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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1. Overview and Purpose.
This Award Fee Plan will be used in evaluating Contractor performance under the ISPAN Architecture and Integration Contract.  This plan provides the basis for presenting an assessment of the Contractor’s performance to the Fee Determining Official (FDO).  The purpose of the plan is to outline the organization, procedures, evaluation periods, and evaluation criteria for implementing the award fee provisions of the contract.  The award criteria described herein are intended to define and motivate superior performance by the contractor, and if necessary to guide corrective measures.  The Government reserves the right to revise this award fee plan after contract award when in the best interest of the Government.  Changes to this award fee plan to emphasize particular areas of interest in any given award fee period should be expected throughout the life of the contract.

1.2. Changes to Award Fee Plan.

Unilateral changes may be made to the award fee plan if the Contractor is provided written notification by the Contracting Officer (CO) before the start of the award fee period in which the modified Award Fee Plan becomes effective.  Changes affecting the current evaluation period shall be by bilateral, written agreement.  [Statements contained in [brackets] are informational for the proposal period, and will be removed in the approved award fee plan.]  The Award Fee Plan change procedure is detailed in Section XX.

2.0 AWARD FEE STRUCTURE

2.1. Fee Categories.
2.1.1. There are three (3) award fee categories for this contract:  the Base fee, the Development Award fee, and the Operations and Sustainment Award fee.   Additionally, there is a one-time Special Performance Incentive (SPI), detailed in Annex Six.  Fee amounts, based on the currently funded work, are shown in Schedule B of the contract.  

2.1.2. The base fee for this contract is 2% of authorized cost on all Development CLINS and Operations and Sustainment (O&S) CLINS. The contractor shall earn the base fee for all authorized work completed during the award fee period, unless the contract is terminated for cause.  The base fee may be invoiced monthly.  The Development award fee pool is 13% above the base fee (15% total).  The O&S award fee pool is 6% above the base fee (8% total).  Base fee and award fee pool cost bases are inclusive of travel, materials, and other direct costs, except as disallowed by the FAR.

2.2. Organization.

The award fee organization consists of:  the FDO; an Award Fee Review Board (AFRB) that consists of a Chairperson, the Contracting Officer, project office representatives, functional area representatives, engineering representatives, and advisor members.  The Fee Determining Official (FDO) will determine the amount of the award fee earned and awarded based on AFRB evaluation of the contractor’s performance against the criteria set forth in this plan.  Annex One provides the Award Fee Organization and Annex Two outlines their roles and responsibilities.  

2.3. Subjective Evaluation.  

AFRB recommendations are the basis for an award fee payment.  Determinations and the methodology for determining them are unilateral decisions made at the Government’s discretion.  AFRB application of criteria for the award fee category is a subjective process, even for those criteria with a quantitative foundation.  AFRB recommendations will be derived from an evaluation of the contractor’s performance in the context of the Statement of Objectives (SOO) and Performance Work Statement (PWS).  However, per Federal Acquisition Circular (FAC) 97-15 issued 12/27/99, Award Fee determinations are subject to the Disputes clause of the contract.  Annex Three describes the evaluation guidelines to be used by the evaluation board.  

3.0 EVALUATION PERIODS AND PROGRESS REPORTS

3.1. Periodic Evaluation (PE) Schedule.
3.1.1. Schedule Foundation.

The award fee periodic evaluation (PE) schedule will be based on the contracted delivery schedule.  For software deliveries, this will be primarily baselined from the promotion date into the USSTRATCOM Production environment.  

3.1.2. Initial Evaluation Period.

The initial evaluation period will run from contract award to 30 days following scheduled delivery of the system architecture, defined as the System/Subsystem Design Description (SSDD), CDRL A002.  [The government expects the offeror to propose this delivery date in the December 2004 timeframe.  If the date proposed in the IMP/IMS is not acceptable, this date will be finalized during post-award refinement, as specified in Section L.]

3.1.3. Successive Evaluation Periods.

Successive evaluation periods will be defined during the process to implement the annual Spiral Development Increment Plan (SDIP, Section J, Attachment 6).  The Award Fee Plans associated with these evaluation periods will be constructed by the government in accordance with the contracted SDIP schedule, in order to emphasize items of particular importance during those periods.  The updated government-approved Award Fee Plan may be incorporated into the contract at the same time as the SDIP modification.  Annex Four of this Award Fee Plan will identify the evaluation periods as they are established.  In general, the scheduling process described in the next paragraphs will be utilized.

3.1.4. Delivery Opportunities.  

As specified in the SDIP, delivery opportunities currently exist each June and December, with these opportunities representing the projected promotion of the software into the USSTRATCOM Production environment.  The contractor shall schedule its delivery into government testing in advance of the Production date, as required by the  Master Test Plan for each increment.

3.1.5. Determining Evaluation Period.  

Award Fee evaluation periods will be based on the delivery schedule contained in the SDIP and IMP/IMS.  The evaluation period will run through the end of the month following the Production date (e.g. through January 31 for a December 9 Production date).  This allows the government a period of time to ensure the software is operating correctly, and ensures the appropriate PE categories can be evaluated based on delivered capabilities.  

3.1.6. Evaluation Period Across Multiple Deliveries.  

When the contractor proposes deliveries at each opportunity (currently two per year), the evaluation period will run through two software deliveries.  The evaluation board will conduct an interim evaluation for the first delivery, with the results provided to the contractor immediately, and recorded and provided to the AFRB during the PE.  The interim evaluation will provide feedback in terms of the contractor’s performance rather than the amount of award fee, but the AFRB may consider the first delivery’s evaluation, as provided, to be of equal weight as the second delivery’s evaluation, being conducted.

3.2. Formal and Informal Feedback.
3.2.1. Informal Feedback.
The government will provide informal feedback, at minimum, during Program Reviews and Technical Interchange Meetings.  Continuous informal feedback may also be provided during other program meetings, via customer feedback forms, and from the government program office.  Customer users and government engineers will also act as advisors and provide feedback regarding the contractor’s performance through the ISPAN Program Office.  

3.2.2. Formal Feedback.  

An interim evaluation will be conducted at the approximate midpoint of the evaluation period.  When the evaluation period includes two deliveries, the interim evaluation will be conducted for the first delivery (per paragraph 3.1.6).  The interim evaluation/AFRB will provide formal comments on any areas that are less than “good” performance.  The AFRB/interim evaluation board may also comment on noteworthy improvements and areas in which they particularly wish to see continued excellence.  The government may also provide additional feedback to the contractor during the evaluation period.

3.3. Contractor Self-Evaluation.

The contractor is responsible for providing a comprehensive qualitative/quantitative self-assessment of current period performance as an additional input to the AFRB.  The self-evaluation shall be submitted to the Contracting Officer (CO) within ten working days after the end of the evaluation period.  The written assessment of the contractor’s performance throughout the evaluation period should contain any information that may be reasonably expected to assist the AFRB in evaluating the contractor’s performance.  The contractor’s self-assessment shall not exceed 10 pages.  At the Government’s option, as an alternative to a written self-evaluation, the contractor may be invited to provide an oral presentation that shall not exceed one hour in length.

