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SPAWAR HQ Contracts Directorate Organizational Chart
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SSC Atlantic Organizational Chart
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SSC Pacific Organizational ChartTOTAL Personnel by Series
· 1102 Series -    73
· 1101 Series -      6
· 1105 Series -    12
· 1106 Series-      02
· Other Series -    09
· Military -              1
· Interns -             10
· Total	   113
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SPAWAR Overview Map Displaying Global Presence
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SPAWAR Overview Map of Contracting Offices
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	DDMS Brief
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Customer Satisfaction Survey Data 2016

	Customer Satisfaction Survey Data FY15





	Customer Satisfaction Survey Data 4-Year Summary
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FY14-FY15 Top 5 Suppliers: SPAWAR HQ

FY14
HP		$451,077,359.80
Raytheon	$184,393,689.16
Lockheed	$130,169,569.07
BOOZ ALLEN	$114,289,752.40
DATA LINK	$112,140,526.73

FY15
HP		$391,024,900.01
Raytheon	$146,087,729.83
DATA LINK	$136,816,837.44
Lockheed	$128,407,553.11
HARRIS	$103,546,259.37
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Human Resources

	DAWIA Certifications




	DAWIA Certifications In-Progress (Recent Hires)




	FY 2015 Employee Satisfaction Survey
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Contracting Officer Appointments SCPPM

	Contracting Officer Appointments














Warrant File Review Oct 2015
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Local Peer Reviews SCPPM and Metrics


















Local Peer Reviews 

	[bookmark: Purpose]SPAWAR HQ Local Peer Review SCPPM



	Local Peer Review Metrics





	HQ Local Peer Review Request Form
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COR Dashboard 
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Exhibit 11:
DoD IG and GAO Lessons Learned Summaries
Open Systems Architecture (OSA) Guidebook


















DoD IG and GAO Lessons Learned Summaries

	DoD IG 2015-167




	GAO 14-584














OSA Guidebook
[image: ]https://acc.dau.mil/adl/en-US/631578/file/73333/OSAGuidebook%20v%201_1%20final.pdf
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SPAWARINST 4200.26D
SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedures Manuals (SCPPM) SPAWAR Contract Management Process Guide (CMPG)



















SPAWARINST 4200.26D
	4200.26D
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Contract File QA Reviews (FY12-FY15)



















Contract File QA Reviews

	FY12




	FY13




	FY14




	FY15




	SSC Atlantic PPMAP Report




	SSC Pacific PPMAP Report 
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Contract Checklists

	Contract Checklists




	Contract Mod QAC




	Task Order/Delivery Order QAC



	At-a-Glance Dollar Thresholds
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Attachment 1: SPAWAR OSBP Organizational Chart
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Attachment 2: SPAWAR OSBP Accomplishments (1)Small Business Statistics - Side-Side Comparison for FY15 and FY16 – YTD as of 6 June 2016
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Attachment 2: SPAWAR OSBP Accomplishments (2)DON Dashboard for SPAWAR
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Attachment 2: SPAWAR OSBP Accomplishments (3)Distribution of Prime Small Business Dollars as of 6 June 2016
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SPAWAR OSBP Materials (Attachments 3-14)
	Attachment 3: OSBP Training




	Attachment 4: PPSM SCPPM





	Attachment 5: Acquisition Plan SCPPM



	Attachment 6: FY15 Log





	Attachment 7: OSBP Status Report Brief



	Attachment 8: SPAWAR Instruction 4380.1B



	Attachment 9: SPAWAR SB Strategy



	Attachment 10: Surveillance Review of SPAWAR




	Attachment 11: SPAWAR Response to SBA Report



	Attachment 12: Market Research SCPPM



	Attachment 13: Subcontracting Plan SCPPM



	Attachment 14: OBSP Training: DD 2579
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SPAWAR Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) Status Report

13 June 2016


Unclassified – Internal Distribution Only

Faye Esaias, Director

Office of Small Business Programs

Presented to:

Tactical Update
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Small Business Statistics - Side-Side Comparison for FY15 and FY16 – YTD as of 6 June 2016 

FY16

FY15

FY16 eligible $/actions = $2.797B/ 8,939           FY15 eligible $/actions = $2.367B/ 7,027
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DON Dashboard for SPAWAR
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Overall DON Dashboard



6/15/2016
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Distribution of Prime Small Business Dollars as of 6 June 2016

		HQ		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		12.50% / 13.89%		15.81%		$1,273,930,933.46

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		5.68% / 6.45%		8.65%		$110,177,872.55

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		1.62%		$20,678,759.16

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		8.25%		$105,075,451.47

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		4.36% / 4.77%		6.74%		$85,840,374.39

		     Women Owned Small Business		3.29% / 3.93%		4.25%		$54,156,192.50

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.05% / .18%		0.40%		$5,106,816.15

		 		 				

		SSC-PAC		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		26.00% / 26.00%		39.75%		$658,528,401.65

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		6.30% / 6.30%		17.81%		$117,294,255.46

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		3.74%		$24,603,409.16

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		6.25%		$41,130,541.02

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		1.80% / 1.90%		3.58%		$23,562,348.33

		     Women Owned Small Business		3.80% / 3.80%		10.20%		$67,182,287.73

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.80% / .90%		4.42%		$29,099,326.79

		 		 				

		SSC-LANT		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		29.81% / 32%		33.53%		$864,561,507.38

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		12.18% / 14.48%		19.57%		$169,233,363.69

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		7.85%		$67,837,164.30

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		7.92%		$68,447,853.48

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		2.43% / 2.81%		5.65%		$48,817,058.69

		     Women Owned Small Business		4.06% / 9.07%		13.64%		$117,959,215.46

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		1.48% / 2.8%		4.47%		$38,618,647.64







‹#›

SPAWAR OSBP Initiatives/Focus Areas

OSBP Industry roundtable held on 9 June.  Topics included updates from 2.0, a panel discussion of the labor categories  topic that was raised at the SIEC meeting, OSBP initiatives and recent SB policy changes.

Bi-annual forecast of contracts and task orders on Command MAC’s for services was issued in May. 

Proposed Command visit by Ms. Allison Stiller and Ms. Emily Harman on 22 Aug - tentative agenda includes meeting with Leadership, discussion of SB Joint Strategy, and brown bag lunch meeting with DPM’s to discuss their role as SB Advocates.









‹#›

SPAWAR OSBP Initiatives/Focus Areas cont.

FY17 target setting discussions will commence in July.

Offsite with DON OSBP Director, DACM, and Command  Associate Directors scheduled for 26-28 July to discuss implementation of the new Small Business Professional (SBP) DAWIA career field.

Pilots for SBP courses will start in July;  

Additional off-sites to be scheduled quarterly; and

Section 852 funds to be provided for both off-sites and training.  

Gold Coast Conference scheduled for August 23-24 
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Questions
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE SYSTEMS COMMAND 
4301 PACIFIC HIGHWAY 


SAN DIEGO, CA 92110-3127 


 
 


                                             SPAWARINST 4380.1B 


                                               SPAWAR 013 


                                               29 Jul 2015 


 


SPAWAR INSTRUCTION 4380.1B 


 


From:  Commander, Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command 


 


Subj:  SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAM 


 


Ref:   (a) Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), Parts 19 and 26 


       (b) Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement   


           (DFARS), 219 and 226 


       (c) Navy/Marine Corps Acquisition Regulation Supplement   


           (NMCARS) 5219 


       (d) DoD Directive 4205.01 of 10 March 2009 


       (e) ASN (RD&A) Memorandum of 13 Dec 2012, Meeting Small   


           Business Goals in FY 2013  


       (f) ASN (RD&A) Memorandum of 19 Jul 2011, Increased Use  


           of Small Business Concerns  


       (g) 15 U.S.C. §631-657q 


       (h) DON OSBP Memorandum 4380, Ser SB/080 of 8 Oct 14,  


           OSBP Insourcing Review Policy   


       (i) ASN (RD&A) Memorandum of 12 Jan 15, Tapping Into 


           Small Business in a Big Way      


       (j) Small Business Jobs Act of 2010  


       (k) SECNAVINST 4380.8C  


 


1.  Purpose.  To establish policies, responsibilities, and 


procedures for effective implementation and administration of the 


Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command (SPAWAR) Office of Small 


Business Programs (OSBP). 


 


2.  Cancellation.  SPAWARINST 4380.1A. 


 


3.  Scope.  This instruction applies to all SPAWAR civilian and 


military personnel involved in program and project management, 


requirements forecasting, procurement, and source 


development/source approval functions associated with the supplies 


and services procured by SPAWAR.  This instruction also applies to 


the affiliated SPAWAR Program Executive Offices (PEOs), including 


all reporting Unit Identification Codes (UICs) and detachments.  


Procurement transactions for construction, architectural and 


engineering services, etc., under authority delegated by the Naval 


Facilities Engineering Command, are excluded from this instruction. 
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4.  Background 


 


    a.  Per references (a) through (d), the federal government has 


historically recognized that small businesses represent a vital 


cornerstone in our national economy, thus enhancing our industrial 


base.  Congress and the Department of Defense (DoD) continue to 


emphasize increasing the share of dollars awarded to small business 


concerns. 


 


    b.  The major laws that create the small business programs 


include, but are not limited to, the Small Business Act (Public Law 


85-536 codified at 15 U.S.C. §631 et seq.), applicable sections of 


the Armed Services Procurement Act (10 U.S.C. 2302, et seq.); the 


Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-355); 


the Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) Act of 1997 


(Public Law 105-135); the Veterans Entrepreneurship and Small 


Business Development Act of 1999 (Public Law 106-50); the Veterans 


Benefits Act of 2003 (Public Law 108-183); and the Women's Business 


Ownership Act (Public Law 100-533). 


 


    c.  References (a) through (c) implement the acquisition 


related sections of the public laws, Code of Federal Regulations, 


and Executive orders. 


 


    d.  Public Law 106-50 established a government-wide goal of not 


less than three percent of the total value of all prime/subcontract 


awards for each fiscal year (FY) be awarded to Service Disabled 


Veteran Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSBs). 


 


    e.  The Deputy Secretary of Defense assigns the Department of 


Navy (DON) goals each FY in support of small business programs.  


The Under Secretary of the Navy negotiates SPAWAR specific targets 


for small business (SB), small disadvantaged business (SDB), women 


owned small business (WOSB), HUBZone small business, and SDVOSB 


targets for prime contracts.  Reference (e) assigns additional 


goals for actions processed under the Simplified Acquisition 


Threshold (SAT), designated portfolio groups and total spend for 


contract dollars eligible for small businesses.       


 


    f.  Reference (f) directed that small business consideration is 


to be fully documented in all acquisition strategies for all ACAT I 


and ACAT II programs and must address Small Business and Small 


Business Innovative Research/Small Business Technology Transfer 


(SBIR/STTR) engagement through the next milestone decision or 


during program sustainment, as applicable. 


 


    g.  Reference (g) directed that to the greatest extent 


practicable, federal agencies and federal prime contractors will 
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issue Phase III awards relating to technology, including sole 


source awards, to the SBIR and STTR award recipients that developed 


the technology. 


 


    h.  Reference (h) reminds the acquisition and contracting 


community that the OSBP is required to conduct a review, and 


provide an advisory opinion on all decisions to convert an activity 


performed by a small business to an activity performed by a federal 


employee.  Policy and process for conducting the subject review and 


the actions required by the insourcing requesting office before 


proceeding with potential insourcing decisions are contained in 


reference (h). 


 


    i.  Reference (i) directs Heads of Contracts Activities (HCA) 


and Program Executive Offices (PEOs) to formulate their Small 


Business strategies for 2015 and 2016 to identify how they will 


promote Small Business participation as prime contractors and 


incorporate and subcontract provisions across contracts under their 


purview.  


 


5.  Policy.  The SPAWAR mission and our national security demand 


the innovation, agility, efficiency, and value that small 


businesses bring to the Warfighter.  Command policy is to use small 


business concerns to the maximum extent practicable.  To this end, 


SPAWAR will: 


 


    a.  Assist small business concerns, SDBs, Economically 


Disadvantaged WOSBs (EDWOSBs), WOSBs, HUBZone small business 


concerns, Veteran owned small businesses (VOSBs), and SDVOSBs in 


obtaining a fair proportion of this command's total acquisition 


dollars for supplies, services, research and development, and test 


and evaluation in prime contracts and subcontracts.  SPAWAR will 


aid, assist, and counsel these concerns to the fullest extent 


consistent with the national interest and procurement guidelines. 


 


    b.  Foster business ownership by individuals who are both 


socially and Economically Disadvantaged (ED), and promote the 


competitive viability of concerns owned by such individuals by 


identifying requirements suitable for contracting with the Small 


Business Administration (SBA) through Sections 8(a) and 8(m) of 


reference (j). 


 


    c.  Increase participation of small business concerns in prime 


contracting by utilizing small business set-asides.  


 


    d.  Ensure that appropriate small business subcontracting goals 


are established in our contracts. 
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    e.  Increase participation of small business concerns in 


subcontracting by ensuring large business prime contractors make 


best efforts to meet the contract's small business subcontracting 


goals. 


 


    f.  Promote collaboration between the OSBP, Contracting 


Directorate and PEOs to improve forecasts of future procurement 


opportunities and publish updates on the OSBP public website. 


 


    g.   To the greatest extent practicable, issue Phase III awards 


relating to technology, including sole source awards, to the SBIR 


and STTR award recipients that developed the technology per 


reference (g). 


 


    h.  Increase utilization of SBIR/STTR technologies in prime 


contracts by including an incentive fee for meeting specific SBIR 


subcontracting levels where incentives are used. 


 


    i.  Emphasize maximum use of set-aside authority with multiple 


award contracts (MAC) vehicles per references (f) and (j).     


 


6.  Action 


 


    a.  The Commanding Officer at each SPAWAR contracting activity 


will: 


 


        (1) Appoint all small business professionals in writing per 


reference (k). 


 


        (2) Ensure levels 1 and 2 managers, both military and 


civilian, are aware of SPAWAR's OSBP and take all reasonable action 


to utilize small business concerns to the fullest extent 


practicable.  This includes a rigorous effort to identify and 


increase opportunities for small businesses and make progress 


toward reaching SPAWAR's yearly small business targets including 


actions under the SAT and to achieve a ten percent increase in the 


areas of Knowledge Based Services (KBS), Electronic & Communication 


Services (ECS) and Facility Related Services (FRS) portfolio groups 


per reference (g). 


 


    b.  Per reference (k), the OSBP at each contracting activity is 


delegated the authority to execute the Small Business Program.  


OSBP personnel will: 


 


        (1) Act directly for and on behalf of the site commander 


regarding matters related to small business. 


 


        (2) Advocate for SPAWAR's vision, values and strategic 


priorities by working with SPAWAR's acquisition community to 
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increase small business opportunities at both the prime and 


subcontracting levels.  This includes actively participating in 


each stage of the acquisition process to include, but not limited 


to, acquisition planning, market research, development of 


acquisition strategies, small business related evaluation criteria, 


evaluating proposals and assisting with monitoring subcontracting 


or limitations on subcontracting performance. 


 


        (3) Establish processes and procedures to effectively 


execute DON small business policies and programs within their 


activities. 


 


        (4) Participate in contract services courts, identify 


measures to be taken to align outcomes with small business targets 


and assist technical managers, contracting officers and other 


personnel in accomplishing their responsibilities toward the 


Command's Small Business Program. 


 


        (5) Perform the duties as outlined in FAR 19.20l (d)-(e), 


DFARS 219.2(d)-(e), and DFARS Procedures, Guidance, and Information 


219.201 and reference (k). 


 


        (6) Serve as the focal point for interfacing with the SBA. 


 


        (7) Ensure the Small Business Program is active at their 


sites.  This may include, but is not limited to, supporting 


industry small business partners through outreach events, 


mentoring, and training on small business initiatives.  


 


        (8) Consult with local site management; publicize DoD, DON 


and SPAWAR Small Business Awards Programs.  Annually, submit SPAWAR 


individuals or teams who have demonstrated superior accomplishments 


during the previous FY or longer period if warranted for 


recognition.  Present the awards at an annual meeting, awards 


luncheon, or all hands meeting, as appropriate.  


 


        (9) Publish SPAWAR's yearly Small Business targets. 


 


    c.  PEOs, program managers (PMs) and project managers (PM’s), 


SPAWAR competency leaders, business unit and field activity leaders 


will: 


 


        (1) Formulate a Small Business Strategy for 2015 and 2016 


that clearly identifies how they will incorporate and promote small 


business participation as prime contractors and through sub-


contract provisions across the breadth of contracts under their 


purview as applicable per reference (i).           
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        (2) Assist in the attainment of SPAWAR's small business 


targets. 


 


        (3) Direct programs and projects under their cognizance to 


use and support the Small Business Program. 


 


        (4) Ensure the SPAWAR OSBP coordination and involvement in 


acquisition strategies commences early in the acquisition cycle and 


continues throughout the duration of the contract for any small 


business related matters. 


 


        (5) Notify OSBP of industry days and pre-solicitation 


conferences for participation and posting of the event on SPAWAR's 


OSBP public website. 


 


        (6) Ensure subordinate managers and supervisors take all 


reasonable action to utilize small business concerns to the fullest 


extent practicable and make progress toward reaching SPAWAR's 


yearly small business and designated targets for KBS, ECS, and FRS 


portfolios. 


  


        (7) Ensure small business and SBIR/STTR technologies are 


addressed through the next milestone decision or during the 


sustainment phase, as applicable. 


 


    (8) To the greatest extent practicable, issue Phase III 


awards relating to technology, including sole source awards, to the 


SBIR and STTR award recipients who developed the technology. 


 


        (9) Prior to initiating any action that could result in 


insourcing, coordination on applicable information and 


documentation will be accomplished with OSBP per reference (h).      


 


    d.  Program personnel, project personnel, and other personnel 


who generate requirements will ensure small business, SDB, 


EDWOSB/WOSB, HUBZone small business, VOSB, and SDVOSB concerns are 


given equal opportunity to participate in prime and subcontracting 


efforts within their capabilities.  Requirements generating 


personnel will: 


 


        (1) Review each proposed acquisition for set-aside 


possibilities. 


 


        (2) Be receptive, objective, and responsive when small 


business concerns market their services, products, or capabilities;  


 


        (3) Contact the cognizant contracts representative or the 


OSBP for assistance in fulfilling the objectives of the Small 


Business Program. 







                                              SPAWARINST 4380.1B 
                                              29 Jul 2015 


 


7 


 


        (4) Ensure the Technology Insertion Plan identifies 


specific SBIR/STTR technologies that can be transitioned to meet 


program capabilities gaps and a schedule to deploy these 


capabilities. 


 


        (5) At least biannually provide information pertaining to 


future procurement opportunities to the OSBP to be incorporated 


into the SPAWAR online acquisition forecast.   


 


    e.  All warranted contracting and ordering officers will: 


 


        (1) Make continuing efforts to identify new sources and 


solicit, to the maximum extent, qualified small business concerns, 


SDBs, EDWOSBs/WOSBs, HUBZone small business concerns, and SDVOSBs, 


for SPAWAR acquisitions.  This includes exercising maximum use of 


set-aside authority on MAC vehicles whenever appropriate and 


applicable per reference (f). 


 


        (2) Reserve acquisitions greater than the micropurchase 


threshold and less than $150,000 for small business, unless the 


contracting officer determines there is no reasonable expectation 


of receiving offers from two or more responsible small business 


concerns, and that award will be made at a fair market price. 


 


        (3) Evaluate all proposed acquisitions with an anticipated 


dollar value greater than $150,000 to: 


 


            (a) Recommend acquisitions for potential set-asides for 


small business, SDBs, EDWOSB/WOSB (NAICS code dependent) HUBZone 


small business, or SDVOSB concerns when a reasonable expectation 


exists that offers will be obtained from at least two responsible 


concerns and that awards will be made at a fair market price. 


 


            (b) When the proposed acquisition is for services less 


than $4,000,000 or less than $6,500,000 for manufacturing, 


consideration will be given to processing the requirement as an 


8(a) sole source action under Section 8(a) of the Small Business 


Act or a set-aside to EDWOSBs/WOSB’s under the WOSB Program for 


those NAICS codes determined eligible by the SBA and when a 


reasonable expectation exists that offers will be obtained from at 


least two responsible concerns and that award will be made at a 


fair market price. 


 


        (4) Obtain OSBP review, before issuance of the synopsis, 


for procurement actions in excess of $10,000, except those under 


$150,000 that are totally set-aside for small business concerns per 


reference (a).  This review is required before synopsis, issuance 


of a solicitation or contract modification, and is documented on a 
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DD Form 2579, Small Business Coordination Record maintained in the 


official contract file.    


 


        (5) As required by reference (a), the apparent successful 


offeror(s) will submit an acceptable subcontracting plan in 


negotiated acquisitions for a contract or contract modification 


that is expected to exceed $650,000.  In making the award, ensure 


the acceptable subcontracting plan is incorporated into and made a 


material part of the contract by referencing it in the award 


document and contract modification. 


 


        (6) Ensure all contracting actions that obligate or de-


obligate funds in excess of $2,500 are reported in an accurate and 


timely manner in a Contract Action Report in the Federal 


Procurement Data System - Next Generation System.        


 


        (7) Consider using the SBIR and STTR program Phase III sole 


source awards as an exception to competition whenever appropriate 


and applicable per reference (i).    


 


        (8) Contracting officers will include a small business 


participation evaluation factor per FAR 15.304(c)(3) and (5) DFARS 


215.304(c)(i) and 215.305(a)(2). 


 


        (9) Inform the SPAWAR OSBP of any protests or Congressional 


inquiries that have small business implication. 


 


        (10)  At least bi-annually provide information pertaining 


to future procurement opportunities to the OSBP to be incorporated 


into the SPAWAR online acquisition forecast.  


 


    f.  All SPAWAR civilian and military personnel involved in 


program and project management, requirements forecasting, 


procurement, and source development/source approval functions 


associated with the supplies and services procured by SPAWAR will: 


 


        (1) Be aware of and support the SPAWAR OSBP.  Promote and 


support the policies described in this instruction. 


 


        (2) Inform the SPAWAR OSBP of any potential small business 


problem areas and consult OSBP for assistance in fulfilling the 


objectives of the Small Business Program. 
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7.  Records Management.  Records created as a result of this 


instruction, regardless of media and format, shall be managed per 


Secretary of the Navy Manual 5210.1 of January 2012. 


 


 


 


 


 


Distribution: 


Electronic only, via SPAWAR Wiki Website: 


https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/x/vgVT 



https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/x/vgVT
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MARKET RESEARCH  
 


• PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide SPAWAR HQ policy and procedures for conducting 
market research to assist in acquiring, distributing, and supporting supplies and services. This part 
implements the requirements of FAR Part 10 and DFARS Part 210. FAR Part 10 implements the 
requirements of 41 U.S.C. 253a(a)(1), 41 U.S.C. 264b, 10 U.S.C. 2377, and 6 U.S.C. 796.  
 


• BACKGROUND 
 
Market research can be defined as a continuous process of collecting and analyzing information 
about capabilities within the market to satisfy DoD needs.  There are two phases of market research: 
Tactical Market Research and Strategic Market Research. Tactical market research, also known as 
“Market Investigation,” is more focused and detailed than strategic market research. Tactical market 
research is conducted in response to a specific requirement for a product or service. 
Strategic market research, also known as “Market Surveillance,” is an ongoing process independent 
of any particular requirement. Strategic market research includes all the activities that one must 
perform on a continuing basis to stay abreast of product/service developments in one’s area of 
responsibility. 
 
Market research is mandated for every acquisition, as governed by FAR Part 10, and is intended to 
help: 


• Identify products and technologies, particularly to determine if a commercial item can meet 
the Government’s requirements 


• Identify the size and status of potential vendors (to maximize opportunities for small 
business participation and make smart acquisition decisions) 


• Assess the competitiveness of the market 
• Discover prevailing industry practices 
• Identify customary industry terms, conditions, and warranties 
• Understand distribution and logistics capabilities 
• Uncover historical acquisition information 
• Ensure maximum competition 
• Reveal pricing information 


 
 
 



http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/10.htm

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/dfars/dfars210.htm
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• POLICY 
 
Market research is conducted to determine if commercial items or non-developmental items are 
available to meet the Government’s needs or could be modified to meet the Government’s needs.  
The extent of market research will vary, depending on such factors as urgency, estimated dollar 
value, complexity, and past experience. The contracting officer may use market research conducted 
within 18 months before the award of any task or delivery order if the information is still current, 
accurate, and relevant. It is critical that all results of market research performed are documented in 
the contract file upon contract award. 
 
Except as required by 8.003, or as otherwise provided by law, agencies shall satisfy requirements for 
supplies and services from or through the sources and publications listed in 8.002, FAR Part 8 
before proceeding to the open market to obtain goods or services for the Federal Government. 
Once this requirement has been satisfied, the market researchers can expand their search to the open 
market 
 
Contracting Officers shall refer to the policy dictated in FAR Part 10, Market Research. Some key 
takeaways of FAR Parts 10.001 (1) and (2) are: 


• Agencies must ensure that legitimate needs are identified and trade-offs evaluated to acquire 
items that meet those needs 


• Market Research must be conducted appropriate to the circumstances 
o This means giving consideration to time frames, dollar values, complexity and scope 


of the requirement. (Refer to FAR Part 10.001(a)(2)(i)-(v) for exact details) 
• The results of Market Research must be used to:  


o Determine capabilities within the industry, 
o Identify whether commercial items or non-developmental items will satisfy 


requirements or could be modified to satisfy requirements, determine industry 
practices (such as delivery, production, warranties, etc.), 


o Ensure the maximum practicable use of recovered materials and promote energy 
conservation and efficiency; and 


o Determine whether bundling is necessary and justified 
o Assess the availability of electronic and information technology that meets all or part 


of the applicability standards issued by the Architectural and Transportation Barriers 
Compliance Board at 36 CFR part 1194 


• Do not request more than the minimum information necessary to be submitted from 
potential sources when conducting market research 


• Comply with provisions set forth in FAR Part 10.001(c)(1)-(2) when contemplating awarding 
a bundled contract 


o This includes consulting with the local Small Business Administration 
• Also ensure that FAR Part 44.402(a)(2) and 52.244-6 (Alternate 1) are included in the 


requirement for a prime contractor to perform market research in contracts in excess of $5 
million for the procurement of items other than commercial items. (Refer to FAR 10.001(d)  
 


 
 



http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/08.htm#P24_2366

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/08.htm

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/10.htm
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• RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Market research is conducted by all members of the acquisition team including contracting (business 
advisors), program managers, engineers, logisticians, legal staff, test and evaluation personnel, cost 
specialists, the customer, etc. It is the responsibility of the Contracting Officer to ensure adequate 
market research has been conducted and to document the methods used and results of market 
research. 
 
To be considered adequate market research, the Contracting officer must establish the extent of 
research necessary, which is dependent on five variables: (1) the complexity of the acquisition, (2) 
how urgent the need, (3) the estimated dollar value, (4) how readily information is available and (5) 
past experience with the product or service being acquired. FAR Part 10 requires that market 
research be documented in a manner appropriate to the size and complexity of the acquisition. Once 
the Purchase Request (PR) package has been submitted to the PCO (Procuring Contracting Officer), 
all exchanges with industry should be initiated and led by the PCO and not the Program Manager. 
 
Additional Requirements for Market Research 


1. DT/DO's under IDIQ Contracts: 
Market research must be conducted before an agency places a task or delivery order in 
excess of the SAT under an IDIQ contract. (Ref: FAR Case 2008-007) 


 
2. Prime Contractor Market Research Requirements: 


A prime contractor with a contract in excess of $5 million for the procurement of items 
other than commercial items is required to conduct market research before making 
purchases that exceed the SAT. (Ref: FAR Case 2008-007 and FAR clause 52.210-1, Market 
Research)" 


 


• PROCEDURES 
 
Pre-Award Market Research 
 
Pre-Award Market Research can generally be categorized as Tactical Market Research. Tactical 
Market Research is a methodical process with the end goal in mind of ultimately making a contract 
award, based on this research. There are six steps to Tactical Market Research: 
 


1. Summarize the Market 
a. Compile ongoing Strategic Market Research as a foundation for establishing 


requirements, 
b. Document any relevant industry practices, important information pertinent to the 


requirement, and currently known sources  
c. Research existing contract vehicles to see if they may satisfy the requirement 


2. Identify Sources 
a. Define requirements using existing strategic market research,  
b. Use FedBizOpps, (RFI’s, Sources Sought, etc.) 
c. Advertise where commercial buyers do, (Hold Industry Days and Communicate with 


Industry) and  
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d. Compile a list of potential sources.  
3. Survey Suppliers 
4. Check References 
5. Evaluate Candidates 
6. Document Results 


 
Tactical Market Research is to be performed as a team effort amongst the Contract Specialist and 
Technical Requirements personnel and any other parties relevant to the acquisition process. The 
depth and breadth of adequate market research is dependent on the scope of the requirement, and is 
determined by the Contracting Officer and requirements established within FAR Part 10 and 
DFARS Part 210.  
 
Post-Award and Continuous Market Research 
Post-Award Market and Continuous Research can generally be categorized as Strategic Market 
Research (SMR). Strategic Market Research is the continuous effort to maintain awareness of the 
market or markets related to the mission area or capabilities being acquired. The primary focus of 
SMR is to accumulate a knowledge base that becomes the foundation from which the market 
researcher pursues a more focused market investigation (tactical market research).  
 
A May 2011 DoN Memorandum, Navy Clarifying Guidance on Communication with Industry, 
provides guidance that encourages frequent and clear communication between the Department of 
Defense and current and potential suppliers. Under the guidance, formal avenues exist that provide 
the Department of Defense opportunities to conduct Strategic Market Research in order to 
understand the current capabilities of the industry. Examples of such opportunities include Industry 
Days, Small Business Symposiums, and Requests for Information (RFIs) or Sources Sought through 
FedBizOpps.  
 
Industry Day(s) are a vital tool in collecting information and feedback important to framing the 
Government’s acquisition strategy is the use of industry day(s) (e.g., pre-solicitation conference, pre-
proposal conference, etc.). Industry day(s) are highly recommended for all acquisitions. 
 
The utilization of draft request for proposals (RFP) is also an important tool to seek input from 
industry on the Government requirement and ensure greater understanding on both sides of the 
acquisition. Use of a draft RFP is highly recommended for all acquisitions. The specific content of 
the draft RFP will be determined by the PCO. 
 
Aside from the formal platforms that enable market researchers to survey the market in between 
acquisitions, there are steps that can be taken to continuously conduct market research for both 
services and technology. The Defense Acquisition University Course, CLC 0004, highlights two 
formal processes that market researchers may follow to ensure adequate market research is 
continually being performed.  
 
Strategic Market Research for services can be conducted by following these steps: 
 


1. Identify the requirement for Strategic Market Research 
2. Identify experts in the provision of services to commercial and DoD organizations 
3. Research primary commercial and government customers of the services 
4. Research the mission or support requirements upon which the service is based 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/FCBD2F6C728791018625788D0058B82E/$file/DoN%20Policy%20On%20Communication%20with%20Industry_May%202011.pdf
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5. Identify industry leaders that translate these functions into specific services  
6. Identify “enabling” products, services and technologies. In other words, if researching a 


service; identify any components that are “enablers” for implementation. For example, 
aircraft de-icing is only as good as the de-icing agent used during the process. 


7. Identify key labor force capabilities relevant for the service  
8. Research companies and industrial/trade/standards organizations that advance the state-of-


the-art of these services and formulate performance standards. 
 


Strategic Market Research for technology can be conducted by following these steps: 
 


1. Identify the requirement for surveillance 
2. Identify originators of the technology 
3. Research current product applications of the technology 
4. Identify experts in the integration of the technology in larger-scale applications 
5. For each technology, identify relevant enabling technologies 
6. Identify primary commercial and government customers of the technology 
7. Identify key technical and manufacturing process capabilities and sources relevant to the 


technology 
8. Identify professional and trade societies, research institutes, universities, technical 


conferences, symposia, industry consortia, etc. actively involved in advancing the state-of-
the-art of the technology and formulating technical standards, interface specifications and 
protocol, etc.  


• Small Business Considerations 
 
Identifying and engaging Small Businesses is a priority within the Department of Defense and within 
SPAWAR. As a result, frequent communication with small business concerns is recommended in 
order to ensure potential small business contractors and their products are identified, and that small 
business concerns are utilized when appropriate in an acquisition. This will also ensure proper 
market research is conducted. One tool that can be beneficial in monitoring the Small Business 
industry is the use of Small Business Symposiums, where small businesses have an opportunity to 
interact with SPAWAR representatives and provide information on their offerings.  Until market 
research is conducted and the results are documented, any intent to set aside a requirement 
for small business is premature. Contracting officers must utilize the results of thorough 
market research when determining whether a requirement can be set aside for small 
business. 
 
Upon thorough documentation of market research results, Contracting Officer shall provide 
feedback to industry regarding the decision made to set aside procurement. This should be 
accomplished via the pre-solicitation synopsis notice. The synopsis must reference the 
previous market research sources sought notice and must include a statement that the 
activity small business office concurs with the set aside determination. 
 


Additionally, DoDI 5000.01 and 02 instruct contracting officers and program managers to: 
 


o Structure Acquisition Strategies to facilitate small business participation 
 This means conducting market research to identify potential SB sources as both 


prime and subcontractors 
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 Based on market research, possibly breaking out requirements that may benefit 
and can be performed by SB concerns 


o Consider the use of Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) technologies, and giver 
favorable consideration to successful SBIR technologies 
 Market research can identify where SBIR technologies may be applicable in an 


acquisition  
 
 


• Notable DoD Sources 
 
1. Enterprise Software Initiative (ESI), for the acquisition of COTS IT products. DFARS Part 


208.7402 Departments and agencies shall fulfill requirements for commercial software and 
related services, such as software maintenance, in accordance with the DoD Enterprise 
Software Initiative (ESI).  


 
2. General Services Administration (Advantage) for myriad supplies and services. GSA is listed 


in FAR Part 8 as a preferred source for supplies. 
 


3. Other sources that can be checked are DISA Encore II and the Air Force Net Centric 
NETCENTS II site.  


• Conclusion  
 
Market Research is a continual process that enables the Department of Defense to procure state-
of-the-art supplies and services that meet the needs of the Warfighter in a perpetually evolving 
marketplace. By conducting both Strategic and Tactical Market Research, Department of 
Defense Agencies can obtain the necessary services and technologies to achieve mission goals 
and ultimately protect the Warfighter. Further, Market Research allows Contracting Officers to 
be better equipped to meet agency requirements, gain an understanding of the marketplace 
conditions that may affect terms and conditions for commercial items, enter negotiations with 
knowledge of the industry and common practices, and to generate interest in offering for that 
requirement.   
 
Open communication with industry provides the Department of the Navy (DON) with a 
level of transparency in the conduct of our acquisition business.  Open and effective 
communications in this area will advance the DON's commitment to provide 
competitive opportunities where small businesses can provide products, services, and 
solutions to support the warfighter. 
 
 


Market Research Toolbox 
 


• Market Research for Acquisitions (roundtable brief of 13 October 2011) 
• CMPG (Refer to Section 1.5 Market Research) 
• Techniques for Conducting Market Research 
• Air Force Market Research Guide                                                                       (cont.) 



http://www.esi.mil/

https://www.gsaadvantage.gov/advantage/main/start_page.do

https://www.ditco.disa.mil/hq/contracts/encoriichar.asp

http://www.netcentsii.com/

http://www.netcentsii.com/

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Market_Research_101311.ppt

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/CMPG_Manuals/20planning.htm#15

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Techniques%20for%20Conducting%20Market%20Research.doc

https://www.acquisition.gov/comp/seven_steps/library/AFmarket-research.pdf
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• Navy Clarifying Guidance on Communication with Industry 
• Improving Communications During the Market Research Process 
 
PR Process Guidebook Templates 
1. Market Research Summary Form 
2. RFI Response Review Matrix 
 
2.0 Market Research Templates 
• Request for information (RFI) for Services Procurements 
• Source – Purchase Request (PR) Process Guide Book: Step by Step Instructions for Prime 


Mission Product or PMP-Related Services Contracts. Version 1.0, June 30, 2011 APEO-C 
Branch  


 
Other Links: 
• Small Business Administration 
• ESI            
• GSA Advantage 
• FEDBIZOPPS 
• E-Commerce 
• DISA Encore II  
• Air Force Net Centric NETCENTS II 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/FCBD2F6C728791018625788D0058B82E/$file/DoN%20Policy%20On%20Communication%20with%20Industry_May%202011.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2014%20Policy%20Memoranda/ClarificationonImprovingCommDuringMarketResearchProcess.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Market%20Research%20Summary%20Form_2_9_10.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/RFI%20Response%20Review%20Matrix%204-28-11.xls

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Market_Survey_Template_Services_FINAL.docx

https://nserc.navy.mil/peo_c4i/se2/APEO/Contracts/Purchase%20Request%20Process%20Guide%20Book/Forms/AllItems.aspx

https://nserc.navy.mil/peo_c4i/se2/APEO/Contracts/Purchase%20Request%20Process%20Guide%20Book/Forms/AllItems.aspx

https://nserc.navy.mil/peo_c4i/se2/APEO/Contracts/Purchase%20Request%20Process%20Guide%20Book/Forms/AllItems.aspx

http://www.sba.gov/

http://www.esi.mil/

https://www.gsaadvantage.gov/advantage/main/start_page.do

https://www.fbo.gov/

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navhome.nsf/homepage?readform

https://www.ditco.disa.mil/hq/contracts/encoriichar.asp

http://www.netcentsii.com/
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SUBCONTRACTING PLAN 


 


1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this document is to provide policy and guidance for promoting 
subcontracting opportunities and administering subcontracting plans for small business (SB), 
small disadvantaged business (SDB), women-owned small business (WOSB), historically 
underutilized business zone (HUBZone)business, veteran owned small business (VOSB), 
and service disabled veteran owned small business (SDVOSB) concerns within the 
SPAWAR claimancy. 


 
 


2. POLICY 
a. The term “small business”, as used in this document, shall include small, small 


disadvantaged, historically underutilized business zone (HUBZone), women-owned 
small businesses (WOSB), veteran owned small businesses (VOSB) and service disabled 
veteran owned small business (SDVOSB) unless otherwise noted. 


b. SPAWAR policy is to provide maximum practicable opportunities in its acquisitions to 
small business concerns.  Such concerns shall also have the maximum practicable 
opportunity to participate as subcontractors in the contracts awarded by SPAWAR.  


 
 


3. RESPONSIBILITIES 
a. The prime contractor is responsible for submission of an acceptable subcontracting plan 


prior to award of the contract or modification unless the acquisition is exempt (FAR 
19.702(b) concerning exempt conditions). 


b. The Contracting Officer shall ensure that the subcontracting plan is requested, evaluated 
and approved prior to award of contract, and that an acceptable plan is incorporated into 
and made a material part of the contract. (FAR 19.705-5(a)(5)). 


c. In determining the acceptability of a proposed subcontracting plan, the Contracting 
Officer/Contract Specialist should obtain advice and recommendations from the 
SPAWAR Office of Small Business Program (OSBP) and the  Small Business 
Administration’s (SBA) Procurement Center Representative (PCR) (FAR 19.705-
4(d)(7)) . 


d. After a contract or modification containing a subcontracting plan is awarded, the 
Contracting Officer who approved the plan shall send a copy of the awarded document 
to the Area Director, Office of Government Contracting, in the SBA area office where 
the contract will be performed (FAR 19.705-6(a)). 
 
 







March 11, 2014 (Revisions in bold purple with revision mark on left column) 


2 


4. DEFINITIONS  
 
a. A “Commercial plan” means a subcontracting plan (including goals) that covers the 


offeror’s fiscal year and that applies to the entire production of commercial items sold by 
either the entire company or a portion thereof (e.g., division, plant, or product line). 


 
b. “Comprehensive plan”.   Under P.L. 101-189 “Test Program for Negotiation of 


Comprehensive Small Business Plans”, DoD contracting activities specifically designated 
by the Department of Defense Small Business Programs Office negotiate and administer 
plant, division or company-wide subcontracting plans with selected firms.  These plans 
contain the 11 elements of FAR clause 52.219-9, and pertain to the company’s overall 
subcontracting goals.  It is not necessary to have an individual plan if a comprehensive 
plan has been approved. (DFARS 219.702)  Further details concerning the test program 
can be seen at http://www.acq.osd.mil/osbp/programs/csp/index.html. .   


 
c. An “Individual contract plan” is a subcontracting plan that covers the entire contract 


period (including option periods), applies to the specific contract, and has goals based on 
the offeror’s planned subcontracting in support of the specific contract (indirect costs 
may be prorated if they are incurred for joint or common purposes). 


 
d. A “Master plan” contains all the elements of an individual plan except goals, and may be 


incorporated into an individual plan provided the master plan has been approved. The 
effective time for a Master Plan is three years after approval. 


