management to ensure the Government is informed of problem developments, schedule changes, required decision points and all key decisions that will potentially impact schedule, technical performance, and/or cost.


	
	· Contractor continuously reviews labor resource allocations in order to minimize labor usage, while maintaining adequate staffing levels to maintain schedule, quality of work, and maximum productivity.  Contractor provides visibility to Government of resource concerns and solutions

· Contractor actively ensures his processes are stable.  Changes to contractor processes are considered minor adjustments to optimize program performance. Contractor takes proactive measures to control schedule, minimizing the likelihood of program delays.  Corrective action plans are thorough with timely implementation.  Actively identifies areas where performance trades can save program cost and schedule and still meet required capabilities.



	Excellent
	· Meets all criteria for “Very Good” rating.  



	
	· Cost performance data is kept current, complete, accurate, and shows clear traceability to the program schedule and the WBS for each Technical Directive.



	
	

	
	· Contractor develops an effective, efficient contractor/Government team that reflects strong, open lines of communication.  Improvements to the planned program result from high quality communication with Government integrated product teams and other external focal points with no program impacts.   The IDE has become the primary method of written communication and documentation for the Government/LSI team.  Contractor's team consists of highly qualified and motivated personnel, with an emphasis on productivity.  



	
	


Cost Control –The contractor’s ability to effectively manage costs within the guidelines mandated by the contract. The ability to exercise appropriate discretion in cost reduction practices, techniques, methods and operations procedures; and provides accurate and timely financial reports as set forth in the CDRL’s.

	Unsatisfactory
	· Contractor does not meet Contract requirements.  The contractor’s control over costs is inadequate.  A significant number of cost estimates are not submitted timely, lack thoroughness and/or are inaccurate.  Actual costs often exceed estimates.  Cost overruns attributable to the contractor are frequent.  The contractor often fails to utilize past experience to reduce costs on new work.  The contractor often fails to provide timely notification to the Government regarding cost issues.  The contractor’s utilization of its cost accounting, tracking and reporting systems is ineffective.

	 Satisfactory
	· The contractor’s control over costs is adequate.  The majority of cost estimates are submitted timely, are thorough and accurate.  With few exceptions, actual costs are generally in line with estimates.  Cost overruns attributable to the contractor are mostly minor.  The contractor utilizes past experience to reduce costs on new work.  The contractor provides timely notification to the Government regarding cost issues in most cases.  The contractor’s utilization of its cost accounting, tracking and reporting systems is generally effective.

	
	· Labor hour variances show delivery of labor hours and skill sets in accordance with the agreed labor, qualifications and rates matrix.  Documentation for pricing in award term and option years, if applicable, adequately supports the request(s) without requests for clarification and follow-up.

	 Very Good
	· Meets all criteria for “Satisfactory” rating.
· Cost controls are highly effective and result in considerable savings on occasion.  Costs are usually below estimates and there are no cost overruns, due to factors beyond contractor control.  

	 
	· Labor hour variances by labor category show effective management of labor mix and delivery of hours.  Variances are effectively managed and explained.  Documentation for pricing in award term and option years, if applicable, is submitted without errors or omissions.



	
	· All components of the prime contractor’s cost reports are accurate and the reports are on time.  The government does not require changes, resubmissions, or clarification.



	Excellent
	· Meets all Criteria for “Very Good” rating.

·  Costs are always below estimates and there are no cost overruns due to factors beyond contractor control.



	 
	· Labor Hour variances by labor category show exceptional management of labor mix and delivery of agreed skill sets.  Variances are explained in a manner that shows benefit to the Government.  Price requests for award terms are submitted with extremely clear documentation.



	 
	· The contractor’s control over costs is extremely effective.  Cost estimates are timely, thorough and accurate.  The contractor consistently utilizes past experience to reduce costs on new work.  The contractor consistently provides timely notification to the Government regarding cost issues.  The contractor effectively utilizes its cost accounting, tracking and reporting systems. 


Technical – The contractor ‘s ability to provide the best available CBRN capability that meets the requirements of the contract.

	Unsatisfactory
	· Technical Directive performance capabilities are not accurately defined and major traceability flaws to applicable documents are evident.  Contractor identifies performance shortfalls, but fail to address the problem or to produce favorable results.  Deficiencies adversely impact on the contractor's ability to complete tasks resulting in project delays and increased costs to the Government.