4.0 EARNED AWARD FEE PROCESS

4.1. General.  

The award fee is structured to offer a reasonable corporate profit for delivering acceptable performance with the possibility of additional profit for exceptional performance.  All evaluation criteria will be established and the plan administered in such a manner that the contractor will have a reasonable opportunity to earn 100% of the Award Fee during each period, although “results” rather than “activity” will be required to earn maximum fee.  Mitigating circumstances beyond the Contractor’s control will be considered in the award fee evaluation.  Substandard performance, such as significantly late delivery, poor quality of scheduled products or services, or failure to aggressively pursue resolution of problems will also be reflected in the award fee amount for the performance period. This Award Fee Plan shall provide for fair evaluation, assessment, and prompt and consistent feedback on both a formal and informal basis.

Throughout this Award Fee Plan, unless specified otherwise, the terms “delivered software” and “software increments” indicate capabilities delivered to the warfighter.  These capabilities are delivered into the USSTRATCOM Production (“PROD”) environment on a schedule which supports  USSTRATCOM’s operational processes.  This schedule may change; if it does, in accordance with the contract, any necessary modifications to the IMP/IMS and this Award Fee Plan will follow.

4.2. Performance/Award Correlation.

Annex Five is the performance/award correlation to be used by the AFRB to determine a recommended award to the FDO.  The evaluation grades are determined by the evaluation grade definitions for each of the evaluation areas.  The evaluation grades are determined using Annex Three, Evaluation Guidelines.  Evaluation grades for each major product will be provided individually in order to provide more focused results to the FDO and to the contractor.  The major products currently defined are:  1) the framework development CLIN, 1) the framework O&S CLIN, 3) each of the extant products (DMPS, DPS, TIPS), 4) C2 software.  The specific scores (equal to the percent award fee) are subjectively assigned based on the AFRB’s recommendation.  All FDO decisions regarding the award fee, including, but not limited to, the amount of the award fee, if any; the methodology used to calculate the award fee; the calculation of the award fee; the Contractor's entitlement to the award fee; and the nature and success of the Contractor's performance are unilateral decisions made at the Government’s discretion.

4.3. Performance Evaluation Areas and Weighting.  
4.3.1.   Performance Evaluation Areas.
Fee will be determined separately for each of the Development and O&S CLINS, using both quantitative and qualitative evaluation criteria.  Fee will be determined based on the following Performance Evaluation Areas:

4.3.1.1. Systems Engineering—the robustness of the design and the operational effectiveness and suitability of the delivered software will be evaluated.

4.3.1.2. Management—the effectiveness and efficiency of the contractor’s processes for interfacing with the government, subcontractors, and associate contractors will be evaluated, to include Systems Engineering and Configuration Management with all three groups.

4.3.1.3. Cost—the contractor’s success in delivering an increment’s requirements at or below target cost will be quantitatively evaluated using the cumulative Cost Performance Index (CPIcum)

4.3.1.4. Schedule/Technical—the contractor’s success in delivering tested, technically acceptable software on or ahead of the approved delivery schedule will be evaluated.

4.3.2.  Variable Weighting of Performance Evaluation Areas.

Within an award fee period, the percentage applied to each Performance Evaluation Area varies as the program progresses.  See Annex Four, Table 4.1 for the percentages applied to each award fee period.  Annex Four, Table 4.1 contains historical percentages and percentages for the next award fee period.  The remaining percentages will be added prior to the start of each subsequent period.  

4.4. Systems Engineering and Operational/Functional Performance—Qualitative Performance Evaluation. 
4.4.1. The Government will conduct a Qualitative Assessment of the Operational and Functional Performance of the Contractor’s delivered software during each evaluation period. The evaluation criteria for this assessment are listed in Annex Three.  In accordance with Section 6.0, Award Fee Plan Change Procedure, the Government will identify in writing the areas that will be emphasized and those that are not applicable for the current period.  These will be provided via updates to Annex Three. 

4.4.2. After an evaluation grade (excellent, good, satisfactory, or unsatisfactory) is determined, a percentage score, as listed in Annex Five, is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade.  The Systems Engineering and Management area evaluation grades for the Contractor are defined in Annex Five.

4.5. Management—Qualitative Performance Evaluation.
4.5.1. The Government will conduct a Qualitative Assessment of the Contractor’s Management during each evaluation period.  The evaluation criteria for this assessment are listed in Annex Three.  In accordance with Section 6.0, Award Fee Plan Change Procedure, the Government will identify in writing the areas that will be emphasized and those that are not applicable for the current period.  These will be provided via updates to Annex Three.

4.5.2. After an evaluation grade (excellent, good, satisfactory, or unsatisfactory) is determined, a percentage score, as listed in Annex Five, is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade.  The Systems Engineering and Management area evaluation grades for the Contractor are defined in Annex Five.

4.6. Cost—Quantitative Performance Evaluation.
This evaluation will consist of two subareas.  The contractor will be quantitatively evaluated on its ability to deliver requirements at or below target cost, and on the effectiveness of its integrated processes for projecting and managing costs throughout the schedule.  The Contractor will receive a Quantitative Assessment for Cumulative Cost Performance Index (CPIcum) utilizing the CPIcum at the end of the period of performance.  This CPIcum will be derived from the Contractor’s DCMA-approved Earned Value Management System (EVMS) and calculated as “Budgeted Cost of Work Performed (BCWP) divided by Actual Cost of Work Performed (ACWP).”  


CPIcum = BCWP/ACWP

The amount of award fee available for quantitative CPIcum during that period will then be adjusted based on the Table 3.1 in Annex Three.  The table provides a range of award fee percentages for CPIcum ranges.  This permits the Government to recognize recent trends in CPI data, adjusting up or down within the range of percentages.  In the event the Government disagrees with the Contractor’s EVMS CPIcum, the Government’s recommended adjustment along with supporting rationale shall be presented to the FDO for review and approval.  If a CPIcum adjustment is approved by the FDO, the rationale shall be provided to the Contractor in the FDO’s decision letter.

[Based on an evaluation of the contractor’s proposed TMLI, there may be a weighting between CPI and leading indicators, similar to that utilized for Schedule.  If no proposed TMLI incentivizes the contractor to use its integrated processes to accurately forecast costs, the government will evaluate the accuracy of CPI forecasts 90 days ahead.  A new table will be created for this purpose, and weighting established between the cost sub-areas in Annex 4.]

4.7. Schedule—Quantitative Performance Evaluation.  
4.7.1. This evaluation will consist of [two] sub-areas.  The contractor will be quantitatively evaluated on its ability to deliver requirements in accordance with the contracted schedule and to manage its work package schedules as measured by the Schedule Performance Index (SPI) and [proposed Technical Management Leading Indicators].  The percentage applied to each element of the Schedule PE Area may be changed for each evaluation period, and is detailed in Annex Four, Table 4.2. For this factor, deliveries are considered to either consist primarily of architecture artifacts or software, and the on-time weighting is adjusted accordingly.  

4.7.2.  The contractor will be evaluated first on its ability to deliver capabilities on or before the contracted delivery date.

4.7.2.1. For architecture deliveries, “on-time” is defined by the IMP-agreed date.  The quality of the delivered architecture product will be evaluated under the Operational and Functional Performance category. 