  
 


5. PROCEDURES 
 


NOTE:  In general, the procedures listed below concerning review and approval for 
subcontracting plans do not apply in the case of comprehensive subcontracting plans.  
Comprehensive plans are pre-approved, and require only that the Contracting Officer 
obtain a copy of the plan, confirm approval with the cognizant designated contracting 
activity, and incorporate the plan into the contract. The Contracting Officer should 
include the following statement in the solicitation: If the Offeror is a participant in the 
Department of Defense (DoD) Comprehensive Subcontracting Test Program specified in 
DFARS 219.7, the Offeror shall provide a copy of the approved comprehensive plan 
AND describe how small business participation on this contract will contribute to its 
overall comprehensive subcontract goals.  The description shall provide the extent of small 
business participation for this procurement with percentage and dollar amounts for 
specific small business socio-economic categories. The OSBP will evaluate the submission 
to determine how it will contribute to the overall goals.  
 


        Subcontracting plans are not required (FAR 19.702(b)):  
1. From small business concerns;  
2. For personal services contracts;  
3. For contracts or contract modifications that will be performed entirely outside of the 
United States and its outlying areas; or  



http://www.acq.osd.mil/osbp/programs/csp/index.html
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4. For modifications to contracts within the general scope of the contract that do not 
contain the clause at 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns (or equivalent 
prior clauses; e.g., contracts awarded before the enactment of Public Law 95-507).  
 


a) Contracting Officer or Contract Specialist  
 


(1) Evaluate acquisition package to determine if the procurement requires a 
subcontracting plan. (FAR 19.705-2). 


 
(2) Review FAR 19.708, DFARS 219.708, and the SPAWAR clause book to ensure 


appropriate small business related provisions and clauses are included in solicitation. 
 
(3) When to obtain Subcontracting Plans.  In accordance with FAR 19.705-2(d) the 


subcontracting plan may be obtained any time prior to award.  In deciding whether 
to request submission from all offerors with the initial offer, from only those within 
the competitive range, or only from the apparent successful offeror, consideration 
must be given to the burden placed on offerors and contracting personnel. 


 
(4) The Contracting Officer/Contracts Specialist shall work with the SPAWAR OSBP 


to establish subcontracting goals for each of the following categories: 
 
Small Business   To be determined on a case by case basis (Note 6) 
Small Disadvantaged Business 5% (DFARS 219.705-4) (Note 1,2,5,6) 
(Includes 8(a) awards) 
Woman Owned Small Business 5% (Note 1,5,6) 
HubZone Small Business  3% (Note 1,5,6) 
Service Disabled Veteran Owned  
Small Business   3% (Note 1,3,5,6) 
Veteran Owned Small Business      To be determined on a case by case basis 
                                                       (Note 1,4,6) 
 
Note 1: NMCARS 5219.704(a)(1) (DFARS 219.704) Each separate goal should 


be realistic, justifiable and positive (i.e. greater than zero.)   
Note 2: DFARS 219.705-4(d) a minimum SDB goal of 5% shall be established. 


A lesser goal must be approved one level above the Contracting 
Officer. Goals for Small Disadvantaged Business concerns include 
8(a). 


Note 3:  Public Law 106-50 
Note 4:  VOSB will have its own separate percentage goal  FAR19.704(a)(1).   


The goal will be no less than the SDVOSB goal. 
Note 5:  Minimum DoD Small Business Program Goals 
Note 6:  Contractor proposed goals less than the solicitation goals need to be 


explained by the contractor within the subcontracting plan.  If the 
justification is not included in the plan or provided, either the PCO or 
Specialist will request the supporting rationale from the contractor for 
not meeting the goal.      


 



https://www.acquisition.gov/sites/default/files/current/far/html/52_217_221.html#wp1136032
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(5) For the potential winning proposal(s) perform an independent analysis of the 
subcontracting plan as required by FAR 19.705 and DFARS 219.7, using the 
Subcontracting Plan Review Checklist. If a plan has been requested with initial 
proposals, any item that is not reasonable shall be challenged, and results addressed 
in the prenegotiation business clearance.  Individual goals shall be established for 
small business, SDB, WOSB, HUBZone small business, VOSB and SDVOSB.  
Document the proposed subcontracting plan elements using the Subcontracting Plan 
Review Checklist, which is then maintained in the contract file. Challenge any 
subcontracting plan that does not contain positive goals (i.e. greater than 
zero) DFARS 219.705-4(d).  When evaluating proposed subcontracting plans, 
contracting officers should obtain advice and recommendations from the 
cognizant CAO, and shall do so for any subcontracting plan that does not 
contain positive goals. The CAO should be specifically requested to review 
the factors used by the prime contractor to develop the zero goal, the past 
performance of the offeror on similar requirements, and the current 
procedures used by the offeror to maximize opportunities for small business, 
VOSB, SDVOSB, HUBZone small business, SDB, and WOSB concerns to 
participate in its subcontracting program. The contracting officer shall 
consider the CAO’s findings, including any recommendations, prior to 
approval of the subcontracting plan. The contract file shall be documented to 
reflect the review and the contracting officer's final decision relative to an 
acceptable goal. If the contracting officer determines that a subcontracting 
plan containing a zero goal is appropriate, the determination shall be 
approved at a level above the contracting officer and placed in the contract file 
NMCARS 5219.705-4(d) (DFARS 219.705-4).  The Contracting 
Officer/Contract Specialist shall forward a signed copy of the subcontracting plan 
check list of the apparent successful offeror to the OSBP along with the subcontract 
plan that will be incorporated into the contract, solicitation Section L Small 
Business Subcontracting Goals and all applicable documentation required for 
review of the plan (sample in Toolbox below).  The OSBP will review the 
subcontract plan and subcontracting plan check list, sign, then forward to the SBA 
PCR for review and signature. If the apparent successful offeror is under the 
Comprehensive Subcontracting test program, the OSBP will review and return the 
signed document to the Contracting Officer. The subcontract review check list or 
subcontract plan will NOT be forwarded to the SBA PCR. 
 


(6) If deficiencies are noted in the subcontracting plan, the Contracting 
Officer/Contract Specialist will either negotiate those elements of the plan with the 
offeror or request a revised plan.  If revised, plan will then be returned to the OSBP 
for review and comments as outlined in the OSBP section below.  Once OSBP 
comments are obtained, the Contract Specialist will forward the plan with all 
comments, etc. to the Contracting Officer.  


 
(7) SSC PAC Site Specific Procedures: If ACO comments were obtained; provide one 


courtesy informational copy when submitting the plan for SSC PAC OSBP review. 
 
 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/Subcontracting%20Plan%20Checklist.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/Subcontracting%20Plan%20Checklist.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/Subcontracting%20Plan%20Checklist.doc
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b) OSBP 
 
(1) OSBP shall review the subcontracting plan, and make comments concerning 


deficiencies, recommend changes, or recommend approval of the plan as submitted.  
 


(2) The OSBP will notify the SBA PCR of the opportunity to review the proposed 
contract (including the plan and supporting documentation)(FAR 19.705-
5(a)(3)). In practice, the OSBP at each SPAWAR activity has developed a working 
relationship and understanding with their respective SBA PCR concerning what type 
contracts/subcontracting plans require review.  The OSBP will notify the SBA PCR 
of the opportunity to review the proposed contract (including the plan and 
supporting documentation). Sufficient time should be given to the SBA PCR to 
determine if the document will be reviewed but review shall not delay contract 
award.  
 
The OSBP will return the subcontracting plan to the Contract Specialist as either 
acceptable or unacceptable. Evaluation for adjectival ratings will not affect 
acceptability or unacceptability of the subcontract plan.  
 


c) Contracting Officer 
 


(1) The Contracting Officer will review and approve the subcontracting plan if the plan 
is found to be acceptable. If the plan is not acceptable, the plan will be returned to 
the Contract Specialist with recommendations. During the course of the contract’s 
period of performance, the Contracting Officer is responsible for enforcing good 
faith compliance in accordance with FAR 19.705.  In negotiated acquisitions, each 
solicitation of offers to perform a contract or contract modification that individually 
is expected to exceed the dollar thresholds established in FAR Part 19.702(a)(1) and 
that has subcontracting possibilities, shall require the apparently successful offeror to 
submit an acceptable subcontracting plan. If the apparently successful offeror fails to 
negotiate a subcontracting plan acceptable to the contracting officer within the time 
limit prescribed by the contracting officer, the offeror will be ineligible for award. 


 
(2) The Contracting Officer will ensure that an acceptable plan is incorporated into and 


made a material part of the contract (FAR 19.705-5(a)(5). A contract may have no 
more than one plan (FAR 19.705-2(e)). 


 
(3) The Contracting Officer will ensure that post-award distribution of the awarded 


contract or contract modification and approved subcontracting plan is made IAW 
FAR 19.705-6, Postaward Responsibilities of the Contracting Officer, and that proof 
of the distribution is retained in the contracting file. 
 


 


6.  Tool Box 
 
a) Subcontracting Plan Review Checklist - Provides a roadmap of how to assess 


the subcontracting plan and make recommendations to the Small Business Office 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/Subcontracting%20Plan%20Checklist.doc





March 11, 2014 (Revisions in bold purple with revision mark on left column) 


6 


(Note the following six non-critical out of date parts in the linked DoD controlled 
checklist: 1) the phrase “(includes Historically Black Colleges and Universities and 
Minority Institutions)” on page 1 paragraph 1(c) is no longer applicable; 2) the dollar 
amount of $500,000 as depicted on page 1 paragraph 8 is now $650,000; 3) the 
reference to “SF 294 and/or SF 295” on page 1 paragraph 9 has been replaced with 
the Individual Subcontracting Report (ISR) and the Summary Subcontract Report 
(SSR) respectively (filed electronically); 4) SADBU in the review area of page 1 is 
now OSBP; 5) the goal for HBCU/MI page 2 lines 1 and 6 is no longer applicable; 
and 6) the phrase “(includes HBCU/MI)” page 2 line 4 is no longer applicable) 
 
(FYI - Subcontracting Plans for DARPA awarded BAAs, do not need to be reviewed 
by the SSC-SD OSBP. The review can be done solely by the cognizant DCMC.   
Once DCMC has completed their review, please provide one courtesy informational 
copy of the plan and evaluation to the OSBP.) 


 
b) Small Business Subcontracting Section L and M Sample 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/SB_Subcontracting_Sec_L_M_Sample.docx
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Agenda	

Opening comments



History/background of small business program



DD2579 policy and process



Instructions on how to determine size status in SAM



Subcontracting Plan policy and process



Questions and answers
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Opening comments/talking points

Understanding there was training on the SBA final rules of 19 July and 2 October, there will be further details, policy changes forthcoming as we work through the impact on  SPAWAR processes

OSBP is meeting with HQ policy weekly, priority is the review of task orders on MACs including SeaPort e (two separate SCPPM policies)

Training will be provided as necessary

We will ensure that LANT and PAC participate in the policy revisions as they occur

Follow the policy, if the policy isn’t clear let us know









‹#›

Other processes/policies impacted include but are not limited to – subcontracting, eSRS, market research, limitations on subcontracting, CPARS 
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Background

History:  The Federal Government has historically recognized that small businesses represent a vital cornerstone in our national economy, thus enhancing our industrial base.  Congress and the Department of Defense (DoD) continue to emphasize increasing the share of dollars awarded to small business concerns.



There are a number of major laws which create the small business programs include, but are not limited to:

Small Business mobilization Act of 1942

Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947

Small Business Acts of 1953 & 1958

Public Law 95-507, 1978

FAR 19.201 & DFARS 219











‹#›

Congress has been fostering fair treatment of small business since 1941 with the establishment of the Select Committee on Small Business. The basis of the Small Business Program is to foster free competition which is basic to the economic well-being and security of the Nation. This status cannot be achieved without the potential of small businesses being encouraged and developed. Contracting with these firms strengthens the economy, generates competition, lowers overall costs, creates innovations, provides more jobs than any other sector, and enhances good business practices. 



Congress recognized in the Small Business Mobilization Act of 1942 that Small Business Concerns didn’t have “economies of scale” necessary to compete with large plants and that a price differential might be required to keep such plants mobilized in support of war efforts.  The Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947 established “a fair proportion of total federal purchases and contracts be placed with small business concerns” in peacetime and wartime.  The 82nd Congress in 1951 determined in the early years of WW  II that 100 large corporations received 67% of federal prime contracts while 1/6th of the Nation’s small businesses closed their doors.  Congress declared this mistake must not be repeated and that our mobilization program must extend down to small plants because they are the major source of our productive strength.  The Small Business Act of 1953 created the Small Business Administration (SBA).  It was later revised in 1978 to established federal prime contract and subcontracting goals.  



Public Law 106-50 established a Government-wide goal of not less than three percent of the total value of all prime/subcontract awards for each fiscal year (FY) be awarded to Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSBs).

 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense assigns the Department of Navy (DON) goals each FY in support of small business programs.  The Under Secretary of the Navy negotiates SPAWAR specific targets for small business (SB), small disadvantaged business (SDB), women owned small business (WOSB), HUBZone small business, and SDVOSB targets for prime contracts.  DEPSECDEF and ASN(RD&A) assigned additional goals for actions processed under the Simplified Acquisition Threshold (SAT), designated portfolio groups and total spend for contract dollars eligible for small businesses.
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A little more background…

ASN (RD&A) Memo of 13 Dec 2012; Meeting SB Goals in FY 2013

DEPSECDEF Memo of 10 Feb 2012; Advancing Small Business Contracting Goals in FY2012 

ASN (RD&A) Memo of 9 July 

2011; Increased Use of Small 

Business Concerns 

Many more policies and 

	memorandums (Better Buying 

     Power 2.0, SBA, OMB, DOD, 

  	etc.) with common themes























‹#›
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6 March 2014 - The House Small Business Committee has marked up and approved a six-pack of contracting reform bills, including legislation that would raise the current agency goals for steering work to small businesses.  
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SPAWAR Strategy to Meet SB Goals

Take away/purpose - SPAWAR is committed to increasing opportunities for SB’s and taking necessary steps to meet the established SB targets

Key steps taken – Updated SPAWAR SB Inst. 4380.1A to:

address the collective responsibility of every leader who manages a budget & allocates funds;

state expectations for meeting SB targets; 

define roles and responsibilities for acquisition workforce; 

improve awareness; and 

reinforce the SPAWAR culture with respect to leveraging the value of SB’s as both prime and subcontractors







‹#›
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SPAWAR Small Business Program Instruction cont…

Scope:  The instruction applies to all SPAWAR civilian and military personnel involved including but not limited to:

Program Management

Requirements forecasting

Procurement personnel

This instruction also applies to the affiliated SPAWAR Program Executive Offices (PEOs), including all reporting Unit Identification Codes (UICS) and detachments













‹#›

Procurement transactions for construction, architectural and engineering services, etc., under authority delegated by the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, are excluded from this instruction.
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SPAWAR Command Policy

The Command policy is to use small business concerns to the maximum extent practicable.  To this end, SPAWAR will:

Assist all SB categories in obtaining a fair proportion of this Command's total acquisition dollars (both primes and subcontractors); 

Aid, assist, and counsel SB concerns to the fullest extent consistent within the national and procurement guidelines;

Increase SB participation in prime contracting through set-asides; and

Ensure appropriate SB subcontracting goals are established in contracts; and

Increase participation of SB’s in subcontracting by ensuring large business prime contractors make best efforts to meet SB goals





‹#›

FAR 19.201(a) “It is the policy of the Government to provide maximum practicable opportunities in its acquisitions to small business, veteran-owned small business, service-disabled veteran owned small business, HUBZone small business, small disadvantaged business, and women-owned small business concerns. Such concerns must also have the maximum practicable opportunity to participate as subcontractors in the contracts awarded by any executive agency, consistent with efficient contract performance. The Small Business Administration (SBA) counsels and assists small business concerns and assists contracting personnel to ensure that a fair proportion of contracts for supplies and services is placed with small business.” 
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SPAWAR SB Performance Dashboard for FY14 YTD 







‹#›

This dashboard is sent weekly to CNO, all SYSCOM Commanders and other Navy leadership. 
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		HQ		FY14 Goal		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		10.70%		13.60%		$57,163,801.43

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		3.52%		6.29%		$26,421,302.77

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		1.44%		$6,072,292.18

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		6.42%		$26,991,244.40

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		1.37%		4.42%		$18,577,394.44

		     Women Owned Small Business		2.44%		3.64%		$15,301,967.23

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.81%		0.50%		$2,120,842.60

		 		 				

		 		 				

		SSC-PAC		Goal		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		26.00%		29.68%		$50,318,818.31

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		6.00%		9.06%		$15,361,600.23

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		3.73%		$6,326,531.98

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		7.37%		$12,496,628.49

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		1.50%		3.56%		$6,042,654.33

		     Women Owned Small Business		3.50%		4.18%		$7,092,361.74

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.50%		1.67%		$2,823,567.60

		 		 				

		 		 				

		SSC-LANT		Goal		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		29.81%		36.98%		$162,253,712.94

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		12.18%		13.87%		$60,871,464.50

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		5.81%		$25,503,335.25

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		6.56%		$28,792,196.02

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		2.43%		2.66%		$11,658,754.17

		     Women Owned Small Business		4.06%		8.14%		$35,712,183.14

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		1.48%		4.89%		$21,469,338.20



Distribution of Prime Small Business Dollars as of 23 February 2014

Take away – SPAWAR small business accomplishments wouldn’t be where they are without the significant contributions by SSC Pacific and SSC Atlantic.  





‹#›

Eligible actions 10/01/2013-02/23/2014/29/2013 in FPDS-NG.  
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DD2579 - Responsibilities/procedures -
Contract Specialist & Contracting Officer

Contracting Officer - Responsible for timely submission to the OSBP of the DD2579 for all acquisitions exceeding $10,000 (except Simplified Acquisition 100% small business set-aside, broad agency announcements (BAAs) and awards to small business concerns under the Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Program.  

Submission of the DD2579 shall be completed prior to issuance of a synopsis of a competitive solicitation or contract modification.  For actions processed as other than full and open competition, the review can be completed after the synopsis, but shall be completed prior to the issuance of the solicitation. 

In general, 5 working days should be allowed for OSBP review.  This includes the timeframe for the Small Business Administration (SBA) Procurement Center Representative (PCR) review/approval.

The signed DD2579 shall be maintained in the official contract file.  



Documentation should now also include consideration of set-asides, partial set-asides and contract reserves.  While the use of these three authorities is left to the agencies discretion, the procuring agency and contracting officer must consider statutory requirements and small business contracting goals that are designed to help ensure small businesses receive a fair proportion of all awards.  Consequently if the contracting officer decides not to use of these authorities they must explain the decision and document it in the contract file. 





‹#›

A 2579 is required for SAP sole source actions even if they are going to be awarded to small businesses .



Modifications that increase the scope of the contract, or the order under a Federal Supply Schedule contract, should be reviewed by the small business specialist.  At a minimum, these actions might impact the small business subcontracting plan.  However, funding modifications or modifications that do not increase the scope of the contract generally should not be reviewed, because the value that a small business specialist review would add in these instances would be minimal compared to the resources that would be expended (DFARS 219(d)(10)(2).



If the contracting officer rejects the SBA representative’s recommendation made in accordance with 19.402(c)(2), the contracting officer shall document the basis for the rejection and notify the SBA representative in accordance with 19.505.











Roles/responsibilities - OSBP

Review all acquisitions exceeding $10,000 and makes recommendations as to whether a particular acquisition shall be awarded under FAR 19, provides advice on the relationship among SB programs and recommends the most appropriate socio-economic category

Forward the signed DD2579 and supporting documentation to the SBA PCR.

Coordinate any questions/answers between the PCR and 2.0 personnel

Return signed DD2579 to the Contracts POC  



While the DD2579 has the PCO signature block 17 which follows blocks 15 (PCR signature) and 18 (OSBP signature) – the expectation is that block 19 is signed by the cognizant PCO before forwarding to OSBP for processing.  





‹#›

All SPAWAR procurements using the Simplified Acquisition Procedures (SAP) found in FAR Part 13, (less than $150,000, except for procurements in support of contingency operations) which are NOT set-aside for small business concerns, must have the Small Business Coordination Record (DD2579) reviewed by the Chief of the Contracting Office or Deputy Chief of the Contracting Office prior to synopsizing or placing the purchase order. For SPAWAR HQ procurements this review is at the 2.0/2.0A level. All proposed SAP procurements, not set-aside for small business, must thoroughly discuss the reasons the order is being placed, with a large business.

 

19.203 -- Relationship Among Small Business Programs

(a) There is no order of precedence among the 8(a) Program (subpart 19.8), HUBZone Program (subpart 19.13), Service-Disabled Veteran-Owned Small Business (SDVOSB) Procurement Program (subpart 19.14), or the Women-Owned Small Business (WOSB) Program (subpart 19.15).



(b) At or below the simplified acquisition threshold. For acquisitions of supplies or services that have an anticipated dollar value exceeding $3,000 ($15,000 for acquisitions as described in 13.201(g)(1)), but not exceeding $150,000 ($300,000 for acquisitions described in paragraph (1) of the simplified acquisition threshold definition at 2.101), the requirement at 19.502-2(a) to exclusively reserve acquisitions for small business concerns does not preclude the contracting officer from awarding a contract to a small business under the 8(a) Program, HUBZone Program, SDVOSB Program, or WOSB Program. 



(c)Above the simplified acquisition threshold. For acquisitions of supplies or services that have an anticipated dollar value exceeding the simplified acquisition threshold definition at 2.101, the contracting officer shall first consider an acquisition for the small business socioeconomic contracting programs (i.e., 8(a), HUBZone, SDVOSB, or WOSB programs) before considering a small business set-aside (see 19.502-2(b)). However, if a requirement has been accepted by the SBA under the 8(a) Program, it must remain in the 8(a) Program unless SBA agrees to its release in accordance with 13 CFR parts 124, 125 and 126.

(d) In determining which socioeconomic program to use for an acquisition, the contracting officer should consider, at a minimum—

(1) Results of market research that was done to determine if there are socioeconomic firms capable of satisfying the agency’s requirement; and

(2) Agency progress in fulfilling its small business goals.



(e) Small business set-asides have priority over acquisitions using full and open competition. See requirements for establishing a small business set-aside at subpart 19.5.





Roles/responsibilities - PCR

Review DD2579s and provide recommendations

Review proposed acquisition packages described in 19.202-1(c), see notes section for complete details -

Work currently performed by SB & acquisition is of quantity or estimated value that make it unlikely SB’s can compete 

Construction work meeting the above criteria

Bundled requirements

The PCR may reject the recommendation of the PCO and initiate a unilateral set-aside by issuance of a Form 70  

The PCR can also participate in pre-procurement planning or strategy meetings











‹#›

(i) The proposed acquisition is for supplies or services currently being provided by a small business and the proposed acquisition is of a quantity or estimated dollar value, the magnitude of which makes it unlikely that small businesses can compete for the prime contract;

(ii) The proposed acquisition is for construction and seeks to package or consolidate discrete construction projects and the magnitude of this consolidation makes it unlikely that small businesses can compete for the prime contract; or

(iii) The proposed acquisition is for a bundled requirement. (See 10.001(c)(2)(i) for mandatory 30-day notice requirement to incumbent small business concerns.) The contracting officer shall provide all information relative to the justification of contract bundling, including the acquisition plan or strategy, and if the acquisition involves substantial bundling, the information identified in 7.107(e). When the acquisition involves substantial bundling, the contracting officer shall also provide the same information to the agency Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization.





Filling out the DD2579

Buyer, Contract Specialist or Contracting Officer shall complete

blocks 1- 14 and block 17 of the DD2579 (toolbox has step by 

step instructions and a fillable form),

Contracting Officer signs block 17c, and submits to OSBP, 

accompanied by:  

PR and/or Statement of Work as available that contain a complete description of supplies or services being procured.

Documentation supporting results of any market survey (Sources Sought synopsis, etc.) Can summarize in block 14 and/or also provide as attachments.

J&A, if applicable.  Draft copy is acceptable. 

Any additional information available to support the recommended procurement strategy such as prior bid abstracts or procurement mailing lists.







‹#›





Process cont…

Regarding OSBP review and formulation of 

recommendations – (What we look for):

Complete description of requirement with PWS and supporting market research information 

Correct NAICS and PSC

History of previous procurements as applicable in supporting documentation

Details on market research clearly support procurement methodology

Signed by PCO

All other applicable blocks completed  



Managing expectations - There should be consistency among all OSBP personnel and the SBA PCR  

regarding PCO recommendations, correctness/completion of the 2579, and supporting rationale & documentation.





‹#›





2579 Checklist items….

Common 2579 issues/problems:

Clear and concise descriptions in block 6.  Often times the description depicted here is not the same as the one in the JNCP or supporting documentation (SOW/PWS).

Federal Supply Class/Service (block 6a) and NAICS Code (block 8a) and size standard (block 8b) do not depict the best choice or it is incorrect. Recommend using the following website(s) to review/determine appropriate NAICS and size standards :

http://www.census.gov/cgi-bin/sssd/naics/naicsrch

http://www.sba.gov/content/table-small-business-size-standards

https://www.acquisition.gov/PSC%20Manual%20-%20Final%20-%2011%20August%202011.pdf









‹#›
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2579 Checklist items cont...

First Time Buy vs. Previous Acquisition (Block 10) –  inaccurate information on history of requirement  - JNCP states that it has been bought previously. If the item was marked correctly the document number of the previous procurement is not provided. 

1st time buy doesn’t mean it is the first time buy for the 1102/1105 

Remarks (Block 14) often time contradicts the supporting documentation (J&A or JNCP), UIS, 2579 received after the required delivery date, etc. 

Inadequate details on market research to clearly support procurement methodology 

Changes in NAICS during the market research process needs to be explained in terms of impact/outcome as appropriate (e.g. did requirement change?)





‹#›

§ 121.402   What size standards are applicable to Federal Government Contracting programs?

(b)  *  *  *Acquisitions for supplies must be classified under the appropriate manufacturing NAICS code, not under a Wholesale Trade or Retail Trade NAICS code. A concern that submits an offer or quote for a contract or subcontract where the NAICS code assigned to the contract or subcontract is one for supplies, and furnishes a product it did not itself manufacture or produce, is categorized as a nonmanufacturer and deemed small if it has 500 or fewer employees and meets the requirements of 13 CFR 121.406. 

NAICS codes in Sectors 42, 44 and 45 are examples that should not be used.



Possibility that the 1102 or 1105 is trying to fit the procurement to the vendors CCR or that the buyer does not have a clear understanding to what is being procured.  Even though the item may have been purchased previously the NAICS being used is not the same of the previous procurement or even close.   





Supporting documentation at times thrown together with the hopes of it being "good enough".  Stating that this procurement is proprietary to one company and then later in the document stating that you're seeking full and open competition.  The description of the procurement and justification is a lot of times confusing and/or unclear.  This slows the process on our end with numerous conversations with the buyer to clarify and several rewrites. 
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NAICS Codes











http://www.census.gov/eos/www/naics/





‹#›
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Subcontracting Plan Policy and Process

SCPPM Subcontracting Plan Policy

Purpose/Policy

Responsibilities (Contracting Officer, Contracting Specialist, OSBP and SBA)

Procedures 

Tool Box – Subcontracting Plan Review Checklist





‹#›
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Questions



Thank you for your time and attention!





‹#›
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What does the Small Business Office do?
Includes but not limited to the following… 

Monitor SB accomplishments and reports status to Leadership and Competencies at least monthly and quarterly to ASN(RD&A)

Counsel small businesses on how to do business with SPAWAR 

Participate early in the acquisition process to forecast and develop acquisition strategy

Review all procurement actions over $10K and coordinate approval with Small Business Administration (including but not limited to - market research, industry days, development/evaluation of SB evaluation criteria, monitoring of subcontracting and assistance with CPARS ratings)

Act as a liaison and consultant for all SB related matters, OSD, Navy and Congressional inquiries regarding SB concerns 







‹#›
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Develop a standardized process that will enable increased communication, effective planning and consistent results while improving manpower planning and collaboration with PEO portfolio.  

Purpose:  Informational 



BLUF
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Data-Driven Management System 

Track Progress on New Acquisitions & Modification/changes >$1M

Identify key stages of the Acquisition

Identify problems and bottlenecks

Ability to assess impact of delays to award

Workforce Shaping Analysis

Better defined LOE across FYDP

Improved Communication with Program Offices/Programs/Projects

Increased ability to resolve problems early and execute programs timely



Proposed End State
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Inability to project workload in a dynamic environment

Lack of Communication

No real ability to identify risk(s)

Missed Milestones

PCO and Program Manager need to plan and monitor performance of major acquisitions



Current Challenges
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Identify and Agree on Key Schedule Drivers

Standardized contracting questionnaire and milestones

E.G. Type of Acquisition, approved documents (CDD, PDD. MDA Approval, AS), complete specifications, Risk mitigation, source selection; TEB and SSAC

Integrated approach to scheduling

Developed a Common Taxonomy 

Identify Predecessors and Successor for each element

Start to Start/Finish to Finish Relationships

List agreed upon task elements linking PCO and Program Schedules



Proposed Solutions
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Enterprise Reporting by Program Office and PCO

Critical Path, 

# of Programs w/in each Phase, 

PCO Hours Allocation

Finish Variance Report

Acquisitions behind schedule by phase



Proposed Solutions
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# of transactions per Program/PMW/PEO

# of Acquisitions at any given stage

Days to Milestone

Pre Planning

Planning

Solicitation

Evaluation

Discussions

Award



Metrics We Can Track
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PCO Schedule Process has been Developed

Established a standard contract  project milestone template based on acquisitions types 

All Schedules have been developed using the same process, language and logic

Resource loaded

Base-lined and uploaded using Primavera

Brief Various PEO/PMW on our process

Established Monthly Meetings between PCO and Program Manager

Primavera Report Development

All reports have been developed and are ready to track the schedule details

 Reports ready for demonstrations and evaluations



Where We Stand
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Process promulgated throughout the command to capture upcoming acquisitions

Incorporate Planned award dates during the ACT process or doing PEO C4I program reviews such as:

Desired Award Date      

Latest Award Date

2.0 will utilize the standard durations to develop high level schedules that can be agreed upon between the Program Manager and the PCO and finalized during the PPSM process

Develop personnel forecast utilizing DDMS tool.



Next Steps…
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SAMPLE REPORTS

For Additional Reports
See Metrics Booklet
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Planned Awards Per Year 
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Count	

2014	2015	2016	2017	31	24	9	4	PEO C4I Acquisitions by Phases

PMW 120 Total 2

PMW 130 Total 1

PMW 150 Total 6

PMW 160 Total 2

PMW 170 Total 8

PMW 750 Total 2

PMW 770 Total 3

PMW 790 Total 1
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Current C4I Acquisition Schedules
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PEO C4I Acquisitions Behind Schedule
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Row Labels	Behind Schedule	On Schedule	7	73	

Baseline Slip Report
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Enterprise AP and J&A Report
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Backup
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Key Schedule Drivers (Questionnaire)

Initiations

What  type of acquisition?  Hardware, software, services etc.

What are your approved documents? CDD, PDD, MDA Approval, AS? 

Of the  document(s) requiring approval, what is the anticipated Finish Date? What is the percentage complete?  What is the duration for final approval?

Do you have a complete  spec?

 If no, what is the percentage complete ?  What is the length of time  budgeted for the development of the spec? Do you need to update your specification for current technology? 



Milestone Development
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Questionnaire (continued)

Risk Mitigation 

Do you need to update your spec for current technology? 

Do you need an Industry Day?

Do you need to post your technical data package for Industry comments? 

Do you need an RFI? 

If there are technical risks, do we need to incentivize the contractor? 

Is this effort a development requiring a cost type contract or can this be a fixed price effort?

 Source Selection 

Will you need a TEB and SSAC?

What are the key discriminators in your spec that would suggest one company over another?

Are there any hard required dates needed?

Key Schedule Drivers
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Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet1.xlsx

Chart1





Count	


2014	2015	2016	2017	31	24	9	4	


Source


			Project ID			Project Name			Data Date			Start			Finish			Current Budget


			      5.0 Schweer 02 SPC			5.0 SYS ENGR			6-Jan-14			06-Jan-14 A			10-Jun-14			$97,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Davenport 03			DMR_PPS-PAC-SPARES			19-May-14			03-Sep-13 A			13-Jun-14			$0.00


			      PEO EIS PMW 240			DON TRACKER (PHASE 3 SBIR) St Moritz			31-Jul-14			02-Apr-14 A			20-Aug-14			$2,000,000.00


			      PEO EIS PMW 240 DMA			Sys. Eng & Acq. Spt  DMA  St Moritz			30-Jul-14			01-Jul-14 A			27-Aug-14			$3,500,000.00


			      PMW 160 Mohlman 01			PEO C4I CALI ADNS Spares			7-Jul-14			7-Jul-14			29-Aug-14			$2,197,308.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 11			E2E MOT&E			1-Jul-14			1-Jul-14			2-Sep-14			$10,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 12			Integrated Ground Systems Software Production			21-May-14			21-May-14			2-Sep-14			$19,500,000.00


			      PMW 160 Mohlman 04			CANES Software DoN ELA 1.430			15-Jul-14			15-Jul-14			10-Sep-14			$1,430,000.00


			      PEO EIS PMW 205 Sade			INTERNAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT REVIEW (iPMR) Sade			31-Jul-14			02-Apr-14 A			11-Sep-14			$1,800,000.00


			      PMW 160 Mohlman 02			CANES Software 2.760			15-Jul-14			15-Jul-14			12-Sep-14			$2,760,000.00


			      PMW 160 Mohlman 03			CANES Software DoD ESI 1.869			15-Jul-14			15-Jul-14			19-Sep-14			$1,869,000.00


			      PMW 170 Hawkins 01 - B1			GBS - B1			20-May-14			19-Nov-12 A			15-Oct-14			$0.00


			      JMINI RT1828 Tsui			JMINI RT1828 Tsui			12-May-14			12-May-14			17-Oct-14			$0.00


			      PMW 740 CIIS LEBANON			MAC Delivery Order Type I Competitive LPTA Template			2-Apr-14			2-Jun-14			21-Oct-14			$5,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Hawkins 01			GBS			16-Jul-14			19-Nov-12 A			28-Oct-14			$46,500,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 13			SS Tech Support			17-Jun-14			17-Jun-14			31-Oct-14			$4,000,000.00


			      PMW 760 Radaford 01			CITI EPIC Follow-on			19-May-14			01-Jun-12 A			10-Nov-14			$100,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 01			HW - SW Obsolescence			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$5,400,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 02			IA Tech Refresh and IA SW Development			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$8,900,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 03			ILS Spares			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$10,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 04			MRIL Support			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$1,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 05			Oceus SLA			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$3,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 06			Other SLAs			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$2,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 07			Program Management - LM Infrastructure			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$4,500,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 08			Third Party SW			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$2,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 09			Traditional ILS Support			14-Jul-14			14-Jul-14			14-Nov-14			$8,100,000.00


			      PMW 130 Staron			Radiant Mercury			1-Aug-14			11-Oct-13 A			20-Nov-14			$30,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 C2P CALI			C2P_LegacyV7_CALI_POAM.xml			26-Aug-13			26-Aug-13 A			9-Dec-14			$2,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 Schweer 03			NG2P_Data_Leg_Prod			20-May-14			27-Jan-14 A			9-Dec-14			$25,000,000.00


			      PMW 750 Radaford 02			PMW 750 Radaford Competitive			20-May-14			06-Dec-12 A			11-Dec-14			$100,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 Smith 01			MTC2_Ops_Prototype			22-May-14			01-Apr-14 A			15-Dec-14			$25,000,000.00


			      5.0 IA & Cyber Supp			5.0 Cyber IA (Schweer) SP			17-Jul-14			06-Jan-14 A			28-Jan-15			$90,000,000.00


			      FRD Renz 01			SHF Follow On			26-May-14			12-Dec-13 A			9-Feb-15			$34,000,000.00


			      PMW 120 Davenport			METMF Mod			19-May-14			14-Jan-14 A			13-Mar-15			$4,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 MOS POAM Fle			MOS Lot 4			10-Nov-13			11-Nov-13 A			17-Mar-15			$30,000,000.00


			      PMW 146 McCoy 10			UHF SE Support Follow On			17-Jun-14			17-Jun-14			6-Apr-15			$9,750,000.00


			      PMS-485 Fletcher 03			Towed Array			31-Jul-14			18-Mar-13 A			15-Apr-15			$85,000,000.00


			      PMW 770 Renz 01			OE538A Price Negotiations			19-May-14			12-Feb-14 A			12-May-15			$27,000,000.00


			      4.0 Spider			4.2 SPIDER (Thompson) Hardware/Software Eng support			11-Jul-14			24-Oct-13 A			11-Jun-15			$9,000,000.00


			      PMW 770 McCoy 02			SUBHDR_VA_MMS			19-May-14			06-Dec-13 A			17-Jun-15			$3,000,000.00


			      PMW 770 SubHDR VA			SubHDR IV VA McCoy			16-Jul-14			20-Aug-13 A			5-Aug-15			$0.00


			      PMW 120 LBS-G_Follow			LBS-G_Follow_On			21-Jul-14			16-Sep-13 A			17-Aug-15			$58,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Hawkins NMT			NMTFOL			31-Jul-14			14-Jan-13 A			18-Aug-15			$428,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 HARRIS RADIO			Harris Radio Iraq.xml			1-Apr-14			31-Mar-14 A			8-Sep-15			$14,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 FRONT OFFICE			740 Front Office Support.xml			7-Jul-14			04-Dec-13 A			17-Sep-15			$60,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 CIIS FMS2			CIIS-FMS2.xml			25-Mar-14			28-Oct-13 A			23-Sep-15			$9,000,000.00


			      PMW 120 McCoy Ante			SI2 SBIR Ph 3 Antennae Phased Arrayxml			1-Jul-14			1-Jul-14			1-Oct-15			$0.00


			      PEO EIS PWA 240 CSS			Distance support CSS (NIAPS) Holcomb			30-Jul-14			02-Jun-14 A			5-Oct-15			$25,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 G-TSCMIS			G-TSCMIS ACAT III.xml			1-Jul-13			01-Jul-13 A			8-Oct-15			$3,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 C2P Terminal			C2P_Terminal Contract_POAM.xml			17-Jul-14			25-Jul-12 A			22-Oct-15			$0.00


			      PMW 770 Security			PMW 770 Security Recompete			7-Jul-14			7-Jul-14			27-Oct-15			$9,999,999.00


			      PMS-485 Fletcher SP			PMS 485 Fletcher Seaport			27-May-14			03-Sep-13 A			9-Nov-15			$0.00


			      PMW 150 Smith NTCSS			NTCSS CODE TRANSFORMATION			11-Jul-14			15-Nov-13 A			17-Nov-15			$10,000,000.00


			      PMS-485 Fletcher 01			SWSS Array			31-Jul-14			29-Apr-13 A			8-Dec-15			$32,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Radaford 01			NTCDL			8-Jul-14			03-May-12 A			21-Dec-15			$350,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Davenport 01			DMR 2 Year Extension			16-Jul-14			03-Oct-13 A			7-Jan-16			$82,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Davenport 02			DMR_500W			25-Jun-14			31-Jul-13 A			11-Jan-16			$3,500,000.00


			      *SPAWAR 8.0 Sist			VTC Equipment			1-Oct-14			1-Oct-14			11-Mar-16			$6,000,000.00


			      *SPAWAR 8.0 Thompson			Capacity on Demand			1-Oct-14			1-Oct-14			11-Mar-16			$9,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 SATCOM (2)			PMW 740 SATCOM			1-Apr-14			1-Apr-14			27-Apr-16			$10,000,000.00


			      PMW 770  Renz			OE538B_DEVELOP_1.xml			1-Apr-14			24-Jun-13 A			9-May-16			$70,000,000.00


			      PMW 770 McCoy 01			SubHDR_FLT_IV_Proc			20-May-14			19-Mar-14 A			9-Jun-16			$80,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 RADIO Brown			PMW 740 Harris Radio Philippines			1-Apr-14			05-May-14 A			28-Oct-16			$6,500,000.00


			      PMW 150 Yangco 01			Nile_GFP			22-May-14			15-Oct-14			5-Dec-16			$10,000,000.00


			      PMW 740 C4I SUP NAVY			C4Isup Saudi Navy.xml			5-May-14			05-May-14 A			25-Jan-17			$60,000,000.00


			      PMW 150 Yangco 02			Nile_MLLC_Prod			22-May-14			15-Oct-14			9-Feb-17			$10,000,000.00


			      PMW 170 Hawkins 03			DMR_Racks			25-Jun-14			24-Mar-14 A			17-Feb-17			$0.00


			      PMW 170 MCCoy			MAGNA.xml			25-Mar-14			25-Mar-14			14-Jul-17			$0.00
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PMW Activity Name Baseline Finish Variance


Timing


PMW 170 GBS


PMW 170 Planning Phase Completed 8/25/2015


On Schedule


PMW 170 RFP Release 10/26/2015


On Schedule


PMW 170 Evaluation Phase Completed 8/30/2014 9/30/2014


-31


Behind Schedule


PMW 170 Award w/o Discussions 7/27/2014 8/27/2014


-31


Behind Schedule


PMW 170 NTCDL


PMW 170 Planning Phase Completed 8/9/2014 12/22/2014


-135


Behind Schedule


PMW 170 RFP Release 11/18/2014 1/14/2015


-57


Behind Schedule


PMW 170 Evaluation Phase Completed 5/29/2015


On Schedule


PMW 170 Award 11/3/2015 12/30/2015


-57


Behind Schedule
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Sheet1


			PMW			Activity Name			Baseline			Finish			Finish			Variance			Timing


						4.2 Spider


						Planning Phase Completed			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						RFP Release			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						Evaluation Phase Completed			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						Award			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						5.0 Systems Engineering


						Planning Phase Completed			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						RFP Release			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						Evaluation Phase Completed			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						Award			No baseline yet												ERROR:#VALUE!