	 
	· Technical/periodic reports, site design packages and other documentation submittals are not submitted in accordance with (IAW) the Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL), or are incomplete and inaccurate.  Discrepancies are major and require extensive time and effort to correct.



	
	· Testing and analysis is not conducted in accordance with program documentation.  System specification thresholds and capabilities are not met.

· Few required logistics elements are accomplished.  Contractor has not identified logistics problems and potential solutions to those problems.  
· Fielding of equipment is poor.  The contractor generally has not followed safety guidelines, coordinated/communicated well with installation personnel, or provided quality workmanship or materials.  Contractor has not coordinated outages and construction/installation schedules with the base, and interfered with base operations.  

	Satisfactory
	· Contractor is meeting the threshold performance and capability requirements of Technical Directives. Performance capabilities are defined and traceable to the appropriate documents.  Shortfalls of performance are actively pursued and plans are formulated to resolve system shortfalls.  Deficiencies are minor with limited adverse impact to schedule and estimated cost.



	
	· Site design packages are submitted on time, and show traceability to requirements with few minor errors.  Discrepancies are minor and easily corrected. 



	 
	· Testing and analysis is conducted according to program documentation.   System specification thresholds are met with few, minor deviations from the plan.



	
	· All required logistics elements are accomplished.  Identifies logistics problems and potential solutions to those problems.  Logistics elements are utilized as a primary consideration in the design, development and supportability of the program.

· Fielding of equipment is acceptable.  The contractor generally has followed safety guidelines, coordinated/communicated well with installation personnel, and provided quality workmanship and materials.  Contractor has coordinated outages and construction/installation schedules with the base to minimize interference with base operations.  



	 Very Good
	· Meets criteria for “satisfactory” rating. 

· Contractor shows evidence of exceeding the performance and capability thresholds of Technical Directives and shows progress toward objective performance requirements with no impact to schedule and estimated cost.  Performance capabilities are defined and are clearly traceable to the appropriate documents. Contractor continuously assesses performance parameters as design changes or testing and analysis is complete.  



	
	· Site design packages are submitted on time or ahead of schedule; are complete, accurate, and show clear traceability to requirements.  No deficiencies are noted.



	
	· Identifies logistics impact of design changes to ILS elements, to improve lifecycle costs.

· The contractor generally has a proactive posture with regard to safety and closely coordinated with base personnel for outages and construction/installation schedules.  Contractor has been generally proactive in minimizing interference with base operations.  



	Excellent
	· Meets criteria for “very good” rating.  

· The contractor continuously exceeds all objective and threshold performance requirements and capabilities of the Technical Directives.  Contractor takes a leadership position in resolving systems engineering issues that effect system performance. 



	
	· Many site design packages are submitted ahead of schedule. 



	 
	· Continuously identifies impact of design changes to ILS elements for improving life cycle costs.
· The contractor continually has a proactive posture with regard to safety and consistently maintained close communication with base personnel for seamless coordination of outages and construction/installation schedules.  Contractor has been very proactive in minimizing interference with base operations.  


Customer Satisfaction- Evaluation of the contractor’s performance in the customer satisfaction category will be based on survey results received from every installation completed during the evaluation period. Several groups will be surveyed: users (including but not limited to; Operational crews, Maintenance activities, Area Operational and Support Staffs), program/support managers, and project managers. Surveys will be conducted throughout the contract and may be continuously updated via web-based technology. Each group will assess the contractor’s performance on a scale of 1-5; measuring to what degree the contractor has met or exceeded customer expectations in performance of contract requirements. The Government and the Contractor will mutually develop survey questions, format, and procedures but the Government having the final approval authority.  Categories may include system availability, readiness; logistics support maintainability, and supportability. The Government will provide written copies of resulting surveys to the Contractor following completion and analysis of the survey. 

Average score of Customer Surveys
	Unsatisfactory


	1.0 <             Average Score         <3.0

	Satisfactory


	3.0 <             Average Score         <3.5

	Very Good


	3.5 <             Average Score         <4.5

	Excellent


	4.5 <             Average Score         <5.0