4.7.2.2. For software deliveries, “on-time” is defined as the government approving promotion of the software into the USSTRATCOM Production environment by the IMP-agreed “PROD” date.  The quality of the delivered software, as defined by open deficiencies, will be used to adjust the rating.

4.7.3. The contractor will next be evaluated based on its ability to manage work package schedules as measured by 1) the average monthly SPI as derived from the Contractor’s DCMA-approved EVMS and 2) [Technical Management Leading Indicators, to be selected by the government using the metrics information proposed by the contractor].

4.7.3.1. The reported SPI for each month throughout the performance period, except the last month, will be averaged.  The last month of each evaluation period will not be considered, since its data will not be available in a timely fashion for the award fee calculation and it will occur after an increment’s delivery is complete.  The amount of award fee available for average SPI will then be adjusted based on the “Metrics” column of Table 4.3 in Annex 4.

4.7.3.2. [Technical Management Leading Indicators, selected by the government, will be entered into Table 4.4 in Annex 4.  The weighting of SPI and the TMLI selected will be determined once the TMLI metrics are selected.]

4.7.3.3. [Depending on the TMLI proposed, the government may add a third category to evaluate process management.  Since SPI is a lagging indicator, the government desires to incentivize the contractor to use its processes to make accurate scheduling forecasts.  If no proposed TMLI is sufficient for this, purpose, the government will evaluate the accuracy of SPI forecasts 90 days ahead.  A new table will be created for this purpose, and weighting established between the scheduling sub-areas in Annex 4.]

4.8. Rollover of Unearned Fee.  

Dollars in the award-fee pool for a given period, which are not earned in that period, will generally NOT be available in subsequent periods.  An established exception under this plan as specified in paragraph 4.8.1  In order to further incentivize the contractor, the government reserves the right to make the unearned fee available for other reasons, which will be documented in the official contract file.  In subsequent periods, the government may also specify, in the Award Fee Plan, other reasons for making the unearned fee available.

4.8.1. Unearned fee rollover criteria. 

In order to motivate continued superior performance, if CPI AND SPI are both above 1.0 at the end of the evaluation period, or were both above 1.0 for a previous delivery during the evaluation period, this fact will be conveyed to the FDO along with a recommendation to permit rollover of unearned fee into the next evaluation period. 

4.9. Unsatisfactory Performance Area Evaluations.
Based on the evaluation criteria, the Quantitative PE Areas (Cost and Schedule) may receive any score from 0-100%, and the contractor may receive the fee associated with that percentage, except as noted below.   If any Qualitative PE Area sub-element is rated as Unsatisfactory, that entire PE Area will receive an Unsatisfactory rating, and the contractor will receive no fee for that PE Area.  If the Systems Engineering/Operational/ Functional Performance PE Area receives an Unsatisfactory rating, then the contractor will receive an Unsatisfactory rating in all areas and receive zero fee for that period.

4.10.   Available Award Fee Pool.

4.10.1. Development CLINS.

The percentage of the total available Award Fee Pool for the development CLINS will vary across award fee periods, as detailed in Table 4.1.  The available pool for each period will not be directly proportionate to the costs for that period.  The periods during which formal AFOTEC Block completion OT&E occurs will contain larger portions of the fee pool (“back loading”).  If the government schedule for Block completion OT&E changes, the government may revise the award fee pool distribution in a revised award fee plan.

4.10.2. O&S CLINS.
The total award fee pool available for each award period for the O&S CLINS (3400 funded) will vary with the specific costs associated with that period.  100% of the award fee pool for each O&S period of performance will be available during the associated Award Fee period.

5.0 CONTRACT TERMINATION

If the contract is terminated for the convenience of the Government, the current award fee will be accomplished by evaluating contractor performance against the anticipated schedule of events for the abbreviated period, and the award fee pool will be prorated based on actual contract expenses incurred to that point.  The award fee pool for all subsequent periods will not be available for award.

6.0 AWARD FEE PLAN CHANGE PROCEDURE

6.1. The AFRB will forward all proposed changes to the AFRB Chairperson.  Significant changes require FDO approval; other changes may be approved by the AFRB Chairperson.  After approval, the CO shall notify the Contractor in writing of any changes.  

6.2. Unilateral changes may be made to the Award Fee Plan if the Contractor is provided written notification of the change by the CO at least thirty (30) days (goal) prior to the start of the upcoming evaluation period.  The Contractor shall have ten (10) days (goal) to review and submit any comments before the Award Fee Plan is updated and implemented.  If the Contractor does not respond in writing within ten (10) days, the Government shall assume acceptance of the changes.

6.3. The schedule for Award Fee Plan change(s) is as follows:

6.3.1. AFRB/FDO approves changes

6.3.2. CO notifies Contractor of change at least 30 days prior  to new AF period start

6.3.3. Contractor reviews/submits comments NLT 10 days after receipt of notification

6.4. Changes affecting the current evaluation period must be made by mutual agreement of both the Government and the Contractor.  If uncompleted requirements are rendered unnecessary by other program events or are deemed unimportant by the Government, the Government, with Contractor concurrence, may delete them before making the qualitative assessment for Functional and Operational Performance. 

6.5. Sixty days prior to the start of each period following the initial period, the Government will establish in writing to the Contractor, the weight of each performance area and sub-area to reflect its relative importance (Annex Four), the proposed qualitative evaluation areas, and any other changes to the Award Fee Plan.  The Contractor may recommend revisions to the weightings and proposed qualitative evaluation elements within 30 days of receipt of the Government’s notification for the upcoming period.  The Contractor may also recommend other changes to the Award Fee Plan for the next evaluation period.  The Government will accept, modify or deny the Contractor’s recommended changes 15 days prior to the start of each award fee period.  

6.6. [During the proposal period, the Contractor’s proposed Technical Management Leading Indicators will be reviewed to determine which may be appropriate for use in the Cost and Schedule performance areas.  The Contractor may also provide recommendations to the government as to which TMLI it believes would be most useful for this purpose.]
7.0 PAYMENT PROCEDURES

7.1. The AFRB will prepare an end-of-period evaluation report or briefing that will be presented by the AFRB chair to the Contractor, through the CO.  The report will contain the following: 1) the current period evaluation and the earned-award fee amount; and 2) the amount of unearned fee rolled forward to the next evaluation period (if determined for rollover by the FDO). 

7.2. At the end of an evaluation period, the Contracting Officer will advise the Contractor of the amount of award fee earned for the period.  If the Contractor has received a rating of 50% or better in a Periodic Evaluation areas, a contract modification will be issued authorizing payment of that area’s earned fee (see Annex Five).    Award fees will be distributed by the prime contractor to subcontractor/teaming partners based on the individual prime contractor agreements with its subcontractors/teaming partners.