						5.0 Cyber IA


						Planning Phase Completed			1/6/14						1/6/2014						0


						RFP Release			5/5/14						7/1/2014						-57


						Evaluation Phase Completed			10/27/14						1/6/2014						294


						Award			4/22/15						4/22/2015						0


			PMW 150			Niles GFP


			PMW 150			Planning Phase Completed			10/23/15						10/23/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			RFP Release			12/2/15						12/2/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Evaluation Phase Completed			11/4/16						11/4/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award			1/17/17						1/17/2017						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Niles MLLC


			PMW 150			Planning Phase Completed			9/28/15						9/28/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			RFP Release			9/28/15						9/28/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Evaluation Phase Completed			12/15/16						12/15/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award			2/10/17						2/10/2017						On Schedule


			PMW 150			C2P TR TO4


			PMW 150			Planning Phase Completed			7/10/15						7/10/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			RFP Release			8/17/2015						8/17/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Evaluation Phase Completed			7/22/16						7/22/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award			8/17/2015						8/17/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 750			CITI


			PMW 750			Planning Phase Completed			12/12/13												On Schedule


			PMW 750			RFP Release			2/12/14												On Schedule


			PMW 750			Evaluation Phase Completed			12/12/14						12/12/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 750			Award			2/11/15						2/11/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 170			DMR 2 Year Extension


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			9/11/14						9/11/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 170			RFP Release			10/17/14						10/17/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Evaluation Phase Completed			12/1/15						12/1/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award			12/23/15						12/23/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 170			DMR 500W


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			10/16/2014						10/16/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 170			RFP Release			10/16/2014						10/16/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award w/o Discussions			8/8/14												On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award w/ Discussions			10/15/14												On Schedule


			PMW 170			DMR Racks


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			8/25/15						8/25/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 170			RFP Release			10/26/15						10/26/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Evaluation Phase Completed			3/7/17						3/7/2017						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award w/o Discussions			10/27/16						10/27/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award w/ Discussions			4/20/17						4/20/2017						On Schedule


			PMW 170			GBS


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			8/25/15												On Schedule


			PMW 170			RFP Release			10/26/15												On Schedule


			PMW 170			Evaluation Phase Completed			8/30/14						9/30/2014			-31			Behind Schedule


			PMW 170			Award w/o Discussions			7/27/14						8/27/2014			-31			Behind Schedule


			PMW 120			LBS-G Follow On


			PMW 120			Planning Phase Completed			9/3/14						9/3/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 120			RFP Release			9/11/14						9/11/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 120			Evaluation Phase Completed			6/2/15						6/2/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 120			Award			7/1/15						7/1/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 120			METMF Mod


			PMW 120			RFP Release			2/19/14												On Schedule


			PMW 120			Evaluation Phase Completed			1/7/15						1/7/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 120			Award			3/16/15						3/16/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			MTC2 Ops


			PMW 150			RFP Release			9/8/14												On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award			12/16/14						12/16/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 170			NTCDL


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			8/9/14						12/22/2014			-135			Behind Schedule


			PMW 170			RFP Release			11/18/14						1/14/2015			-57			Behind Schedule


			PMW 170			Evaluation Phase Completed			5/29/15												On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award			11/3/15						12/30/2015			-57			Behind Schedule


			PMW 150			NG2P DTS


			PMW 150			Planning Phase Completed			5/23/14						5/23/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			RFP Release			12/18/14						12/18/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Evaluation Phase Completed			5/27/15						5/23/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award w/o Discussions			6/15/15						6/15/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award w/ Discussions			10/16/15						10/16/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 150			NG2P DLP


			PMW 150			Planning Phase Completed			8/5/14						8/5/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			RFP Release			8/27/14						8/27/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Evaluation Phase Completed			11/19/14						11/19/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 150			Award			12/9/14												On Schedule


			PMW 170			NMT Follow On


			PMW 170			Planning Phase Completed			4/28/14												On Schedule


			PMW 170			Evaluation Phase Completed			10/31/14												On Schedule


			PMW 170			Award			3/23/15												On Schedule


			PMW 770			OE538A Price Negotiations


			PMW 770			RFP Release			3/19/14												On Schedule


			PMW 770			Evaluation Phase Completed			11/25/14						11/25/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award			2/10/15						2/10/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			SHF Follow On


			PMW 770			Planning Phase Completed			4/17/14												On Schedule


			PMW 770			RFP Release			4/16/14						6/4/2014						-49


			PMW 770			Evaluation Phase Completed			1/14/15						1/14/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award			2/18/15						2/18/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Sub HDR Fleet IV


			PMW 770			Planning Phase Completed			12/19/14						12/19/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 770			RFP Release			1/23/15						1/23/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Evaluation Phase Completed			2/18/2016						2/18/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award w/o Discussions			12/18/15						12/18/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award w/ Discussions			4/14/16						4/14/2016						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Sub HDR VA MMS


			PMW 770			Planning Phase Completed			4/14/14												On Schedule


			PMW 770			RFP Release			5/15/14												On Schedule


			PMW 770			Evaluation Phase Completed			5/27/15						5/27/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award w/o Discussions			3/24/15												On Schedule


			PMW 770			Award w/ Discussions			7/23/15						7/23/2015						On Schedule


			PMW 750			TAC Mobile


			PMW 750			Planning Phase Completed			2/27/14												On Schedule


			PMW 750			RFP Release			4/18/14												On Schedule


			PMW 750			Evaluation Phase Completed			10/10/14						10/10/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 750			Award w/o Discussions			10/13/14						10/13/2014						On Schedule


			PMW 750			Award w/ Discussions			12/15/14						12/15/14						On Schedule


						SWSS Array


						Planning Phase Completed			7/23/14						7/23/2014						On Schedule


						RFP Release			9/5/14						9/5/2014						On Schedule


						Evaluation Phase Completed			7/30/15						7/30/2015						On Schedule


						Award 			9/18/15						5/15/2015						On Schedule


						Towed Array


						Planning Phase Completed			8/1/14						6/10/2014						52


						RFP Release			10/7/14						7/1/2014						98


						Evaluation Phase Completed			6/10/15						3/5/2015						97


						Award 			7/1/15						3/26/2015						97


						PMS 485 Seaport


						Planning Phase Completed			6/10/14						6/10/2014						0


						RFP Release			10/27/14						10/27/2014						0


						Evaluation Phase Completed			8/18/15						8/18/2015						0


						Award w/o Discussions			6/14/15						6/4/2015						10


						Award w/ Discussions			9/25/15						9/25/2015						0


						MIDS JTRS Production IDIQ MAC


						Planning Phase Completed			4/1/14												41730


						RFP Release			5/15/14												41774


						Evaluation Phase Completed			12/12/14						12/12/2014						0


						Award			2/27/15						2/27/2015						0


						MIDS JTRS Prodroduction Lot 3


						Planning Phase Completed			8/13/14												41864


						RFP Release			2/20/14												41690


						Evaluation Phase Completed			6/24/14						6/24/2014						0


						Award			8/13/14						8/13/2014						0


						MIDS JTRS TTNT SDD (DLS/ViaSat)


						Planning Phase Completed			5/13/14						8/13/2014						-92


						RFP Release			2/27/14												41697


						Evaluation Phase Completed			7/9/14						5/27/2014						43


						Award			8/27/14						7/9/2014						49


						MIDS JTRS RETROFIT TTNT MOD HPA (DLS / VIASAT)


						Planning Phase Completed			11/14/13												41592


						RFP Release			1/10/14												41649


						Evaluation Phase Completed			6/26/14						7/22/2014						-26


						Award			8/19/14						8/13/2014						6


						MIDS JTRS Repair Retrofit (DLS / VIASAT)


						Planning Phase Completed			9/19/13												41536


						RFP Release			2/12/14												41682


						Evaluation Phase Completed			4/1/14						6/17/2014						-77


						Award			3/8/14						8/8/2014						-153


						MIDS LVT Production Lot 15


						Planning Phase Completed			8/13/14												41864


						RFP Release			4/10/14												41739


						Evaluation Phase Completed			6/23/14						6/26/2014						-3


						Award			7/9/14						8/19/2014						-41


						MIDS LVT Variant 3 for Japan Singapore


						Planning Phase Completed			3/30/14												41728


						RFP Release			4/7/14												41736


						Evaluation Phase Completed			7/22/14												41842


						Award			8/13/14												41864





















































































































































Sheet2


			Activity Name			Original Duration			Activity % Complete			Finish			BL1 Finish			Actual Start			Actual Finish


			C2P TR TO4			310.0d						4-Oct-16			26-Sep-16


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			10-Jul-15


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			22-Jul-16


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			DMR 2 Year Extension			320.0d						23-Dec-15			23-Dec-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			11-Sep-14			11-Sep-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			1-Dec-15			1-Dec-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			DMR_PPS-PAC-SPARES			104.0d						12-Aug-14			12-Aug-14			20-Mar-14


			  Award			24.0d			100%			22-Apr-14 A			22-Apr-14			20-Mar-14			22-Apr-14


			  Award			41.0d			0%			12-Aug-14			12-Aug-14


			DMR_Racks			433.0d						20-Apr-17			20-Apr-17


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			25-Aug-15			25-Aug-15


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%			26-Oct-15			26-Oct-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%			27-Oct-16			27-Oct-16


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			7-Mar-17			7-Mar-17


			  Award			0.0d			0%			20-Apr-17			20-Apr-17


			LBS-G_Follow_On			215.0d						1-Jul-15			1-Jul-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			3-Sep-14			3-Sep-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			2-Jun-15			2-Jun-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			MTC2_Ops_Prototype			0.0d						16-Dec-14			16-Dec-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%			16-Dec-14			16-Dec-14


			NG2P_Data_Leg_Prod			76.0d						19-Nov-14			27-Aug-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			5-Aug-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			19-Nov-14


			NG2P Data Term Set			350.0d						16-Oct-15			16-Oct-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			23-May-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			23-May-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			Nile_GFP			305.0d						17-Jan-17			17-Jan-17


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			23-Oct-15


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			4-Nov-16


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			Nile_MLLC_Prod			345.0d						10-Feb-17			10-Feb-17


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			28-Sep-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			15-Dec-16


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			OE538A Price Negotiations			225.0d						10-Feb-15			10-Feb-15			19-Mar-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									19-Mar-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			25-Nov-14			25-Nov-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			METMF Mod			267.0d						16-Mar-15			16-Mar-15			19-Feb-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									19-Feb-14


			  Evaluation Phase Complete			0.0d			0%			7-Jan-15			7-Jan-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			Radiant Mercury			123.0d						13-Jun-14			13-Jun-14			3-Dec-13


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			03-Dec-13 A									3-Dec-13


			  RFP Release			1.0d			100%			24-Dec-13 A			24-Dec-13			24-Dec-13			24-Dec-13


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			21-Apr-14 A									21-Apr-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			SHF Follow On			186.0d						18-Feb-15			18-Feb-15			17-Apr-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			17-Apr-14 A									17-Apr-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			14-Jan-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			SubHDR_FLT_IV_Proc			330.0d						14-Apr-16			14-Apr-16


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			19-Dec-14			19-Dec-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			18-Feb-16			18-Feb-16


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			SUBHDR_VA_MMS			298.0d						23-Jul-15			23-Jul-15			14-Apr-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			14-Apr-14 A			19-May-14						14-Apr-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									15-May-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			27-May-15			27-May-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			TAC Mobile_TSETI			148.0d						15-Dec-14			15-Dec-14			27-Feb-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			27-Feb-14 A			20-May-14						27-Feb-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			10-Oct-14			10-Oct-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			CITI EPIC Follow-on			275.0d						11-Feb-15			11-Feb-15			12-Dec-13


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			12-Dec-13 A			19-May-14						12-Dec-13


			  RFP Release			1.0d			100%			23-Jan-14 A			22-Jan-14			22-Jan-14			23-Jan-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			12-Dec-14			12-Dec-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			DMR_500W			283.0d						4-Dec-15			4-Dec-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			16-Oct-14			16-Oct-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			9-Nov-15			9-Nov-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			GBS			187.0d						3-Nov-14			15-Oct-14			6-Feb-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			06-Feb-14 A			6-Feb-14						6-Feb-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									13-Feb-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			30-Sep-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			196.0d						27-Feb-15			27-Feb-15			1-May-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			01-May-14 A									1-May-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									15-May-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			12-Dec-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			123.0d						13-Aug-14			13-Aug-14			20-Feb-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									20-Feb-14


			  Evaluation Phase Complete			0.0d			0%			24-Jun-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			13-Aug-14


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			88.0d						13-Aug-14			16-Jul-14			10-Apr-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									10-Apr-14


			  Evaluation Phase Complete			0.0d			0%			27-May-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			13-Aug-14


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			90.0d						13-Aug-14			13-Aug-14			3-Mar-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			03-Mar-14 A									3-Mar-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									7-Apr-14


			  Evaluation Phase Complete			0.0d			0%			22-Jul-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			196.0d						8-Aug-14			1-Aug-14			19-Sep-13


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			19-Sep-13 A									19-Sep-13


			  RFP Release			3.0d			100%			29-Oct-13 A			29-Oct-13			24-Oct-13			29-Oct-13


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			17-Jun-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			152.0d						19-Aug-14			12-Aug-14			14-Nov-13


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			14-Nov-13 A									14-Nov-13


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%			10-Jan-14 A			13-Jan-14						10-Jan-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			26-Jun-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			NTCDL			266.0d						30-Dec-15			30-Dec-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			22-Dec-14			22-Dec-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Complete			0.0d			0%			23-Nov-15			23-Nov-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			SWSS Array			256.0d						30-Jul-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			23-Jul-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%			5-Sep-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%			15-May-15


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			30-Jul-15


			MIDS Retrofit Repair (DLS / VIASAT)			127.0d						27-Aug-14			27-Aug-14			27-Feb-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			100%									27-Feb-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			13-May-14 A									13-May-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			9-Jul-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			Towed Array			198.0d						26-Mar-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			10-Jun-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			5-Mar-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			NMTFOL			211.0d						20-Mar-15			20-Mar-15			28-Apr-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			100%			28-Apr-14 A			20-May-14						28-Apr-14


			  RFP Release			1.0d			100%			29-May-14 A			27-May-14			29-May-14			29-May-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%			20-Mar-15			20-Mar-15


			PMS 485 Seaport			326.0d						25-Sep-15			25-Sep-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			10-Jun-14			10-Jun-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%			27-Oct-14			27-Oct-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%			4-Jun-15			4-Jun-15


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			18-Aug-15			18-Aug-15


			  Award			0.0d			0%			25-Sep-15			25-Sep-15


			4.2 SPIDER			70.0d						8-Apr-14			8-Apr-14			8-Apr-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			31-Mar-14			31-Mar-14


			  RFP Release			1.0d			100%			08-Apr-14 A			8-Apr-14			8-Apr-14			8-Apr-14


			5.0 Cyber IA			324.0d						22-Apr-15			22-Apr-15


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			6-Jan-14			6-Jan-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completd			0.0d			0%			6-Jan-14			6-Jan-14


			  RFP Release			1.0d			0%			1-Jul-14			1-Jul-14


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			5.0 SYS ENGR			217.0d						17-Nov-14			17-Nov-14


			  Planning Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			6-Jan-14			6-Jan-14


			  Evaluation Phase Completed			0.0d			0%			6-Jan-14			6-Jan-14


			  RFP Release			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%


			  Award			0.0d			0%
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Project ID Project Name Activity Name Activity % Complete Start Finish Variance - BL1 Finish Date


PEO C4I-115002 G-TSCMIS ACAT III Acquisition Plan 0%06-Feb-14 A 15-Jan-15 -12


PEO C4I-115003 C2P_Terminal Contract_POAM Acquisition Plan 0%17-Oct-14 A 16-Jan-15 0


PEO C4I-115004 NG2P_Data_Leg_Prod Acquisition Plan 0% 1-Oct-14 29-Dec-14 0


PEO C4I-115009 Nile MLLC Prod Acquisition Plan 0% 21-Oct-14 16-Jan-15 0


PEO C4I-115011 Nile_GFP Link 22 Acquisition Plan 0% 1-Oct-14 29-Dec-14 0


PEO C4I-115015 TR & Link 22 Thru TRR Acquisition Plan 0% 1-Dec-14 26-Feb-15 0


PEO C4I-17402 SATCOM Acquisition Plan 0% 20-Oct-14 15-Jan-15 0


PEO C4I-17408 Harris Radio Philippines (Sole Source) Acquisition Plan 0% 22-Oct-14 20-Jan-15 0


PEO C4I-17409 RSNF Training Acquisition Plan 0% 25-Aug-14 19-Nov-14 0


PEO C4I-21201 SI2 Antennae Phased Array Acquisition Plan 0% 24-Sep-14 19-Dec-14 0


PEO C4I-217013 ESA Acquisition Plan 0% 4-Nov-14 2-Feb-15 0


PEO C4I-21703 DMR Racks Acquisition Plan 0%03-Nov-14 A 12-Mar-15 -62


PEO C4I-21704 NTCDL Acquisition Plan 0%01-May-14 A 29-Apr-15 -60


PEO C4I-21709 DMR Two Year Extension Acquisition Plan 0%10-Mar-14 A 2-Feb-15 -23


PEO C4I-21711 MAGNA Acquisition Plan 0% 8-Jan-15 3-Apr-15 0


PEO C4I-27703 OE538B DEVELOPMENT Acquisition Plan 0%03-Feb-14 A 23-Dec-14 3


PEO C4I-27709 HDR MMS Development Acquisition Plan 0% 1-Oct-14 29-Dec-14 0


PEO C4I-379051 RAPID RESPONSE KIT Acquisition Plan 0% 1-Jul-14 22-Jul-14 0


PEO C4I-379053 JMINI ViaSat Engineering Services & Products Acquisition Plan 0% 3-Nov-14 30-Jan-15 0


PEO EIS-5240010Rapid Product Development and Sustainment Acquisition Plan 0% 3-Nov-14 17-Nov-14 0


PEO SS-314658 MUOS PBL Acquisition Plan 0% 3-Nov-14 30-Jan-15 0


SPAWAR 2FRD2 SHF/EHF ANTENNA REPAIR Acquisition Plan 0% 20-Oct-14 31-Oct-14 0


PEO C4I-115011 Nile_GFP Link 22 J&A 0% 6-Feb-15 20-Mar-15 0


PEO C4I-17402 SATCOM J&A 0% 25-Feb-15 7-Apr-15 0


PEO C4I-17403 Taiwan 1-Level for MIDS J&A 0% 25-Feb-15 7-Apr-15 0


PEO C4I-17408 Harris Radio Philippines (Sole Source) J&A 0%14-Aug-14 A 9-Apr-15 -2


PEO C4I-21201 SI2 Antennae Phased Array J&A 0% 24-Sep-14 5-Nov-14 0


PEO C4I-217013 ESA J&A 0% 12-Mar-15 22-Apr-15 0


PEO C4I-27703 OE538B DEVELOPMENT J&A 0%25-Feb-14 A 7-Nov-14 69


PEO C4I-27704 SUBHDR IV J&A 56.67%07-Aug-14 A 30-Oct-14 59


PEO C4I-379053 JMINI ViaSat Engineering Services & Products J&A 0% 10-Mar-15 20-Apr-15 0


PEO EIS-524003 Billet Based Distr. (BBD) Phase 1C J&A 0% 4-Nov-14 13-Nov-14 0


SPAWAR 2051 ATRT PHASE 3 J&A 0% 21-Oct-14 20-Nov-14 0
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Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


PEO-C4I 64.43% 1608 1681 -73 23-Mar-11 A 29-Jan-18


120  (New Code Value) 18.52% 117 139 -22 20-Oct-15 A 17-May-16


EMI Mitigation 18.52% 117 139 -22 20-Oct-15 A 17-May-16


Nickel 170 SS(RIF Comp) 0% 0 0 0


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 24 24 0 21-Oct-15 A 25-Nov-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 28.41% 72 94 -22 27-Nov-15 A 12-Apr-16


Award Phase 0% 25 25 0 13-Apr-16 17-May-16


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 20-Oct-15 A 20-Oct-15 A


170  (New Code Value) 56.03% 1581 1654 -73 29-Apr-11 A 29-Jan-18


DMR Racks 38.88% 872 945 -73 24-Mar-14 A 29-Jan-18


PMW 170 Holtet Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 77.03% 475 553 -78 24-Mar-14 A 02-Jun-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 61 61 0 03-Jun-16 29-Aug-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 188 188 0 30-Aug-16 26-May-17


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 32 32 0 30-May-17 13-Jul-17


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 139 139 0 30-May-17 15-Dec-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 28 28 0 18-Dec-17 29-Jan-18


SE Follow On 51.9% 406 368 38 01-Apr-15 A 22-Sep-16


PMW 170 McCoy/ Terrell Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 94.71% 176 208 -32 01-Apr-15 A 28-Jan-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 34 34 0 29-Jan-16 17-Mar-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 75 45 30 18-Mar-16 19-May-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 80 30 50 20-May-16 01-Jul-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 20-May-16 10-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 70 30 40 11-Aug-16 22-Sep-16


FM/Admin Follow On 45.17% 354 394 -40 18-Mar-15 A 17-Oct-16


PMW 170 Renz/ Brewer Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 80.49% 189 247 -58 18-Mar-15 A 10-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 49.18% 34 119 -85 02-Nov-15 A 22-Apr-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 60 45 15 25-Apr-16 27-Jun-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 28-Jun-16 26-Jul-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 28-Jun-16 16-Sep-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 19-Sep-16 17-Oct-16


ILS SP 84.64% 344 386 -42 10-Sep-14 A 12-Apr-16


PMW170 Radaford Seaport 0% 0 0 0
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Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


PLANNING PHASE 100% 200 153 47 10-Sep-14 A 22-Apr-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 34 61 -27 18-Mar-15 A 12-Jun-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 100% 45 124 -79 16-Jun-15 A 14-Dec-15 A


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 21.28% 57 62 -5 15-Dec-15 A 15-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 16-Mar-16 12-Apr-16


Interference Mit 18.52% 117 139 -22 20-Oct-15 A 17-May-16


Nickel 170 SS(RIF Comp) 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 20-Oct-15 A 20-Oct-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 24 24 0 21-Oct-15 A 25-Nov-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 28.41% 72 94 -22 27-Nov-15 A 12-Apr-16


Award Phase 0% 25 25 0 13-Apr-16 17-May-16


DMR 100W/200W PA MAC 66% 293 409 -116 24-Nov-14 A 27-Jul-16


PMW 170 Holtet Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 127 180 -53 24-Nov-14 A 12-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 41 103 -62 28-May-15 A 23-Oct-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 50.45% 55 105 -50 29-Oct-15 A 31-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 01-Apr-16 28-Apr-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 01-Apr-16 28-Jun-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 29-Jun-16 27-Jul-16


DMR Production Follow-On 37.93% 485 618 -133 28-Jan-15 A 27-Jul-17


PMW 170 Holtet Sole Source 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 85.41% 170 282 -112 28-Jan-15 A 11-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 153 114 39 14-Mar-16 22-Aug-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 200 200 0 23-Aug-16 07-Jun-17


AWARD PHASE 0% 35 35 0 08-Jun-17 27-Jul-17


DMR HFDAG Follow-On 44.58% 628 563 65 05-Jan-15 A 17-Apr-17


PMW 170 Holtet Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 68.9% 438 373 65 05-Jan-15 A 27-Jun-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 66 66 0 28-Jun-16 29-Sep-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 30-Sep-16 20-Dec-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 21-Dec-16 18-Jan-17


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 21-Dec-16 20-Mar-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 21-Mar-17 17-Apr-17


NTCDL Integrated 73.17% 1371 1386 -15 29-Apr-11 A 19-Dec-16


PMW 170 RADAFORD COMPETITIVE 0% 0 0 0
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Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


PLANNING PHASE 100% 1129 1127 2 29-Apr-11 A 30-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 326 311 15 01-Sep-14 A 30-Nov-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 22.49% 131 159 -28 02-Dec-15 A 19-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 30 30 0 20-Jul-16 30-Aug-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 85 85 0 20-Jul-16 18-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 21-Nov-16 19-Dec-16


ESRP 32.97% 401 468 -67 19-May-15 A 14-Apr-17


PMW 170 Wall Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 53.18% 236 303 -67 19-May-15 A 01-Aug-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 41 41 0 02-Aug-16 28-Sep-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 29-Sep-16 19-Dec-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 20-Dec-16 17-Jan-17


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 20-Dec-16 17-Mar-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 20-Mar-17 14-Apr-17


GPNTS MGUE ECP 60.87% 234 304 -70 02-Feb-15 A 25-Apr-16


Renz 170 SS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 70.66% 187 287 -100 02-Feb-15 A 23-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 47 45 2 03-Aug-15 A 06-Oct-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 40.23% 52 104 -52 27-Oct-15 A 28-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 20 20 0 29-Mar-16 25-Apr-16


760  (New Code Value) 57.95% 296 409 -113 26-Jan-15 A 15-Sep-16


BMD Aegis Ashore Support 57.95% 296 409 -113 26-Jan-15 A 15-Sep-16


PMW 760 Radaford Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 92.4% 146 263 -117 26-Jan-15 A 10-Feb-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 34 91 -57 29-Sep-15 A 11-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 75 -30 11-Feb-16 26-May-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 27-May-16 24-Jun-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 27-May-16 17-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 18-Aug-16 15-Sep-16


130  (New Code Value) 68.98% 212 306 -94 01-Feb-15 A 27-Apr-16


UARC to Georgia Tech Research Institute (GTRI) 68.98% 212 306 -94 01-Feb-15 A 27-Apr-16


PMW 485 Reidy SS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 65.28% 161 270 -109 01-Feb-15 A 29-Feb-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 71.01% 29 83 -54 21-Oct-15 A 22-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 34 34 0 22-Feb-16 07-Apr-16
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Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


AWARD PHASE 0% 19 19 0 01-Apr-16 27-Apr-16


160  (New Code Value) 62.36% 438 512 -74 02-Oct-14 A 02-Nov-16


Engineering Support Services  ESS/IA 44.23% 423 512 -89 02-Oct-14 A 02-Nov-16


PMW 160 Beckner/Clayton Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 78.74% 281 370 -89 02-Oct-14 A 25-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 36 36 0 24-Mar-16 12-May-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 64 64 0 13-May-16 12-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 15 15 0 15-Aug-16 02-Sep-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 46 46 0 15-Aug-16 19-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 10 10 0 20-Oct-16 02-Nov-16


Hyper Converged Infrastructure for CANES 91.11% 244 279 -35 21-Jan-15 A 09-Mar-16


8A 0% 0 0 0


Planning 0% 0 0 0 21-Jan-15 A 21-Jan-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 14 14 0 31-Oct-15 A 21-Nov-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 17 17 0 25-Jan-16 17-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 15 15 0 18-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


CALI- FY15 Sustainment 83.64% 154 239 -85 13-Apr-15 A 01-Apr-16


PMW 160 Mohlman Canes 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 94.21% 98 211 -113 13-Apr-15 A 12-Feb-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 98.42% 66 157 -91 06-Jul-15 A 19-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 8 8 0 19-Feb-16 02-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 7 7 0 02-Mar-16 11-Mar-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 15 15 0 02-Mar-16 23-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 7 7 0 23-Mar-16 01-Apr-16


ADNS FRP 30.3% 178 186 -8 09-Dec-15 A 09-Sep-16


LPTA TEMPLATE 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 53.9% 88 95 -7 09-Dec-15 A 25-Apr-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 28 28 0 26-Apr-16 03-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 28 28 0 06-Jun-16 14-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 15 15 0 15-Jul-16 04-Aug-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 25 25 0 15-Jul-16 18-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 15 15 0 19-Aug-16 09-Sep-16


770  (New Code Value) 77.34% 1367 1454 -87 23-Mar-11 A 24-Feb-17


Security Engineering Recompete 80.36% 411 453 -42 07-Jul-14 A 11-May-16


PMW 770 K MCCOY/ Elizarde SEAPORT COMPETITION 0% 0 0 0
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BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


PLANNING PHASE 100% 239 239 0 07-Jul-14 A 18-Jun-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 120 114 6 27-Mar-15 A 08-Sep-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 100% 45 93 -48 08-Sep-15 A 25-Jan-16 A


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 52.38% 15 36 -21 15-Dec-15 A 05-Feb-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 25-Jan-16 13-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 14-Apr-16 11-May-16


System Eng 60% 371 366 5 10-Mar-15 A 26-Aug-16


PMW 770 Renz/ Elizarde Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 192 184 8 10-Mar-15 A 01-Dec-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 88.41% 37 77 -40 06-Oct-15 A 28-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 60 60 0 29-Jan-16 22-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 13 13 0 25-Apr-16 11-May-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 68 68 0 25-Apr-16 29-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 01-Aug-16 26-Aug-16


PM/ ILS 45.88% 402 489 -87 01-Mar-15 A 24-Feb-17


PMW 770 Seaport Renz 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 70.06% 232 326 -94 01-Mar-15 A 14-Jun-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 39 39 0 15-Jun-16 09-Aug-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 60 60 0 10-Aug-16 03-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 04-Nov-16 05-Dec-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 04-Nov-16 26-Jan-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 27-Jan-17 24-Feb-17


SubHDR Blk IV definitization 71.81% 380 379 1 30-Oct-14 A 20-May-16


PMW 770 SS K MCCOY/Terrell 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 88% 141 250 -109 10-Mar-15 A 07-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 153 153 0 30-Oct-14 A 11-Jun-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 87.88% 256 255 1 06-Apr-15 A 08-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 11-Apr-16 20-May-16


OE538B Letter Contract 58.66% 161 225 -64 07-Jun-15 A 06-May-16


Renz/ Ferlo LC 770 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 61 57 4 07-Jun-15 A 27-Aug-15 A


Solicitation Phase 100% 46 43 3 03-Aug-15 A 02-Oct-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 50.46% 62 128 -66 05-Oct-15 A 08-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 20 20 0 11-Apr-16 06-May-16


OE538A Letter Modification 79.14% 146 189 -43 07-Jun-15 A 17-Mar-16
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Renz/ Ferlo LC 770 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 31 31 0 07-Jun-15 A 22-Jul-15 A


Solicitation Phase 100% 46 57 -11 06-Jul-15 A 24-Sep-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 90.19% 62 92 -30 28-Sep-15 A 10-Feb-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 25 25 0 10-Feb-16 17-Mar-16


SubHDR MMS (RMA) Development Contract 85.24% 1068 1085 -17 10-Apr-12 A 07-Sep-16


PMW 770 MCCOY Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 786 852 -66 10-Apr-12 A 20-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 66 70 -4 11-Aug-15 A 20-Nov-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 135 55 80 25-Jan-16 11-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 32 32 0 12-Apr-16 25-May-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 77 77 0 12-Apr-16 29-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 35 27 8 01-Aug-16 07-Sep-16


SubHDR MVPS (RMA)  Development Contract 61.41% 1297 1344 -47 23-Mar-11 A 07-Sep-16


PMW 770 TRANG/SOULE Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 1133 1144 -11 23-Mar-11 A 16-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 43 62 -19 14-Sep-15 A 14-Dec-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 76 -21 22-Dec-15 A 11-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 32 32 0 12-Apr-16 25-May-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 77 77 0 12-Apr-16 29-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 35 27 8 01-Aug-16 07-Sep-16


150  (New Code Value) 79.04% 1023 1083 -60 10-Jul-12 A 07-Dec-16


PSS 60.39% 221 260 -39 08-Oct-15 A 28-Oct-16


SEAPORT COMPETITION 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 88.15% 68 107 -39 08-Oct-15 A 15-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 34 34 0 16-Mar-16 02-May-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 43 43 0 03-May-16 01-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 16 16 0 05-Jul-16 26-Jul-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 58 58 0 05-Jul-16 23-Sep-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 24 24 0 26-Sep-16 28-Oct-16


LMMT Hardware Procurement 74.5% 157 200 -43 01-Jun-15 A 25-Mar-16


150 Dimla Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 73 73 0 01-Jun-15 A 14-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 98.51% 48 78 -30 21-Sep-15 A 13-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 35 35 0 14-Jan-16 04-Mar-16
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AWARD PHASE 0% 15 15 0 07-Mar-16 25-Mar-16


C2P Data Terminal Sets (Link 11/22) 98.85% 790 866 -76 10-Jul-12 A 27-Jan-16


PMW 150 Schweer Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 678 678 0 10-Jul-12 A 18-Mar-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 26 67 -41 01-Feb-15 A 07-May-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 100% 38 84 -46 22-Apr-15 A 20-Aug-15 A


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 100% 62 84 -22 11-Aug-15 A 11-Dec-15 A


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 10 40 -30 30-Nov-15 A 27-Jan-16


Nile MLLC Production 53.29% 352 555 -203 03-Sep-14 A 07-Dec-16


PMW 150 Schweer Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 98.33% 186 345 -159 03-Sep-14 A 20-Jan-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 84 288 -204 01-Apr-15 A 20-May-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 23-May-16 09-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 10-Aug-16 07-Sep-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 10-Aug-16 07-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 08-Nov-16 07-Dec-16


Sybase - Licenses and Support Maintenance 55.5% 59 154 -95 26-Aug-15 A 15-Apr-16


Yangco/ Schweer 5.0 PIO buy 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 26-Aug-15 A 26-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 85.61% 33 95 -62 01-Sep-15 A 20-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 63.57% 19 119 -100 24-Sep-15 A 17-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 22 21 1 17-Mar-16 15-Apr-16


C2P Trip Production 53.91% 230 269 -39 01-Oct-15 A 03-Nov-16


LPTA TEMPLATE 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 84.3% 76 115 -39 01-Oct-15 A 18-Mar-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 60 60 0 21-Mar-16 13-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 14-Jun-16 16-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 10 10 0 17-Aug-16 30-Aug-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 45 45 0 17-Aug-16 20-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 10 10 0 21-Oct-16 03-Nov-16


740  (New Code Value) 69.46% 353 259 94 07-Jul-15 A 26-Jul-16


740 BFM 70.8% 342 240 102 22-Jul-15 A 13-Jul-16


Brown/ Ochomogo 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 98.7% 193 124 69 22-Jul-15 A 20-Jan-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 34 95 -61 01-Sep-15 A 21-Jan-16
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EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 21-Jan-16 24-Mar-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 25-Mar-16 21-Apr-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 25-Mar-16 14-Jun-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 15-Jun-16 13-Jul-16


Syun An 2/ Taiwan 69.46% 353 259 94 07-Jul-15 A 26-Jul-16


Brown/ Taelman 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 204 113 91 07-Jul-15 A 17-Dec-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 75.79% 34 81 -47 09-Oct-15 A 09-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 09-Feb-16 13-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 10 10 13-Apr-16 27-Apr-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 13-Apr-16 05-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 15 5 05-Jul-16 26-Jul-16


PEO-SS 22.12% 286 330 -44 28-Sep-15 A 07-Feb-17


146  (New Code Value) 22.12% 286 330 -44 28-Sep-15 A 07-Feb-17


MUOS Program Management Support Services 22.12% 286 330 -44 28-Sep-15 A 07-Feb-17


PMW 146 SEAPORT COMPETITION STARON 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 54.86% 94 144 -50 28-Sep-15 A 25-Apr-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 44 44 0 26-Apr-16 27-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 58 58 0 28-Jun-16 19-Sep-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 30 30 0 20-Sep-16 01-Nov-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 67 67 0 20-Sep-16 26-Dec-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 30 30 0 27-Dec-16 07-Feb-17


PEO SUB 30.03% 399 426 -27 18-May-15 A 13-Feb-17


485  (New Code Value) 30.03% 399 426 -27 18-May-15 A 13-Feb-17


RTAB SBIR Ph III 13.89% 272 301 -29 27-Oct-15 A 25-Jan-17


PMS485 Fletcher SS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 35.11% 109 144 -35 27-Oct-15 A 23-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 24-May-16 10-Aug-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 85 85 0 11-Aug-16 13-Dec-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 14-Dec-16 25-Jan-17


TRAPS 36.25% 258 309 -51 03-Aug-15 A 01-Nov-16


NEGOTIATIONS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 80.62% 80 143 -63 03-Aug-15 A 29-Feb-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 1.69% 58 109 -51 25-Nov-15 A 02-May-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 97 97 0 03-May-16 19-Sep-16
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AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 20-Sep-16 01-Nov-16


LSF Follow-On 26.69% 399 426 -27 18-May-15 A 13-Feb-17


PMW 485 Staron/Leal Competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 52.88% 234 261 -27 18-May-15 A 31-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 41 41 0 01-Jun-16 28-Jul-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 29-Jul-16 17-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 18-Oct-16 15-Nov-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 18-Oct-16 13-Jan-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 17-Jan-17 13-Feb-17


SURTASS Towed Array QRSS and FMS Scope Increase 27.22% 264 316 -52 09-Sep-15 A 21-Dec-16


485 NEGOTIATIONS FLETCHER 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 61.33% 97 150 -53 09-Sep-15 A 14-Apr-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 43 43 0 15-Apr-16 15-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 105 105 0 16-Jun-16 15-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 25 25 0 16-Nov-16 21-Dec-16


PEO EIS 45.36% 821 875 -54 13-Feb-14 A 30-Aug-17


240  (New Code Value) 46.69% 819 854 -35 13-Feb-14 A 01-Aug-17


Rapid Product Development & Sustainment (RaPDS) 46.69% 660 711 -51 08-Sep-14 A 01-Aug-17


PMW 240 Parker/ Holcomb Comp IDIQ 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 293 267 26 08-Sep-14 A 30-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 46 46 0 25-Jan-16 29-Mar-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 133 133 0 30-Mar-16 05-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 40 40 0 06-Oct-16 05-Dec-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 177 177 0 06-Oct-16 19-Jun-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 30 30 0 20-Jun-17 01-Aug-17


Acquisition and Engineering (AnE) Support Services 34.07% 357 425 -68 01-Jun-15 A 24-Feb-17


Parker Comp 240 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 67.44% 157 232 -75 01-Jun-15 A 02-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 46 46 0 03-May-16 07-Jul-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 63 63 0 08-Jul-16 05-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 06-Oct-16 03-Nov-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 77 77 0 06-Oct-16 26-Jan-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 27-Jan-17 24-Feb-17


PersPayMod (PPM) 27.63% 487 507 -20 18-Jun-15 A 11-Jul-17


HOLCOMBE 240 Comp 0% 0 0 0
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PLANNING PHASE 42.9% 322 342 -20 18-Jun-15 A 26-Oct-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 41 41 0 27-Oct-16 26-Dec-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 27-Dec-16 15-Mar-17


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 16-Mar-17 12-Apr-17


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 16-Mar-17 12-Jun-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 13-Jun-17 11-Jul-17


OPS CSS 35.9% 681 766 -85 13-Feb-14 A 28-Mar-17


PMW 140 HOLCOMBE SEAPORT 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 379 378 1 13-Feb-14 A 14-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 77.48% 41 153 -112 20-Jul-15 A 29-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 171 171 0 01-Mar-16 31-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 40 40 0 01-Nov-16 28-Dec-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 82 82 0 01-Nov-16 28-Feb-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 01-Mar-17 28-Mar-17


CSS - SE 54.7% 466 504 -38 16-Jul-14 A 03-Aug-16


PMW 240 HOLCOMB SEAPORT 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 300 315 -15 16-Jul-14 A 16-Oct-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 88.18% 56 141 -85 20-Jul-15 A 10-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 11-Feb-16 14-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 15-Apr-16 12-May-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 15-Apr-16 06-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 07-Jul-16 03-Aug-16


Navy 311 CSS (Recompete) 58.15% 359 434 -75 19-Mar-15 A 16-Dec-16


SEAPORT COMPETITION 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 79.37% 209 298 -89 19-Mar-15 A 23-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 81.13% 34 234 -200 20-Jul-15 A 22-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 22-Jun-16 25-Aug-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 25-Aug-16 23-Sep-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 25-Aug-16 17-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 17-Nov-16 16-Dec-16


DCAO  (New Code Value) 68.2% 218 354 -136 06-Mar-15 A 08-Aug-16


CSC Request for Funding and Realignment/Uncertified Request for Equitable Adjustment68.2% 218 354 -136 06-Mar-15 A 08-Aug-16


DCAO O'Hara/ Ketron 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 31-Jul-15 A 31-Jul-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 0 0 0 31-Jul-15 A 31-Jul-15 A
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EVALUATION PHASE 71.2% 194 330 -136 06-Mar-15 A 24-Jun-16


Award Phase 0% 30 30 0 27-Jun-16 08-Aug-16


220  (New Code Value) 44.06% 637 768 -131 17-Jul-14 A 30-Aug-17


Electronic Procurement System 37.89% 590 768 -178 17-Jul-14 A 30-Aug-17


Competitive Contract 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 68.87% 309 493 -184 17-Jul-14 A 01-Jul-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 76 76 0 05-Jul-16 20-Oct-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 78 78 0 21-Oct-16 10-Feb-17


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 30 30 0 13-Feb-17 27-Mar-17


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 112 112 0 13-Feb-17 21-Jul-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 28 28 0 24-Jul-17 30-Aug-17


Task #2, Engineering and Logistics 68.33% 329 437 -108 05-Nov-14 A 18-Aug-16


SEAPORT COMPETITION 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 195 195 0 05-Nov-14 A 15-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 81.54% 27 130 -103 19-Aug-15 A 26-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 29-Feb-16 29-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 02-May-16 27-May-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 02-May-16 21-Jul-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 22-Jul-16 18-Aug-16


8.0  (New Code Value) 26.45% 297 404 -107 08-Jun-15 A 01-Feb-17


CaaS RFP POAM 26.45% 297 404 -107 08-Jun-15 A 01-Feb-17


Harvil, McGinnis/ Munas competitive 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 54.19% 125 239 -114 08-Jun-15 A 18-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 41 41 0 19-May-16 18-Jul-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 55 55 0 19-Jul-16 04-Oct-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 05-Oct-16 02-Nov-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 62 62 0 05-Oct-16 03-Jan-17


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 04-Jan-17 01-Feb-17


PEO T 60.51% 505 646 -141 11-Feb-14 A 21-Sep-16


MIDS  (New Code Value) 60.51% 505 646 -141 11-Feb-14 A 21-Sep-16


F-22 System Design and Development (DLS) 92.83% 153 356 -203 02-Sep-14 A 22-Feb-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 02-Sep-14 A 02-Sep-14 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 126 66 60 11-Feb-15 A 15-May-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 85.29% 17 112 -95 01-Sep-15 A 12-Feb-16
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Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 16-Feb-16 22-Feb-16


F-15 Development (Viasat) 61.37% 229 471 -242 10-Oct-14 A 13-Sep-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 10-Oct-14 A 10-Oct-14 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 99.62% 79 192 -113 20-Apr-15 A 25-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 79.31% 17 52 -35 25-Nov-15 A 10-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 150 -145 11-Feb-16 13-Sep-16


BC3 (DLS) 90.22% 179 276 -97 16-Jan-15 A 02-Mar-16


PIO Sullivan MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 26-Aug-15 A 26-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 94.19% 152 265 -113 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 88.12% 17 79 -62 29-Oct-15 A 24-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 25-Feb-16 02-Mar-16


F-15 Development (DLS) 60.51% 229 477 -248 10-Oct-14 A 21-Sep-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 10-Oct-14 A 10-Oct-14 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 99.62% 172 285 -113 04-Dec-14 A 25-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 79.31% 17 57 -40 18-Nov-15 A 10-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 156 -151 11-Feb-16 21-Sep-16


F-22 System Design and Development (ViaSat) 91.84% 398 500 -102 11-Feb-14 A 25-Feb-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 02-Sep-14 A 02-Sep-14 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 99.62% 377 490 -113 11-Feb-14 A 25-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 70.69% 22 118 -96 27-Aug-15 A 18-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 19-Feb-16 25-Feb-16


EuroMIDS Problem Report Investigations and ECP Review82.75% 58 191 -133 26-Jun-15 A 08-Apr-16


MIDS Wolff PIO 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 26-Jun-15 A 26-Jun-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 0 0 0 26-Jun-15 A 26-Jun-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 88% 17 113 -96 26-Aug-15 A 09-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 42 -37 10-Feb-16 08-Apr-16


Retrofit of Production MIDS-LVTS to the BU2 Terminal Configuration69.07% 69 242 -173 14-Jul-15 A 07-Jul-16


MIDS Wolff PIO 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 14-Jul-15 A 14-Jul-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 99.62% 39 130 -91 17-Jul-15 A 25-Jan-16
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EVALUATION PHASE 100% 22 83 -61 09-Sep-15 A 11-Jan-16 A


Award Phase 0% 5 115 -110 26-Jan-16 07-Jul-16


New Spanish Terminal Acceptance Test Station 87.21% 46 80 -34 12-Nov-15 A 17-Mar-16


MIDS Wolff PIO 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 12-Nov-15 A 12-Nov-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 68.57% 11 59 -48 12-Nov-15 A 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


Upgrade to Spanish Terminal Acceptance Test Station 87.21% 46 80 -34 12-Nov-15 A 17-Mar-16


MIDS Wolff PIO 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 12-Nov-15 A 12-Nov-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 68.57% 11 59 -48 12-Nov-15 A 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


MIDS JTRS Lot 4 Follow on Competition 87.21% 94 128 -34 02-Sep-15 A 17-Mar-16


PIO Sullivan MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 02-Sep-15 A 02-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 68.57% 11 28 -17 29-Dec-15 A 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


MIDS JTRS Engineering Release 0E (DLS) 88.7% 65 94 -29 15-Oct-15 A 10-Mar-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Oct-15 A 15-Oct-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 68.57% 11 36 -25 16-Dec-15 A 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 63.04% 22 46 -24 28-Dec-15 A 03-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 04-Mar-16 10-Mar-16


MIDS JTRS Engineering Release 0E (ViaSat) 88.7% 65 94 -29 15-Oct-15 A 10-Mar-16


PIO Davenport MIDS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Oct-15 A 15-Oct-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 68.57% 11 36 -25 16-Dec-15 A 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 63.04% 22 46 -24 28-Dec-15 A 03-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 04-Mar-16 10-Mar-16


Italian Maintenance Test Station 87.5% 276 286 -10 16-Jan-15 A 16-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 10-Nov-15 A 10-Nov-15 A
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SOLICITATION PHASE 96.23% 255 265 -10 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 08-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 10-Mar-16 16-Mar-16


Italian TATS Upgrade 87.5% 276 286 -10 16-Jan-15 A 16-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 10-Nov-15 A 10-Nov-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 96.23% 255 265 -10 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 08-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 10-Mar-16 16-Mar-16


LVT(3) for Saudi Arabia and Japan 87.5% 276 286 -10 16-Jan-15 A 16-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 04-Sep-15 A 04-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 96.23% 255 265 -10 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 08-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 10-Mar-16 16-Mar-16


Taiwan FMS Competition 87.5% 276 286 -10 16-Jan-15 A 16-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Sep-15 A 15-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 96.14% 249 259 -10 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 08-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 10-Mar-16 16-Mar-16


TTNT S-Band TD (ViaSat) 87.5% 0 286 -286 16-Jan-15 A 16-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 16-Nov-15 A 16-Nov-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 96.14% 0 259 -259 16-Jan-15 A 05-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 0 22 -22 08-Feb-16 09-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 0 5 -5 10-Mar-16 16-Mar-16


TTNT S-Band TD (DLS) 87.21% 110 120 -10 15-Sep-15 A 17-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Sep-15 A 15-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 11 11 0 25-Jan-16 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


EuroMIDS Logistics and Repairs 91.84% 77 114 -37 01-Sep-15 A 25-Feb-16


MIDS Wolff PIO 0% 0 0 0
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Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 01-Sep-15 A 01-Sep-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 99.62% 52 98 -46 01-Sep-15 A 25-Jan-16


EVALUATION PHASE 70.69% 22 95 -73 30-Sep-15 A 18-Feb-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 19-Feb-16 25-Feb-16


US MIDS LVT Block Upgrade II Retrofits (ViaSat) 87.21% 245 52 193 01-Jan-16 A 17-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 01-Jan-16 A 01-Jan-16 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 11 11 0 25-Jan-16 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


US MIDS LVT Block Upgrade II Retrofits (DLS) 87.46% 251 52 199 01-Jan-16 A 17-Mar-16


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 01-Jan-16 A 01-Jan-16 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 11 11 0 25-Jan-16 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


MIDS JTRS MMI2 (ViaSat) 87.21% 33 59 -26 15-Dec-15 A 17-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Dec-15 A 15-Dec-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 11 11 0 25-Jan-16 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


MIDS JTRS MMI2 (DLS) 87.21% 33 59 -26 15-Dec-15 A 17-Mar-16


PIO Negotiations 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING 0% 0 0 0 15-Dec-15 A 15-Dec-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 11 11 0 25-Jan-16 08-Feb-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 22 22 0 09-Feb-16 10-Mar-16


Award Phase 0% 5 5 0 11-Mar-16 17-Mar-16


SPAWAR 77.33% 1119 1155 -36 16-May-12 A 03-Feb-17


5.0  (New Code Value) 54.06% 534 570 -36 01-Oct-14 A 03-Feb-17


Risk Management Framework (RMF) and T&E 92.44% 222 333 -111 01-Oct-14 A 19-Feb-16


5.0 Smith/Yango Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 165 111 54 01-Oct-14 A 13-Mar-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 26 26 0 16-Mar-15 A 21-Apr-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 93.02% 71 189 -118 21-Apr-15 A 21-Jan-16


© Primavera Systems, Inc. C4I Data Call 01-Feb-16


2.0 Contact: 


Anna Kurzeja@ anna.kurzeja.navy.mil


Page 15 of 17







Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 75.99% 20 113 -93 03-Sep-15 A 19-Feb-16


Human Systems Integration/ Systems Engineering Support35.17% 370 406 -36 08-Jun-15 A 03-Feb-17


Yangco SS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 51.26% 249 291 -42 08-Jun-15 A 02-Aug-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 33 33 0 27-Jun-16 12-Aug-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 90 90 0 12-Aug-16 22-Dec-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 22-Dec-16 03-Feb-17


FRD  (New Code Value) 55.56% 495 563 -68 16-Sep-14 A 09-Jan-17


Antenna Repair Follow On 75.87% 344 416 -72 16-Sep-14 A 31-May-16


FRD Renz/Murr SS 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 204 176 28 16-Sep-14 A 01-Jun-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 68 36 32 19-May-15 A 10-Jul-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 55.63% 90 193 -103 11-Jul-15 A 18-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 19-Apr-16 31-May-16


Navy Extremely High Frequency (EHF) and Navy Super High Frequency (SHF) Satellite Comm (SATCOM)36.79% 319 387 -68 09-Jun-15 A 09-Jan-17


SS McCoy/ Fabin FRD 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 64.07% 159 232 -73 09-Jun-15 A 10-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 71 71 0 08-Apr-16 19-Jul-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 90 90 0 20-Jul-16 28-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE 0% 30 30 0 29-Nov-16 09-Jan-17


4.0  (New Code Value) 56.31% 410 450 -40 04-Mar-15 A 26-Dec-16


SPAWAR 4.0T Training Integration Support 56.31% 410 450 -40 04-Mar-15 A 26-Dec-16


4.0 Bolger/ Ochomogo Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 79.01% 260 302 -42 04-Mar-15 A 12-May-16


SOLICITATION PHASE 0% 34 34 0 13-May-16 30-Jun-16


EVALUATION PHASE 0% 45 45 0 01-Jul-16 02-Sep-16


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 0% 20 20 0 06-Sep-16 03-Oct-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 06-Sep-16 28-Nov-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 29-Nov-16 26-Dec-16


1.0  (New Code Value) 90.94% 886 982 -96 16-May-12 A 18-May-16


1.0 Comptroller support services 90.94% 886 982 -96 16-May-12 A 18-May-16


1.0 Smith/ Yangco/ Wickers Seaport 0% 0 0 0


PLANNING PHASE 100% 792 820 -28 16-May-12 A 12-Aug-15 A


SOLICITATION PHASE 100% 68 68 0 11-Feb-15 A 19-May-15 A


EVALUATION PHASE 91.95% 75 174 -99 20-May-15 A 29-Jan-16
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Activity Name Duration %
Complete


BL Project
Duration


At Completion
Duration


Variance - BL
Project Duration


Start Finish


AWARD PHASE (without discussions) 88.76% 20 108 -88 08-Sep-15 A 12-Feb-16


DISCUSSION (if applicable) 0% 57 57 0 01-Feb-16 20-Apr-16


AWARD PHASE (with discussions) 0% 20 20 0 21-Apr-16 18-May-16
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FY 2015 SPAWAR HQ Contracts Customer Satisfaction Survey

Tuesday, July 28, 2015





Date Created: Monday, April 27, 2015

71

Total Responses

Complete Responses: 62
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Q1: Please indicate your Program Office/Code:

Answered: 71    Skipped: 0
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Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.

Answered: 66    Skipped: 5
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Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.

Answered: 66    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) Some need to combine all actions in one task instead of sending so many PRs for minimal funding. 

2) Our PCO is as responsive as she can be; our program office is growing (3 new cyber programs) and our needs are growing with it and we will fall behind if our PCO doesn't have more help. I believe she currently services 2 or more PMWs. 

3) Technically, over all yes, but stays isolated and prefers to work via email, not in person. Stove piped, not team behavior. phone calls are abrupt.

4) 2.0 does not demonstrate an understanding of the customer codes’ perspective and does not treat programs like a customer Program codes desire the best performer for the best price (2.0 often tells the customer "you only want the incumbent performer" which is one way Contracts displays general mistrust and suspicion of programs) All contracts are essentially LPTA (Best Value in name is not the result in reality) Relationship with 2.0 has been described by TEB members as adversarial Meaningful feedback mechanism on 2.0 procurement performance needed (perhaps this survey will help convey customer feedback) IGCE is “only one data point considered”, should be a weighted data point Also, I've looked at several examples of IGCE from our department and found all four I referenced had errors (no fee added, no allowance for difference between onsite/offsite, etc.) that were not noted or corrected by 2.0. How is this possible? Only way I can understand this is if the IGCE's are discounted as a irrelevant data point or "check in the box" item. I believe the program executing the mission probably has a really good idea of how much it costs to support their requirements, so at a minimum the IGCE should be at least have a weighted value - especially when judging very low ball offers. Without this adjustment we will continue to live with the "phantom cost savings" which is reported at award - which seems to never materialize in execution - much to the continuing frustration of the CORs.

5) We have a good relationship with SPAWAR HQ 2.0 personnel, but SSC LANT 2.0 needs some work - we have a plethora of contracts problems there that need attention from the HQ level. Recommend a monthly contracts‘ meeting with SSC LANT 2.0 in support of PEO programs.

6) Our contracting office Branch Head provides timely responses when requested. The PCOs on the other hand are a different story all together. We are reminded all of the time that they are short staffed and because of that it has been recommended to us that if we can find other avenues for our contracting needs to please do so. We try to understand their limitations but with all of the constant parameters put in place it is a daunting challenge to get contracts awarded. We are constantly made to feel like we are not the customer but rather a nuisance to them because our needs are too vast and far reaching. I will admit that at times our requirements are not always put together in a nice neat package but to be made to feel like we are wasting their time when calling a meeting only to be told, "come back when your requirements are more clearly defined" is rather insulting. Our APMs are so discouraged by our 2.0 teammates that they willfully go out and seek their contracting needs through other means just to avoid 2.0's daunting processes and lackluster support. We are told different things by different people. We are constantly reminded of the "it depends on their interpretation" of what is being read.
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Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.

Answered: 66    Skipped: 5



Results compared with previous years: FY15 75.76%, FY14 68.9%, FY13 80.1%, FY12 90.2%,  FY11 86.4%, FY10 90.9%, FY09 92.6%, FY08 88.3%, FY07 86%

# Comments 

7) Overall, I would have to say that I agree, however, we find that there are too many competing priorities, which seem to overwhelm the PCO and Contract Specialist. This has resulted in having to continuously prioritize/reprioritize efforts to ensure the limited resources of 2.0 are able to focus on the top issues for the PMW.

8) Staff turnover seems to have impacted timely processing of contract actions 6/25/2015 8:00 AM

9) Our contracting needs have significantly increased and we are putting tremendous strain on the PCOs and contract specialists.

10) Some are and some aren't 

11) Heidi Radaford is absolutely outstanding. She has provided a proactive and enthusiastic approach to support the UHF Program

12) Asking for assistance with a recompete and I was referred to a website and then told to "Ask the other CORs". No, I should be able to ask my PCO - the EXPERT in contracts.

13) Simplified acquisition takes way too long! 

14) The contracting office consistently tells customers why they can't do things instead of what they can do. Some PCOs are better than others. At my previous Systems Command, the  contracting office actually did all types of contracting and would seek out business. At the other Systems Command, they also published how long it took to get a contract in place.

15) Should be able to do Simplified Acquisition as SPAWAR HQ and not going through SSCPAC 
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Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions (when requested).

Answered: 65    Skipped: 6
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Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions (when requested).

Answered: 65    Skipped: 6



Results compared with previous year: FY15 78.5%, FY14 71.1%, FY13 81.3%, FY12 86.3%,  FY11 83.7%

# Comments 

1) Again, this is based on her current workload. 

2) Questions about the execution process have languished, I contacted Contracts for via email and phone messages for more than a month recently (QTR2 FY15) trying to get an answer on one item (a new procurement and assigning a PCO). Also, I've had other questions which I believed were reasonable - contract policy for foreign places of performance, SPAWAR HQ policy to update CDRLs based on the tripwire requirement, and how IGCE's are rated against other cost data points - all which were met with inadequate answers (I don't know, or I don't think so, or not to my knowledge) and no followup research. An example, our execution PCO said there was no SPAWAR HQ policy to update CDRLs based on the tripwire requirement. Through my own research I located the policy to update CDRLs and so I passed that information to the PCO (with reluctance because he said none existed - but we needed better reports to validate work).

3) We meet monthly with our SPAWAR HQ 2.0 counterparts, and that interaction has been extremely helpful to ensure all involved are on the same page with respect to contracting actions in support of PMW 790 and our ultimate customers.  

4) When the PMW requests status updates, the PCO is able to provide. There is a tendency to try and significantly limit attendance at forums where we are discussing status of procurement actions, even though the majority of the staff have been appropriately "NDA'd".

5) Very good interaction and anticipation of program needs.

6) Some do and some don't 

7) Heidi is awesome, she provides timely information about current status when requested and if she anticipates any risk

8) I think my team is overworked.

9) The contracting office does not provide status unless you call and ask for it.
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Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.

Answered: 64    Skipped: 7
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Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.

Answered: 64    Skipped: 7



# Comments 

1) Sure, when we work together, but takes a lot of work

2) Procurement and execution have become too reliant on the program of COR as a collateral duty and contracting personnel lack sufficient knowledge of my program to effectively support our mission and procurement. During procurement primary mission for Contracts appears to be focused on avoiding potential protests. What would help - a PCO which will partner with us to provide guidance on how to construct a solid RFP to meet our actual requirements. Meetings with Contracts in the writing of the RFP (most important part) were minimal - only one or two and most importantly did not provide any value add with questions like what are you trying to achieve and here's some ideas of how to accomplish your purpose. Meetings after RFP was released and TEB began review were the 98% of the load (then it's too late to change a badly written requirement). Inherent Conflicts COR has a first obligation to do primary job and mission functions COR has a secondary job to policing contract performance and fees In our experience LPTA historically has resulting performance issues Other issues; Lack of procurement input tool to manage mechanics of process Absence of templates provided for reviewing proposals (we created our own) 2.0 modified our templates late in TEB review process, creating a new standard of review not previously discussed Better guidelines for managing expectations of TEB report standards are needed How to improve the Contracts department Customer Satisfaction: More interaction with PCOs asking questions,

providing examples/templates, and tips on how to early in the procurement process. Better partnership throughout between CORs and PCOs - e.g. meet to discuss best practices once a quarter. Department/Program CORs (usually have 3-5 per code) meet monthly to discuss best practices and questions. The mentoring of new CORs is the goal. For HQ codes bring back the APM-C's - or at least have one or two assigned for all of HQ to assist. CORs are not experts in the contracting business but could be better if partnered with APM-C.

3) As time has gone by they have become well versed in the programs that they do support 

4) The diversity of the portfolio PMW 740 is responsible for makes it very difficult to enable anyone to truly become an expert. There is a desire by the PCO to attend as many staff-type meetings as possible, however, in my opinion, that takes away from progress being made in the multitude of procurements we have ongoing.

5) The PCOs and Contract Specialists assigned to PMW 160 have extensive knowledge of our contracting needs and history. Very valuable.
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Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.

Answered: 64    Skipped: 7



Results compared with previous years: FY15 79.7%, FY14 76.7%, FY13 81.9%, FY12 90%, FY11 94.3%, FY10 91.1%, FY09 92.6%, FY08 85%, FY07 83%

# Comments

6) Product PCOs attend program meetings so they stay current on requirements

7) Heidi Radaford has excellent experience and knowledge too all my programs and other FRD programs as well
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Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.

Answered: 64    Skipped: 7
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Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.

Answered: 64    Skipped: 7



Results compared with previous year: FY15 82.8%, FY14 69.76%, FY13 77.7%, FY12 74%, FY11 77.1%

# Comments 

1) Depends on office. I get a heads up. However, I also find out that it needs to be completed in record time despite the PR being processed LATE

2) Procurement PCOs have their checklist function and notifying program of required documentation pretty much down pat. However, it's just the minimum baseline of what programs are actually expecting from a contract expert in the RFP process.

3) The PCO is always reminding us when a PR is required to be initiated in support of a procurement. 

4) Doesn't really apply to me. I am not in this loop but it's been a busy summer for them. Lots of things in the air. 

5) Is this a trick question? Each procurement ready package seems to be different. There are so many changing procurement package changes that no one knows what makes a complete package.
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Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9
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Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



Results compared with previous years: FY15 77.4%, FY14 66.7%, FY13 87.1%, FY12 94%, FY11 94.1%, FY10 91.1%, FY09 90.7%, FY08 86.5%, FY07 84%

 

# Comments 

1) PCO prefers to work via email, not in person. Stove piped, not team behavior. Problem solving over email is not effective.

2) Again, it is a time management reminder that they are short staffed . They do provide assistance when they are available but the issue is their availability.

3) Sometimes we work very effectively together, and sometimes we have much room to improve. We have successful (timely) procurements, as well as some that seem to languish. Case in point, we are still going through a procurement where the proposals were received in April of 2014.

4) Excellent interaction at all levels. Very effective working through issues large and small. 

5) Some do and some don't 

6) Often leave it up to customer to resolve all problems , seemingly to get it off their desk and back to customer 

7) Again, asking for help with a recompete - you would think that contracts would want to be involved. Especially if this person will be my PCO for the follow-on effort. Telling me to talk to the other CORs is not customer service.

8) Again, because of the work load (so they tell us they are busy), there isn't enough time in the day to reach out to customers.

9) SAP is problematic 10 Heather Mohlman and Clayton Thomas consistently go above and beyond to resolve problems
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Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10
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Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10



Results compared with previous year: FY15 73.8%, FY14 64.1%, FY13 68.4%,FY12 70%, FY11 75.7%

# Comments 

1) Not able to comment 

2) The team works well together to execute SSEB activities. We have found it tremendously valuable to leverage a MITRE representative as the technical writer/facilitator, since they had the trust and confidence of the PCO and Counsel.

3) I wasn't here for the MLLC selection but it appears to me in hindsight that the decision made was not the best decision for the project. Technical staff report that they made a choice that was over-ridden by contracts in favor of another vendor. Costs delays due to competence at vendor and the shaky solution they've built make me concerned for the long term viability of the unit. Safenet has now been purchased by Raytheon and the unit in development is significantly over costs and behind schedule.

4) Some do and some don't Some treat best value as a LPTA source selection This results in tripwires, cost growth, more government oversight, guidance, rework and contractor turnover 

5) Thank goodness we are finally rid of lowest price technically acceptable. We spent so much money trying to correct the lowest price technically acceptable contractor support that it became a full time job. The SSC's proclaimed that they saved money, I would say they didn't realize that we had to be creative to maintain the level of support and didn't save any money in the end.
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Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



18





Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



Results compared with previous year: FY15 67.8%, FY14 73.2%, FY13 81.9%, FY12 88%, FY11 85.3%

# Comments 

1) Timing is often ignored and the procurement attorneys are too risk adverse and often seemingly not trained well enough.

2) Again, availability is a BIG issue. Too many contracting actions and not enough staff to provide assistance when needed.

3) It appears to me that a desire to meet my program office's needs is present, however, timelines are what are typically provided that outline how long things are to take (not based on any particular knowledge of the procurement, but standard timelines). That can be frustrating.

4) Our PCOs and contract specialists put forth a great amount of extra effort to meet our schedule and throughput needs.

5) This area would be improved if a representative (relatively senior analyst) was embedded within the program office spaces to better understand procurement priorities, program needs, and the context/environment procurements are being pursued within. OT4 (competency homeroom) still makes sense for SSI storage and PCOs

6) Not all 

7) We have huge need for simplified contracting in HQ but 2.0 will not do for us and farm sit out to SSC Pac where we are placed at bottom of pile. SSC Pac typically takes 6-9 months to do a simplified acquisition and Code 2.0 does not help the customer through the SSC Pac process at all. Customer does all work

8) Not taking the time to go over the recompete process for Seaport E is not meeting my needs. 

9) The contracting officers are very busy. 

10) HQ needs a responsive SAP contracting program which is non-existent. 

11) Should be able to do Simplified Acquisition as SPAWAR HQ and not going through SSCPAC
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Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9
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Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



Results compared with previous years: FY15 74.2%, FY14 69.1%, FY13 85.6%, FY12 83.4%, FY11 88.2%, FY10 93%, FY09 84.6%, FY08 85.7%, FY07 84%

# Comments 

1) We do have monthly meetings with the Branch Head and PCOs/Contract Specialists. We try to hash out all of the issues but this is a monthly meeting. At that time, yes, communications is good. Otherwise it can be a challenge.

2) When we ask questions, we are typically provided satisfactory responses. 

3) Very good interaction at all levels. 

4) Not all PCOs/Branch Heads communicate in an effective manner 

5) Could be better, but not unsatisfied. 

6) The contracting officers and their staffs are very busy.
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Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10
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Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10



Results compared with previous years: FY15 72.1%, FY14 76.2%, FY13 80.2%, FY12 89.8

# Comments 

1) No customer wants to be told that they are last in line, and unfortunately it seems that there are an insufficient number PCOs and contract specialists to execute all needed contracting actions. Even with their best efforts, the existing assigned 2.0 personnel cannot accomplish the workload demand. Recommend adding personnel.

2) Contracting personnel have no customer service skills. It is the tail wagging the dog. At times we are made to feel like we are bothersome and not knowledgeable.

3) There are times when it is not apparent who fulfills the role of customer in the relationship. We sometimes feel like we are stuck in a "Bring me a rock" drill.

4) Invested in our success. 

5) Some do not act like the requiring activity is the customer. Some in the PEO look to other contracting activities because they are not happy with the service SPAWAR 2.0 provides.

6) Brace Contractors provide excellent customer service and responses

7) Only very minor issues in this area. On the whole, they are very positive and proactive. 

8) They are very busy.
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Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10
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Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.

Answered: 61    Skipped: 10



Results compared with previous years: FY15 59.0%, FY14 61.0%, FY13 57.3%, FY12 71.5%

# Comments 

1) Not able to comment

2) Our branch head is Karen Rainville and she is very responsive, knowledgeable and willing to offer helpful solutions. She is seen as a helpful team member as opposed to a "road-block" and we appreciate that.

3) I'm not sure. They seem difficult to approach. Your doors are locked... 

4) Our Contracting Branch Head has completed tasking when there has been an urgent requirement that needed to be done. She tried her best to meet our needs when communicated but as stated throughout, due to the availability of staff this causes delays and reprioritization of duties.

5) Availability if needed. Difficult to understand how some procurements can seem to drag on without the Branchhead's engagement. There also appears to be some animosity between the 2.0 team and the 3.0 team.

6) Working with Karen Rainville is a very positive experience. She is very responsive and knowledgeable. In addition she has stepped in and performed PCO functions at peak demand times.

7) Just love Jon Wester!!
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Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9
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Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



# Comments 

1) I think the Contract Specialists are over burden, they should hire more Contract Specialist. 

2) While nothing has dropped through the cracks, I think there is a lot of work from PMW 160 and that our 2.0 representatives are overworked.

3) As I mentioned previously, our PMW is currently expanding due to the cyber climate right now in the government and commercial world and we will require more and more support.

4) If we are able to get more software licensing and support companies on contract vehicles like JELA (Cisco SmartNet), then I think the staffing would be adequate. Until that time, however, it seems that the 2.0 personnel are understaffed to meet all the requirements we have.

5) We are a command that most of the work is contracted out, definitely SPAWAR 2.0 is understaffed, and the average age is high meaning that in the next few years most of the corporate knowledge will disappear.

6) Grossly understaffed. 

7) I believe that the team is understaffed to support the contracting workload that my PMW produces and requires of the HQ contracting team. Support improved when we had the benefit of an intern and a MILPERS that were temporarily assigned, but they have since departed.

8) Although our schedules are met, we frequently shuffle priorities due to limited resources. I know our PCOs and contract specialists have a much higher OPTEMPO than other support competencies. SYSCOM management needs to ensure personnel assignments match mission needs.

9) Though likely not an uncommon situation across DoD, the contracting office struggles to keep up with the demands of the program

10) Due to extensive work load, the team struggles to turn deliverables around. High-priority items are completed in a reasonable time. However, low-priority items my go unattended for some time or until they become high-priority.
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Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



Results compared with previous years: FY15 43.6%, FY14 47.6%, FY13 55.3%, FY12 51.1%, FY11 58.9%, FY10 44.5%, FY09 44.3%

# Comments 

11) The 2.0 staff I've worked with over the years all work VERY hard but there is always too much to do. Knowing that there are resource constraints in 2.0 has forced me to seek alternate means to meet requirements. I.e. use SSC PAC/LANT, other options. Just as the acquisition process has become harder and takes longer, I believe it is also true for contracting as evidenced by some of the extremely long and complicated contract POAMs we are seeing lately. I don't know this but I suspect that if the PEO C4I, PEO Space, or SPAWAR HQ had to surge that 2.0 would have difficulty supporting it. Bottom line in my opinion is that 2.0 needs maybe 5 more PCOs and 5 more specialists.

12) Need more contracting officers, need someone with authority to use credit card up to 150,oo versus using simplified acquisition and need 2.0 to do simplified acquisitons. Need less supervisors .

13) I understand they are very busy so I try to manage my expectations. 

14) Why are Mission Funded activities like ours forced to pay SSC PAC stub fees for simplified acquisitions. Why don't we have a simplified acquisition office at SPAWAR HQ to perform simplified acquisition procurement actions? Wouldn't this save us stub fees/service center fees = saving money?

15) Should be able to do Simplified Acquisition as SPAWAR HQ and not going through SSCPAC
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Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9
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Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?

Answered: 62    Skipped: 9



Results compared with previous years: Fy15 75.8%, FY14 68.3%, FY13 78.7%, FY12 89.8%, FY11 84.9%, FY10 93.1%, FY09 90.7%, FY08 87.3%, FY07 84%

Recommendation:. 

# Comments 

1) Ms. Carla Brown and Ms. Kristin 

2) 2.0 representatives have been very helpful and proactive in supporting our contracting requirements. 

3) Kim Reidy is our CO and we are very pleased to work with her. Like Karen, she is knowledgeable and helpful. We had Kat previously and enjoyed working with her as well. We consider ourselves lucky!

4) Contracting and PCO efforts are good, timeliness and legal counsel support are often poor. 

5) I understand the criticality of getting things right, however, I believe that throughput could be improved. I also believe that we spend an inordinate amount of time going back and forth on document reviews (continuously editing and re-editing). I would prefer a single working session where stakeholders review, comment, adjudicate and move on to the next task or phase of the procurement.

6) Clint Sade is AWESOME and has been great to work with! He's overworked though, especially as he has to assist with the Electronic Procurement System as an SME. PEO-EIS/PMW 220 needs a full time 1102

7) Good, but could be better. 

8) Despite being understaffed, our PCOs and contract specialists get the job done. Highest endorsement! 

9) The folks I work with are excellent. They provide outstanding services and help me succeed. I question whether senior leadership in Contracts allowed them to make the right choice. Senior leadership rejected the technical assessment of the team and saddled us with a poor product that has yet to achieve success. (If you wanted honest feedback you got it.)

10) There are really great Branch Heads, PCOs and Contracts Specialists and then there are some that do not recognize the requiring activity as the customer. Some make derogatory comments about certain companies and some requiring activity personnel. which is facilitated by the branch head. Some question the expertise and integrity of the requiring activity personnel.

11) Currently working with Kelly Smith and Editha Yangco. They are very professional and helpful.

12) Enjoyed my experience with Heidi Radaford and the contracts team. Kamillah also, awesome team work

13) Many times data is asked of 2.0 (Contracts data) but we are told "we don't track that" or "talk to 1.0" - seems like there is a lack of support from 2.0.
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Customer Survey 2015: Category Scores

		Category Result		FY15		FY14		FY13		FY12		FY11		FY10		FY09		FY08		FY07

		Responsiveness
(Timeliness)
Q 2		75.8%		68.9%		80.1%		90.2%		86.4%		93.2%		92.6%		88.3%		86%

		Knowledge (Quality)
Q 4		79.7%		76.7%		81.9%		90%		94.3%		93.3%		92.6%		85%		83%

		Problem Resolution (Partnership)
Q 6		77.4%		66.7%		87.1%		94%		94.1%		91.1%		90.7%		86.4%		84%

		Communication (Partnership)
Q 9		74.2%		69.1%		85.6%		83.4%		88.2%		93%		84.6%		85.7%		84%

		Procurement/Contracting Offices Overall Performance
Q13		75.8%		68.3%		78.7%		89.8%		84.9%		93.1%		90.7%		87.3%		84%
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Customer Satisfaction Survey Outcomes Summary Brief Jan 2016.pptx
Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (51 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.45100000000000001	0.45100000000000001	5.8799999999999998E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	2013 (80 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.53749999999999998	0.26250000000000001	6.25E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	6.25E-2	2014 (45 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.35560000000000003	0.33329999999999999	0.1111	0.1333	6.6699999999999995E-2	2015 (57 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.42109999999999997	0.33329999999999999	1.7500000000000002E-2	0.15790000000000001	7.0199999999999999E-2	

Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (51 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.45100000000000001	0.4118	9.8000000000000004E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	2013 (80 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.4375	0.375	8.7499999999999994E-2	0.05	0.05	2014 (45 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.35560000000000003	0.35560000000000003	0.1333	8.8900000000000007E-2	6.6699999999999995E-2	2015 (56 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.46429999999999999	0.30359999999999998	0.1429	5.3600000000000002E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	

Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.54	0.36	0.06	0.04	0	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.42859999999999998	0.3896	6.4899999999999999E-2	5.1900000000000002E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.3488	0.41860000000000003	0.186	2.3300000000000001E-2	2.3300000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.47270000000000001	0.32729999999999998	0.1273	5.45E-2	1.8200000000000001E-2	

Q5(2012-2014): Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	

Q5(2015): Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.



Notes: 





‹#›

2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	

Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	

Q7(2012-2014): My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	

Q7(2015): My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.



Notes: 





‹#›

2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	

Q8 (2012-2014): My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	

Q8 (2015): My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.



Notes: 





‹#›

2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	

Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	

Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	

Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	

Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	

Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?



Notes: 





‹#›

2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	

Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet1.xlsx

Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments									Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (51 Responses)			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%


			23			23			3			1			1			51						2013 (80 Responses)			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									2014 (45 Responses)			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%


																								2015 (57 Responses)			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%


			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%





2012 (51 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.45100000000000001	0.45100000000000001	5.8799999999999998E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	2013 (80 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.53749999999999998	0.26250000000000001	6.25E-2	7.4999999999999997E-2	6.25E-2	2014 (45 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.35560000000000003	0.33329999999999999	0.1111	0.1333	6.6699999999999995E-2	2015 (57 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.	0.42109999999999997	0.33329999999999999	1.7500000000000002E-2	0.15790000000000001	7.0199999999999999E-2	


Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments									Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (51 Responses)			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%


			23			21			5			1			1						51						2013 (80 Responses)			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												2014 (45 Responses)			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%


																											2015 (56 Responses)			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%


			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%





2012 (51 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.45100000000000001	0.4118	9.8000000000000004E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	2013 (80 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.4375	0.375	8.7499999999999994E-2	0.05	0.05	2014 (45 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.35560000000000003	0.35560000000000003	0.1333	8.8900000000000007E-2	6.6699999999999995E-2	2015 (56 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.46429999999999999	0.30359999999999998	0.1429	5.3600000000000002E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	


Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments									Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%


			27			18			3			2			0			50						2013 (77 Responses)			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									2014 (43 Responses)			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%


																								2015 (55 Responses)			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%


			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.54	0.36	0.06	0.04	0	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.42859999999999998	0.3896	6.4899999999999999E-2	5.1900000000000002E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.3488	0.41860000000000003	0.186	2.3300000000000001E-2	2.3300000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.47270000000000001	0.32729999999999998	0.1273	5.45E-2	1.8200000000000001E-2	


Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments												Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (50 Responses)			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%


			14			23			12			1			0			50									2013 (76 Responses)			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%												2014 (43 Responses)			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%








																														Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.


			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree


																											2015 (55 Responses)			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%


			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	


Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments									Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (51 Responses)			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%


			23			21			5			1			1						51						2013 (80 Responses)			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												2014 (45 Responses)			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%


																											2015 (56 Responses)			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%


			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%





2012 (51 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.45100000000000001	0.4118	9.8000000000000004E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	1.9599999999999999E-2	2013 (80 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.4375	0.375	8.7499999999999994E-2	0.05	0.05	2014 (45 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.35560000000000003	0.35560000000000003	0.1333	8.8900000000000007E-2	6.6699999999999995E-2	2015 (56 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.	0.46429999999999999	0.30359999999999998	0.1429	5.3600000000000002E-2	3.5700000000000003E-2	


Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments									Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%


			27			18			3			2			0			50						2013 (77 Responses)			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									2014 (43 Responses)			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%


																								2015 (55 Responses)			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%


			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.54	0.36	0.06	0.04	0	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.42859999999999998	0.3896	6.4899999999999999E-2	5.1900000000000002E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.3488	0.41860000000000003	0.186	2.3300000000000001E-2	2.3300000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.47270000000000001	0.32729999999999998	0.1273	5.45E-2	1.8200000000000001E-2	


Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments												Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (50 Responses)			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%


			14			23			12			1			0			50									2013 (76 Responses)			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%												2014 (43 Responses)			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%








																														Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.


			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree


																											2015 (55 Responses)			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%


			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	


Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments									Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%


			27			18			3			2			0			50						2013 (77 Responses)			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									2014 (43 Responses)			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%


																								2015 (55 Responses)			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%


			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.54	0.36	0.06	0.04	0	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.42859999999999998	0.3896	6.4899999999999999E-2	5.1900000000000002E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.3488	0.41860000000000003	0.186	2.3300000000000001E-2	2.3300000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.	0.47270000000000001	0.32729999999999998	0.1273	5.45E-2	1.8200000000000001E-2	


Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments												Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (50 Responses)			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%


			14			23			12			1			0			50									2013 (76 Responses)			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%												2014 (43 Responses)			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%








																														Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.


			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree


																											2015 (55 Responses)			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%


			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	


Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments												Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (50 Responses)			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%


			14			23			12			1			0			50									2013 (76 Responses)			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%												2014 (43 Responses)			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%








																														Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.


			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree


																											2015 (55 Responses)			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%


			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	


Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments												Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (50 Responses)			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%


			14			23			12			1			0			50									2013 (76 Responses)			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%												2014 (43 Responses)			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%








																														Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.