ANNEX ONE
AWARD-FEE ORGANIZATION
Members:

	Fee Determining Official:
	

	 Program Executive Officer*
	AFPEO/C2&CS*

	
	

	Award Fee Review Board Chairperson:
	

	 USSTRATCOM Systems IPT Program Manager


	USSTRATCOM/CL154

	
	

	Award Fee Review Board Members:
	

	  USSTRATCOM Systems IPT Project Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL154

	  USSTRATCOM Systems IPT Functional Manager
	USSTRATCOM/ST13

	  USSTRATCOM Global Strike/Theater IPT Project Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL1542

	  USSTRATCOM Global Strike/Theater IPT Functional Manager
	USSTRATCOM/ST13

	  USSTRATCOM Data Management Services Project Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL1542

	  USSTRATCOM Data Management Services Functional Manager
	USSTRATCOM/ST13

	  USSTRATCOM Document Production System Project Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL1542

	  USSTRATCOM Document Production System Functional Manager
	USSTRATCOM/ST13

	  USSTRATCOM ISPAN Senior Government Engineer
	USSTRATCOM/CL15

	  USSTRATCOM C2 Modernization Project Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL152

	  USSTRATCOM C2 Modernization Functional Manager
	USSTRATCOM/CL11

	  Contracting Officer
	ESC/NDK

	
	

	* AFPEO/C2&CS may delegate the FDO responsibilities to the ISPAN System Program Director
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


ANNEX TWO
ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
Award Fee Review Board (AFRB)

The AFRB will provide the FDO with an award fee recommendation for each award fee period.  The board will base their recommendation on a review of the contractor’s performance in the context of the evaluation guidelines described in Annex Three. The AFRB reviews the Contractor’s overall performance for the award fee evaluation period, and recommends the earned-award-fee amount from the available award fee pool for that period to the FDO.  The AFRB may also recommend changes to the Award Fee Plan to the FDO.  In addition, the AFRB prepares the Contractor’s interim evaluation reports including specific strengths and areas of improvement.  

AFRB Chairperson
The AFRB Chairperson will ensure that the contractor performance review is thorough and covers all areas required to support the award fee determination.  The Chairperson will also lead the AFRB, its meetings, and resolve any significant differences in ratings.  If rating differences cannot be resolved for a particular area, the Chairperson will determine the rating for the area in dispute and document the issue in the AFRB Report to the FDO.  The results of the AFRB review will be written in the AFRB Report and transmitted to the FDO within 30 working days of the end of the evaluation period.  The AFRB Chairperson will also provide the FDO with copies of periodic feedback given to the Contractor during each evaluation period.

AFRB Members
Each member will complete an independent input to the AFRB periodic performance review within the timeline set by the AFRB Chairperson.  They will use Annex Five to assign a numerical rating to each of the evaluation criteria established for that award fee period.  Areas of evaluation not observed or outside of the rater’s area of responsibility shall be left out of that rater’s assessment.  Where practical, each assessment will be related to specific instances of contractor strengths, weaknesses and impacts.  The AFRB Chairman will call a meeting to resolve any significant differences and arrive at a single recommendation to the FDO, although this single recommendation will be broken out by major product.  AFRB consensus on specific contractor strengths and weaknesses will also be provided to the FDO.

Contracting Officer (CO)
The CO, or designated representative, will participate in the AFRB according to the guidelines above.  Additionally, the CO will advise the AFRB Chairperson of any deficiencies or inconsistencies in the AFRB’s assessment, and assist the AFRB Chairperson in coming to a final recommendation. The CO is the liaison between the Government and the Contractor, and transmits FDO letters to the Contractor.  The CO prepares and distributes the modification awarding the fee authorized by the FDO within 15 calendar days after the date of the FDO decision letter.  The CO ensures that the appropriate award-fee amount is certified and administratively reserved prior to the beginning of the applicable award-fee evaluation period.  The CO ensures that all unearned-award-fee funds not subject to rollover provisions are de-committed after each evaluation period.  The CO notifies the Contractor of any change(s) to the AFP, after FDO/AFRB Chairperson approval.

The CO ensures the AFRB recommendation and FDO final decision are formally documented.  In addition to the required documents already in the official contract file such as the AFP and appointment letters, the official contract file will also contain the following documentation for each separate evaluation period: a copy of the FDO briefing; a copy of the FDO’s decision letter to the Contractor providing the earned-award-fee amount as well as strengths, areas for improvement, and future areas of emphasis, if any; supporting rationale if the FDO’s final decision of earned-award-fee amount differs from the AFRB recommendation; justification for the use of rollover and amount of unearned award fee to be available, if any; the interim evaluation letter, if applicable; Contractor’s self assessment, if any; and applicable funding documents.

Fee Determining Official (FDO)
The FDO will approve the award fee plan and authorize any significant changes proposed by the AFRB. The FDO , makes the final determination of the award fee amount earned by the Contractor at the end of the evaluation period .  The FDO will advise the contractor through the CO of the award fee determination.  

The FDO’s Award Fee decision will be documented.  If the FDO’s Award Fee decision varies either upward or downward from the AFRB’s recommendation, the rationale for the change will be documented in the official contract file and explained with reference to the Award Fee Plan.  The FDO’s decision letter will include the earned-award-fee amount and address the Contractor’s strengths and areas for improvement for the evaluation period.  In addition, the FDO’s rationale to allow rollover, including the amount of the unearned award fee that may be considered available in the next subsequent evaluation period(s), will be documented in the official contract file.

ANNEX THREE

EVALUATION GUIDELINES
Periodic Evaluation (PE) Pool:
There are four PE Areas.  The current evaluation period’s available pool is weighted, in accordance with Annex Four, Table 4.1, as follows (to be filled in for each period):  PE Pool Award Fee (100%) = Systems Engineering (40%) + Management (25%) + Cost (20%) + Schedule/Technical (15%)

While certain aspects of the PE Pool are somewhat subjective by nature, the government’s intent is that significant cost, performance, and schedule benefits realized by the government because of contractor actions be rewarded by commensurate fee to the contractor.

All elements in a qualitative evaluation area below are of equal weight unless indicated otherwise.

In accordance with paragraph 4.2 of the Award Fee Plan, parenthetical comments are intended to assist evaluator consistency, and do not constitute a specified methodology for determining the award fee.  

1. Systems Engineering.  The Government will conduct a Qualitative Assessment of Systems Engineering as demonstrated by the design, development, testing, and functional/operational performance of the delivered product(s) during each evaluation period.  The following areas will be emphasized during the current evaluation period.  (Note:  only the TRD/TDD requirements specified to be included in a delivery should be evaluated under element “a.”  The performance of requirements delivered earlier than their contractually required increment should be evaluated under element “h” of this PE area or the schedule/technical PE area if their presence caused delays or testing difficulties; or under elements “e, f, g, and/or l” of this PE area if their presence provided value.  The correction of defects identified during government testing, but corrected prior to PRR, may be considered under any appropriate element.)
a. Does the contractor identify and satisfy the technical requirements specified in the SDIP? 

b. Do the contractor’s delivered products demonstrate open, flexible, and extensible system design?  

c. Do the contractor’s delivered products demonstrate scalability?  (Note:  this element may be used both for the contractual design deliverables and for the demonstrated operational capacity of the system.)

d. Does the Contractor adhere to, and fully support, security requirements?  Is the design and delivered capability demonstrating progress toward achieving the objective multi-level security capability?  Is the openness of the architecture being effectively balanced with the need for the architecture to be secure?

e. Does the Contractor recommend technical approaches in the best long-term technical interests of the Government?  Does the contractor provide innovative technical approaches that are logical, accurate, coordinated, and detailed appropriately?  Does the Contractor ensure that recommended approaches guide the integrated ISPAN program towards the government-established end-state?