			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree


																											2015 (55 Responses)			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%


			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.28000000000000003	0.46	0.24	0.02	0	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.3947	0.38159999999999999	0.1447	2.63E-2	5.2600000000000001E-2	2014 (43 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.	0.30230000000000001	0.39529999999999998	0.186	4.65E-2	6.9800000000000001E-2	2015 (55 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request.	0.36359999999999998	0.47270000000000001	7.2700000000000001E-2	9.0899999999999995E-2	


Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments									Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			30			17			1			1			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (42 Responses)			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%


																								2015 (54 Responses)			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%			0.00%


			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.6	0.34	0.02	0.02	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.45450000000000002	0.41560000000000002	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	3.9E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.35709999999999997	0.3095	0.16669999999999999	9.5200000000000007E-2	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (54 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.	0.51849999999999996	0.2407	5.5599999999999997E-2	0.1852	0	


Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			30			17			1			1			1			50


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%








Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			30			17			1			1			1			50


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%








Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments									Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%


			18			17			13			1			1			50						2013 (76 Responses)			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									2014 (39 Responses)			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%








																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (52 Responses)			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%


			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36	0.34	0.26	0.02	0.02	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.36840000000000001	0.31580000000000003	0.21049999999999999	6.5799999999999997E-2	3.95E-2	2014 (39 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.	0.33329999999999999	0.30769999999999997	0.28210000000000002	2.5600000000000001E-2	5.1299999999999998E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.	0.46150000000000002	0.26919999999999999	9.6199999999999994E-2	0.1154	5.7700000000000001E-2	


Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			30			17			1			1			1			50


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%








Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			18			17			13			1			1			50


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%











			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments





			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%








Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%











			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			30			17			1			1			1			50


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%








Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			18			17			13			1			1			50


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%











			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments





			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%








Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments									Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (50 Responses)			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%


			25			19			2			3			1			50						2013 (77 Responses)			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									2014 (41 Responses)			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%








																											Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%





2012 (50 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.5	0.38	0.04	0.06	0.02	2013 (77 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.41560000000000002	0.40260000000000001	9.0899999999999995E-2	2.5999999999999999E-2	6.4899999999999999E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.	0.39019999999999999	0.34150000000000003	7.3200000000000001E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	0.122	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.	0.434	0.22639999999999999	0.16980000000000001	7.5499999999999998E-2	9.4299999999999995E-2	


Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Customer Satisfaction Data


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			2013


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%


























Q2


			Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			23			3			1			1			51


			45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%





			43			21			5			6			5			80


			53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%





			16			15			5			6			3			45


			35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%





			24			19			1			9			4			57


			42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%








Q3


			Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			23			21			5			1			1						51


			45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%





			35			30			7			4			4						80


			43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%





			16			16			6			4			3						45


			35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%





			26			17			8			3			2						56


			46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%








Q4


			Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			27			18			3			2			0			50


			54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%





			33			30			5			4			5			77


			42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%





			15			18			8			1			1			43


			34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%





			26			18			7			3			1			55


			47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%








Q5


			Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			14			23			12			1			0			50


			28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%





			30			29			11			2			4			76


			39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%





			13			17			8			2			3			43


			30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%











			Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments





			20			26			4			5						55


			36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%








Q6


			Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			30			17			1			1			1			50


			60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			35			32			2			5			3			77


			45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%





			15			13			7			4			3			42


			35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%





			28			13			3			10						54


			51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%








Q7


			Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			18			17			13			1			1			50


			36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%





			28			24			16			5			3			76


			36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%





			13			12			11			1			2			39


			33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%











			Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments





			24			14			5			6			3			52


			46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%








Q8


			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree





			25			19			2			3			1			50


			50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%





			32			31			7			2			5			77


			41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%





			16			14			3			3			5			41


			39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%











			Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





			23			12			9			4			5			53


			43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%








Q9


			Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments									Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (48 Responses)			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%


			25			15			6			1			1			48						2013 (76 Responses)			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%


			52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									2014 (42 Responses)			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%


																								2015 (53 Responses)			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%


			29			36			3			2			6			76


			38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%





			12			17			5			5			3			42


			28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%





			23			17			7			5			1			53


			43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%





2012 (48 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.52080000000000004	0.3125	0.125	2.0799999999999999E-2	2.0799999999999999E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.38159999999999999	0.47370000000000001	3.95E-2	2.63E-2	7.8899999999999998E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.28570000000000001	0.40479999999999999	0.11899999999999999	0.11899999999999999	7.1400000000000005E-2	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.	0.434	0.32079999999999997	0.1321	9.4299999999999995E-2	1.89E-2	


Q10


			Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments									Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																								2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


			27			17			2			2			1			49						2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																								2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%


			34			27			8			0			7			76


			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%





			14			18			4			0			6			42


			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%





			25			12			10			3			2			52


			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	


Q11


			Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments									Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																											2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


			16			19			14			0			0						49						2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																											2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%


			24			19			24			5			3						75


			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%





			13			12			11			2			3						41


			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%





			20			12			10			4			2			4			52


			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	


Q12


			Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments									Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree															Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																											2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			9			16			13			9			2						49						2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%


			13			29			21			10			3						76


			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%





			7			13			10			7			5						42


			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%





			8			12			7			20			6						53


			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	


Q13


			Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments


			Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 												Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


																											Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			26			18			3			2			0			49						2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%									2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


																								2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			36			23			9			0			7			75						2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%





			18			10			5			2			6			41


			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%





			28			13			1			6			5			53


			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	
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Sheet1


			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments															Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 																		Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49												2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%															2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2013																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41															Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%																		Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%									2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53												2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%															2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments																																																																																																																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%																																																																																																																																	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																							Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%





																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																							Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																							Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2012 (49 Responses)			55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2013 (76 Responses)			44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2014 (42 Responses)			33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2015 (52 Responses)			48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%





2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.55100000000000005	0.34689999999999999	4.0800000000000003E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	2.0400000000000001E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.44740000000000002	0.3553	0.1053	0	9.2100000000000001E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.33329999999999999	0.42859999999999998	9.5200000000000007E-2	0	0.1429	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.	0.48080000000000001	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	5.7700000000000001E-2	3.85E-2	
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			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments															Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 																		Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49												2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%															2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2013																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41															Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%																		Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%									2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53												2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%															2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments																																																																																																																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%																																																																																																																																	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																							Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2012 (49 Responses)			32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2013 (75 Responses)			32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2014 (41 Responses)			31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																				2015 (52 Responses)			38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%








2012 (49 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.53059999999999996	0.36730000000000002	6.1199999999999997E-2	4.0800000000000003E-2	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.48	0.30669999999999997	0.12	0	9.3299999999999994E-2	2014 (41 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.439	0.24390000000000001	0.122	4.8800000000000003E-2	0.14630000000000001	2015 (53 Responses)	Excellent	Good	Fair 	Poor	Inferior 	Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?	0.52829999999999999	0.24529999999999999	1.89E-2	0.1132	9.4299999999999995E-2	2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1837	0.32650000000000001	0.26529999999999998	0.1837	4.0800000000000003E-2	2013 (76 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.1711	0.38159999999999999	0.27629999999999999	0.13159999999999999	3.95E-2	2014 (42 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.16669999999999999	0.3095	0.23810000000000001	0.16669999999999999	0.11899999999999999	2015 (53 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.	0.15090000000000001	0.22639999999999999	0.1321	0.37740000000000001	0.1132	2012 (49 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32650000000000001	0.38779999999999998	0.28570000000000001	0	0	2013 (75 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.32	0.25330000000000003	0.32	6.6699999999999995E-2	0.04	2014 (41 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.31709999999999999	0.29270000000000002	0.26829999999999998	4.8800000000000003E-2	7.3200000000000001E-2	2015 (52 Responses)	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neither Agree nor Disagree	Disagree	Strongly Disagree	N/A	Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.	0.3846	0.23080000000000001	0.1923	7.6899999999999996E-2	3.85E-2	7.6899999999999996E-2	
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			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments															Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 																		Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49												2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%															2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2013																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41															Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%																		Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%									2012 (49 Responses)			18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53												2013 (76 Responses)			17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%															2014 (42 Responses)			16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments																																																																																																																											2015 (53 Responses)			15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%
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			Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary 2012-2015


			Questions						Q2: My procurement/contracting office is responsive to my program needs.															Total # Comments						Q3: My procurement/contracting office provides timely information about current status with my procurement actions.																		Total # Comments						Q4: My procurement/contracting personnel have sufficient knowledge of my programs acquired products and services to execute the procurement.															Total # Comments						Q5: Contracting personnel are consistent in requesting similar documentation for similar actions so that re-work is minimized.															Total # Comments						Q6: My procurement/contracting office works with me to resolve problems effectively.															Total # Comments						Q7: My procurement/contracting office selects vendors that offer the best value combination of quality and price.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is flexible in trying to meet my needs.															Total # Comments						Q9: I am satisfied with communications from my procurement/contracting office.															Total # Comments						Q10: Contracting personnel exhibit a positive, customer-service attitude.															Total # Comments						Q11: Contracting Branch Heads are accessible to me when I need the efforts of contracting personnel reprioritized to meet emergent workload demands.																		Total # Comments						Q12: My procurement/contracting office is adequately staffed to support my requirements.																		Total # Comments						Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?															Total # Comments															Q13: How would you assess your procurement/contracting office's overall performance?


			Ratings						Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			N/A									Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree												Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 																		Excellent			Good			Fair 			Poor			Inferior 


			2012																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2012 (49 Responses)			53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%


			Numbers						23			23			3			1			1			51						23			21			5			1			1						51						27			18			3			2			0			50						14			23			12			1			0			50						30			17			1			1			1			50						18			17			13			1			1			50						25			19			2			3			1			50						25			15			6			1			1			48						27			17			2			2			1			49						16			19			14			0			0						49						9			16			13			9			2						49						26			18			3			2			0			49												2013 (75 Responses)			48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			Percents						45.10%			45.10%			5.88%			1.96%			1.96%									45.10%			41.18%			9.80%			1.96%			1.96%												54.00%			36.00%			6.00%			4.00%			0.00%									28.00%			46.00%			24.00%			2.00%			0.00%									60.00%			34.00%			2.00%			2.00%			2.00%									36.00%			34.00%			26.00%			2.00%			2.00%									50.00%			38.00%			4.00%			6.00%			2.00%									52.08%			31.25%			12.50%			2.08%			2.08%									55.10%			34.69%			4.08%			4.08%			2.04%									32.65%			38.78%			28.57%			0%			0%												18.37%			32.65%			26.53%			18.37%			4.08%												53.06%			36.73%			6.12%			4.08%			0%															2014 (41 Responses)			43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2013																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																	2015 (53 Responses)			52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


			Numbers						43			21			5			6			5			80						35			30			7			4			4						80						33			30			5			4			5			77						30			29			11			2			4			76						35			32			2			5			3			77						28			24			16			5			3			76						32			31			7			2			5			77						29			36			3			2			6			76						34			27			8			0			7			76						24			19			24			5			3						75						13			29			21			10			3						76						36			23			9			0			7			75


			Percents						53.75%			26.25%			6.25%			7.50%			6.25%									43.75%			37.50%			8.75%			5.00%			5.00%												42.86%			38.96%			6.49%			5.19%			6.49%									39.47%			38.16%			14.47%			2.63%			5.26%									45.45%			41.56%			2.60%			6.49%			3.90%									36.84%			31.58%			21.05%			6.58%			3.95%									41.56%			40.26%			9.09%			2.60%			6.49%									38.16%			47.37%			3.95%			2.63%			7.89%									44.74%			35.53%			10.53%			0.00%			9.21%									32.00%			25.33%			32.00%			6.67%			4.00%												17.11%			38.16%			27.63%			13.16%			3.95%												48.00%			30.67%			12.00%			0.00%			9.33%


			2014


			Numbers						16			15			5			6			3			45						16			16			6			4			3						45						15			18			8			1			1			43						13			17			8			2			3			43						15			13			7			4			3			42						13			12			11			1			2			39						16			14			3			3			5			41						12			17			5			5			3			42						14			18			4			0			6			42						13			12			11			2			3						41						7			13			10			7			5						42						18			10			5			2			6			41


			Percents						35.56%			33.33%			11.11%			13.33%			6.67%									35.56%			35.56%			13.33%			8.89%			6.67%												34.88%			41.86%			18.60%			2.33%			2.33%									30.23%			39.53%			18.60%			4.65%			6.98%									35.71%			30.95%			16.67%			9.52%			7.14%									33.33%			30.77%			28.21%			2.56%			5.13%									39.02%			34.15%			7.32%			7.32%			12.20%									28.57%			40.48%			11.90%			11.90%			7.14%									33.33%			42.86%			9.52%			0.00%			14.29%									31.71%			29.27%			26.83%			4.88%			7.32%												16.67%			30.95%			23.81%			16.67%			11.90%												43.90%			24.39%			12.20%			4.88%			14.63%


			2015																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																								34.15%


			Numbers						24			19			1			9			4			57						26			17			8			3			2						56						26			18			7			3			1			55																											28			13			3			10						54																																																23			17			7			5			1			53						25			12			10			3			2			52						20			12			10			4			2			4			52						8			12			7			20			6						53						28			13			1			6			5			53


			Percents						42.11%			33.33%			1.75%			15.79%			7.02%									46.43%			30.36%			14.29%			5.36%			3.57%												47.27%			32.73%			12.73%			5.45%			1.82%																														51.85%			24.07%			5.56%			18.52%																																																						43.40%			32.08%			13.21%			9.43%			1.89%									48.08%			23.08%			19.23%			5.77%			3.85%									38.46%			23.08%			19.23%			7.69%			3.85%			7.69%									15.09%			22.64%			13.21%			37.74%			11.32%												52.83%			24.53%			1.89%			11.32%			9.43%


																																																																											Q5: Contracting personnel notify me in a timely manner of the required documentation for the Purchase Request. (FY15 Only)															Total # Comments																											Q7: My procurement/contracting office conducts source selection in concert with the program office resulting in a best value procurement.															Total # Comments						Q8: My procurement/contracting office is conscientious about meeting my needs.															Total # Comments





																																																																											20			26			4			5						55																											24			14			5			6			3			52						23			12			9			4			5			53


																																																																											36.36%			47.27%			7.27%			9.09%																																	46.15%			26.92%			9.62%			11.54%			5.77%									43.40%			22.64%			16.98%			7.55%			9.43%
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DAWIA CERTIFICATION GREEN

		Fully-Achieved DAWIA Certifications List (2 June 2016)

		Name				ORG STRUCT CD		Primary Career Field		Level Required		Certification Progress		Certification Due Date		Level Achieved		Dt Level Achvd

		1		ADRIANO, EMMANUEL I		23200		IT		3		Green				3		11-Sep-06

		2		ARMSTRONG, CAPT STEPHEN E		MIL		CON		3		Green		1-May-16		3		17-Aug-04

		3		BECKNER, STEPHEN R		21300		CON		3		Green				3		12-Feb-01

		4		BOLGER, STEPHEN T		21100		CON		3		Green				3		24-Apr-00

		5		BOOKER, ALLEN D		22000		CON		3		Green		25-Oct-12		3		28-Apr-05

		6		BREWER, LYNETTE M		21200		CON		3		Green				3		16-Sep-15

		7		BROWN, CARLA J		21100		CON		3		Green				3		19-Sep-94

		8		BROZINO, BOHDAN Z		21300		CON		2		Green				2		11-Apr-14

		9		CERVANTES, JOSE		21500		CON		3		Green		3-Aug-11		3		5-Jun-06

		10		CHUCHANG, BETTY M		23100		CON		3		Green				3		2-Aug-99

		11		DAVENPORT, EDWIN M		21400		CON		3		Green				3		16-Dec-96

		12		DAVIS, TRELLI M		23100		CON		3		Green				3		21-Mar-01

		13		DIMLA, PATRICK A		21100		CON		3		Green				3		30-Jun-99

		14		ESAIAS, RICHARD W		21100		CON		3		Green				3		2-Nov-94

		15		FABIN, LAWRENCE E		21200		CON		3		Green				3		20-Mar-00

		16		FERLO, MICHAEL W		21200		CON		3		Green				3		19-Apr-95

		17		FLEMING, MATTHEW L		21100		CON		3		Green				3		7-Jun-07

		18		FLETCHER, WENDY M		21300		CON		3		Green				3		12-Feb-01

		19		GOETSCHEL, CHRISTOPHER A		23200		CON		3		Green				3		3-Mar-15

		20		GRAU, RANDALL L		23100		CON		3		Green		20-Aug-09		3		1-Jan-01

		21		GREEN, EMILY F		21200		CON		3		Green				3		13-Jan-11

		22		GUNDERSON, NANCY J		20000		CON		3		Green		8-Mar-17		3		26-May-95

		23		HARVILL, KIM T		23200		CON		3		Green				3		25-Jul-07

		24		HAWKINS, MELISSA L		21200		CON		3		Green				3		19-Sep-86

		25		HAYDEL, BRODY C		21300		CON		3		Green				3		8-Sep-10

		26		HOLCOMB, KATHERINE L		21500		CON		3		Green				3		29-Apr-04

		27		HOLTET, ALEXANDER S		21200		CON		3		Green				3		20-Aug-13

		28		HUDSON, MATTHEW G		21300		CON		3		Green				3		18-Nov-15

		29		KETELSEN, JORDAN L		21300		CON		2		Green				2		10-Sep-15

		30		KETRON, MISTY L		23200		CON		3		Green				3		15-May-13

		31		KHALIFE, REMA N		21100		CON		2		Green				3		1-Jun-15

		32		LEAL, JAMES E		21300		CON		3		Green				3		8-Sep-14

		33		LESTER, BRADLEY R		21400		CON		3		Green				3		17-Dec-09

		34		LEWIS, FLANICE A		21500		CON		3		Green				3		2-Jan-13

		35		MAY, JACK A		21500		CON		3		Green				3		20-Oct-09

		36		MCCOY, JEFFREY C		21300		CON		3		Green				3		26-Sep-05

		37		MCCOY, KATHLEEN M		21200		CON		3		Green				3		3-Jun-08

		38		MCGINNIS, EDWIN A		23200		CON		3		Green				3		24-Nov-97

		39		MOHLMAN, HEATHER T		21300		CON		3		Green				3		28-Sep-11

		40		MONIZ, MARK E		21100		CON		2		Green				2		8-Aug-11

		41		MURR, CHRISTOPHER J		21200		CON		3		Green		14-Jun-17		3		2-Jul-14

		42		NICKEL, KENNETH B		21200		CON		3		Green				3		5-Jan-10

		43		NICOL, RICHARD A		21500		CON		3		Green				3		12-Feb-01

		44		OCHOMOGO, VANESSA B		21100		CON		3		Green				3		15-Apr-15

		45		OHARA, MARY T		23200		CON		3		Green				3		19-Dec-94

		46		OKORO, IKE J		21500		CON		2		Green				2		26-Jun-13

		47		PARKER, LISA C		21500		CON		3		Green				3		29-Jul-04

		48		PITEL, CDR JOEL P		MIL		CON		3		Green		1-Aug-16		3		11-Feb-09

		49		PONCEFELIU, PATRICIA		21400		CON		3		Green				3		13-Aug-99

		50		RADAFORD, HEIDI L		21200		CON		3		Green				3		12-Jul-04

		51		RADI, MARC E		21400		CON		2		Green				3		17-Dec-01

		52		RAINVILLE, KAREN S		21300		CON		3		Green				3		1-Jan-99

		53		REAVIS, KIMBERLY L		21500		CON		3		Green				3		21-Jan-94

		54		REIDY, KIMBERLY A		21300		CON		3		Green		22-Sep-16		3		27-Jul-00

		55		RENZ, FREDERICK D		21200		CON		3		Green		7-Aug-07		3		8-Dec-97

		56		RICHARDS, MARTIN J		23100		CON		3		Green				3		27-Aug-02

		57		RUTLEDGE, MARCIA C		21200		CON		3		Green				3		24-Oct-94

		58		SADE, JOSEPH C		21500		CON		3		Green				3		24-Mar-10

		59		SCHWEER, MARK R		21100		CON		3		Green				3		7-Jan-97

		60		SIST, ARNO J		23100		CON		3		Green		20-Apr-16		3		1-Jan-96

		61		SIST, ERICA B		21100		CON		3		Green				3		9-Mar-11

		62		SMITH, KELLY W		21100		CON		3		Green				3		1-Apr-09

		63		STARON-BARABASZ, KATARZYNA		21300		CON		3		Green				3		5-Apr-12

		64		STREUFERT, DEBRA L		21500		CON		3		Green				3		24-Sep-93

		65		TAELMAN, LINDSAY M		21100		CON		3		Green				3		24-Sep-12

		66		TERRELL, KAMILAH A		21200		CON		3		Green				3		12-Jan-15

		67		THOMPSON, CHRISTOPHER L		21100		CON		3		Green				3		9-Mar-11

		68		TRANG, ANH T		21200		CON		3		Green		30-Jun-16		3		26-Oct-10

		69		TSUI, JENNIFER N		21300		CON		3		Green				3		29-Nov-99

		70		URIOSTIGUE, MAGDALENA		23200		PUR		2		Green				2		10-Mar-14

		71		WALKER, TOY J		23200		IT		3		Green				3		1-Feb-93

		72		WESTER, JON G		21400		CON		3		Green				3		21-Jan-97

		73		WHITE, KRISTIN L		21100		CON		3		Green				3		5-Feb-13

		74		WICKERS, ROMAN M		21100		CON		2		Green				3		30-Sep-15

		75		WOLFF, MARY A		21400		CON		3		Green				3		20-Oct-93

		76		YANGCO, EDITHA M		21100		CON		3		Green				3		7-Sep-11






image16.emf
6 DAWIA  Certification In-Progress as of 2 June 2016.xlsx


6 DAWIA Certification In-Progress as of 2 June 2016.xlsx
Certification Amber as of 2 Jun

		Individuals Achieving Full DAWIA Certification (2 June 2016)

		Name				ORG STRUCT CD		Primary Career Field		Level Required		Certification Progress		Certification Due Date		Level Achieved		Dt Level Achvd		Supervisor

		1		COMBS, LCDR SUQUON 		MIL		CON		2		Amber		31-Aug-16		1		8-Dec-15		PITEL, JOEL P

		2		COOLEY, DAVID J		23100		CON		3		Amber		29-Jun-17		1		16-Nov-15		DAVIS, TRELLI M

		3		FALES, AMANDA L		21400		CON		3		Amber		13-Jul-17		1		16-Nov-15		WESTER, JON G

		4		KURZEJA, ANNA S		21200		CON		3		Amber		31-May-17		2		10-Aug-11		RUTLEDGE, MARCIA C

		5		LIVINGSTON, CHERYL A		23100		CON		3		Amber		16-Nov-17		0		*		DAVIS, TRELLI M

		6		SOULE, JERIKA M		21200		CON		3		Amber		10-Aug-17		0		*		RUTLEDGE, MARCIA C

		7		THOMAS, CLAYTON R		21300		CON		3		Amber		27-Dec-17		2		12-Mar-13		RAINVILLE, KAREN S

		8		THOMPSON, RYAN F		21500		CON		3		Amber		31-May-17		2		13-Feb-13		STREUFERT, DEBRA L

		9		WHEELER, PATRICK F		21500		CON		3		Amber		31-May-17		2		20-Aug-13		STREUFERT, DEBRA L

		10		WIKER, SUSANA L		21300		CON		3		Amber		4-Jan-18		0		*		RAINVILLE, KAREN S

		* New Employees on-board for less than 12 months.
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35

Total Responses

Complete Responses: 28

2





Q1: I understand the 2.0 mission of my contracting organization.

Answered: 35    Skipped: 0



3





Q1: I understand the 2.0 mission of my contracting organization.

Answered: 35    Skipped: 0

# Comments 

1) I know that it has changed based on an email. Other than stating it has been changed to align to the Admiral's stragetic goals, I haven't taken a real look at it yet.

4





Q2: 2.0/2.0A communicates 2.0 goals to me.

Answered: 35    Skipped: 0
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Q2: 2.0/2.0A communicates 2.0 goals to me.

Answered: 35    Skipped: 0



# Comments 

1) Goals are addressed during All-Hands, but in the past they have been sporadic. Maybe under new management that will change.

6





Q3: My Branch Head communicates 2.0 goals to me.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q3: My Branch Head communicates 2.0 goals to me.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



# Comments 

1) When information is provided during the 2.0 staff meeting, it is passed down to the team during the team staff meeting.

2) When we have branch meetings, things are communicated to me.

8





Q4: My Branch Head communicates progress towards these goals to me.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q4: My Branch Head communicates progress towards these goals to me.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



10

# Comments

1) When information is provided during the 2.0 staff meeting, it is passed down to the team during the team staff meeting.





Q5: Management (2.0/2.0A/Branch Head) seeks to improve my contracting organization.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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Q5: Management (2.0/2.0A/Branch Head) seeks to improve my contracting organization.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2



12

# Comments

1) Previous leadership did not appear to be particularly motivated to improve the contracting organization; optimistic  that current leadership will be more motivated.

2) I think management is now attempting to make improvements but time will tell if things get better.

3) Individuals in the medium ranks do not have much input on how the workload is assigned. Limited opportunity for upward mobility.

4) My manager is really working on improving scheduling and includes all parties for input.





Q6: I understand the importance of correctly completing the Contract Action Report (CAR) to ensure proper reporting to higher authority.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q6: I understand the importance of correctly completing the Contract Action Report (CAR) to ensure proper reporting to higher authority.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



14

# Comments

1) Yes, I understand the importance of the CAR. 

2) Based on experience at other organizations.





Q7: 2.0/2.0A appears to be aware of matters such as staffing and allocation of workload.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q7: 2.0/2.0A appears to be aware of matters such as staffing and allocation of workload.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



16

# Comments

1) While it's not possible to have complete insight as to the workload of other branches, it does not appear to be equally allocated.

2) Management is only aware to point of actions valued over $1M. The daily administrative work that accompanies this contracts post-award are not captured.

3) We are doing more with less. It's painful sometimes. : )

4) The workload is definitely not distributed equally. 





Q8: My Branch Head appears to be aware of matters such as staffing and allocation of workload.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q8: My Branch Head appears to be aware of matters such as staffing and allocation of workload.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



18

# Comments

1) But being "aware" does not equate to correcting the staffing/workload allocation problems. 

2) Some are capable of doing more and get overworked. Others cannot do more or complain so much that no additional work is given to him/her.

3) I believe my branch head is aware of shortfalls in staffing and the allocation of workload. However, I don't think he/she does enough to actually resolve staffing issues.





Q9: 2.0/2.0A has been successful in moving toward common policies, procedures, and formats.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q9: 2.0/2.0A has been successful in moving toward common policies, procedures, and formats.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



20

# Comments 

1) Each team continues to do their own thing, following their own format. 

2) I am excited that 2.0 is finally embracing the idea of teleworking as opposed to it being "Taboo" or provided to a limited few.

3) For example telecommuting, there is one branch that is not authorized to telecommute until that branch head retires.

4) Unless you go out of your way to socialize with specialists in the other branches, you'd never know that there are

best practices and procedures being created and followed in some branches which are not being practiced in

others.





Q10: My Branch Head has been successful in moving toward common policies, procedures, and formats.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q10: My Branch Head has been successful in moving toward common policies, procedures, and formats.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



22

# Comments 

1) There are times when certain formats are shared with the team for use, but then there are times that the format used is questioned even if it's from the SCPPM.

2) Before now, my branch manager was strongly against telework. I am happy that my manager is slowly accepting the change.





Q11: I think my contracting organization is well led by 2.0/2.0A.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1
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Q11: I think my contracting organization is well led by 2.0/2.0A.

Answered: 34    Skipped: 1



24

# Comments 

1) Haven't seen anything yet to make this determination. 

2) I haven't had much direct contact, but leadership seems to have made a great improvement.





Q12: I think my contracting organization is well led by my Branch Head.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q12: I think my contracting organization is well led by my Branch Head.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



26

# Comments 

1) There are times when things are requested that don't really make sense but then the only way to move forward to is answer the request that can essentially delay the award.





Q13: As an Intern I am provided with timely information related to program requirements, training, and related activities.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q13: As an Intern I am provided with timely information related to program requirements, training, and related activities.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



28

# Comments 

   There are no responses.





Q14: Contracting operations are conducted in an ethical manner.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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Q14: Contracting operations are conducted in an ethical manner.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2



30

# Comments 

   There are no responses.





Q15: I am encouraged to make decisions and am supported by 2.0/2.0A when I make them.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2



31





Q15: I am encouraged to make decisions and am supported by 2.0/2.0A when I make them.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2



32

# Comments 

1) The nature of the job requires you to make decisions so there is an unstated level of support. 

2) Some welcome feedback. Others ignore/insult anything that is in opposition to the "norm."





Q16: I am encouraged to make decisions and am supported by my Branch Head when I make them.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q16: I am encouraged to make decisions and am supported by my Branch Head when I make them.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



34

# Comments 

1) I am encouraged to make decisions, but if they don't align with the Branch Head, then you have to resign yourself to adopting the Branch Head's decision even if you don't agree with it.

2) There are occasions when we have agreed and disagreed on actions. Due to the backlash, it discourages me

from speaking up.





Q17: 2.0/2.0A solicits and welcomes my opinions and ideas.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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Q17: 2.0/2.0A solicits and welcomes my opinions and ideas.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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# Comments 

1) I'm unsure of who would actually listen and provide a non-bias response.





Q18: My Branch Head solicits and welcomes my opinions and ideas.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q18: My Branch Head solicits and welcomes my opinions and ideas.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



38

# Comments 

1) Depends on the subject, contract, and mood of my branch head.





Q19: 2.0/2.0A communicates 2.0 priorities clearly and timely.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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Q19: 2.0/2.0A communicates 2.0 priorities clearly and timely.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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# Comments 

1) Unknown, but time will tell. 

2) Unsure. We have only had one All Hands in the past year. No information was provided in the interim.





Q20: My Branch Head communicates 2.0 priorities clearly and timely.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5
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Q20: My Branch Head communicates 2.0 priorities clearly and timely.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5
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# Comments 

1) It will depend on if the information is communicated to the Branch Head. 

2) When meetings are held, which is rare, information is provided.





Q21: 2.0/2.0A strives to build the morale of my contracting organization.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q21: 2.0/2.0A strives to build the morale of my contracting organization.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



44

# Comments 

1) Hopefully, this will turn around with the new leadership. 

2) I think 2.0/2.0A is trying build morale, but in the same sense, it may make it worse. The biggest issue on the floor is telecommuting. Currently, whether you can participate is up to the Branch Head, which not all Branch Heads agree that our job lends itself to this as option. So with there being no consistent application of eligibility throughout the floor, it may cause discontent. Especially, with the fact that some of the personnel utilizing this work option are/or will be teleworking from different duty stations is causing more strife. Although the rationale for teleworking is completely personal, but with talk on the floor about the "perceived' rationale, the potential to cause more discontent is very possible.

3) There should be quarterly 2.0 festive activities to augment morale.

4) Need more morale building! Maybe put together a Morale and Welfare group - one person from each branch. More events where we all get together...maybe even fundraiser events to help alleviate the costs of luncheons. (Some things we do, e.g. Holiday luncheon, is quite expensive!)

5) I hope that with new leadership in 2.0 the morale will improve





Q22: My Branch Head strives to build the morale of my contracting organization.

Answered: 31    Skipped: 4



45





Q22: My Branch Head strives to build the morale of my contracting organization.

Answered: 31    Skipped: 4
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# Comments 

   There are no responses.





Q23: Workload is distributed fairly within my branch/team.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3
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Q23: Workload is distributed fairly within my branch/team.

Answered: 32    Skipped: 3



48

# Comments 

1) Workload doesn't appear to be distributed evenly. 

2) Good workers get extra work, which is bad for morale. Complaining or slow workers get smaller workloads. In the end, the continuing points don't show your true worth.

3) Continually poor performers are never dealt with and we all carry the burden as a result.





Q24: I respect the leadership abilities of my immediate supervisor.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2
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Q24: I respect the leadership abilities of my immediate supervisor.

Answered: 33    Skipped: 2



50

# Comments 

1) Although I may question some things, I do respect my immediate supervisor. 

2) There is too much favoritism demonstrated by branch head. It is clear that the branch head assigns favorable/more challenging work assignments to individuals the branch head desires in order to improve those individuals promotional opportunities, visibility with senior leadership, etc.

3) I respect the string will and knowledge of my supervisor. However, there is a "my way or the highway" attitude, which can be difficult.





Q25: I regularly provide my program office with status on active acquisitions.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5
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Q25: I regularly provide my program office with status on active acquisitions.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



52

# Comments 

1) Every day.





Q26: I participate in Procurement Planning Strategy Meetings (PPSM's) and have a say in milestone development.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5
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Q26: I participate in Procurement Planning Strategy Meetings (PPSM's) and have a say in milestone development.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



54

# Comments 

1) Depends on the PCO. Some PCOs that I work for want the specialist involved in every aspect. Others only invite you to meetings after PPSMs.





Q27: My program office prepares and submits timely, quality acquisition packages where substantial rewrite is not required.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5
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Q27: My program office prepares and submits timely, quality acquisition packages where substantial rewrite is not required.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



56

# Comments 

1) Haven't participated in an acquisition that has yet to require rewrites on any of the submitted documents. 

2) Some of my program offices submit quality and timely work. Others require rewrites and follow-up information.





Q28: My Branch Head provides adequate flexibility in my work schedule.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q28: My Branch Head provides adequate flexibility in my work schedule.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) Yes, but would like to telework once a week. 

2 no telecommuting





Q29: It would appear that performance pay incentives (APS Points) are given on the basis of demonstrated performance.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q29: It would appear that performance pay incentives (APS Points) are given on the basis of demonstrated performance.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) appears that same people continuously receive points (same for time-off awards, on-the-spot awards) 

2) Sometimes, it feels like the point distribution is based on trying to be fair rather than performance. 

3) Those who are favored by leadership receive more points. The quality of work is not considered. 

4) Don't know yet for this year. 

5) If my branch manager is doing his/her job, then the poor performers on our team should be receiving zero points, right? I mean, we don't get "performance" points for simply coming into work and doing a "C" average job, right?





Q30: Working conditions (e.g., noise level, temperature, ventilation, cleanliness, cubicle, space, lighting) are acceptable.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6







Q30: Working conditions (e.g., noise level, temperature, ventilation, cleanliness, cubicle, space, lighting) are acceptable.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6



# Comments 

1) too hot/too cold. ventilation not good. cubes very difficult to hols mtgs/disc on sensitive topics. gnats are frequent. 

2) It varies from day to day...sometimes it's too hot or too cold. It's noisy because of the people on the floor or because of noise that is coming from upstairs.

3) While improvements have been made, the temperature fluctuates wildly. 

4) The A/C needs to be fixed. It's very unhealthy in the summer. I get sick from the heat. 

5) During the early summer/winter months, often times the temperature is unsatisfactory. Summer (too hot) and Winter (too cold).

6) The temperature is rarely comfortable. The new lighting is extremely too bright. 

7) 1102: Why is it 65 degrees in the bathroom and 80 degrees in my cube right now? Facilities: Uh... here, let's just go ahead and install some blinding LED lights. That ought'a do the trick!

8) Noise and temperature are sometimes questionable.





Q31: I am provided adequate tools to complete my assigned workload (e.g., computers, software, office supplies).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q31: I am provided adequate tools to complete my assigned workload (e.g., computers, software, office supplies).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) I have the equipment to get the work done, the question is will the software be cooperative. 

2) I have the office supplies, computer necessary to accomplish my duties. However, the programs (PD2, internet) are a frequent source of frustration because they are frequently down.

3) Other than it is a slow process to gain access to NMCI and then SPS. It delays the productivity of new hires by approximately one month. There truly has to be a better way to process these SAARs and get access and systems up and running. Once they are up and running we have adequate tools to complete our workload.

4) yes, but the computer systems are slow and don't work a lot. 

5) We don't have the IT resources to support offsite meetings. In other words, if you're a specialist you can pretty much forget having negotiations or any other kind of productive working meeting offsite. The person who decided we should all have desktops seems to be woefully out of touch with the actual roles and responsibilities of the 1102s who use them.





Q32: My branch/team emphasizes quality in our products.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q32: My branch/team emphasizes quality in our products.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) There are two opposite extremes of the spectrum.





Q33: A spirit of cooperation and teamwork exists in my branch/team.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q33: A spirit of cooperation and teamwork exists in my branch/team.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) I feel like my team members are comfortable talking to me about various work related actions/ concerns that I may be able to assist with.





Q34: I am encouraged to continue my personal and professional development (e.g., DAU courses, professional/leadership seminars, degree programs).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q34: I am encouraged to continue my personal and professional development (e.g., DAU courses, professional/leadership seminars, degree programs).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) I do most training on-line on my own time; I would like to attend a resident DAU class once a year. 

2) As long as it doesn't interfere with my workload.





Q35: The SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedure Manual (SCPPM) is successful in providing me with current policy and guidance.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6







Q35: The SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedure Manual (SCPPM) is successful in providing me with current policy and guidance.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6



# Comments 

1) use to always be out of date; has improved over last year.

2) The SCPPM does contain valuable information. However, as policy updates occur, the corresponding SCPPM documents are not always updated to reflect the policy changes. Additionally, it can be very challenging to 'find‘ information in the SCPPM.

3) Sometimes, it is difficult to find information





Q36: Specific Code 2.0 automated tools assist me in completing my assigned workload (e-Commerce, PD2, CMPG, WEBEX).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q36: Specific Code 2.0 automated tools assist me in completing my assigned workload (e-Commerce, PD2, CMPG, WEBEX).

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) frequently issues w/access 

2) Haven't really had any problems with the identified tools with the exception of PD2. With the existing issues, I work back and forth between the desktop and web-based versions.

3) See previous comment; the systems are down too frequently. This causes work delays. 

4) PD2 access and stability has been less than desired lately. For some reason many folks cannot create a CAR in the PD2 desktop version--no one has attempted to fix this to my knowledge. But it would be nice to have fixed for times when the Citrix version is having problems. The Citrix version times us out way too fast. It would be very helpful if the Citrix version allowed for the same type of time out that the desktop does where you just relog back into sps and not citrix in its entirety. when logging on to citrix there is a windows log on screen that requires us to enter our cac pin. This screen does not allow you to just enter the pin--you have to finagle it and hit enter and the numbers over and over again. Seems like it would be something worth fixing since sometimes I have spent 10 minutes trying to get my CAC pin in there.

5) Would be nice to have a better paperless system as opposed to spending so much time trying to upload documents into WEBEX. The Army has a system where you put all your working documents into as you are working so you don't have to worry about remembering to upload documents into WEBEX after an award. This is

very time consuming. Also, why can't we add electronic signatures to word docs - this will save time and paper so we don't have to print out paper to get hand signatures and then have to scan and upload...again, time saver! Also, saves costs on paper.

6) It's great when its working properly. Unfortunately, this week has been awful. 

7) WebEx is antiquated. The users have effectively been told "you are dumb, this is easy to use if you just take the time to learn how to use it," but at some point you have to take a step back and ask "Are the 1102s the problem? Or is WebEx the problem?" Look at the last several surveys... notice a theme here?





Q37: Review of my work by my supervisor provides good feedback.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6







Q37: Review of my work by my supervisor provides good feedback.

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6



# Comments 

1) Feedback is rarely provided.





Q38: BRACE Admin Support Team (Non Contract Specialist support) provides useful contract and data support .

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6







Q38: BRACE Admin Support Team (Non Contract Specialist support) provides useful contract and data support .

Answered: 29    Skipped: 6



# Comments 

1) I do not know what this team is or what it does.





Q39: Brace Contract Specialist Support Team (Non Admin Support) provides useful contract support.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5







Q39: Brace Contract Specialist Support Team (Non Admin Support) provides useful contract support.

Answered: 30    Skipped: 5



# Comments 

1) When utilized, yes. 

2) I do not know what this team is or what it does.





Q40: Overall, I would rate the quality of my work life (management, working conditions, job satisfaction, opportunities for professional growth, etc.) as:

Answered: 28    Skipped: 7
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Q40: Overall, I would rate the quality of my work life (management, working conditions, job satisfaction, opportunities for professional growth, etc.) as:

Answered: 28    Skipped: 7



82

# Comments 

1) The working conditions and my personal job satisfaction are good. However, the opportunities for professional growth/promotions are very limited. For example, it is evident that if a promotional opportunity outside of ones branch, ones background, experience, work quality, etc. does not matter. Unless an individual is in the branch with a promotional opportunity, there is no chance he/she will be selected. For a recent DP4 promotional opportunity, there were several more experienced/higher qualified individuals who were not selected simply because they were in the 'wrong' branch. It is a mystery to me how a DP3 with approximately 6 years government contracting experience can be selected for promotion to DP4 over several DP3s with 10-15 years of experience. Actions like this severely damage morale on the floor. 

2) I'm happy that my supervisor is open to my interest in professional growth 

3) Management has been sending a clear message that you have to leave the organization in order to get promoted. There are SEVERAL qualified employees on the floor who will leave unless management starts to open opportunities for growth in this 2.0 organization. Hiring is done based on branch, and branch heads hire

their own people, which means each branch has a promotion waiting list. Unless more DP4 slots open up - or like in industry - you are promoted because you are ready and qualified, not because you have waited for your turn in your branch, 2.0 will lose a lot of good people who get tired of the politics surrounded by the hiring process, and the long waiting lists. Given that there is plenty of work to go around, it would seem that giving a promotion/6% raise would be worth not losing good people, and having to train new ones. Waiting on a select number of promotion "slots" is not efficient when we are understaffed, and the message is continually reinforced that you have to leave SPAWAR in order to get a promotion.





Q41: If non-monetary awards are considered, what would you like to see:

Answered: 16    Skipped: 19



# Comments 

1) Comp Time Off

2) Time off awards. 

3) More telecommuting opportunities 

4) Time off awards 

5) A simple job well done goes a long way. 

6) Time off awards are always fun and appreciated. Even 59 minute awards for various on the spot achievements people appreciate.

7) Time Off Awards (I am sort of new here, so for all I know they are already being awarded--and I just don't know it).

8) Time off awards. 

9) More time-off awards...I put in a lot of my own time to get work done in a timely manner because we are shorthanded. Even giving SPAWAR coins or swag to recognize hard-working, efficient, quality workers.

10) assigned parking space 

11) 59 minutes. more 2.0 events/ awards recognition. In the All Hands, people were anxious to see their names for Spot on awards and they weren't even read during the meeting. So it kind of kills the excitement of getting recognized when it's only a power point slide.

12) No recommendations 

13) Time off awards 

14) Time Off Awards, Parking Spot

15) Student Loan Repayment Programs, Increased Telework opportunities, Organizational days and Team Building Exercises, Communication

16) Time off





Q42: The best thing that Management did this FY is:

Answered: 13    Skipped: 22



# Comments 

1)It's been status quo. 

2) Putting Telecommuting on the table.

3) Finally look into telecommuting options 

4) Only been here since January so I have not had much opportunity to observe and interact with mgmt. But I do like the consideration of implementing a regular telework program. It would provide me work life balance to be able to telework one to two days a week. I can utilize those days to read rfps, aps and documents that require detailed review much more efficiently than at my desk at the office.