f. Did the Contractor continue to demonstrate its use of Systems Engineering processes into the  testing phase?  How successful was the testing process?  Were the test plans sufficient, feasible, and easy to implement?  Did the software quality indicate it was ready for testing?  Did the integration with other software products indicate an open design had been achieved?  How reliable are the Contractor’s delivered products, during and following testing?  (Note:  reliability should be used to evaluate such performance issues as software crashes.)

g. Do the Contractor’s delivered products enhance or support the customers’ operational needs in the Domain area for which the Contractor is responsible?  (Note:  this element may be used to identify how well the Contractor’s design implements the requirements, or to identify a design that implements the requirement technically, but in an operationally unsuitable way.  This element could also be used to evaluate whether the requirements are being satisfied in a way that ensures the entire ISPAN program, including capabilities being provided by associate contractors, is progressing towards the end-state vision.)

h. Does the Contractor ensure that previous system capabilities and performance, to include those capabilities provided by other Contractors, are not lost or degraded as a result of new deliveries?

i. Does the Contractor effectively integrate its delivered products with associated activities and related systems from other ISPAN contractors, other USSTRATCOM contractors, and other DoD contractors?

j. Does the Contractor deliver products in the appropriate format?  Does the Contractor deliver products that are easily understood and operated?  Does the contractor provide training adequate to ensure effective use of new capabilities?

k. Does the Contractor provide complete and usable documentation?  (Note:  this factor may be used to evaluate the adequacy of both the user documentation accompanying the delivered software and the CDRLs.)

l. Has the Contractor improved operational efficiency or effectiveness, which have either reduced costs, enhanced performance, or provided other benefits to the Government during this award fee period?

2. Management. The Government will conduct a Qualitative Assessment of the Contractor’s Management processes during each evaluation period.  The following areas will be emphasized during the current evaluation period.  
a. Is the Contractor responsive to mission changes and customer needs?  Does the Contractor use an integrated approach for presenting alternatives?

b. Does the contractor respond appropriately to dynamic situations and/or urgent requirements?  In particular, does the contractor utilize an integrated approach when presenting/providing workarounds?


c. Do the Contractor’s ISPAN Program Control metrics provide insight into cost, schedule and risk?   Does Contractor management use them effectively?  In particular, does the contractor provide and use leading indicators which provide the government early insight into potential problems?

d. Does the Contractor’s integrated development environment provide the Government with effective insight into requirements traceability, design maturity, and increment status?  Has the contractor effectively incorporated its EVMS, IMP/IMS, and risk management process into its decision making process?  Does it effectively integrate these processes in the presentation of alternatives to the government?

e. Does the Contractor effectively identify ISPAN program risks and alternatives?  Does the contractor effectively implement integrated mitigation strategies?  Does the Contractor support the risk management process for use throughout the USSTRATCOM enterprise?

f. Does the Contractor effectively adapt and respond to changes and modifications from the Government Program Management Office (PMO)?  Does the Contractor effectively manage business arrangements and requests for information from/to the Government PMO?

g. Does the Contractor effectively manage subcontractors and teammates, to include incorporating a sound Systems Engineering and Configuration Management approach?  Does this approach ensure that the Contractor’s Systems Engineering and Configuration Management processes flow down to the subcontractors and teammates?

h. Does the Contractor effectively manage associate contractor relationships?  In particular, does the Contractor take all responsible steps to ensure that the overall ISPAN program is progressing satisfactorily towards the government-established end state?

i. Does the Contractor facilitate professional relationships with other contractors and other Government agencies that benefit the Government?  In particular, does the Contractor take all responsible steps to ensure that the overall ISPAN program, including those capabilities provided by stakeholders outside USSTRATCOM, is progressing satisfactorily towards the government-established end state?

j. Does the contractor maintain small business participation, to include small/disadvantaged businesses, and historically black colleges or universities, and minority institutions at or above the contracted threshold?

k. Does the contractor provide an appropriate level of complexity and variety in the work to be performed by small/disadvantaged businesses, historically black colleges and universities, and minority institutions?

l. Does the Contractor management provide the appropriate personnel for tasks?  How proficient, effective and technically competent are the Contractor’s personnel?  During periods of significant startups, has the Contractor effectively staffed new tasks?
3. Cost.

	Table 3.1—CPI(cumulative)

	CPI Index
	% Fee

	.98 – 1.0
	90-100%

	.95 – .97
	75-89%

	.90 – .94
	50-74%

	< .9
	0-49%


a. The contractor will be quantitatively evaluated on its ability to deliver requirements at or below target cost, and on the effectiveness of its integrated processes for projecting and managing costs throughout the schedule.  The Contractor will receive a Quantitative Assessment for Cumulative Cost Performance Index (CPIcum) utilizing the CPIcum at the end of the period of performance.  The amount of award fee available for quantitative CPIcum during that period will then be adjusted based on the Table 3.1, above.  The table provides a range of award fee percentages for CPIcum ranges.  This permits the Government to recognize recent trends in CPI data, adjusting up or down within the range of percentages.  Requirements de-scope resulting from exceeding budget will be evaluated against the Cost category using the available percentage range.

4. Schedule/Technical Performance.  (Note:  Schedule/Technical Performance are bundled to ensure the contractor does not deliver an ineffective product “on time” merely to avoid a Schedule penalty.  The operational impact of defects should be evaluated under the Performance category.)
The contractor will be quantitatively evaluated on its ability to deliver capabilities in accordance with the contracted schedule and to manage its work package schedules as measured by the Schedule Performance Index (SPI) and [selected Technical Management Leading Indicators].  The percentage applied to each element of the Schedule PE Area is specified in Annex Four, Table 4.2. For this factor, deliveries are considered to either consist primarily of architecture artifacts or software, and the on-time weighting is adjusted accordingly.  


“On Time Delivery”

The contractor will be evaluated first on its ability to deliver capabilities on or before the contracted delivery date.  For architecture deliveries, “on-time” is defined by the IMP-agreed date.  The quality of the delivered architecture product will be evaluated under the Systems Engineering category.  For software deliveries, “on-time” is defined by the IMP-agreed date for software delivery into the USSTRATCOM “Production” environment.  If the number and severity of open deficiencies following developmental and user acceptance testing results in a delay to the “PROD” date, or the government refuses to permit promotion at the Production Readiness Review, the delivery will be considered “late.”  The quality of the delivered software, as defined by open deficiencies, will be used to adjust the rating based on Table 3.2, below.  The range of award fee percentages permits the government to recognize schedule issues not explicitly defined.

	Table 3.2—Schedule/Technical Quantitative Score

	Delivery
	On-Time
	Late

	Defects
	
	

	Minimal
	95-100%
	50-75%

	Nominal
	90-100%
	50-60%

	Excessive
	40-90%
	0-20%


(Note:  Early delivery currently offers little benefit, since the government schedule is tied with cut over.  Early delivery to testing may permit the government to conduct its testing more efficiently, if accompanied by minimal defects, and would be incentivized under Systems Engineering.  Late delivery cause significant operational problems, thus is heavily penalized.)