5) . 

6) N/A 

7) Consider increased teleworking opportunities.

8) opened the possibility of telework 

9) Have an All Hands. Provide updates in the All Hands. Allow teleworK

10) No comment 

11) Started to implement a telecommuting plan. 

12) There have been a lot of changes in management recently so reflection is somewhat limited. 

13) Started to talk about Telework





Q43: The worst thing that Management did the FY is:

Answered: 10    Skipped: 25



# Comments 

1) It's been status quo. 

2) POAMs 

3) I have nothing to report here due to only being here for a short time. The transition of bringing Nancy Gunderson on board went smoothly and she reached out to the organization quickly. I would like to see an all hands once a quarter as long as their is something to report.

4) . 

5) N/A 

6) Not truly promote leadership opportunities or training/

7) No comment 

8) Maintain unfair APS system where points awarded aren't commensurate with workload, awards, and yearly number of actions and dollars obligated.

9) There have been a lot of changes in management recently so reflection is somewhat limited. 

10) Slow at implementing Telework





Q44: Please provide specific suggestions for actions that Management might take to address your concerns from this survey (you may include how management would better serve your needs of how management can make this survey better).

Answered: 10    Skipped: 25



# Comments 

1) This survey doesn't really address the hiring process here, but many of the announcement appear to be done for appearances only. The person for the position is typically known when the announcement is made. The only thing is being noticed with these "promotions" is that the individual may leave if it's not received. Not knowing the performance of these recipients put aside, and other comments made on the floor from junior specialist on the floor, there's a sense of entitlement that they should get a position by a certain timeframe designated by them rather than experience. And with the current hiring process and the concern over losing people, it appears that this mentality is being catered.

2) It seems that we could use more Government contract specialist in the field. I am not located in San Diego and I wonder if the SPAWAR HQ teams get forgotten sometimes because we are not right there under mgmt's purview. The program office has given up their billets to hire contracting officers and contract specialist and they seem frustrated that they had to do that to get adequate support.

3) One thing I have heard about here is that promotions are pretty much "stove-piped." That is, if there is a promotion opportunity in another branch, the chances of someone from outside that branch being selected are next to nil. I heard of an instance where someone got promoted to DP4 within their branch despite there being

several more seasoned candidates in other branches.

4) A/C for the summer. It's unhealthy to work under 90 degree heat in the office. 

5) N/A 

6) In the future, please choose leaders who not only have the knowledge to lead, but also have the personality to do so and to interact with and encourage personnel. By only choosing knowledgable people, 2.0 has failed in choosing great leaders. 

7) No specific recommendations 

8) Put results from survey into action by making the changes requested from the survey. 

9) Maintaining personnel within SPAWAR and training / promoting them vice losing them to other agencies or codes.

10) Embrace Telework





Employee Survey 2015: Category Scores

		Category Results		FY15		FY14		FY13		FY12		FY11		FY10		FY09		FY08		FY07

		Mission Goals
(Q 1- Q 5)		78%		82%		89%		81%		Only OPM Survey conduct FY11		81%		81%		80%		73%

		Leadership Management (Q 11- Q 12)		74%		85%		86%		91%		Only OPM Survey conduct FY11		91%		86%		81%		73%

		Customer Partnership
(Q 25 – Q 26)		87%		78%		84%		86%		Only OPM Survey conduct FY11		77%		88%		81%		67%

		Work Environment
(Q 28, Q 30 
Q 31, Q 33)		73%		74%		81%		86%		Only OPM Survey conduct FY11		84%		84%		85%		76%
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HUMAN RESOURCES SUMMARY

The following four slides provide information on the following topics:

1. SPAWAR 2.0 Health & Safety initiatives
2. SPAWAR 2.0 efforts promoting Employee Welfare
3. Information Sharing/Dissemination within SPAWAR 2.0

SPAWAR 2.0 Leadership takes great pride in its attention to the health and safety
of its employees as well as its focus on employee morale and overall welfare.
We also maintain a substantial and robust communication structure to reinforce
our culture of emphasis on business ethics and our adherence to the overall
SPAWAR Vision. We use our bulletin boards to enhance information-sharing
regarding key policy initiatives, metrics and useful topics pertaining to our
organizational structure.
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Information Sharing in SPAWAR 2.0

A display is located next to the
main entryway into the
SPAWAR 2.0 spaces which
provides the names and faces
of SPAWAR 2.0 Leadership
including Branch Heads. This
serves to immediately
familiarize visitors with the
organizational structure. The
display also highlights the
Employee of the Quarter to
provide recognition for work L
well done.

SPAWAR 2.0 provides multiple bulletin boards throughout the
working spaces to share key information with employees. The above
board is located at the main entryway to SPAWAR 2.0 and focuses on
ethics as well as providing an overview of the SPAWAR 2.0
organization.

The SPAWAR Vision is displayed
prominently within the SPAWAR
2.0 spaces, in order to remind
employees of the overall goals at
the Command. This promotes
focus on these goals during day-
to-day operational work.

The above bulletin board is located in the SPAWAR 2.0 kitchen area
and provides ethics reminders as well us useful information on the
ride sharing initiative. The kitchen is a high-traffic area which makes it
a good venue for displaying helpful information.
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Information Sharing in SPAWAR 2.0 (Cont.)
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The 2.0 Dashboard

SPAWAR Z-U-SPON_S‘_JI'Ed highlights the good work
training opportunities are done by PCOs and
listed to inform SPAWAR Specialists including areas
2.0 staff.

such as Small Business
awards, Competition
metrics, and overall

Claimancy Actions and
Dollars.

The COR Dashboard provides COR-specific metrics/
accomplishments and is maintained by the COR Manager.

The SPAWAR 2.0 Policy Bulletin Board is located mid-way through the main hallway which spans the length of the SPAWAR 2.0 working
spaces. It is designed to be a user-friendly resource for key Policy initiatives to inform and educate SPAWAR 2.0 Staff. In the center is the list
of DASN (AP) Special Interest Items for review. Other areas of coverage (highlighted above) include the SPAWAR 2.0 Dashboard, COR-
specific information and metrics, 2.0 Sponsored Training, and the CNO’s Navigation Plan. Also provided through this bulletin board are

hardcopies of the latest Policy Alerts. These provide the most recent policy changes/updates likely to impact SPAWAR 2.0 PCOs and Contract
Specialists.
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Health, Safety and Employee Welfare in SPAWAR 2.0

The Alert system is located in
the main corridor and
throughout the SPAWAR 2.0
Spaces (including the main
kitchenette). It includes an
alarm which can be activated by
any staff member in the event
of an emergency, connecting
them to the authorities.

The “Giant Voice” loudspeaker
located above the alarm is a
means to immediately alert
SPAWAR 2.0 staff to any
emergencies occurring on the
Old Town campus.

An emergency defibrillator
device is located in the main
hallway which spans the
length of the SPAWAR 2.0
spaces. In the event of an
emergency, the device can
be employed before an
ambulance can arrive on
campus.

A new set of microwaves
were installed in the
SPAWAR 2.0 kitchen area in
the Spring of 2016 to replace
the previous models.
SPAWAR 2.0 Leadership
remains committed to
ensuring that the employee
working environment is
comfortable and enjoyable.

This poster, located on the wall of the main hallway which spans
the length of the SPAWAR 2.0 spaces, encourages those who may
be experiencing emotional trauma to seek assistance and provides

resources for them to do so.
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Health, Safety and Employee Welfare in SPAWAR 2.0 (Cont.)

Standing desks have been
installed for employees with a
medical necessity. These
work arrangements allow
employees experiencing
physical difficulties or pain to
be able to remain as
comfortable and productive
as possible in the SPAWAR 2.0
workplace.

SPAWAR 2.0 actively promotes
inclusion of People with
Disabilities in the workplace
and provides accommodations
which will allow them to
maximize their productivity.
This poster is located
immediately outside the
offices of SPAWAR 2.0 and
SPAWAR 2.0A.

Vanpool to SPAWAR

The Vanpool program
allows participating
employees to share their
ride to and from work,
saving on the cost of
gasoline and wear-and-
tear on personal vehicles.
SPAWAR 2.0 encourages
employees to participate
in this program, as well as
to take public
transportation where
feasible.

SPAWAR 2.0 encourages its
staff members to take
advantage of the Physical
Fitness and Wellness
Program, which provides
participants with two 59-
minute periods per week
during working hours when
they may engage in an
approved fitness activity such
as running or working out at
the SPAWAR HQ gym.
SPAWAR 2.0 Leadership
recognizes that regular fitness
is essential to good health.
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EX 8 Contracting_Officer_Appointments_-_TEAM_SPAWAR.pdf


 CONTRACTING OFFICER APPOINTMENT June 2016 
 


Page 1 of 3 
Note: All SCPPM documents are periodically updated, and the latest version is available here for download. 


1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this document is to provide Space and Naval Warfare Systems 
Command guidance on the appointment of Contracting Officers. 


2. POLICY 
The Director of Contracts (2.0) has been appointed by the Commander, Space and 
Naval Warfare Systems Command as his designee to grant approvals of Contracting 
Officer’s Certificates.  This authority is further delegated to the Chiefs of the 
Contracting Office of SPAWAR Systems Centers, Atlantic and Pacific; however, site 
specific policies are not discussed here. See Director of Contracts’ Memorandum for 
Chiefs of the Contracting Office for the SPAWAR Systems Centers San Diego and 
Charleston - Subj: Delegation of Authority for Procurement Matters, 20 Dec 06. 


With this authority, SPAWAR fully implements the Department of Defense 
Contracting Officer Warranting Program Model. This policy complies with the 
considerations necessary for the selection, appointment, and termination of 
appointment of Contracting Officers in accordance with FAR 1.603. 


3. RESPONSIBILITIES 
 Types of Contracting Officer Authority: Contracting Officer authority will be 3.1
granted as unlimited or with specific limitations depending on the scope of 
the authority to be exercised. Only those employees with specific Contracting 
Officer authority may execute contracts, grants, and related agreements (i.e., 
co-operative agreements, Other Transaction Authority, TEAs, etc.) that involve 
federal funding on behalf of SPAWAR. 


 The nominated Contract Specialist and associated Supervisor are 3.2
responsible for submitting the Contracting Officer (CO) Appointment/Warrant 
Eligibility Transfer/Termination Request. 


 The Director of Contracts and the Chiefs of the Contracting Office for 3.3
SPAWAR Systems Centers, as delegated, act as the appointing official, taking 
into consideration the complexity and dollar value of the acquisitions to be 
assigned and the candidate’s experience, training, education, business acumen, 
and judgment. Prior conduct of an individual may be taken into consideration 
when making warrant decisions. 


4. PROCEDURES 
 Selection 4.1


The candidate’s attributes play a key role in determining his/her appointment as a 
SPAWAR Contracting Officer. Selection criterion includes: 


1. Possesses appropriate DAWIA certifications. 
2. AT&L Acquisition Core Member  
3. Requirement to remain current in primary acquisition career field and hold 


current Continuous Learning certificates;  
4. Minimum requirement of at least four years of experience in a contracting 


position (10 U.S.C. § 1724 (a)(2)); 
5. Minimum requirements per FAR 1.603-2(b) (specified in 10 U.S.C. § 1724 


(a)(3)) are that the candidate has:  
I. Received a baccalaureate degree from an accredited educational 


institution authorized to grant baccalaureate degrees, and  
II. Completed at least 24 semester credit hours (or the equivalent) of 


study from an accredited institution of higher education in any of the 
following disciplines: accounting, business, finance, law, contracts, 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/1.1.2_Contracting_Officer_Appointment.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Delegation%20of%20Authority%20_SSC_CCOs%2020Dec06.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Delegation%20of%20Authority%20_SSC_CCOs%2020Dec06.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Delegation%20of%20Authority%20_SSC_CCOs%2020Dec06.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA000606-12-DPAP.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA000606-12-DPAP.pdf

https://www.acquisition.gov/sites/default/files/current/far/html/Subpart%201_6.html#wp1050961

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf

http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:10%20section:1724%20edition:prelim)%20OR%20(granuleid:USC-prelim-title10-section1724)&f=treesort&edition=prelim&num=0&jumpTo=true

https://www.acquisition.gov/sites/default/files/current/far/html/Subpart%201_6.html#wp1050964

http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=(title:10%20section:1724%20edition:prelim)%20OR%20(granuleid:USC-prelim-title10-section1724)&f=treesort&edition=prelim&num=0&jumpTo=true
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purchasing, economics, industrial management, marketing, 
quantitative methods, and organization and management; and 


6. Applicant must have demonstrated significant potential for advancement to 
levels of greater responsibility and authority, based on analytical and sound 
decision making capabilities, job performance and qualifying experience. 


 Appointment 4.2
SPAWAR Contracting Officers shall be appointed in writing on a SF 1402, 
Certificate of Appointment, which shall state any limitations on the scope of authority 
to be exercised, other than limitations contained in applicable law or regulation.  The 
appointing official has wide discretion in determining the limits placed upon a 
candidate’s authority and these limitations are heavily dependent on the candidate’s 
current or planned assignments (i.e. size and complexity of assigned program(s)).  
Code 2.0 shall maintain files containing copies of all appointments that have not 
been terminated. Files may contain such documents as the Certificate of 
Appointment, application and/or nomination form, Interview notes, etc. Code 2.0 
shall retain the record until such time as the appointment is terminated and for a 
reasonable time thereafter in order to facilitate eligibility transfers and 
reinstatements.  


 Annual Reviews 4.3
SPAWAR Contracts 2.0 is required to maintain a list of approved Contracting Officers 
such that when audit support is required, verifiable evidence exists that the 
obligations on contract are being made by an authorized, warranted individual.   


1. 2.0 organizations (HQ, SSC Atlantic, SSC Pacific) will review and validate (or 
reissue) all current Contract Warrants annually to provide required oversight. 
NLT 31 October, SPAWAR 2.0 (HQ, SSC Atlantic, SSC Pacific) will forward to 
SPAWAR 1.0 an updated Contract Warrant List, ensuring that all warrants are 
validated annually for the following: 


a. Monetary Threshold 
b. Authorized Contract Vehicles (Types of Contracts) 
c. Effective Date 


2. The review and validation should be approved and signed by the Director of 
Contracts, Chief of the Contracting Office or delegated authority, and retained 
in accordance with the National Archive regulations. 


3. The Contract Warrant List must be signed electronically or manually to 
evidence the review.  This effort will help improve SPAWAR’s business 
operational effectiveness and efficiency and implements Improving Financial 
Information and Achieving Audit Readiness and Achieving a Clean Financial 
Audit, respectively. 


 Termination of Appointment - Termination of a SPAWAR Contracting Officer 4.4
appointment will be by Contracting Officer (CO) Appointment/Warrant 
Eligibility Transfer/Termination Request. Reasons for terminations may include 
reassignment, termination of employment, or unsatisfactory performance. No 
termination shall operate retroactively. Warrant termination is a standard 
component of the employee checkout process within SPAWAR. 


5. APPROVALS 
The Director of Contracts and Chiefs of the Contracting Office for SPAWAR Systems 
Centers, as delegated, approves or rejects all appointments.  For SPAWAR HQ, this 
authority is delegated to the Deputy Director of Contracts in the Directors absence. 
Heads of Echelon III activities have been granted delegation as well. 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/1.1.2_Contracting_Officer_Appointment.pdf

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/FormsStandard34.html

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/FormsStandard34.html

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/SecDef_Audit_Memo_13_Oct_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/SecDef_Audit_Memo_13_Oct_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/DoN%20VCNO_Achieving_a_Clean_Financial_Audit_Memo_20_Apr_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/DoN%20VCNO_Achieving_a_Clean_Financial_Audit_Memo_20_Apr_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf
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6. TOOLBOX 
1. Delegation of Authority for Procurement Matters - SPAWAR 2.0, 1 May 2015 
2. Contracting Officer Warranting Program Model – DoD, Feb 2012 
3. Improving Financial Information and Achieving Audit Readiness – SECDEF, 


Oct 2011 
4. Achieving a Clean Financial Audit – DON VCNO, Apr 2011 
5. Contracting Officer (CO) Appointment/Warrant Eligibility 


Transfer/Termination Request 
6. Sample Contracting Officer Warrant Log 
7. SF 1402, Certificate of Appointment 


7. CHANGE HISTORY 


Updated material is highlighted by purple text and an Alert/New    icon. 
Date Description of Changes 
June 2016 Updated Para 4.1 and Toolbox item #1. 
May 2016 Content formatted and reorganized. SCPPM references 


updated. 
November 2012 Last version created in old format; recent updates occurred 


under Approvals and Annual Reviews. 
 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/1.1.2_Contracting_Officer_Appointment.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Delegation%20of%20Authority%20for%20Procurement%20Matters%202.0_2.0A.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA000606-12-DPAP.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/SecDef_Audit_Memo_13_Oct_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/DoN%20VCNO_Achieving_a_Clean_Financial_Audit_Memo_20_Apr_11.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Contracting%20Officer%20(CO)%20Appointment-Warrant%20Eligibility%20Transfer-Termination%20Request.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Sample%20Contracting%20Officer%20Warrant%20Log.xls

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/FormsStandard34.html
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		Items Reviewed

		Description

		Lessons Learned

Disposition



		16-001

		Solicitation N0039-16-R-0028 - Automated Digital Network System (ADNS) Increment III

		Process lessons learned:



1. Introduction of all team members and identifying each person's role and responsibility for this procurement.

2. Provide an overview of this procurement (highlight the special interest items and briefly walk through the evaluation factors; this could be done either from your PM or respective PCO).

3. Address all significant comments and ask clarification as necessary. 

4. Identify any follow-up plan of actions/corrections as necessary.

5. Conclude the meeting by asking for consensus from the board members to concur and allow this procurement to move forward.  (If there are any additional concerns from the board, please address the concern accordingly).



Once reaching the consensus, please finalize the LPR request and sign it electronically with short finding/recommendation on the form and forward to all board members.





		16-002

		Solicitation N00024-15-R-3393 - PEO EIS Integrated Engineering and Logistics (E&L) Contractor Support Services (CSS)

		Process lessons learned:



1. Build in standard review timelines giving the PCO enough time to adjudicate the board member comments into the review documents prior to the board meeting.

2.  PCO to develop brief with procurement overview, comments review and adjudication, action items, and consensus topics. 
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HQ_Local_Peer_Reviews request n waiver form 5-31-2016.docx
[bookmark: _Local_Peer_Review_1]Local Peer Review (LPR) Request Form



Procurement Information:



		Requestors

		Name

		Code

		Phone



		Contract Specialist

		[bookmark: Text1]     

		[bookmark: Text14]     

		[bookmark: Text2]     



		PCO

		[bookmark: Text4]     

		[bookmark: Text15]     

		[bookmark: Text5]     



		Branch Head

		     

		     

		     





  

		Solicitation/Contract Number

		[bookmark: Text7]     



		Estimated Dollar Value and Funding Type(s) (inclusive of options)

		[bookmark: Text8]     



		Description of Supplies/Services (If applicable, include acquisition category, phase of program, and any other pertinent information.)

		     



		Contract Type

		     



		PSC Code

		     



		PCO and Legal Reviews Completed

		[bookmark: Check15][bookmark: Check16]|_| Yes  |_| No (If no, explain below.) 







Check all that apply:

[bookmark: Check1]|_| Commercial Item Procurement

[bookmark: Check3]|_| In support of the War Effort

|_| Other Special Interest Item



Review Type:

Check one:

[bookmark: Check12]|_| Competitive Pre-Award/1st Review 

[bookmark: Check13]|_| Competitive Pre-Award/2nd Review

|_| Competitive Post-Award Review (Services)



|_| Non-Competitive/1st Review 

|_| Non-Competitive/2nd Review

|_| Non-Competitive Post-Award Review (Services)






LPRB Information:



		Date Action Reviewed

		[bookmark: Text10]     







LPRB Participants:



		Position

		Name



		LPRB Chair

		



		Team Member

		



		Team Member

		



		Team Member

		



		Legal Representative

		



		PM or PM Representative

		



		SSA

		







Decision:

|_| Approved with no conditions/actions required (See below.) 

[bookmark: Check8]|_| Conditionally Approved with actions required (See below.)

[bookmark: Check9]|_| Disapproved (See below.)



Findings, Recommendations, Conditions/Actions Required:



		









		Cognizant PCO Initials

		     



		Cognizant Branch Head/LPRB Chair Initials

		     














Remedy/Action Taken: (Applicable only if approval granted with conditions/actions required.)



Based on the findings/recommendations/actions required of/by the LPRB, the following action(s) were taken:



		







		Cognizant PCO Initials

		     



		Cognizant Branch Head/LPRB Chair Initials
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[bookmark: _Local_Peer_Review_2]Local Peer Review (LPR) Waiver Form



Procurement Information:



		Requestor

		Name

		Code

		Phone



		Contract Specialist

		     

		     

		     



		PCO

		     

		     

		     





 

		Solicitation Number

		     



		Estimated Dollar Value (inclusive of options) 

		     



		Description of Supplies/Services (If applicable, include acquisition category, phase of program, and any other pertinent information.)

		     



		Contract Type

		     



		PSC Code

		     



		Type of Local Peer Review to be Waived (Competitive or Non-Competitive Preaward 1st Review, Competitive or Non-Competitive Pre-award 2nd Review)

		







Waiver Request:

Specify the rationale for the waiver, including adverse impact if waiver not approved (i.e. in support of the war effort, expediency due to political or other interests, etc.):



		












Approval:



I hereby agree to this waiver request, and recommend approval





________________________________________________________________

Signature of Cognizant Branch Head					Date





I hereby waive the review(s) identified above as conduct of such review(s) would adversely impact the Government’s requirement for the reason(s) stated above.



________________________________________________________________

Signature of SPAWAR 2.0/2.0A						Date
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IG Report DODIG-2015-167 (DoD IT Contracts Awarded Without Competition)_Highlights Sep 2015.pdf


DoD IG Report DODIG-2015-167 (9 September 2015): DoD 
Information Technology Contracts Awarded Without 


Competition Were Generally Justified 


Purpose: To assess whether contracting personnel within the Navy and other Services 
properly justified the use of other than full & open competition for  Information Technology 
(IT) procurements in accordance with statutory requirements.   


IG Findings Summary 


Recommended Best Practices for Continued Success Across SPAWAR Claimancy: 


• SPAWAR contracting personnel were found to have properly justified the use of other than full & open 
competitive procedures for the contracts which the inspectors reviewed.  


 
 All of the SPAWAR contracts reviewed by the auditors were found to have included sufficient 


justification to  support the decision not to pursue competitive awards. 
 


 Proper procedures which the inspectors found to have been implemented included: 
• Appropriate application of cited authority; 
• Compliance with Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 6.303-2, “Content” requirements 


in the Justification and Approval (J&A) for Other Than Full and Open Competition; 
• Receipt of approval from the proper personnel before contract award; and 
• Documentation of compliance with FAR Part 10, “Market Research.” 


 


1. Ensure that contracting personnel follow FAR synopsis requirements including: 
a. FAR 5.207(c)(15) requires that the intended source be identified in the synopsis and a statement 


of the reason justifying the lack of competition be included; 
b. FAR 5.207(c)(16)(ii) requires a statement in the synopsis that: "all responsible sources may 


submit a capability statement, proposal, or quotation, which shall be considered by the agency.” 
Use when citing FAR 6.302-1; 


c. FAR 5.207(c)(16)(i) requires a statement in the synopsis that:  "all responsible sources may 
submit a bid, proposal, or quotation which shall be considered by the agency." Use when citing 
FAR 6.302-2 through 6.302-7; 


d. Include the presolicitation notice in the file especially if the J&A states that the effort will be 
synopsized in FedBizOpps; 


e. When a contract award will not be publicized, be sure to cite the appropriate exception (FAR 
5.202) in the J&A.   


2. Always document rationale to show that competition could not be reasonably anticipated; 
3. Market Research must be documented within the contract file IAW FAR Part 10 and be discussed 


within the J&A (FAR 6.303-2). When Market Research is not conducted, carefully document the reason 
for its absence; 


4. When awarding a sole-source contract based on Unusual and Compelling Urgency (FAR 6.302-2): 
a. Ensure that the J&A is approved prior to award whenever possible or within a "reasonable time" 


after contract award; 
b. Limit the period of performance to the time necessary to meet the unusual and compelling 


requirements. 
5. When a contract is awarded based on the 8(a) statute, be sure to cite FAR 6.302-5 “Authorized or 


Required by Statute” and include the SBA Acceptance Letter/DD2579 for verification purposes. 
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GAO Report GAO-14-584 (Factors DoD Considers When Choosing Best Value Processes Are Consistent With Guidance for Selected Acquisitions)Summary_Nov 2015.pdf


GAO Report GAO-14-584 (Published 30 July 2014):  
Factors DoD Considers When Choosing Best Value Processes 


Are Consistent With Guidance for Selected Acquisitions 


Purpose: Per Congressional mandate, GAO was tasked to review DoD’s use of best value 
processes during FY13. Specifically, GAO reviewed the factors DoD considers when choosing a 
source selection method and the training the DoD provides to its acquisition personnel on 
source selection processes.    


IG Findings Summary 


• DoD used either best value tradeoff or Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) source selection 
processes for 93% of new, competitively awarded contracts with a value greater than $1 million in FY13. 
LPTA does not permit trade-offs between price/cost and technical factors, with award being made to the 
offeror whose price is lowest among all proposals which are determined to be technically acceptable.   


• The tradeoff process was used most often in the service contracting area. 
• LPTA was used most often to acquire commercial products. 


• Decisions over whether to use best value tradeoff or LPTA methods were found to be based upon the DoD’s 
ability to clearly define requirements as well as knowledge of potential vendors in the marketplace.  


• LPTA was frequently used in situations where contracting personnel possessed sufficient 
knowledge of the requirements and vendors to be able to establish confidence that the lowest 
priced vendor could deliver the goods or services. 


• Best value tradeoff was frequently used in situations where contracting and program office officials 
were less certain about requirements, were looking for innovative solutions, or wanted to use non-
cost factors to differentiate between vendors.  


• DoD was found to be providing classroom and online training to acquisition personnel regarding the 
source selection process, through the Defense Acquisition University (DAU) and courses specific to 
military departments. 


• DoD personnel, including DAU officials, emphasized the continued need for on-the-job training for 
personnel involved in the process of source selection to promote learning through experience. 


1. Ensure that 1102s understand to use the LPTA process only when: 
• Risk is clearly definable and not susceptible to fluctuation during performance 
• Risk of unnecessary performance is minimal  
• Cost/Price plays a dominant role in the decision making process 


2. Ensure that new hires to SPAWAR 2.0 are exposed to a variety of contracting situations to allow them to 
gain experiential knowledge regarding the source selection process.  This knowledge will enable them to 
make sound business judgments when they are ultimately called upon to decide whether to apply best 
value tradeoff or LPTA methods during the evaluation phase of future contract actions. 


3. Ensure that new hires to SPAWAR 2.0 continue to be required to take DAU courses focusing on the 
source selection process within their first two years of employment, including: CON 100 (Shaping Smart 
Business Arrangements); CON 121 (Contract Planning); CON 124 (Contract Execution); CON 280 (Source 
Selection and Administration of Service Contracts); CON 290 (Contract Administration and Negotiation 
Techniques in a Supply Environment). 


4. Ensure continued learning opportunities for seasoned contracting personnel in SPAWAR 2.0 through 
DAU or other resources to provide refresher information and promote continued focus on the 
considerations which shape decision-making during contract planning and evaluation. 


5. Continue to update online resources maintained by SPAWAR 2.0, including the SPAWAR Contracts 
Policy and Procedures Manual (SCPPM) and Contract Management Process Guide (CMPG), with 
information on the source selection process as any new guidance is issued. 
 


Recommended Best Practices for Continued Success Across SPAWAR Claimancy: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE SYSTEMS COMMAND 4301 PACIFIC HIGHWAY 


SAN DIEGO, CA 92110-3127 


 
 


SPAWARINST 4200.26D 


         2.3.1 


         7 Jun 2016 


 


SPAWARINST 4200.26D 


 


From:  Commander, Space and Naval Warfare Systems Command  


 


Subj:  CONTRACT POLICY AND PROCEDURES 


 


Encl:  (1) SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedures Manual (SCPPM) 


 


1.  Purpose.  To provide a web-based manual in which contracting 


guidance is made available to the Claimancy. 


 


2.  Cancellation.  SPAWARINST 4200.26C 


 


3.  Background.  Enclosure (1) establishes uniform policies and 


procedures implementing the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 


Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement, and Navy 


Marine Corp Acquisition Regulation Supplement for the Claimancy. 


 


4.  Information.  This web-based manual resides on the SPAWAR 


Contracting Directorate Intranet site (https://e-


commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policyd


ocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/SCPPM_Matrix.pdf). 


 


5.  Action.  SPAWAR HQ, contracting claimancy and program offices 


will use enclosure (1) as authoritative guidance on all matters 


covered within it effective immediately.  SPAWAR Director/Deputy 


Director of Contracts and their designees are authorized to issue 


changes and revisions to the SCPPM as deemed necessary. 


 


6.  Records Management.  Records created as a result of this 


instruction, regardless of media and format, will be managed per 


Secretary of the Navy Manual 5210.1 of January 2012. 


 


 


 


 


 


Distribution: 


Electronic only, via SPAWAR Wiki Website: 


https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/x/vgVT 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/SCPPM_Matrix.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/SCPPM_Matrix.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/SCPPM_Matrix.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/SCPPM_Matrix.pdf

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/x/vgVT
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QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW

 SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE COMMAND CONTRACTS DIRECTORATE 2.0

FOR THE PERIOD OF 1 OCTOBER 2012 TO 

30 DECEMBER 2013

I. INTRODUCTION

As part of the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program (PPMAP) an internal Quality Assurance Review (QAR) was performed on a sample of Solicitation posted on E- Commerce and awarded contracts files which were reviewed for documentation completeness, appropriate approval signatures, clause currency and compliance with the Navy Component Clause Control Program.  Files were viewed in WebEX- the SPAWAR official Contract Archive system. 

Each contract was reviewed against a set list of pertinent clauses and provisions, as well as applicability to the approval thresholds listed in SPAWAR HQ Approval Thresholds- a SCPPM document. 

II. CONTRACT FILE SELECTION REVIEW METHODOLOGY


A random sampling of  ‘C’ and ‘D’ contracts, task orders and modifications, GSA Orders and SAPs were selected for review from those listed on E-Commerce Central and the FPDS-NG awarded contracts listing.  The criteria for files selected for review were; higher dollar value, sole source, complexity of the action, and full and open with only one offer received. Webex, the SPAWAR Contracts digital archiving system was used to review the files- SPAWAR Policy establishes Webex as the “OFFICIAL” contract file and all documents required to be in a contract file shall be uploaded and stored in Webex.

The file reviews were conducted in accordance with SPAWAR SCPPM ‘Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations’. The SCPPM document contains checklists for the various types of contract documents.  The checklists are continually reviewed for completeness and updates. The checklists were used in the review process. 

The following contracts/task orders were reviewed:



                           Effective Contractor


    Contract Number     Date       Name

        PSC      PCO
   Total Value

		N00039-12-C-0054




		10/1/11

		Booz, Allen Hamilton




		Ltr Contract-Bridge

		AD26

		Jon Wester

		$22M



		N00039-12-C-0077

		2/8/12

		Serco, Inc

		Full and Open -1 offer

		R485

		Wendy Fletcher

		$19M



		N00039-12-C-0087

		11/1/11

		Oceaneering International




		Not Competed Unique Source

		R425

		Wendy Fletcher

		$2.8M



		N00039-12-C-0107

		7/27/12

		Method Tech Sol

		8(a)SBSA

		D302

		M.StMoritz

		$3.8M



		N00039-12-C-0090

		3/29/12

		Innovative Def Tech

		Not Competed SBIR III

		AC62

		E. Davenport

		$12M



		N00039-12-C-0002

		2/1/12

		Raytheon

		Full and Open 1 offer

		JO58

		E. Davenport

		$17M



		N00039-12-C-0084

		8/2/12

		Cubic Defense Sys

		Not Competed

		5810

		H. Radaford

		$12M



		N00039-11-F-0001

		10/27/10

		Crossmatch Tech.

		Not Competed FMS

		5980

		Commercial item

		$12.9M



		N00039-08-D-0004 Task Order 0009

		2/8/11

		Harris Corp

		Not competed

		5895

		K. Nickel

		$9.5M



		N00039-11-F-0003 Commercial item

		12/21/10

		Oracle

		Not Competed

		L070

		K. Reavis

		$5.7M



		N00039-11-A-0001 BPA Order 0001 Commercial item

		9/13/11

		Solutions Engineering

		Competed 1 offer

		7030

		K. Holcomb

		$1.249M



		W91QUZ-06-A-0002 NS01


Commercial item

		10/24/11

		Data Link Sol.

		Competed 1 offer

		7030

		K. Holcomb

		$10.7M



		N00039-09-D-0001 Delivery Order 43 Commercial item

		3/16/12

		NCS Tech

		Full and Open

		7010

		D Chesnut

		$5M



		N00039-10-F-0007 Commercial item T&M Contract

		9/30/10

		Oracle

		Not Competed- only one source

		D308

		K Reavis

		$1.5M



		N00039-12-F-0013 Commercial item

		9/28/12

		Dell federal Sys

		Not Competed

		7010

		M Truesdale

		$1.197M



		N00039-13-C-0017 Commercial item

		4/12/13

		MOLA Intl.

		Competed 

		7010

		S Derby

		$1.168M



		N00039-11-A-0001 BPA 0002

		1/12/12

		Solutions Engineering

		Not Competed

		7030

		K Holcomb

		$195K



		W91QUZ-09-A0003 NS04



		4/6/12

		Carahsoft Tech

		Not Competed order off ESL website

		7030

		M. Truesdale

		$1.99M



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		





III. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW ELEMENTS


Contract files were reviewed for compliance and currency against the following set of clauses and provisions:


· FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements (Aug 1996)

· FAR 52.204-8 Annual Representations and Certifications (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-7 System For Award Management (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-10 Reporting Executive Compensation and First Tier Subcontracts, (If applicable -no DD254) (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.215-22 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges Identification of Subcontracting effort (Oct 2009) (Use when the anticipated cost of the contract exceeds $700K & contract type is other than FFP)


· FAR 52.215-23 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges (Oct 2009) (Use when 52.215-22 is used)


· FAR 52.219-14 Limitations on Subcontracting  (Nov 2011) (if prime was a small business set aside)


· FAR 52.219-28 Post-Award Small Business Program Rerepresentation (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.222-54 Employment Eligibility Verification (Jul 2012) (required in all RFPs except commercial items)


· FAR 52.223-15 Energy Efficiency in Energy Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.223-16 IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computing products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.232-25 Prompt Payment  (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.245-1 Government Furnished Property (Apr 2012)


· DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information (Nov 2013) (All RFPs including commercial item/services)

· DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation (Jun 2013) (Supply contract >$5000)

· DFARS 252.211-7007 Reporting of Government Furnished Property (Aug 2012) (Use when 52.245-1 is used)

· DFARS 52.219-7003 Small Business Subcontracting Plan (DoD Contracts) (Aug 2012)


· DFARS 252.225-7040 Contractor Personnel Authorized to Accompany U.S. Armed Forces Deployed Outside the United States (Feb 2013)


· DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in Technical Data- Noncommercial Items (Jun 2013)


· DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Request (Jun 2012)


· DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions (May 2013)

· DFARS 252.234-7001 Notice of Earned Value Management System (>$20M) (Apr 2008)


· DFARS 252.234-7002 Earned Value Management System (May 2011)


· DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (Jan 2008) 


· 5252.204-9200 Security Requirements (Dec 1999)


· 5252.204-9202 Contractor Picture Badge (Jul 2013)


· 5252.204-9602 Contractor Identification (May 2004)


· 5252.216-9200 Fee Determination and Payment (and any alternates) 


· Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (Applicable to service contracts)


Additionally, compliance with the Navy’s Software Process Improvement Initiative (SPII) guidance was addressed where applicable. 

Contracts were reviewed for compliance with the Navy’s Component Clause Control Plan – NMCARS Annex 


Reviewed Commercial Item contracts for appropriate Commercial contract clauses.


Reviewed service contracts to ensure the requirements of Enterprise Manpower Contract Reporting Application  (EMCRA) was included in the PWS/SOW.


Reviewed for file completeness and all documents reviewed to ensure the proper signatures were obtained.  


IV. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW RESULTS


      Each file reviewed is detailed below with the applicable deficiencies


      noted as well any positives.

SPAWAR HQ CONTRACT FILES:

Contract no.


Findings



        Strengths

		N00039-12-C-0054

		No evidence of a PPSM being conducted (See PPSM SCPPM)


No IGCE was in WeBEX


No evidence in WeBEX that a PZ mod was ever issued (Definitization)


No evidence in WeBEX the J&A was ever posted to FBO


No evidence in WeBEX of a DD2579 being executed


No waiver of Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in the file


No evidence of CHINFO notification




		Contract does contain a Definitization Schedule and the appropriate clauses.

Approval to enter into a Letter contract approved.



		N00039-12-C-0077




		No PPSM Documentation in WeBEX (See PPSM SCPPM)


No Market Research Documentation


No evidence of MOPAS Approvals (R425 is a KBS type of service)


No evidence of DD2579 in WeBEX (although BCM states it was signed 27 May 2011)


No evidence of Determination of Personal/Non_Personal Services (although BCM states it was approved on 11 Apr 2011)


BCM states a Program AP was approved by T. Dowd on 27 June 2011, however it was not in WeBEX or attached to the BCM.


No Justification for including options in the basic contract (see FAR 17.205)  (This may be in the AP which I couldn't find)


No waiver of Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing is in the file- this was full and open with only one offer submitted. 


No evidence of CHINFO notification




		Good use of checklists


Did modify contract PWS to include ECMRA requirements. 






		N00039-12-C-0087




		No evidence of PPSM documentation in WeBEX


No evidence of Market Research in file (See SCPPM Market Research)


No evidence of MOPAS Approval in WeBEX  (R425 is defined as  KBS) BCM States AS approved 20 May 2011, but couldn't find it in the file or as an attachment to the BCM


No evidence of Personal/Non Personal Determination, although BCM states it was signed in Feb 2011


No waiver of Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing is in the file.


No mod to implement ECMRA in the PWS- Requires modification to include Enterprise-Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting requirements in PWS (ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts




		Good use of Checklists


Appropriate clauses were in the resulting contract.






		N00039-12-C-0107




		No evidence of PPSM in the File


No Evidence of Market Research conducted, 


FAR 16.301-3 requires a contractor's accounting system to be adequate in order to use a cost-reimbursement type of contract.  BCM page 8 has N/A for Contractor's Accounting System determined to be adequate for Cost Type contracts.


No 8(a) Offer or Acceptance letters in WebEX




		Contract contains all current applicable clauses and the file contained a Cert of Current Cost and Pricing- good file.






		N00039-12-C-0090




		No Planning or PPSM Documented (See PPSM on SCPPM)


No IGCE was in WeBEX


No DD 2579 in file


BCM on page 4, under Procurement History states a Letter Contract will be issued for PH III, and the contract contains 252.217-7027 Contract Definitization (Oct 1998), however, no PZ mod was found to definitize the Letter Contract and no HCA approval to enter a Letter Contract was in WeBEX (see SCPPM Undefinitized Contract Actions) 


Contract requires FAR 52.219-14 Limitation on Subcontracting clause to be included 




		This contract file does have a Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing 


Resultant contract does contain all applicable clauses.






		N00039-12-C-0002




		No PPSM documentation in file (see SCPPM on PPSM for policy)


No IGCE in WeBEX, although it was referenced and used for the cost analysis in the BCM


No DD 2579, although the BCM, page 9 states it was signed on 3/31/11


No Personal/NonPersonal Determination in the file, although the BCM states it was signed by the PM on 6/9/11


No D&F for Government Furnished Property, although a list of property was included as an attachment to the contract. (see SCPPM on GFP )


No mod to implement ECMRA in the PWS- Requires modification to include Enterprise-Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting requirements in PWS (ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts


No certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in WeBEX.        (only one offer received)


No evidence of a D&F for the inclusion of Options (See D&F SCPPM and FAR 17.205)


No evidence of CHINFO notification


Contract may require the inclusion of 


DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (Jan 2008)




		RFP was out for over 30 days



		N00039-12-C-0084




		J&A requests approval for $58M in obligation authority- it was signed and approved by Allen Booker, CAPT,SC.  FAR 6.304(a)(3) states that for a proposed contract action over $12.5M but not exceeding $85.5M must be approved by the Head of the Procuring Activity, or a designee who-


(i) if a member of the armed forces, is a general or flag officer; or


(ii) if a civilian, is serving in a position above GS-15 under the General Schedule.  


No D&F for inclusion of Options in WeBEX (See D&F SCPPM and FAR 17.205)


No Certificate of Current Cost and Pricing in WeBEX


No evidence of CHINFO notification


Contract in Webex not signed.




		All appropriate clauses were in resultant contract.