Definitions for this Award Fee plan

Defects are those found during government testing (Developmental Test, User Acceptance Test, and/or Operational Test):

Minimal defects:  No Category 1 or 2 defects; no new Category 3 defects.

Nominal defects: No Category 1 or 2 defects; no defects resulting in lost capability.

Excessive defects: Category 1 or 2 defects; overall number of defects such that ISPAN Program Team refuses to permit promotion to Production.
“Scheduling Process Adherence”

The contractor will be evaluated next on its ability to manage work package schedules using its integrated processes, as measured by the 1) average monthly SPI as derived from the Contractor’s DCMA-approved EVMS and 2) [Technical Management Leading Indicators, to be selected by the government using the metrics information proposed by the contractor].  

The reported SPI’s for each increment under development for each month throughout the performance period, except the last month, will be averaged.  The last month of each evaluation period will not be considered, since its data will not be available in a timely fashion for the award fee calculation and/or will occur after an increment’s delivery is complete.  The amount of award fee available for average SPI will then be adjusted based on the “Metrics” column of Table 4.3 in Annex 4. The table provides a range of award fee percentages for SPI(average) ranges.  This permits the Government to recognize recent trends in scheduling process management, adjusting up or down within the range of percentages.

[Technical Management Leading Indicators, as selected by the government and entered into Table 4.4 in Annex 4, will be evaluated.]

[The weighting between SPI and TMLI selected (one or several) will be determined once the TMLI metrics are selected.  The result of the SPI/TMLI calculation will then be adjusted using the “Metrics” column of Table 4.3 to determine the overall amount of award fee for these elements.]

[Depending on the TMLI proposed, the government may add a third category to evaluate process management.  Since SPI is a lagging indicator, the government will incentivize the contractor to use its processes to make accurate scheduling forecasts.  If no proposed TMLI is sufficient for this, purpose, the government will evaluate the accuracy of SPI forecasts 90 days ahead.  A new table will be created for this purpose, and weighting established between the scheduling sub-areas in Annex 4.]

ANNEX FOUR
EVALUATION PERIODS AND PERIODIC EVALUATION AREA WEIGHTING
The award fee earned by the contractor will be determined at the completion of evaluation periods shown below.  The dollars shown corresponding to each period is the maximum available award fee amount that can be earned during that particular period (to be filled in when known).  The amounts depicted in this table shall be the sum of individual award fee CLINS.  Summing the award fee CLINS for this table shall in no way constrain the AFRB in its unilateral award fee determination. 

The Government may unilaterally revise the distribution of the award-fee dollars among periods.  The contractor will be notified of such changes, if any, in writing by the CO before the relevant period is started and the award-fee plan will be modified accordingly.  Subsequent to the commencement of a period, changes may only be made by mutual agreement of the parties.  

Table 4.1—Evaluation Period Fee Pool and Percentage Weighting 

by Performance Evaluation Area

	Evaluation

Period*
	Target Dates

(CY)
	Dev Fee Pool

(K) ***
	Dev Fee Pool % (approx.)

[Work effort % shown in brackets]
	O&S Fee Pool (K) ***
	Cost Weighting

(Quanti-tative)


	Schedule and Technical Weighting

(Quanti-tative)
	Mgmt Weighting

(Quali-tative)
	SE/Func. & Oper. Performance Weighting

(Qualitative)

	Period 1

Award—Architecture Delivery
	06/04-01/05 **
	$
	6%

[9%]
	$
	20%
	15%
	25%
	40%

	Period 2

Through Increment 2 s/w delivery
	02/05-01/06 **
	$
	15%

[17%]
	$
	25%
	25%
	15%
	35%

	Period 3 Through Increment 4 s/w delivery
	02/06-

01/07 **
	$
	20%

[20%]
	
	
	
	
	

	Period 4 Through Block 1 OT&E completion & Increment 6 s/w delivery
	02/07-01/08 **
	$
	25%

[20%]
	
	
	
	
	

	Period 5 Through Increment 8 s/w delivery
	02/08-01/09 **
	$
	11%

[13%]
	
	
	
	
	

	Period 6 Through Block 2 OT&E completion & Increment 10 s/w delivery
	02/09-01/10 **
	$
	15%

[13%]
	
	
	
	
	

	Period 7 Through Increment 12 s/w delivery
	02/10-01/11 **
	$
	3%

[4%]
	
	
	
	
	

	Period 8 Through Increment 12 s/w delivery
	02/11-01/12 **
	$
	5%

[4%]
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Total:
	100%

[100%--see NOTE in brackets on next page]
	
	
	
	
	


* Increment numbers are descriptive, and align the numbering for delivery opportunities across all ISPAN program contracts (e.g. a December, 2005 delivery is titled increment 2, whether or not a June, 2005 delivery is planned)

**Estimated, to be definitized based on contracted delivery dates

*** Dollars shown are estimated values, to be definitized when known.  Associated percentages are rounded.

[NOTE:  The work effort percentages in the “Dev Fee Pool %” column add to 100% over the life of the contract. One CLIN is used for development, so the entire award fee pool is divided up over the development PoP, with the percentage available for each Award Fee Period depicted in that row.  The “work effort percentage” in [brackets] shows the percentage of the total award fee pool that would have been available in a given period if the award fee were not back-loaded to Block OT&E completion.  (The dollar amount would be proportional to the amount of funding available in that period—that dollar amount varies significantly because the funding stream varies significantly.)  The percentage not in brackets is the percentage of the award fee pool that is available in that period with back-loading—the percentage that will be used in the contract.  Note this funding stream accurately reflects the fact that most currently funded capability will be provided in Blocks 1 and 2.]

	Table 4.2—Schedule Sub-area Percentage Weighting

	Evaluation Period
	Delivery Type
	On-Time Delivery
	Metrics+++

	Period 1
	Architecture
	40%
	60%

	Period 2 and beyond +
	Production Software ++
	70%
	30%


+ unless modified in subsequent Award Fee Plan

++ if an increment delivery is approved to an environment other than the USSTRATCOM Production environment, a modification to this Award Fee Plan will be undertaken

[+++Metrics column to be comprised of weighting from Table 4.3 and Table 4.4, once the entries in Table 4.4 are determined.]

	Table 4.3—SPI(average)

	SPI Average
	% Fee

	.98 – 1.0
	90-100%

	.95 – .97
	75-89%

	.90 – .94
	50-74%

	< .9
	0-49%


	Table 4.4—Technical Management Leading Indicators

	[To be determined following proposal receipt.  Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 metrics will be used together to determine the Metrics rating in Table 4.2]
	


[A Table 4.5 will be included which will show the weighting between SPI and the TMLI, but the structure will be entirely dependent on the number of TMLI’s selected for Table 4.4.]

Example SPI calculation:  12 month award fee period, February-January; deliveries in June and December.**  SPI reported for each month in which an increment is being developed, based on the contractor’s IMP/IMS.  In this example, increment N delivers part way through the current Award Fee period, increment N+1 delivers at the end of the current Award Fee period, and increment N+2 begins part way through the current Award Fee period and delivers during the next Award Fee period.