		N00039-11-F-0001  GSA Order 




		No D&F for Commercial items (required for commercial contracts over ($1M see DFARS 212.102(a)(i))




		Approval to go outside DoD was in the file


Limited Source justification was in the file


All appropriate clauses were in resultant Commercial contract- Good contract file






		N00039-08-D-0004 Task Order 0009




		No findings.

		Good task order






		N00039-11-F-0003

		No evidence of PPSM in WeBEX (see SCPPM on PPSM applies to non-DoD contracts also)


No evidence of MOPAS Approvals for Services in WebEX (MOPAS applies to non-DoD contracts and orders)


No Price Negotiation Memorandum- apparently took the GSA rates without asking for discounts or negotiation (See SCPPM on Proper Use of Non-DoD Contracts for content of memo)


No approvals to go outside DoD- however there was a J&A in the file which was signed by 2.0 which might constitute the approval to go outside DoD.


No evidence of D&F for the inclusion of Options in the order (see FAR 17.205)


Task order did not contain the mandatory DoD clauses-



FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements



FAR 52.204-7 CCR



DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in technical Data and Computer Software



DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment requests



DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions



DFARS 252.230-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification




		J&A in file



		N00039-11-A-0001 BPA Order 0001

		DD 1155 in Webex is not signed

Sole source BPA orders require a Limitation of Sources See FAR 8.405-6

No ITPR (although there was a PR)


No PPSM in Webex


No DD 2579 review


Coded in FPDS-NG as a Commercial IT contract, yet no 1449 was used, nor any commercial contract clauses used.


No evidence of responsibility checks (FAPIIS, ORCA, SAM)


No Pricing Memo in the file


No checklists used


No Commercial Item Determination in Webex- order exceeded $1M


Order did not have the mandatory DoD clauses-


FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements


FAR 52.223-15 Energy Efficiency in Energy Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


FAR 52.223-16 IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computing products (Dec 2007)



FAR 52.204-7 CCR



DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in technical Data and Computer Software



DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment requests



DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions


File incomplete.




		



		W91QUZ-06-A-0002 NS01 


Commercial item

		Order in file not signed


No ITPRs in file- PRs are in the file


No Pricing memo in file- cannot determine how pricing is fair and reasonable


No Commercial item Determination in file- Order exceeds $1M


No responsibility checks (ORCA, SAM FAPIIS) in file


No 2579 review


No IGE in file


No checklists used.


File Incomplete



		



		N00039-09-D-0001 Delivery Order 43

		Task order in Webex is not signed


PR in webex should be ITPR.


No PPSM held or evidence of it.


No IUID clause in the order DFARS 252.211-7003




		Otherwise complete file



		N00039-10-F-0007

		Order in webex is not signed


No PPSM documentation


No Market Research conducted/documented


No BCM or Pricing memo in the file


No D&F for Commercial Item in file


No D&F for T&M pricing in file


No responsibility checks (SAM, FAPIIS, ORCA)


No 2579 in file


This is a services contract no MOPAS in the file


No Approval to go outside of DoD in file


No Limited Source Justification to go to one source.


File Incomplete




		



		N00039-12-F-0013

		File Complete- no findings

		Good file



		N00039-13-C-0017 Commercial item

		Order in Webex is not signed

No D&F for Commercial Item Determination in Webex


BCM states on page 3 that MOLA is Technically Acceptable, yet on P2 of the tech Eval it says MOLA is not Technically Acceptable


No evidence Legal reviewed the Termination prior to issuance


Contract required  DFARS clause 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Requests

		



		N00039-11-A-0001 order 0002

		Order in the file is not signed

Order requires the following clauses:


FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements


52.223-15 Energy Star Compliance


52.223-16 EPEAT

DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation

Appears to be a sole source BPA- would require a Limitation of Sources See FAR 8.405-6 


No DD 2579 in file


No evidence of responsibility checks (FAPIIS, ORCA, SAM)


No Pricing Memo in the file


No checklists used




		



		W91QUZ09A0003 NS04

		No PPSM in Webex.

All other file documents in Webex- 

		Complete file





V.     SOLICITATION REVIEW SUMMARY


A total of 18 contract files were reviewed.  

Significant findings include:


· No PPSMs being conducted- SPAWAR Policy document ‘Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting” requires prior planning for all procurements.


· Missing documents in WebEX- FAR 4.801(b) Government contract Files states, "The documentation in the files shall be sufficient to constitute a complete history of the transaction". FAR 4.803 Contents of Contract Files lists examples of the types of documents to be retained in the file.  WeBEX is the 2.0 stated "Official Contract File" for audit purposes and therefore should contain all the Pre-Award and Post-Award required documents.


· Market Research efforts are not being documented IAW SPAWAR Policy – see SCPPM document titled ‘Market Research’ for documentation requirements.


· Checklists not being used- see SCPPM ‘Checklists Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations

· No evidence of ECMRA being incorporated into the PWS/SOW

· No evidence of J&A posting in FBO


· Many of the contract award documents (SF 30, SF 26. DD1155 etc…)loaded into webex did not have signatures- these were loaded into webex through PD2 and the negotiator did not follow-up with a signed pdf.


VI.  Implementation Plan For Improvement:  

Issues will be addressed in All Hands communications, emails, presentations, and policy alerts and/or SCPPM updates as appropriate.
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QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW OF AWARDED CONTRACT FILES FROM THE SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE COMMAND CONTRACTS DIRECTORATE 2.0

 FY 13 QAR

I. INTRODUCTION

As part of the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program (PPMAP) an internal Quality Assurance Review (QAR) was performed on a sample of awarded contracts files which were reviewed for documentation completeness, appropriate approval signatures, clause currency and compliance with the Navy Component Clause Control Program.  Files were viewed in WebEX- the SPAWAR official Contract Archive system. 

Each contract was reviewed against a set list of pertinent clauses and provisions, as well as applicability to the approval thresholds listed in SPAWAR HQ Approval Thresholds- a SCPPM document. 

II. CONTRACT FILE SELECTION REVIEW METHODOLOGY


A random sampling of ‘C’ and ‘D’ contracts, task orders and modifications, GSA Orders and SAPs were selected for review from those listed on the FPDS-NG awarded contracts listing.  

The file reviews were conducted in accordance with SPAWAR SCPPM ‘Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations’. The SCPPM document contains checklists for the various type of contract documents.  The checklists are continually reviewed for completeness and updates. The checklists were used in the review process. 

III. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW ELEMENTS


Contract files were reviewed for compliance and currency against the following set of clauses and provisions:


· FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements (Aug 1996)

· FAR 52.204-8 Annual Representations and Certifications (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-7 System For Award Management (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-10 Reporting Executive Compensation and First Tier Subcontracts, (If applicable -no DD254) (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.215-22 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges Identification of Subcontracting effort (Oct 2009) (Use when the anticipated cost of the contract exceeds $700K & contract type is other than FFP)


· FAR 52.215-23 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges (Oct 2009) (Use when 52.215-22 is used)


· FAR 52.219-14 Limitations on Subcontracting  (Nov 2011) (if prime was a small business set aside)


· FAR 52.219-28 Post-Award Small Business Program Rerepresentation (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.222-54 Employment Eligibility Verification (Jul 2012) (required in all RFPs except commercial items)


· FAR 52.223-15 Energy Efficiency in Energy Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.223-16 IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computing products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.232-25 Prompt Payment  (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.245-1 Government Furnished Property (Apr 2012)


· DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information (Nov 2013) (All RFPs including commercial item/services)

· DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation (Jun 2013) (Supply contract >$5000)

· DFARS 252.211-7007 Reporting of Government Furnished Property (Aug 2012) (Use when 52.245-1 is used)

· DFARS 52.219-7003 Small Business Subcontracting Plan (DoD Contracts) (Aug 2012)


· DFARS 252.225-7040 Contractor Personnel Authorized to Accompany U.S. Armed Forces Deployed Outside the United States (Feb 2013)


· DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in Technical Data- Noncommercial Items (Jun 2013)


· DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Request (Jun 2012)


· DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions (May 2013)

· DFARS 252.234-7001 Notice of Earned Value Management System (>$20M) (Apr 2008)


· DFARS 252.234-7002 Earned Value Management System (May 2011)


· DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (Jan 2008) 


· 5252.204-9200 Security Requirements (Dec 1999)


· 5252.204-9202 Contractor Picture Badge (Jul 2013)


· 5252.204-9602 Contractor Identification (May 2004)


· 5252.216-9200 Fee Determination and Payment (and any alternates) 


· Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (Applicable to service contracts)


Additionally, compliance with the Navy’s Software Process Improvement Initiative (SPII) guidance was addressed where applicable. 

Reviewed Commercial Item contracts for appropriate Commercial contract clauses.


Reviewed service contracts to ensure the requirements of Enterprise Manpower Contract Reporting Application  (EMCRA) was included in the PWS/SOW.


Reviewed for file completeness and all documents reviewed to ensure the proper signatures were obtained.  


The following contracts/task orders were reviewed:


      Contract                Effective   Contractor                    


                 Total


      Number                 Date           Name                                    PSC        PCO           Value                  


		N00039-13-C-00038

		8/22/13

		Kros-Wise

		8(a) Not Competed

		R408

		P. Dimla

		$3.9M CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0022

		9/26/13

		CDW Gov.

		Full& Open

		7021

		D. Chesnut

		$3.9M FFP



		N00039-13-C-0006

		12/6/12

		ESciences Tech

		8(a) Not Competed

		D307

		St Moritz

		$3.6M CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0008

		12/31/12

		Raytheon

		Full & Open- 1 offer 

		5895

		K McCoy

		$3.6M FFP



		N00039-13-C-0029

		5/30/13

		A Harold & Assoc.

		8(a) Not Competed

		D307

		K Holcomb

		$3.5M CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0025

		7/2/13

		Linquest Corp.

		Full & Open ONR BAA 12-014

		AC64

		K Rainville

		$2.9M CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0032

		7/1/13

		Johns Hopkins Univ

		Full & Open ONR BAA 12-014

		AC24

		J McCoy

		$2.9M CPFF





		N00039-13-C-0040

		9/17/13

		Out of the Fog Research

		PH III SBIR Not Competed

		5895

		E Davenport

		$2.9M



		N00039-13-F-0018

		8/15/13

		CDW Computing

		NIIH issued for IT Supplies

		

		S. Munas

		$1.5M FFP



		N00039-13-C-0021

		5/30/13

		EFW Inc.

		Full & Open

		5820

		H Radaford

		$1.5M FFP



		N00039-13-C-0016

		6/12/13

		Keragis Corp

		Full & Open I offer ONR BAA 12-014

		AC43

		F Renz

		$2.68M CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0030

		8/15/13

		Client Solution Architec

		8(a) Not Competed

		A706

		F Renz

		$2.3M CPFF



		N00039-13-F-0001

		11/13/12

		Ricoh America

		GSA Order Full & Open 3 offers

		3610

		J Sade

		$21,433 FFP



		N00039-13-F-0008

		3/25/13

		TopView Inc

		Not Competed Only 1 Source

		D307

		J Wester

		$307K



		N00039-13-F-0012

		5/9/13

		Harris Corp

		Not Competed Only 1 Source

		D320

		D Chesnut

		$950K



		N00039-10-D-0047  task order 0005

		4/22/13

		ITT

		Not Competed only 1 source

		7030

		J. Tsui

		$296K





IV. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW RESULTS


      Each file reviewed is detailed below with the applicable deficiencies


      noted as well any positives.

SPAWAR HQ CONTRACT FILES:


a. N00039-13-C-00038 Awarded 8/22/13


Kros-Wise


No evidence of Market Research in WebEX


No evidence of PPSM In WebEX


No evidence of Personal/Non-Personal Services Certificate in WebEX (requires PM certification)


No evidence in Webex of Contractor Responsibility (EPLS or FAPIIS)


No evidence of BCM in WebEX


No evidence of COR Designation letter in Webex (although a COR was designated in the contract)


No evidence of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting (ECMRA) in the PWS or CDRLS - no clause in the basic contract


All required clauses were in the contract document.


Use of Contract checklists highly recommended.


*************************************************


b. N00039-13-C-0022 

This file did not have any pre-Award document in WeBEX and only the BCM, FAPIIS and Contract award in the Post Award section of WebEX.


No evidence in WebEX of PPSM (see SCPPM on PPSM )


No evidence in Webex of Market Research although it is mentioned in the BCM (See SCPPM on Market Research)


BCM States the requirement was synopsized in FBO on 23 May 2013- no Document in Webex


BCM States DD2579 signed on 23 May 2013- No evidence in WebEX


BCM, page 8 states a Commercial Item determination was signed on 23 May 2013- no evidence in WebEX


No RFP in WebEX, so could not tell what the essential and salient characteristics were for the item- this appears to be a Brand Name spec.


No evidence of an ITPR, or IGCE in WebEX


No evidence of Award Synopsis in file (FAR 5.302)


The use of contract checklists is highly recommended!


***********************************************


c. N00039-13-C-0006 Awarded 12/06/12


ESciences Technology Solutions


Not Competed (8(a)


PSC: D307 IT Architecture and Strategy


Ultimate Contract Value: $3.6M CPFF


PCO: M StMoritz


Contract requires FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements clause


Market Research discussed in BCM, however, no document in the file to document the MR


Certificate of Current Cost and Pricing was not located in WebEX, however it was referenced in the BCM as being submitted on 11/30/12


Contract will require modification to include the reporting requirements of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application  (ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts).


*********************************************************


d. N00039-13-C-0008 Awarded 12/31/12


Raytheon


Full and Open competition - only 1 proposal received


PSC: 5895 Misc IT equipment


Ultimate Contract Value: $3.6M FFP


PCO: K. McCoy


Market Research mentioned on page 5 of the Pre-BCM, however, no other documents exist in WebEX  (SCPPM on Market Research requires MR to be documented on form in the Toolbox)


Pre-BCM states the DD 2579 was signed on 6/25/12, but no evidence in WebEX


No evidence of Pre-Award Synopsis in WebEX although BCM states a Sources Sought Synopsis was released in the FBO on 10/11/11


Pre-BCM Compliances on page 7 state FAPIIS is not applicable for award; in addition page 24 of the BCM states Determination of Responsibility is N/A- These should be marked as Yes and the date FAPIIS and EPLS were checked.


No D&F to provide GFE in the file (See SCPPM Government Furnished Property)


***********************************************************


e.  N00039-13-C-0029 Awarded 5/30/13


A. Harold & Associates


Not Competed Authorized by Statute 8(a)


PSC: D307 IT Strategy and Architecture


Ultimate Contract Value: $3.5M   CPFF


PCO: K. Holcomb


No documents in Pre-Award Webex


No ITPR in WebEX


No evidence in WebEX of MOPAS approval (see SCPPM Acquisition of Services for format and content)


No evidence in WebEX of Market Research


No evidence of PPSM


No COR Designation letter in WebEX


No Personal/Non-Personal Services Certification in WebEX


No CAR Report uploaded to WeBEX


No SBA offering or Acceptance Letter in WebEX


No evidence of DD2579 in WebEX


No BCM in WebEX


No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in WebEX


No Determination of Responsibility in WebEX (FAPIIS or EPLS)


Need to add FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements  to the basic contract 


Add the Enterprise Contractor Manpower reporting Application (ECMRA) to the PWS as a mandatory requirement.  (ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts).


Use of contract checklists is highly recommended


******************************************


f. N00039-13-C-0025 Awarded 7/2/13


Linquest Corp (Small Bus)


Full and Open Competition Response to an ONR BAA 12-014


PSC: AC64 R&D Defense Systems Electronic Communication Systems development


Ultimate Contract Value: $2.9M CPFF


PCO: K. Rainville


No Documents found in Pre-Award WebEX


No DD 2579 found in WebEX


This is a services contract no MOPAS Acq Strategy found in Webex


No Personal/NonPersonal Services Certification in Webex


No CAR Uploaded to WebEX


No IGCE in Webex


No BCM in WebEX


No Determination of Responsibility in Webex


No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in WebEX (or waiver)


Contract requires FAR 52.219-14 Limitation of Subcontracting clause to be added- the award was to a small business


Need to add the requirements of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (ECMRA) ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts).


*************************************************************


g. N00039-13-C-0032 Awarded 7/1/13


Johns Hopkins University


Full and Open  Response to an ONR BAA 12-014


PSC: AC24 R&D Defense Systems Engineering Development


Ultimate Contract Value: $2.9M CPFF


PCO: J. McCoy


No Documents found on Pre-Award WebEX


No DD 2579 found in WebEX


This is a services contract no MOPAS Acq Strategy found in Webex


No Personal/NonPersonal Services Certification in Webex


No CAR Uploaded to WebEX


No IGCE in Webex


No BCM in WebEX


No Determination of Responsibility in Webex


No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in WebEX (or waiver)


Need to add the requirements of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (ECMRA) ECMRA was effective in Policy Alert 13-028 it requires existing service contracts to be modified to include the reporting requirements. ASN(RD&A) Memorandum dated 12/20/2012 mandated inclusion and modifications to existing contracts).


Use of contract Checklists strongly recommended.


***************************************************


h. N00039-13-C-0040  Awarded 9/17/13


Out of the Fog Research


Not Competed Authorized by Statute  Phase III SBIR


PSC: 5895  Misc IT Equipment


Ultimate Contract Value: $2.9M


PCO: E. Davenport


WebEX is compete- Good file


*************************************


i. N00039-13-F-0018  Awarded 8/15/2013


CDW Computing


NIIH Order issued for IT Supplies- competed order 


$1.5M Commercial supplies


PCO: S. Munas


Also researched N00039-13-R-0062 (the RFP)


Comments-  No evidence of a Price Negotiation Memorandum or post-BCM in WebEX


- With no PNM or BCM, no determination of responsibility required by FAR 9.104-1 (may be in the BCM)


-It is believed an ITPR is required for this Misc commercial IT products- a regular PR was in Webex


- No evidence a PPSM was held.

******************************************

j. N00039-13-C-0021 Awarded 5/30/13


EFW Inc  (LB)


Full and Open Competition


PSC: 5820  Radio and television Equipment


Ultimate Contract Value: $1.5M FFP


PCO: H. Radaford


No documents located in Pre-award WebEX


No evidence of PPSM in WebEX SPAWAR Policy on PPSM requires Planning document


No evidence of Market Research in WebEX SPAWAR Policy on Market Research requires MR be documented on the form found in the toolbox.


No evidence of DD 2579 found in WebEX


No evidence of synopsis in FBO


No evidence of IGCE in WebEX


No evidence of BCM in WebEX- without the BCM can't determine if Responsibility checks were conducted.


No evidence of award synopsis or notice to unsuccessful offerors in Webex


CAR not uploaded to file


No Record of Debriefings or whether or not it is required.


**********************************************

k. N00039-13-C-0016 Awarded 6/12/13


Keragis Corp (SB)


Full and Open Competition- One Offer Submitted


PSC: AC34  R&D Defense Systems Ships- Engineering Development


Ultimate Contract Value: $2.68M CPFF


PCO: F. Renz


Full and Open competition- only 1 offer received- this contract was awarded in response to BAA 12-014


No documents in Pre-Award Webex


Missing documents in Post award WebEX include:


No  evidence of ITPR in WebEX


No evidence of MOPAS Acq Strategy (services) in WeBEX


No evidence of Personal/NonPersonal Services Certification in WebEX


No evidence of Market Research in WebEX


No Evidence of DD2579 in WebEX


No evidence of PPSM In WebEX


No evidence of Contractor Responsibility (EPLS or FAPIIS) in WebEX


No evidence of BCM in WebEX - without the BCM could not determine if Weighted Guidelines were used or the rationale for selection of contract type was documented.


No evidence of COR Designation letter in Webex (although a COR was designated in the contract)


No evidence of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting (ECMRA) in the PWS or CDRLS - no clause in the basic contract- contract should be modified to include the reporting requirement.


********************************************

l. N00039-13-C-0030 Awarded 8/15/13


Client Solutions Architects 8(a)


Authorized by Statute


PSC: R706 Logistics Support


Ultimate Contract Value: $2.3M CPFF


PCO: F. Renz


No documents found in Pre-Award WebEX.


No evidence of PPSM in WebEX


No evidence of DD2579 in WebEX


No evidence of IGCE in WebEX


No evidence of Market Research conducted - SPAWAR SCPPM on Market Research requires MR to be documented and placed in the contract file


No evidence of MOPAS Acq Strategy in WebEX


BCM was not uploaded to WebEX


Without the BCM, responsibility checks were missing as well as Weighted Guidelines and rationale for the selection of contract type


No evidence of Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing in Webex.


No evidence of COR Designation Letter in WebEX


No evidence CAR Report was uploaded (should have a copy in the file)


No evidence of Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting (ECMRA) in the PWS or CDRLS - no clause in the basic contract- contract should be modified to include the reporting requirement.


*****************************************************

m. N00039-13-F-0001 Awarded 11/13/12

Ricoh America 


Full & Open 3 offers received


PSC 3610 Printing

Ultimate Contract Value-$21,433.


PCO J. Sade


No documents found in Pre-Award Webex


No evidence of PPSM


No evidence of Market Research


No evidence of IGCE


No evidence of RFQ being posted on GSA Advantage


No evidence of quote being received


No Evidence of Tech Eval


No evidence of Responsibility checks (SAMs print out)

No evidence of DD2579


No evidence of checklists being used


Contract requires FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements


Missing documents in Webex file incomplete


*************************************************

n. N00039-13-F-0008 Awarded 3/25/13

Top View Inc.


      Not Competed Only 1 Source

       PSC  D307  

      Total Contract Value: $307K


      PCO: J Wester


      No evidence of PPSM


      No evidence of Market Research conducted

      No evidence of Responsibility checks (SAMs print out)

      No evidence of Checklists being used

Contract requires FAR 52.204-2 Security requirements


*******************************************************

o. N00039-13-F-0012 Awarded 5/9/13


Harris Corp


PSC: D320


Total Contract Value:$950K


PCO; D Chesnut


Signed GSA order not in Webex


No evidence of PPSM or planning


No evidence of publishing the Limited Source Justification in the FBO- (FAR 8.405-6(2))


No Memo in Webex to go outside of DoD- See SCPPM “Proper Use of Non-DoD Contracts”

Missing clauses


FAR 52.204-2 Security requirements


FAR 52.223-15 Energy Star Compliance


DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation 

**************************************************

p. N00039-10-D-0047  task order 0005 Awarded 4/22/13

Exelis, Inc 


PSC: 7030


Total order value: $296K


PCO J. Tsui


Somewhere between task order 0003 being issued and task order 0004, the company name changed from ITT to Exelis, Inc.  There was no supporting documentation (Novation) in the file.


This basic contract started out as a CPIF, but somewhere it got changed to a CPFF type contract- the orders are issued as CPFF. 


This basic was a single award IDIQ, so the orders are not competed. There are many pre-award documents missing in Webex for the basic contract such as:

· PPSM


· IGCE


· DD2579


· Synopsis


· Market Research


· Certificate of Current Cost and Pricing


· No COR nomination or designation letter found in Webex


File is incomplete.


V.     SOLICITATION REVIEW SUMMARY


A total of 16 contract files were reviewed.  

Significant findings include:


· No PPSMs being conducted- SPAWAR Policy document ‘Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting” requires prior planning for all procurements.


· Missing documents in WebEX- FAR 4.801(b) Government contract Files states, "The documentation in the files shall be sufficient to constitute a complete history of the transaction". FAR 4.803 Contents of Contract Files lists examples of the types of documents to be retained in the file.  WeBEX is the 2.0 stated "Official Contract File" for audit purposes and therefore should contain all the Pre-Award and Post-Award required documents.


· Market Research efforts are not being documented IAW SPAWAR Policy – see SCPPM document titled ‘Market Research’ for documentation requirements.


· Checklists not being used- see SCPPM ‘Checklists Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations

· No evidence of ECMRA being incorporated into the PWS/SOW

· No evidence of J&A posting in FBO


· Many of the contract award documents (SF 30, SF 26. DD1155 etc…)loaded into webex did not have signatures- these were loaded into webex through PD2 and the negotiator did not follow-up with a signed pdf.


FY 13 Implementation Plan For Improvement:  

		Issue Description

		Desired Outcome- Issue Resolution/Correction

		Lead Org.

		Lead 

		Action Due Date

		Action Completed Date



		PPSMs not being held

		Issue PA to remind floor of SPAWAR Policy

		2.3

		M. Richards

		2/13

		SCPPM updated 04/25/13






		Market Research Not Documented in File

		Brief Branch Heads at Weekly staff meeting to remind them of the SCPPM Document on Market Research 

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Ongoing  CMPG 1.1.3 updated 



		Contracts and task orders in Webex not signed

		Bring up at 2.0 Staff meetings to remind PCOs to upload a signed copy of contract/task order to Webex

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Ongoing Tuesdays



		Incomplete contract documents in Webex

		Emphasize that Webex is the “official” contract file – all documents which constitute the complete record must be uploaded into Webex.

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Training Powerpoint created to train new specialists on contract file requirements  





1. Reminders for SPAWAR Policy requirements of holding PPSMs and documenting them in the contract file.

2. Remind PCOs/specialists of the required use of checklists.


3. Brief Branch heads of Market Research documentation requirements. 

4. Modify the BCM SCPPM to include the following: Section IV Pre-Solicitation Compliances- Add:  Only one response was received to the Solicitation, which allowed at least 30 days for proposal responses to be received. The Contracting Officer had a reasonable expectation of receiving more than one offer and has determined the proposed cost/pricing to be reasonable through Cost/Price Analysis techniques as stated herein.  Approval must be obtained at least one level above the Contracting Officer.

5. Issue a Policy Alert on the requirements for service contracts to contain the provisions of ECMRA.
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FY 14 

QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW OF AWARDED CONTRACT FILES FROM THE SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE COMMAND CONTRACTS DIRECTORATE 2.0

 FY 14 Quality Assurance Review (Post-Award)

I. INTRODUCTION

As part of the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program (PPMAP) an internal Quality Assurance Review (QAR) was performed on a sample of awarded contracts files which were reviewed for documentation completeness, appropriate approval signatures, clause currency and compliance with the Navy Component Clause Control Program.  Files were viewed in WebEX- the SPAWAR official Contract Archive system. 

Each contract was reviewed against a set list of pertinent clauses and provisions, as well as applicability to the approval thresholds listed in SPAWAR HQ Approval Thresholds- a SCPPM document. 

II. CONTRACT FILE SELECTION REVIEW METHODOLOGY


A random sampling of ‘C’ and ‘D’ contracts, task orders and modifications, GSA Orders and SAPs were selected for review from those listed on the FPDS-NG awarded contracts listing.  

The file reviews were conducted in accordance with SPAWAR SCPPM ‘Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations’. The SCPPM document contains checklists for the various type of contract documents.  The checklists are continually reviewed for completeness and updates. The checklists were used in the review process. 

III. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW ELEMENTS


Contract files were reviewed for compliance and currency against the following set of clauses and provisions:


· FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements (Aug 1996)

· FAR 52.204-8 Annual Representations and Certifications (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-7 System For Award Management (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-10 Reporting Executive Compensation and First Tier Subcontracts, (If applicable -no DD254) (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.215-22 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges Identification of Subcontracting effort (Oct 2009) (Use when the anticipated cost of the contract exceeds $700K & contract type is other than FFP)


· FAR 52.215-23 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges (Oct 2009) (Use when 52.215-22 is used)


· FAR 52.219-14 Limitations on Subcontracting  (Nov 2011) (if prime was a small business set aside)


· FAR 52.219-28 Post-Award Small Business Program Rerepresentation (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.222-54 Employment Eligibility Verification (Jul 2012) (required in all RFPs except commercial items)


· FAR 52.223-15 Energy Efficiency in Energy Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.223-16 IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computing products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.232-25 Prompt Payment  (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.245-1 Government Furnished Property (Apr 2012)


· DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information (Nov 2013) (All RFPs including commercial item/services)

· DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation (Jun 2013) (Supply contract >$5000)

· DFARS 252.211-7007 Reporting of Government Furnished Property (Aug 2012) (Use when 52.245-1 is used)

· DFARS 52.219-7003 Small Business Subcontracting Plan (DoD Contracts) (Aug 2012)


· DFARS 252.225-7040 Contractor Personnel Authorized to Accompany U.S. Armed Forces Deployed Outside the United States (Feb 2013)


· DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in Technical Data- Noncommercial Items (Jun 2013)


· DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Request (Jun 2012)


· DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions (May 2013)

· DFARS 252.234-7001 Notice of Earned Value Management System (>$20M) (Apr 2008)


· DFARS 252.234-7002 Earned Value Management System (May 2011)


· DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (Jan 2008) 


· 5252.204-9200 Security Requirements (Dec 1999)


· 5252.204-9202 Contractor Picture Badge (Jul 2013)


· 5252.204-9602 Contractor Identification (May 2004)


· 5252.216-9200 Fee Determination and Payment (and any alternates) 


· Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (Applicable to service contracts)


In addition, files were reviewed for the following Special Interest Items:


a. Reviewed Commercial Item contracts for appropriate Commercial contract clauses.


b. Reviewed solicitations and contracts for component clause control


c. Reviewed service contracts to ensure the requirements of Enterprise Manpower Contract Reporting Application  (EMCRA) was included in the PWS/SOW.


d. Contract Action Reporting (CARs) submitted and documented in files


e. Interagency acquisitions


f. Management of Government Furnished Property


g. Unauthorized procurements/Ratification Actions


h. Reviewed for file completeness and all documents reviewed to ensure the proper signatures were obtained- Responsibility and Limitations of Authority


The following contracts/task orders were reviewed:


      Contract                Effective   Contractor                    


                 Total


      Number                 Date           Name                                    PSC        PCO           Value                  


		N00039-14- C-0001

		10/22/13

		IMPRES Technology

		Competed Commercial Item

		7021

		D. Chesnut

		$1.2M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0024

		12/2/13

		Scientific Solutions

		Unique Source

		AD27

		W. Fletcher

		$4.8M CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0025

		12/13/13

		HBC Management Services

		8(a) Not Competed Commercial Item

		7021

		K. Rainville

		$1.5M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0026

		11/21/13

		Techno Services

		Competed

		5810

		K. Smith

		$10M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0027

		12/16/13

		Northrop Grumman

		Competed

		AD25

		S. Bolger

		$31M CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0035

		12/20/13

		Lockheed Martin

		Unique Source

		7010

		W. Fletcher

		$83.5M CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0037

		1/10/14

		A. Harold Assoc.

		Not Competed 8(a)

		D314

		J. Sade

		$3.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0038

		12/20/13

		Fort Peck Technical Svcs

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7021

		D. Chesnut

		$2.5M FFP



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		N00039-14-C-0041

		2/26/14

		Harris Corp

		Competed

		5895

		F. Renz

		$132M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0079

		3/13/14

		BAE Systems

		Unique Source

		J059

		W. Fletcher

		$4.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0081

		3/13/14

		Fort Peck Tech Svcs

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7025

		K. McCoy

		$803K FFP



		N00039-14-C-0115

		7/24/14

		Fort Peck Tech Services

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7025

		K McCoy

		$305K FFP



		N00039-14-C-0092

		4/4/14

		Harris Corp

		FMS Not Competed

		5895

		K. Smith

		$1.9M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0093

		4/7/14

		HBC Management Services

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7010

		K. Rainville

		$630K FFP



		N00039-14-D-0002

		1/10/14

		Micro USA

		Competed Set-Aside

		6604

		F. Renz

		$17.6M FFP



		N00039-14-D-0003

		1/10/14

		Systems Engineering Support

		Competed Set Aside

		6605

		F. Renz

		$18M CPFF



		N00039-14-D-0004

		2/11/14

		Datalink Solutions

		Competed

		AC64

		M. Fleming

		$66M FPI



		N00039-14-D-0005

		3/26/14

		Escience

		Not Competed 8(a)

		D307

		K.Holcomb

		$3.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-D-0006

		4/2/14

		Syneren Technologies

		Not Competed 8(a)

		D307

		M. StMoritz

		$3.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-P-0001

		12/4/13

		Sabio Systems

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7030

		M StMoritz

		$7,500 FFP





		N00039-14-P-0002

		3/26/14

		Lockheed Martin

		Not Competed

		AR95

		J. McCoy

		$150K FFP



		N00039-14-F-0008

		12/31/13

		CDW Government Systems

		Not Competed (Brand Name)

		7050

		E. McGinnis

		$2.1M FFP



		DABLO1-03-A-1006 NS39

		1/21/14

		IMMEX Technology

		Not Competed

		7010

		K. Rainville

		$706K



		N00039-14-F-0006

		1/8/14

		Carahsoft Technology

		Competed

		D319

		K. Holcomb

		$1.2M FFP



		N00039-14-F-0005

		2/26/14

		Topvue

		Not Competed

		D307

		J. Wester

		$357K FFP



		M67854-12-A-4701 NS08

		10/30/13

		Softchoice

		Competed

		7030

		D Chesnut

		$294K FFP



		M67854-12-A-4701 NS14

		8/20/14

		Softchoice

		Competed

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$1.4M FFP



		M67854-12-A-4701 NS15

		8/21/14

		Softchoice

		Competed

		7030

		K Staron

		$356K Commercial Item



		M67854-12-A-4701 NS16

		9/25/14

		Softchoice Corp

		Competed

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$1.1M FFP



		N00039-14-C-5244

		9/30/14

		Sterling Computers

		Competed under SAP

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$1.5M FFP



		M67854-13-D-4045 NS01

		4/9/14

		Conscious Security

		Full and Open after Exclusion of Sources

		7030

		J. Sade

		$200K FFP



		N00039-09-D-0001 Task Order 0064

		10/8/13

		NCS Technologies

		Competed

		7010

		D Chesnut

		$995K FFP



		N00039-09-D-0134 Task Order 0008

		12/20/14

		Makai Ocean Eng

		Single Award IDIQ

		7010

		W Fletcher

		$436K CPFF



		N00039-1—D-0028 Task Order 0027

		2/27/14

		Northrop Grumman

		Single Award IDIQ

		7010

		S Beckner

		$33M FFP



		N00039-10-D-0031 Task Order 0043

		11/04/13

		Data Link Solutions

		Single Award IDIQ

		5821

		M Wolff

		$29M CPIF



		N00039-10-D-0045 Task Order 0010

		12/19/13

		Booz Allen Hamilton

		Single Award IDIQ

		AJ23

		K Holcomb

		$199K FFP



		N00039-10-D-0060 Task Order 0014

		11/4/13

		BAE Systems

		Not Competed FMS

		7030

		M Wolff

		$27M CPIF



		N00039-11-D-0025 Task Order 0005 Mod 13

		12/19/13

		EUROMIDS

		Not Competed

FMS

		5821

		M Wolff

		$18M FFP



		N00039-11-D-0025 Task Order 0018

		11/4/13

		EUROMIDS

		Not Competed FMS

		5821

		M Wolff

		$12M CPIF



		N00039-12-D-0001 Task Order 0102

		4/8/14

		Harris Corp

		Single Award IDIQ

		5820

		P. Ponce-Feliu

		$644K FFP



		N00039-14-P-0008

		3/13/14

		4 Star Tech

		Competed

		7035 

		K Holcomb

		$49K FFP Commercial item



		N00039-14-F-0024

		6/2/14

		A&T Marketing

		Competed

		7025

		J. McCoy

		$21K Commercial Item



		N00039-11-C-0061 Mod P00013

		4/8/14

		A. Harold Assoc

		Not Competed 8(a)

		R414

		M St Mortiz

		$110K



		N00039-14-C-0037

		1/10/14

		A. Harold Assoc.

		Not Competed 8(a)

		D314

		D Bodner

		$3.9M Commercial item FFP



		N00039-14-C-0106

		7/14/14

		Adaptive Dynamics

		Competed with only 1 offeror

		AC25

		K Staron

		$1.4M Commercial Item FFP



		N00039-14-P-0020

		8/18/14

		Advanced Systems Design

		Not Competed SAP

		5805

		E. Sist

		$273K Commercial item FFP



		N00039-14-C-0117

		8/5/14

		Alliance Technology Solutions

		Not Competed 8(a)

		7025

		K McCoy

		$176K FFP



		N00039-14-F-0028

		9/26/14

		Allient Across America

		Competed 8(a) set aside

		R425

		M St Moritz

		$8.1M CPFF



		N00039-14-F-0002

		4/2/14

		Arrow Enterprises

		Competed Brand Name

		R425

		S Derby

		$6K FFP



		N00039-14-C-0079

		3/13/14

		BAE Systems

		Not Competed Unique Source

		J059

		W. Fletcher

		$4.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-D-0121

		8/20/14

		BAE Systems

		Competed

		7010

		S Beckner

		$2.5B FFP



		N00039-14-F-0004

		12/16/13

		Black Box

		Competitive SD Set Aside

		7025

		S Derby

		$47K FFP



		W91QUZ-07-A-0006 NS04

		5/19/14

		BMC Software

		Competed

		7030

		K Rainville

		$1.6M Commercial Item FFP



		W91QUZ-07-A-0006


NS06

		12/30/14

		BMC Software

		Competed

		7030

		K Rainville

		$350K FFP Commercial item



		W91QUZ-07-A-0006  NS08

		2/27/15

		BMC Software

		Competed

		7030

		J Tsui

		$380K Commercial Item FFP



		N00039-10-D-0045 Task Order 0011

		4/16/14

		Booz Allen Hamilton

		Single Award IDIQ

		AJ23

		K Holcomb

		$199K CPFF



		N00039-14-C-0036

		1/28/14

		Booz Allen Hamilton

		Not Competed

		D314

		D Murree

		$12.5M CPFF



		W91QUZ-12-D-0010 NS05-02

		11/04/13

		CACI Enterprises

		Not Competed

		R425

		J Sade

		$711K CPFF



		N00039-13-C-0037

		8/14/13

		Northrop Grumman

		Not Competed

		B544

		C Brown

		$90K CPFF



		N00039-14-F-0015

		4/15/14

		CDW

		Competed

		7050

		E McGinnis

		$980K FFP



		N00039-14-F-0020

		5/22/14

		World Wide Technologies

		Competed with Brand Name

		7050

		E. McGinnis

		$557K FFP



		N00039-14-C-0124

		9/18/14

		Harris Corp

		Not Competed FMS

		5820

		K Smith

		$11M FFP



		N00039-14-C-0121

		8/21/14

		Redhawk Solutions

		SDVOSB Set-Aside

		7030

		K Staron

		$168K FFP Commercial item



		N00039-14-C-5245

		9/30/14

		Ridgewood tech

		Not Competed

		D302

		D Murree

		$2.3M FFP



		N00039-14-D-0001

		6/11/14

		SRA International

		Competed

		D307

		M St Moritz

		$96M CPFF



		N00039-14-D-0002

		1/10/14

		Micro USA

		Competed SB Set-Aside

		6605

		F Renz

		$17M FFP



		N00039-14-D-0003

		1/10/14

		Systems Engineering Support

		Competed SB Set-Aside

		6605

		F Renz

		$17M FFP



		N00039-14-D-0013

		9/5/14

		Lockheed Martin

		Not Competed

		7010

		K Staron

		$44.9M CPFF



		N00039-14-D-0016

		9/30/14

		Scientific Research

		Competed

		LO58

		H Radaford

		$75.6M CPFF



		

		

		

		

		

		

		





IV. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW RESULTS


      Each file reviewed is detailed below with the applicable deficiencies noted as well any positives.

SPAWAR HQ CONTRACT FILES:


N00039-14-C-0001 Awarded 10/22/13 $1.2M FFP (Commercial Item)


Impres Technology Solutions


PSC: 7021


PCO: D. Chesnut


Comments:


- No PPSM documentation in webex


- No Market research documentation


- No evidence of synopsis- BCM states it was synopsized on 6/28/13


- No D&F for Commercial Item - BCM states N/A


*************************************


N00039-14-C-0024 Awarded 12/02/13  $4.8M CPFF Sole Source


Scientific Solutions


PSC:AD27 


PCO: W. Fletcher


Comments:


- No PPSM or Market Research documented in webex


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No BCM uploaded to webex for the original award


- No evidence that the J&A was publicized in the FBO


****************************************


N00039-14-C-0025 Awarded 12/13/13 $1.5M   FFP (Commercial Item)


HBC Management Services 8(a) 


PSC: 7021


PCO: K. Rainville


Comments:


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation in webex


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


*****************************


N00039-14-C-0026 Awarded 11/21/13 $10M    FFP


Techno Services


PSC: 5810


PCO: K. Smith


Comments:


- Original contract in webex is unsigned


- No evidence of PPSM/Market research documentation in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- No evidence of synopsis in webex


- No evidence the IAM was publicized in FBO


- Modification (P0001-P0006) are unsigned in webex



*************************************************


N00039-14-C-0027 Awarded 12/16/13  $31M   CPFF Full and Open


Northrop Grumman


PSC: AD25


PCO: S. Bolger 


Comments:


- Original contract in webex is unsigned


Otherwise complete file


***************************************


N00039-14-C-0035 Awarded 12/20/13 $83.5M Not Competed Unique Source  CPFF


Lockheed martin


PSC: 7010


PCO: W. Fletcher


Comments: 


- No Acquisition Plan found in webex- BCM states it was approved on 2/21/13


- No J&A located in webex- BCM states it was approved on 2/21/13


- No PPSM documentation located in webex- BCM states a PPSM was held on 10/30/12


- No evidence of synopsis- BCM states it was synopsized on 1/14/13


- No DD2579 found in webex- BCM states it was approved on 1/15/13


Post award actions are complete- most pre-award documentation is missing.