** For this calculation, increment deliveries are assumed to be the USSTRATCOM Production environment (i.e. each provides capability to the warfighter, with delivery synchronized to established USSTRATCOM processes).  Increment deliveries proposed for delivery to a different environment (e.g. to the ISPAN Experimental Planning Lab) could be weighted differently through a modification to the Award Fee plan.
	Example Reported Monthly SPI—Increment N, June delivery

	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan

	0.98
	1.01
	0.99
	0.97
	1.0
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


	Example Reported Monthly SPI—Increment N+1, December delivery

	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan

	1.0
	1.01
	0.99
	0.97
	0.90
	0.87
	0.91
	0.92
	0.94
	0.97
	1.0
	N/A


	Example Reported Monthly SPI—Increment N+2, June delivery

	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	0.94
	0.97
	0.95
	N/A


Increment N subtotal:  4.95, 5 reporting months

Increment N+1 subtotal:  10.48, 11 reporting months

Increment N+2 subtotal:  2.86, 3 reporting months

Calculation:  18.29 / 19 reporting months = 0.96 SPI(average)

Example fee pool calculation:  Fee pool from Annex Four: $1,000,000.  


Weighting for Schedule from Annex Four:  20%.  Schedule Fee Pool:  $200,000.  


Schedule SPI Sub-area weighting:  30%.  Schedule SPI sub-area pool:  $60,000.


Schedule SPI sub-area fee:  $45,000 to $53,400.

 ANNEX FIVE
PERFORMANCE/AWARD CORRELATION

For each qualitative Performance Evaluation Area, the elements listed in Annex Three will be evaluated against the following grading criteria. After an evaluation grade (excellent, good, satisfactory, or unsatisfactory) is determined, a percentage score is subjectively assigned within the range for the evaluation grade.

Percentage
Adjective
Definition

91-100
Exceptional
Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds many to the Government's benefit.  The contractual performance of the elements or sub-element being assessed was accomplished with few minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were highly effective.

76-90
Good
Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds some to the Government's benefit.  The contractual performance of the element or sub-element being assessed was accomplished with, at most, minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were effective.

50-75
Satisfactory
Performance meets contractual requirements.  The contractual performance of the element or sub-element 

may contain some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor appear or were satisfactory.

0-49
Unsatisfactory
Performance does not meet some contractual requirements and recovery is not likely in a timely manner.  The contractual performance of the element or sub-element contains serious problem(s) for which the contractor has not yet identified corrective actions, or for which the contractor's corrective actions appear or were ineffective.
Percentages awarded to the Contractor in accordance with the above scale shall be converted into percentage of earned PE Pool fee by multiplying the grade percentage with Annex Four’s PE Area weighting percentage and Annex Four’s PE Pool for the current evaluation period.  Zero fee shall be earned for any qualitative PE Area rated as “Unsatisfactory,” although a percentage grade may still be forwarded as feedback to the contractor.

Sample calculation:

Adjective:  Exceptional.  Percentage assigned:  93%.  Weighting from Annex Four:  20%.  Fee pool from Annex Four:  $1,000,000.  Fee for “this” PE Area:  93% x 20% x $1,000,000 = $186,000

ANNEX SIX

ONE-TIME SPECIAL PERFORMANCE INCENTIVE

1.0 A one-time SPI is constructed to incentivize sound systems engineering principles, as outlined in this Award Fee Plan.  This SPI is intended to incentivize the contractor to maintain a long-range view of sound systems engineering.  Under this SPI, the contractor’s systems engineering principles will be evaluated based on two factors:  an open architecture, as evaluated by an independent organization, and a secure architecture, as measured by the system achieving the Evaluation Assurance Level (EAL) “common criteria” level specified as the objective requirement.  The two components must be evaluated within 24 months of each other.

1.1 This SPI shall not be funded until the contractor declares it is ready to be evaluated under the terms of the Award Fee plan and the government concurs with this recommendation.  The contractor shall give a minimum of 12 months notice prior to the desired activation of the SPI.  Value is set at $300,000.

1.2 This Annex, as amended, will be incorporated into the Award Fee Plan after the contractor declares it is ready for evaluation and the government agrees.  This Annex is provided for informational purposes only until that time and is not an operative part of the Award Fee Plan.

1.3 The SPI fee will be determined directly by the percentage awarded by the SPI evaluation.  The SPI fee will be added to the PE Pool fee to determine the total award fee due for the period, provided that the evaluation for all PE areas is at least “satisfactory.”  If the contractor receives an “unsatisfactory” in any PE area during the evaluation period in which the SPI evaluation is completed, then no SPI Pool fee will be awarded, regardless of the outcome of the SPI evaluation. 

1.4 Following the SPI evaluation, if any SPI fee is awarded, a contract modification will be issued authorizing billing of the awarded amount.

2.0 SPI EVALUATION FACTOR 1:  OPEN ARCHITECTURE.  Current acquisition policy direct programs to use a Modular Open System Approach (MOSA) to ensure access to the latest technologies and products and facilitate affordable and supportable modernization of fielded components.  The following paragraphs from the Interim Defense Acquisition Guidebook, 30 Oct 2002, highlight the importance of developing open systems.

2.1 C2.7.1. Open Systems. PMs shall apply the open systems approach as an integrated business and technical strategy upon defining user needs. PMs shall assess the feasibility of using widely supported commercial interface standards in developing systems. The open systems approach shall be an integral part of the overall acquisition strategy to enable rapid acquisition with demonstrated technology, evolutionary and conventional development, interoperability, life-cycle supportability, and incremental system upgradability without major redesign during initial procurement and reprocurement of systems, subsystems, components, spares, and services, and during post-production support. It shall enable continued access to cutting edge technologies and products and prevent being locked in to proprietary technology. PMs shall document their approach for using open systems and include a summary of their approach as part of their overall acquisition strategy.

2.2 C5.2.3.5.5. Open Systems Design

2.2.1 C5.2.3.5.5.1. PMs shall use a modular, standards-based architecture in the design of systems. They shall identify key interfaces and define the system level (system-of-systems, system, subsystem, or component) at and above which these interfaces use various types of standards. Preference shall be given to the use of open interface standards first, then to de facto interface standards, and finally to Government and proprietary interface standards. PMs shall report on their progress using open standards for key interfaces at both Milestones B and C.

2.2.2 C5.2.3.5.5.2. PMs shall use an open systems approach to achieve the following objectives:

2.2.2.1. C5.2.3.5.5.2.1. To adapt to evolving requirements and threats;

2.2.2.2. C5.2.3.5.5.2.2. To accelerate transition from science and technology into acquisition and deployment;

2.2.2.3. C5.2.3.5.5.2.3. To enhance modularity and facilitate systems integration;

2.2.2.4. C5.2.3.5.5.2.4. To leverage commercial investment in new technologies and products;

2.2.2.5. C5.2.3.5.5.2.5. To reduce the development cycle time and total life-cycle cost;

2.2.2.6. C5.2.3.5.5.2.6. To ensure the system is fully interoperable with all systems with which it must interface, without major modification of existing components;

2.2.2.7. C5.2.3.5.5.2.7. To achieve commonality and reuse of components among systems;

2.2.2.8. C5.2.3.5.5.2.8. To provide users the ability to quickly and affordably interconnect and assemble existing platforms, systems, subsystems, and components, as needed;

2.2.2.9. C5.2.3.5.5.2.9. To maintain continued access to cutting edge technologies and products from multiple suppliers during initial procurement, reprocurement, and post-production support;

2.2.2.10. C5.2.3.5.5.2.10. To mitigate the risks associated with technology obsolescence, being locked into proprietary technology, and reliance on a single source of supply over the life of a system;

2.2.2.11. C5.2.3.5.5.2.11. To conduct business case analyses to justify decisions to enhance life-cycle supportability and continuously improve product affordability through technology insertion during initial procurement, reprocurement, and post-production support; and

2.2.2.12. C5.2.3.5.5.2.12. To facilitate modular contracting.

2.3 MOSA is characterized by modular design, key interfaces, and the use of open standards for key interfaces.  The other element of primary consideration is implementation.  The implementation must evaluate, select, procure, and test the implementation of selected standards.  Since the special emphasis of MOSA is the use of COTS products, the selected implementations may have some unexpected integration problems.  In that case the process must be iterated again and the implementation, standard or architecture changed and if that does not resolve the issue the requirements must be revisited.  All architectures and documentation must be updated so the advantages of an open system are maintained.

2.4 Since openness is a mandated for acquisition of new systems, this special incentive is based upon an evaluation or demonstration of openness.  The evaluation of openness for the special incentive will be accomplished when the developer indicates they are ready.  The government may choose one or any combination of the following methods of evaluation.

2.4.1 Demonstration – the developer would be requested to integrate an additional COTS/GOTS component, replace an exiting component with a new component, or change the source of information (e.g., replace HPAC with a new model or a new COTS/GOTS tool).  The developer will provide a plan for the integration.  The government will review the plan for the time and effort required for the integration and especially looks at the componentization, interfaces, and standards involved to complete the integration.  At the government discretion, the integration task may be physically completed to validate the assertions of the integration plan.  Since using MOSA promises to reduce the impact of a new integration, the demonstration would show the effectiveness of the modularization of components, the identification of key interfaces and the use of open standards for the interfaces.  The factors used to determine the outcome of the demonstration are: the number of components that would require modification, the accurate identification of the interfaces impacted, the amount of change required to existing interfaces, and the application of standards/protocols to complete the demonstration.

2.4.2 Examination – the architectures developed would be provided to be reviewed for componentization, identification of key interfaces, and the use of open standards.  The review would be done by an internal government chartered group and this review may be supplemented by a review by an independent group, such as Software Engineering Institute, for an openness assessment.  The factors considered for the evaluation are how the code baseline has been componentized (to minimize impact when a capability requires modification or replacement), the identification of the interfaces (how many other components may be affected by changing a component), and the use of open standards for the implementation of the interfaces.  

2.4.3 Contractor alternative – the offeror may propose an alternate demonstration or evaluation method to demonstrate the concepts of openness.  

2.5 The government will take the results of the evaluation methods it chooses to employ and determine and overall results.  The result would fall in one of three categories: 

2.5.1 Low – the system has significant modification to many components when a component is modified or replaced, interfaces or dependencies between components are not recognized or are unknown, and open standards (open here means that the standard is published so others can access not that it is accepted by a standards body, e.g., Microsoft’s .net environment is considered open) are not employed for the interfaces.

2.5.2 Medium – standards have been employed but the modification of a component causes changes to many other components or the changes are not expected because the interfaces are not completely identified.

2.5.3 Open – interfaces and dependencies are identified and open standards have been employed for implementing the interfaces resulting in a change to a component being localized primarily to the component with impacts to other components and interfaces identified before the modification of the component.

2.6 The special incentive award will only be awarded if an overall “open” result is obtained. 

2.7 References:

2.7.1 DoD Directive 5000.1, 12 May 2003

2.7.2 DoD Instruction 5000.2, “Operation of the Defense Acquisition System”, 12 May 2003

2.7.3 Interim Defense Acquisition Guidebook, 30 Oct 2002

3.0 SPI EVALUATION FACTOR 2:  SECURE ARCHITECTURE.
3.1 The future planning and analysis environment needs to operate and interact with many different classifications levels of information.  Currently, the SWPS system operates only at a system high TS-ESI SIOP level with some special separate hardware and methods for special control measures such as two person control, PRP, and special access information.  Information from external sources of different classification levels is manually entered, moved via physically disconnected means such as tape or floppy disk (sneaker net) or input via one-way guard.  This falls significantly short of the current ORD objective requirement.

3.2 The future system’s Information Assurance (IA) architecture is guided by DoD Directive 8500.1, Information Assurance (IA), 24 Oct 2002; DoD Instruction 8500.2, Information Assurance (IA), 6 Feb 2003; DoD 8510.1-M, DITSCAP Manual, 31 Jul 2000 and NSTISSP No. 11., Revised Fact Sheet National Information Assurance Acquisition Policy, Jul 2003.  The system is expected to interact with systems under the purview of the intelligence world and governed by DCID 6/3.  This means that DCID 6/3 must also be accounted for in the DITSCAP accreditation process.

3.3 One of the primary changes in the IA direction is the use of the Common Criteria for Information Technology Security Evaluation (ISO/IEC 15408).  The Common Criteria use Protection Profiles to guide the evaluation of a product or system.  The scale used to report the evaluation is the Evaluated Assurance Level (EAL).  The EALs (ranging from 1 to 7) are generally equivalent to the old Trusted Computer Security (TCSEC) levels.  With EAL 4 being approximately equivalent to the B1: Label Security Protection and EAL 5 mapping to the B2: Structured Protection.  The B2 level was generally considered to be true multi level security but that the B1 level would provide acceptable mechanisms for handling information at multiple security levels.  

3.4 The current emphasis of the evaluation process has been evaluating individual products and the only approved Protection Profiles (NSA is the agency we look to for approval of profiles) are for product areas (database, operating system, …).  The results of current evaluations are presented in a list of approved products and their associated EAL (the list of approved products and protection profiles can be accessed at http://niap.nist.gov/cc-scheme/).  However, we need a system that can be accredited to handle multiple classification levels of information electronically with the desired level being EAL 5 but EAL 4 being acceptable; EAL 4 is specified as the objective requirement in the TRD.  The accreditation of a system is somewhat decoupled from the evaluation process because accreditation is the evaluation of software, hardware, and processes for the system to determine that the overall environment has an acceptable risk.  The evaluations are just supporting information for the accreditation.  This presents a complicated situation for getting a system evaluated and approved for operation.  This special incentive recognizes that the developer of the system does not control the accreditation process but can negatively impact accreditation if a robust IA architecture is not presented.

3.5 The special incentive award will evaluate the IA architecture presented for the developed/integrated software system.  It is expected that the architecture will provide components approved at EAL 4 or higher or the architecture can properly protect lower level evaluated products to achieve an EAL 4.  The preferred evaluation method would be to have the system evaluated by an accredited facility against an approved system Protection Profile.  Since there is currently (at contract award) only a draft Protection Profile for a system evaluation (Multinational Information Sharing (MNIS) Protection Profile (PP) For Networked Information Systems, Version 1.0, 25 Sep 2002) and we do not know when NSA approval for the profile will be accomplished, we can only use the PP as a guide.  This special incentive will be awarded if all of the criteria relating to the software components are addressed and could be reasonable expected to pass an evaluation based upon the PP.
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