*********************************************


N00039-14-C-0037 Awarded 1/10/14  $3.9M  Not Competed CPFF


A. Harold and Associates (8(a))


PSC: D314


PCO: J. Sade


Comments:


- No PPSM/Market research documentation found in webex


- No Certificate of Personal/NonPersonal services found in webex- BCM states it was approved on 9/19/13


- No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing found in webex


All post award documents are posted in webex


*******************************************


N00039-14-C-0038 Awarded 12/20/13  $2.5M  FFP Not Available for competition


Fort Peck Technical Services (8(a))



PSC: 7021


PCO: D. Chesnut


Comments:


- No pre-award documents in webex


- No RFP


- No DD 2579 or SBA Offering or Acceptance Letter found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- No IGCE found in webex


- No D&F for Commercial Item Contracts found in webex


- No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing found in webex


- P00001 not uploaded to Webex, although it is listed in FPDS-NG


******************************


N00039-14-C-0041 Awarded 2/26/14 $132M FFP


Harris Corporation 


PSC: 5895


PCO: F. Renz


Comments:


- Basic contract is webex is unsigned- otherwise complete file


****************************


N00039-14-C-0079 Awarded 3/13/14 $4.9M Not competed Unique Source


BAE Systems


PSC: J059


PCO: W. Fletcher


Comments:


No pre-award documents found in webex- what few documents there were I was unable to open due to an incompatible file type.  These will need to be re-loaded to webex.


- No PPSM/Market research documentation


- No synopsis found in webex


- No J&A found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- No Certificate of current Cost or pricing found in webex


- No evidence of posting the J&A on FBO


************************************


N00039-14-C-0081  Awarded 3/13/14  $803K  FFP


Fort Peck Tech Services (8(a))


PSC: 7025


PCO: K. McCoy


Comments: 


No pre-award documents found in webex


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation in webex


- No D&F for Commercial Item


- No Certificate of Current cost or Pricing found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


**********************************

N00039-14-C-0115  Awarded 7/24/14 FFP $305K


Fort Peck Tech Services Not Competed- authorized by Statute 8(a)


PSC: 7025  ADP Storage Devices Commercial Item


PCO: K. McCoy


Comments:


-PPSM documentation not in Webex


- Contract did not have the following clause:



-DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation (June 2013)


************************************

N00039-14-C-0092 Awarded 4/4/14   $1.9M Not Available for Competition FMS  (IAM) FFP


Harris Corp


PSC: 5895


PCO: K. Smith


Comments:


  File Complete


************************************************** 


N00039-14-C-0093  Awarded 4/7/14  $630K FFP


HBC Management services (8(a))


PSC: 7010


PCO: K. Rainville


Comments:


-No pre or post award files found in webex.


- No PPSM/Market research documentation


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No BCM


- No SBA Offer or Acceptance Letters in webex


- Copy  of the contract found in webex is unsigned


- N0 post award documents found in webex


****************************************


N00039-14-D-0002 Awarded 1/10/14 $17.6M 


Micro USA Small Business set-Aside MAC

PSC: 6604


PCO: F. Renz


Comments: Few pre-award documents found in webex- most are post award.


- No PPSM/Market research documentation found in webex


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No Synopsis of RFP found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- Contract in webex is unsigned

- Contract contains 5252.201-9201 Designation of Contracting Officer Representative (Mar 2006), yet the Webex file does not have the COR Nomination or Appointment letter


***********************************


N00039-14-D-0003 Awarded 1/10/14  $17.6M


Systems Engineering Support MAC

- Could find no pre-award documentation in Webex.


- the basic contract is not signed


- Task orders 0001, 0002, 0004, 0005 and 0006  in Webex were not signed nor were any of the P000 mods.


Modification P0004,  dated 1/20/15, added 4 new CLINS to the 'D' contracts and increased the cost for each ordering period by approx. $84K for a total increase to the ceiling of this 'D' contract to approx. $504K - No J&A was found in Webex to authorize these additional CLINS or the increased ceiling.  The mod stated "To be Negotiated (TBN) for each CLIN- which would make this an Undefinitized Contract Action (UCA). 


***************************************


N00039-14-D-0003 Awarded 1/10/14 $18M


Systems Engineering Support Small Business Set-Aside


PSC: 6605


PCO: F. Renz 


Comments: Few pre-award documents found in webex- most are post award.


- No PPSM/Market research documentation found in webex


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No Synopsis of RFP found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- Contract in webex is unsigned


************************************


N00039-14-D-0004 Awarded 2/11/14  $66M  Full and Open competition FPI


Datalink Solutions


PSC: AC64


PCO: M. Fleming


Comments:


File Complete.


*******************************************


N00039-14-D-0005 Awarded 3/26/14  $3.9M CPFF


Escience and Technology 8(a)


PSC: D307


PCO: K. Holcolmb/M StMoritz


Comments:


- No DD 2579 found in webex- BCM states it was approved on 12/2/13


- No D&F for Single Award of an IDIQ Contract found in webex.  BCM states it is N/A, but it is required.


- Basic contract in webex is unsigned

- Basic contract for CLINs 0002,0003 and 0005 are undefined- essentially an undefined contract action


-Basic contract is missing  FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements and DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information

- No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing found in webex


**************************************


N00039-14-D-0006 Awarded 4/2/14 $3.9M CPFF


Syneren Technologies 8(a)


PSC: D307


PCO:M StMoritz


Comments:


- Original contract in webex is unsigned


- Couldn't find the BCM for the award of the IDIQ contract


- No D&F for Single Award of an IDIQ Contract in webex

************************


N00039-14-P-0001 Awarded 12/4/13 $7,500 Not Competed FFP


Sabio Systems 8(a)


PSC:7030


PCO: M Moritz


Comments:


- Original order in webex is unsigned


*************************************


N00039-14-P-0002 Awarded 3/26/14 $150K Not Competed FFP


Lockheed Martin


PSC: AR95


PCO: J. McCoy


Comments:


- Purchase order over $150K going to a large business requires a DD 2579


- No J&A found in webex


- No Synopsis of the action


- No BCM or pricing memo found in webex


*************************************


N00039-14-F-0008 Awarded 12/31/13 $2.1M FFP


CDW Government 


PSC: 7050


PCO: E. McGinnis


Comments:


- BCM states J&A for Brand Name was approved on 7 Feb 14, but unable to find in webex


- BCM states D&F for Commercial Items was approved on 23 Dec 13, but unable to find in webex 


***************************************


DABLO1-03-A-1006  NS39 Awarded 1/21/14  $706K Not Competed FFP


IMMIXTECHNOLOGY


PSC: 7010


PCO: K. Rainville


Comments:


- MTF cites Limited Source Justification 17,217 signed 17 Jan 14 unable to find in webex


****************************************


N00039-14-F-0006 Awarded 1/8/14 $1.2M FFP


Carahsoft Technology


PSC: D319


PCO: K. Holcomb


Comments:


- Order awarded to 5X Technology- FPDS-NG states it was awarded to Carahsoft


- File requires a memo to go outside of DoD.


- Original order in webex is unsigned.


**********************************


N00039-14-F-0005 Awarded 2/26/14  $357K Unique Source FFP


Topvue Inc


PSC: D307


PCO: J. Wester


Comments:


- MTF to go outside DoD not in webex


- No DD 2579 found in webex


- No BCM found in webex


- This order should have been competed, but if not- then a Limited Source Justification is required- not found in webex


 **************************************


M67854-12-A-4701  NS08  Awarded 10/30/13 $294K FFP


Softchoice Corp.  (Completed order)


PSC: 7030


PCO: D. Chesnut


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned


- No ITPR in webex


- No BCM or MTF on price reasonableness


*************************************


M67854-12-A-4701 NS14 Awarded 8/20/14 (Navy BPA for MS Licenses and Services) $1.4M FFP


Softchoice Corp.  Commercial Item


PSC: 7030


PCO: H. Mohlman


Comments-


No evidence in Webex of:


- PPSM


- Order in Webex is not signed


- No checklist Used


- No D&F for Commercial Item procurement (DFARS 212.102(a)(i))


- No evidence in Webex of a Price Negotiation Memo in the File regarding this order


********************************************

M67854-12-A-4701 NS15 Awarded 8/21/14  FFP $356K


Softchoice Corp  Commercial Item


PSC: 7030 ADP Software


PCO: K. Staron


Comments:


- Good file all documents included in Webex 


- Good use of Checklists


File complete

*******************************************

M67854-12-A-4701 NS16 Awarded 9/25/14 (Navy BPA for MS Licenses and Services) $1.1M FFP


Softchoice Corp. Commercial Item


PSC: 7030


PCO: H. Mohlman


Comments-


No evidence in Webex of:


- PPSM


- Order in Webex is not signed


- No checklist Used


- No D&F for Commercial Item Determination (DFARS 212.102(a)(1))


- No evidence in Webex of a Price Negotiation Memo in the File regarding this order


*********************************************


N00039-14-C-5244 Awarded 9/30/14 FFP $1.5M FFP


Sterling Computers Competed Under SAP -Commercial Item Small Business Set-Aside


PSC: 7030 ADP Software


PCO: H. Mohlman


Comments:


- No PPSM documentation in Webex


- No DD2579 in Webex


- No  BCM or Price Negotiation Memo in the file- could not tell if a responsibility check was performed.


- No price reasonableness determination


- This was a Small Business Set-Aside Open Market buy- no synopsis was in Webex


- No Market Research was documented


- No checklists used


- The order in Webex is not signed


File incomplete


*********************************

M67854-13-D-4045 NS01 Awarded 4/9/14 $200K FFP


Conscious Security


PSC: 7030


PCO: J. Sade


Comments:


- No BCM or MTF for price reasonableness 


- Orders under the ESI require competition or a Limited Source Justification - not found in webex.  FPDS-NG states Full and Open competition after Exclusion of Sources- should have had a LSJ in file.


***********************


N00039-09-D-0001  TO 0064 Issued 10/8/13 $955K  FFP


NCS Technologies (order complete)


PSC: 7010


PCO: D. Chesnut


Comments:


- Original order in webex is unsigned


- No MTF or BCM for price reasonableness


- No PR/ITPR found in webex


**********************


N00039-09-D-0134  TO 0008 Awarded 12/20/14  $436K CPFF


Makai Ocean Engineering


PSC: 7010


PCO: W. Fletcher


Comments:


- No BCM or MTF with price reasonableness determination found in webex


- No RFQ/Proposal/Evaluation for TO 0008 found in webex


**************************************


N00039-10-D-0028  TO 0027  Awarded 2/27/14  $33M FFP



Northrop Grumman


PSC:7010


PCO: S. Beckner


Comments:


File complete


****************************************


N00039-10-D-0031  TO 0043 Issued 11/04/13  $29M CPIF


Data Link Solutions


PSC: 5821


PCO: M. Wolff


Comments:


- This order should have had a BCM or MTF since there were negotiations that took place, and the type of order is a CPIF.  Could not locate the BCM or MTF in webex


-Order in webex is unsigned.


*********************************************


N00039-10-D-0045 TO 0010 Issued 12/19/13 $199K FFP


Booz Allen Hamilton


PSC: AJ23


PCO: K. Holcolmb


Comments:


- Original order in Webex is unsigned


- Order was issued 12/19/13 for $199,999.70 and Mod 01 deobligated $199,999.70 and cancelled the order on 3/13/14 - no MTF or any reason in the mod as to why it was cancelled. The modification cancelling the order is unsigned.  


- Order 0011 was issued on 4/15/14 for the same effort as Task Order 0010 in the amount of $199,928. This is a CPFF task order. No MTF or BCM for price analysis found in webex. 


- Task Order 0011 is unsigned.


- P0004 of the basic funds a cost overrun on the basic contract- no MTF to explain the overrun and the mod is unsigned in webex


- None of the task orders or modifications in webex have a MTF or any explanation as to why they were issued and none of the documents are signed.


**********************************


N00039-10-D-0060  TO 0014 Issued 11/4/13 $27M CPIF


BAE Systems  (IAM)


PSC:7030


PCO: M. Wolff


Comments:


- Could not find the BCM for the original contract in webex


- I believe that since these are cost type orders, a MTF or a PNM should accompany each task order- there are no MTF or PNM in the file.


*********************************


N00039-11-D-0025 TO 0005 mod 13  Issued 12/19/13 $18M FFP


EUROMIDS  (IAM)


PSC:5821


PCO: M. Wolff


Comments:


- Modification 0005-13 is a supplemental agreement to add $18M to the order - Could not locate any MTF/PNM for this modification in the file.


- Could not locate the original BCM for the basic contract in webex


*****************************


N00039-11-D-0025 TO 0018 Issued 11/4/13 $12M  CPIF


EUROMIDS


PSC: 5821


PCO: M. Wolff


Comments:


- No MTF/PNM located in webex for TO 0018, since this is a cost type order, expect to see some sort of PNM


- Could not locate the original BCM for the basic 'D' contract


*********************************************


N00039-12-D-0001 TO 0102 Issued 4/8/14 $644K FFP


Harris Corp


PSC: 5820


PCO: P. Ponce-Feliu


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned (order completed)


- Could not locate the BCM for the basic contract in webex


- Most of the orders reviewed were unsigned.


*******************************


N00039-14-P-0008 Awarded 3/13/2014 FFP $49,307


4 Star Technologies


PSC: 7035  Conducted using SAP procedures- Commercial Item


PCO: Katherine Holcomb


Comments:


- IGCE was estimated at $70K  award made at $49K, no explanation of the difference in the Memo to File


- No synopsis was in Webex, but multiple companies did submit proposals


- Order in Webex is not signed


- Order may require DFARS Clause 252.211-7003 IUID- CLIN 0001 has a unit price of $8266 each. No waiver was in the file


- No contractor responsibility determination made in Memo to File.


************


N00039-14-F-0024 Awarded 6/2/14 FFP $21,214


A&T Marketing Inc.


PSC: 7025 - issued GSA order - Commercial Item


PCO: Jeff McCoy


Comments:


- Order in Webex not signed


- No Market Research documented


************


N00039-11-C-0061 P00013 Issued 4/8/2014 $110K


A. Harold and Assoc.


PSC: R414 Not Available for competition-Authorized by Statute 8(a)


PCO: M. Moritz


Comments:


Incremental funding mod 


-Mod in webex is not signed


- No evidence of CAR in webex


***********


N00039-14-C-0037 Awarded 1/10/14 CPFF Not Competed- Only one Source 8(a)- Commercial Item $3.9M


A. Harold and Assoc.


PSC: D314 


PCO: D. Bodner (PEO EIS)


Comments:


- No PPSM or planning meeting documented


- Contract in Webex is not signed


- Contract missing clause: 52.204-2 Security requirements 


- Requirement for Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application is not in the basic contract


-  Codes for Inherently Governmental Functions not reported in FPDS-NG


- Listed as a Commercial Item procurement in FPDS-NG- DFARS 212.102 requires a D&F Commercial item determination to be executed- not found in Webex


****************

N00039-14-C-0106 Awarded 7/14/14 CPFF, Full and Open, only 1 offer Commercial item $1.4M


Adaptive Dynamics Inc.


PSC: AC25R&D Missile/Space/Systems


PCO: Cat Staron


Comments:


- No PPSM or planning documentation is in Webex


- No DD2579 found in Webex


- No Market Research documented


- No synopsis in Webex


- No Contractor responsibility determination found in Webex


- No BCM found in Webex


- No IGCE found in webex


- ITPR or PR found in Webex


- No tech Eval found in Webex


- May require a Certificate of Current Cost and pricing- not in Webex


*********************


N00039-14-P-0020 Awarded 8/18/14 FFP  Not Competed SAP Commercial item $273K


Advanced Systems Design


PSC: 5805 TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH EQUIPMENT


PCO: E. Sist


Comments:


- No PPSM or prior planning documents in Webex


- Contract in Webex not signed.


**********


N00039-14-C-0117 Awarded 8/5/2014- FFP Not Competed 8(a) $176K


Alliance technology Solutions


PSC: 7025


PCO: Kate McCoy


Comments:


- No PPSM documentation or prior planning documentation in Webex


- No market research documentation in Webex


- Contract missing the following clauses: 52.204-2 Security Requirements; 52.223-15 Energy Star Compliance; 52,223-16 EPEAT Compliance; 52.219-14 Limitation of Subcontracting;  252.211-7003 UIUD; Section G WAWF routing Table.


- IGCE not found in Webex


- No ITPR found in Webex


*****************


N00039-14-F-0028 Awarded 9/26/14 CPFF Competitive 8(a) Set Aside $8.1M


Alliant Across America


PSC: R425


PCO: M. St Moritz


Comments:


- No PPSM or prior planning documents in Webex


- No Market Researcg daocumentation in Webex


- No IGCE found in Webex.


- No Price Negotiation Memo or BCM found in Webex


- No MOPAS Acq Strategy in Webex (R425 Services)


- Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application is not in the basic contract


- Non-Personal Services Certification not found in Webex


- Use of a Non-DoD Contract vehicle memo not in Webex


- Inherently Governmental coding not in FPDS-NG


- Without the BCM, unable to determine if the contractor is responsible or the prices paid are fair and reasonable.


**********************************


N00039-14-F-0002  Awarded 4/2/14 FFP Full and Open $6K Brand Name 


Arrow Enterprises


PSC: R425


PCO: S. Derby


Comments:


- No BCM or pricing memo in Webex


- Order in Webex is not signed.


- Modifications P0001 and P0002 not uploaded to Webex


************


N00039-14-C-0079  Awarded 3/13/2014 CPFF Not Competed- Unique Source $4.9M


BAE Systems


PSC: J059


PCO: W. Fletcher


Comments:


- No PPSM or planning document uploaded to Webex


- No Market Research documentation found in Webex


- No Evidence of synopsis or waiver of synopsis


- No IGCE uploaded to Webex


- No DD2579 uploaded to Webex


- No responsibility determination, SAMS printout or VETs-100 documentation in Webex


- No BCM uploaded to Webex


- No J&A uploaded to Webex


- No D&F to provide GFP uploaded to Webex


- No Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing uploaded to Webex or waiver


- No Small Disadvantaged business Subcontracting Plan


- No award synopsis uploaded to Webex


****************


N00039-14-D-0121 Awarded 8/20/2014  FFP Full and Open w/7 offerors $2.5B


BAE Systems


PSC: 7010


PCO: S. Beckner


Comments:


- No PPSM documentation found in Webex


- No market research documentation found in Webex


- No DD2579 found in webex


- No IGCE found in Webex


- Synopsis not found in Webex


- No PR found in Webex


- No D&F for Single Award of an IDIQ contract found in Webex


- No Source Selection Plan found in Webex


- No contract found in webex


- No Technical Evaluation/SSEB report found in Webex


- No Post BCM found in Webex.


- No evidence of VETs-100 or EEO clearances obtained


- No evidence of CHINFO found in Webex


- Recommend a copy of the CAR for the award be uploaded to Webex


*********


N00039-14-F-0004 Awarded 12/16/2013 FFP, Competitive SB Set-Aside $47,763.


Black Box Corp


PSC:7025


PCO: S. Derby


Comments:


- No BCM or Pricing Memo found in Webex


- No Market Research found in Webex


- Tech eval states award is to be made to SPARCO, yet FPDS-NG has Black Box as receiving the award


- No copy of the order is found in Webex


*********


W91QUZ-07-A-0006  NS04-Awarded 5/19/2014  FFP, $1.6M


BMC Software


PSC: 7030


PCO: K. Rainville


Comments:


- Order in Webex is not signed


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation is in Webex


- No Commercial Item Determination in the file (order >1M)


- No SAMS printout or evidence of Responsibility Determination.


- Order missing the following DoD unique clauses:  


FAR 52.222-50  Trafficking in Persons


DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information


DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (this requires submission of a software development plan)


*************************


W91QUZ-07-A-0006  NS06 Awarded 12/30/14 FFP Commercial Item $350K


BMC Software


PSC: 7030


PCO: K. Rainville


Comments:


- Order in Webex is not signed


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation in webex


- ITPR not in Webex


****************


W91QUZ-07-A-0006  NS08 Awarded 2/27/15 FFP Commercial Item $380K


BMC Software


PSC: 7030


PCO: J. Tsui


Comments:


- Order in Webex not signed


- No PPSM/Market research documentation in Webex


***********


N0003910D0045  T.O. 0011 awarded 4/16/2014  CPFF, $199K


Booz Allen Hamilton


PSC: AJ23


PCO: K Holcomb


- Order in Webex is not signed


- No evidence of PPSM/Market Research in Webex


- No MOPAS 2 Acq Strategy in Webex


- Order crosses FY and the PR states that the contract is a severable service contract- should have ended 30 Sept 2014.


- No Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan in Webex


**********


N00039-14-C-0036 Awarded 1/28/14 CPFF Not Competed $12.5M


Booz Allen Hamilton


PSC: D314


PCO: D. Murree


Comments:


- No evidence of PPSM or Market Research documentation in Webex


- Contract in webex is not signed


- No DD 2579 found in Webex- although the BCM states it was approved on 1/21/14


- No MOPAS Acq Strategy found in Webex


- No Personal-Non-Personal Services determination found in Webex- although the BCM states these are not personal Services


- No Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan found in Webex


- No COR nomination or assignment letter found in Webex


- BCM did not affirmatively state the contractor's responsibility nor did it state the contractor had an approved accounting system appropriate for a CPFF type contract.


- Enterprise-Wide Manpower Reporting Application requirements not found in basic contract.


- Basic contract also requires the following clauses:


DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information (Nov 2013)


DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor training and Certification (Jan 2008)


DFARS 252.215-7003 Excessive Pass Through charges (April 2007)


******************************


W91QUZ-12-D-0010 NS05-02 Exercise of Option Awarded 11/04/13 FFP, Not Competed, total contract value:$711,368


CACI Enterprise Solutions


PSC: R425


PCO: Clint Sade


Comments:


This order is placed on the Army/DLA Single Award IDIQ Contract. The original contract was competed and American Management System was awarded the contract.  AMS was acquired by CACI Enterprises. 


- File complete up to NS05-02, then it  goes to NS07- no NS06 is in the file.


- No MOPAS Acq Strategy is in Webex


- No Cert for Personal/Non-personal services in webex


***************************************


N00039-13-C-0037 Awarded 8/14/2013 for CPFF $90K 


Northrop Grumman


PSC: B544 Studies


PCO: C. Brown


Comments:


No pre-award documents in Webex


-  Contract in Webex is not signed


-No evidence in Webex of:


- synopsis


- DD2579


- Sole Source memorandum


- Price Negotiation Memorandum


- Technical Evaluation


- Proposal


- Responsibility checks


File incomplete


*********************************

Order: N00039-14-F-0015 CDW Awarded 4/15/2014 for FFP $908K 


Competed with more than 1 offeror


PSC: 7050


PCO: E. McGinnis


Comments- Good complete file


Order may possibly require DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor training and Certification (Jan 2008)


- 52.223-15, Energy Efficiency in Energy-Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


- 52.223-16, IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computer Products (Dec 2007)


*****************************************


N00039-14-F-0020 Awarded 5/22/2014 FFP  $557,654 


World Wide Technologies Competed with Brand Name J&A  more than 1 offeror received


PSC: 7050 ADP supplies


PCO: E McGinnis


Comments: Good complete file


Order may require:


-52.223-15, Energy Efficiency in Energy-Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


- 52.223-16, IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computer Products (Dec 2007)


*********************************************************


N00039-14-C-0124 Awarded 9/18/2014  FFP $11M


Harris Corp. Not Competed only one source- commercial item - International Agreement


PSC: 5820 Radio and Television Communication Equipment


PCO: K. Smith


Comments:


- No PPSM documentation was in Webex


- I believe even FMS cases require a Business Clearance.  There was not one loaded up into Webex.


*******************************************


N00039-14-C-0121 Redhawk IT Solutions Awarded 7/28/14 FFP $168K


Full and Open after Exclusion of Sources SDVOSB Set-Aside - Commercial Item


PSC: 7030 ADP Support Equip.


PCO: K. Staron


Comments- good clearance


File complete.


*****************************************


N00039-14-C-5245 Ridgewood technologies  Awarded 9/30/14  FFP $2.3M


PSC: D302 IT and Television Equipment


PCO: F. Lewis/D. Murree


Comments:


- No ITPR in Webex, although the BCM refers to one #1300456678


- No PPSM Documentation in Webex


- No Market Research documentation in Webex, although the BCM states a synopsis was issued on 7/9/14


- No DD2579 in Webex, although the BCM states one was approved on 8/20/14


- No checklists used


- This is a services contract- no MOPAS Acq Strategy in Webex, although the BCM refers to one dated 9/3/14


- No Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan was made pert of the contract


- No Personal/non-personal services cert in file


- BCM refers to a J&A approved on 9/29/14- the J&A was not uploaded to Webex


- No Synopsis in webex although the BCM states one was issued on 7/9/14


- No tech eval in webex although the BCM states it was completed on 9/26/14


- This sole source contract would require a Certificate of Cost or Pricing (FAR 15. 403-4 $700K threshold)


- The contract nor the three mods (P0001, P0002 P0003) uploaded to Webex were signed.


- No evidence of CAR reports in Webex 

*******************************************************


N00039-14-D-0001  Basic IDIQ  Awarded 6/11/14 CPFF $96M


SRA International

PSC: D307 IT and TELCOM Strategy


PCO: M. St Moritz


Comments:


-  No DD 2579 was uploaded to Webex, although the BCM states it was approved on 11/1/12


- No synopsis was uploaded to Webex, although the BCM states it was issued on 7/11/2012


- No D&F for Single Award of an IDIQ contract was in Webex- the BCM states it was approved by Mr. Dowd on 5/25/2012


- No evidence of CHINFO notification in Webex


- Good use of contract checklist


- all other documents were included 


****************************************

N00039-14-D-0013   Awarded 9/5/14 CPFF $44.9M


Lockheed Martin Support  Single Award of an IDIQ - Not Competed Only One Source


PSC: 7010 ADPE 


PCO: K Rainville/ K. Staron


 Comments:


- No evidence of a DD2579 in Webex


- Unable to locate the BCM for the basic award.


- I believe a D&F for Single Source Award of an IDIQ is also required, couldn't find in Webex.


- No evidence of a Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing was in Webex


 All other documents were loaded.

********************************


N00039-14-D-0016 Awarded 9/30/14  CPFF $75.6M


Scientific Research Corp

PSC: LO58 Technical Representatives Single Award IDIQ Contract Full and Open Competition


PCO: H. Radaford


Comments:


- Basic contract award in Webex is not signed.


- Did not see Enterprise Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (ECMRA) provisions in contract.


 - All other applicable clauses were included in contract 


- All other pre-award documents were included including a QASP and Small Business Subcontracting Plan


- Good file

*************************************************

V. A total of 69 contract files were reviewed.  

Significant findings include:


· No PPSMs being conducted- SPAWAR Policy document ‘Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting” requires prior planning for all procurements.


· Missing documents in WebEX- FAR 4.801(b) Government contract Files states, "The documentation in the files shall be sufficient to constitute a complete history of the transaction". FAR 4.803 Contents of Contract Files lists examples of the types of documents to be retained in the file.  WeBEX is the 2.0 stated "Official Contract File" for audit purposes and therefore should contain all the Pre-Award and Post-Award required documents. Significant documents missing include Limited Source Justifications and 

· Market Research efforts are not being documented IAW SPAWAR Policy – see SCPPM document titled ‘Market Research’ for documentation requirements.


· Checklists not being used- see SCPPM ‘Checklists Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations

· No evidence of ECMRA being incorporated into the PWS/SOW for service contracts

· No evidence of J&A posting in FBO


· Many of the contract award documents (SF 30, SF 26. DD1155 etc…)loaded into webex did not have signatures- these were loaded into webex through PD2 and the negotiator did not follow-up with a signed pdf.


VII. FY 14 Implementation Plan For Improvement:  

		Issue Description

		Desired Outcome- Issue Resolution/Correction

		Lead Org.

		Lead 

		Action Due Date

		Action Completed Date



		PPSMs not being held

		Issue PA to remind floor of SPAWAR Policy- Contact the APMCs in PEO and ensure documentation is getting back to the PCO for inclusion in the file

		2.3

		M. Richards

		3/31

		SCPPM updated 04/25/13


CMPG updated 2/10/14



		Checklists not used

		Issue PA to the floor – bring up at staff meeting the requirement to use checklists

		2.3

		M. Richards

		3/31

		3/20/14 PA 14-035 issued



		Market Research Not Documented in File

		Brief Branch Heads at Weekly staff meeting to remind them of the SCPPM Document on Market Research 

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Ongoing  CMPG 1.1.3 updated SCPPM on MR updated on 8/14. 



		No evidence of Posting J&As on E-Commerce

		Modify the J&A SCPPM to require a copy of the J&A synopsis be placed in contract file

		2.3

		M. Richards

		7/14

		PA 14-056 issued to remind PCOs of synopsizing contract awards-7/24/14



		Need level above approval for competitive one bids

		Modify the BCM SCPPM to include the  following: Section IV Pre-Solicitation Compliances- Add:  Only one response was received to the Solicitation, which allowed at least 30 days for proposal responses to be received. The Contracting Officer had a reasonable expectation of receiving more than one offer and has determined the proposed cost/pricing to be reasonable through Cost/Price Analysis

		

		M. Richards

		1/14

		Updated BCM SCPPM 2/14 to include language on 1 bid



		Service contracts do not contain ECMRA requirement

		Issue PA to remind PCOs to include the ECMRA requirement in service contracts and task orders

		2.3

		M. Richards

		1/14

		PA issued 7/30/14  Acquisition of Services SCPPM updated  2/5/14



		Contracts and task orders in Webex not signed

		Bring up at 2.0 Staff meetings to remind PCOs to upload a signed copy of contract/task order to Webex

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Ongoing Tuesdays



		Incomplete contract documents in Webex

		Emphasize that Webex is the “official” contract file – all documents which constitute the complete record must be uploaded into Webex.

		2.3

		T. Davis

		Ongoing

		Training Powerpoint created to train new specialists on contract file requirements  





1. Disseminate results of this review specifically highlighting SPAWAR Policy requirements of holding PPSMs and documenting them in the contract file.

2. Recommend a Policy Alert be issued to remind PCOs/specialists of the required use of checklists.


3. Brief Branch heads of Market Research documentation requirements at weekly staff meetings


4. Issue a Policy Alert on the requirements for service contracts to contain the provisions of ECMRA.
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QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW OF AWARDED CONTRACT FILES FROM THE SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE COMMAND CONTRACTS DIRECTORATE 2.0

 FY 15 Quality Assurance Review (Post-Award)

I. INTRODUCTION

As part of the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program (PPMAP) an internal Quality Assurance Review (QAR) was performed on a sample of awarded contracts files which were reviewed for documentation completeness, appropriate approval signatures, clause currency and compliance with the Navy Component Clause Control Program.  Files were viewed in WebEX- the SPAWAR official Contract Archive system. 

Each contract was reviewed against a set list of pertinent clauses and provisions, as well as applicability to the approval thresholds listed in SPAWAR HQ Approval Thresholds- a SCPPM document. 

II. CONTRACT FILE SELECTION REVIEW METHODOLOGY


A random sampling of ‘C’ and ‘D’ contracts, task orders and modifications, GSA Orders and SAPs were selected for review from those listed on the FPDS-NG awarded contracts listing.  

The file reviews were conducted in accordance with SPAWAR SCPPM ‘Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations’. The SCPPM document contains checklists for the various type of contract documents.  The checklists are continually reviewed for completeness and updates. The checklists were used in the review process. 

III. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW ELEMENTS


Contract files were reviewed for compliance and currency against the following set of clauses and provisions:


· FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements (Aug 1996)

· FAR 52.204-8 Annual Representations and Certifications (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-7 System For Award Management (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (Jan 2011)


· FAR 52.204-10 Reporting Executive Compensation and First Tier Subcontracts, (If applicable -no DD254) (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.215-22 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges Identification of Subcontracting effort (Oct 2009) (Use when the anticipated cost of the contract exceeds $700K & contract type is other than FFP)


· FAR 52.215-23 Limitation on Pass-Through Charges (Oct 2009) (Use when 52.215-22 is used)


· FAR 52.219-14 Limitations on Subcontracting  (Nov 2011) (if prime was a small business set aside)


· FAR 52.219-28 Post-Award Small Business Program Representation (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.222-54 Employment Eligibility Verification (Jul 2012) (required in all RFPs except commercial items)


· FAR 52.223-15 Energy Efficiency in Energy Consuming Products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.223-16 IEEE 1680 Standard for the Environmental Assessment of Personal Computing products (Dec 2007)


· FAR 52.232-25 Prompt Payment  (Jul 2013)


· FAR 52.245-1 Government Furnished Property (Apr 2012)


· DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding Covered Defense Information and Cyber Incident Reporting (Dec 2015) (All RFPs including commercial item/services)

· DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation (Jun 2013) (Supply contract >$5000)

· DFARS 252.211-7007 Reporting of Government Furnished Property (Aug 2012) (Use when 52.245-1 is used)

· DFARS 52.219-7003 Small Business Subcontracting Plan (DoD Contracts) (Aug 2012)


· DFARS 252.225-7040 Contractor Personnel Authorized to Accompany U.S. Armed Forces Deployed Outside the United States (Feb 2013)


· DFARS 252.227-7013 Rights in Technical Data- Noncommercial Items (Jun 2013)


· DFARS 252.232-7003 Electronic Submission of Payment Request (Jun 2012)


· DFARS 252.232-7006 Wide Area Workflow Payment Instructions (May 2013)

· DFARS 252.234-7001 Notice of Earned Value Management System (>$20M) (Apr 2008)


· DFARS 252.234-7002 Earned Value Management System (May 2011)


· DFARS 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification (Jan 2008) 


· 5252.204-9200 Security Requirements (Dec 1999)


· 5252.204-9202 Contractor Picture Badge (Jul 2013)


· 5252.204-9602 Contractor Identification (May 2004)


· 5252.216-9200 Fee Determination and Payment (and any alternates) 


· Enterprise Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (Applicable to service contracts)


In addition, files were reviewed for the following Special Interest Items:


a. Reviewed Commercial Item contracts for appropriate Commercial contract clauses.


b. Reviewed solicitations and contracts for component clause control


c. Reviewed service contracts to ensure the requirements of Enterprise Manpower Contract Reporting Application  (EMCRA) was included in the PWS/SOW.


d. Contract Action Reporting (CARs) submitted and documented in files


e. Interagency acquisitions


f. Management of Government Furnished Property


g. Unauthorized procurements/Ratification Actions


h. Reviewed for file completeness and all documents reviewed to ensure the proper signatures were obtained- Responsibility and Limitations of Authority


The following contracts/task orders were reviewed:


      Contract                Effective   Contractor                    


                  Total


      Number                 Date           Name                                      PSC        PCO           Value                  


		DABLO1-03-A-1006 NS41

		1/30/15

		IMMEXTECHNOLOGY

		Commercial Item

		7050

		S Beckner

		$630K FFP



		N00039-15-F-0022

		4/23/15

		Mythics Inc




		Commercial item

		7010

		S. Beckner

		$789K



		N00039-15-F-0021

		4/16/15

		XS Technology




		Commercial Item

		7025

		S. Beckner

		$87K



		N00039-15-F-0034   

		5/7/15

		Govconnection

		Commercial Item

		7050

		E McGinnis

		$341K



		N00039-15-F-0010  

		2/17/15

		World Wide tech

		Commercial Item

		7030

		E. McGinnis

		$2M



		N00039-15-F-0032  

		5/6/15

		Sterling Computers

		Commercial Item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$23K



		N00039-15-F-0026

		4/8/15

		FNC Inc.

		Commercial Item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$103K



		HC1028-14-A-0002 NS05

		8/8/15

		Carahsoft

		Commercial Item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$137K



		M67854-12-A-4701  NS19

		3/30/15

		Softchoice

		Commercial item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$515K



		M67854-12-A-4701  NS22

		5/28/15

		Softchoice

		Commercial item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$5.4M



		M67854-13-D-4045  NS11

		9/22/15

		Conscious Security

		Commercial Item

		7030

		H Mohlman

		$1.9M



		N00039-10-D-0003  TO 0013

		9/30/15

		SAIC

		FFP

		7010

		H Mohlman

		$1.5M



		N00039-15-F-0028

		5/5/15

		NEXCUT

		FFP Competed

		R614

		I Robinson

		$8K



		N00039-15-F-0009  

		12/30/15

		Vector Planning and research

		FFP Competed

		R425

		CDR Hodges

		$3.8M



		N00039-15-F-0046

		9/24/15

		Vector Planning and Research

		FFP

		D314

		E Sist

		$1M



		N00039-15-F-0002

		12/10/14

		Spry methods

		Commercial item

		R425

		K McCoy

		$621K



		N00039-15-F-0025  

		4/20/15

		Tracen Technologies

		Commercial item

		D307

		L Parker

		$363K



		N00039-15-D-0041  

		8/1/15

		Katmai Technical

		CPFF 8(a)

		D307

		L Parker

		$19.9M



		N00039-15-F-0052

		9/30/15

		George Allen Co

		Commercial item

		7110

		J McCelland

		$143K



		N00039-15-F-0007  

		12/30/14

		Carahsoft tech

		Commercial item

		7030

		K Holcomb

		$1.7M



		N00039-15-D-0003  

		2/26/15

		8-KOI Inc

		CPFF

		R707

		K Holcomb

		$3.8M



		N00039-15-D-0004  

		1/22/15

		Strategic Support Corp

		8(a)

		D307

		K Holcomb

		$3.9M



		N00039-15-F-0007  

		12/30/14

		Carahsoft Technology

		Commercial item

		7030

		K Holcomb

		$1.7M



		N00039-15-F-0042

		8/19/15

		Vector Planning and Services

		Commercial Item

		D316

		K Rainville

		$29K



		N00039-15-D-0005

		2/9/15

		Imagine One

		SBIR III

		D306

		K Rainville

		$19.2M



		N00039-15-F-0035

		5/21/15

		Analytical Graphics

		Not Competed

		7030

		K Reidy

		$203K



		N00039-15-F-0037

		6/30/15

		Four Points tech

		Commercial Item

		7030

		K Reidy

		$326K



		N00039-15-F-0020  

		3/31/15

		Price Waterhouse

		Commercial Item

		D318

		J Sade

		$326K



		N66001-14-A-0058 NS02

		11/25/14

		DLT Solutions

		FFP

		D319

		J Sade

		$774K



		N00039-15-F-0033  

		5/8/15

		FCN Inc

		FFP

		D318

		M Ohara

		$637K



		N00039-08-D-0002 TO 162

		10/30/14

		TTS Joint Venture

		CPFF

		R425

		H Radaford

		$3.6M



		N00039-08-D-0006 TO 0026

		3/4/15

		Trivec-Avant Corp

		FFP

		5820

		H Radaford

		$330K



		N00039-09-D-0134  TO 0010

		4/30/15

		Makai Ocean Engineering

		CPFF

		7010

		W Fletcher

		$438K



		N00039-09-D-0135  TO 0006

		10/6/14

		MILPOWER

		FFP

		5820

		M Rutledge

		$1.9M



		N00039-10-D-0006 TO 0004  

		1/14/15

		Computer Sciences Corp

		CPFF

		7030

		K Smith

		$1.3M



		N00039-10-D-0009  TO 0005  

		11/14/14

		Science Application International

		CPFF

		D318

		K Smith

		$4.6M



		N00039-15-A-0001  NS01  

		11/13/14

		Contract Furnishers of America

		FFP

		N071

		P Dimla

		$29K



		N00039-15-A-0001 NS32

		9/29/15

		Contract Furnishers of America

		FFP

		N7110

		P Dimla

		$446K



		N65236-12-D-4120  TO NS01  

		3/31/15

		Scientific Research Corp

		FFP

		7010

		J McCoy

		$883K



		N66001-14-A-0058  NS05

		4/1/15

		DLT Solutions

		FFP

		D319

		K Reavis

		$3.1M





IV. CONTRACT FILE REVIEW RESULTS


      Each file reviewed is detailed below with the applicable deficiencies noted as well any positives.

SPAWAR HQ CONTRACT FILES:

DABL01-03-A-1006   NS41  Awarded 1/30/15  $630K Commercial Item  FFP Not Competed


IMMEXTECHNOLOGY  (order completed)


PSC: 7050


PCO: S Beckner


Comments:


- Original order in webex is unsigned


- No PPSM documentation


- No DD2579 located in webex


- Order should include FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements; DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding Covered Defense Information and Cyber Incident Reporting


*******************************


N00039-15-F-0022 Awarded: 4/23/15 $789K FFP Commercial Item


Mythics Inc


PSC: 7010


PCO: S Beckner


Comments:


- No DD2579 located in webex


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation located in webex


- No BCM/MTF to determine price reasonableness or contractor responsibility


- No Tech Evaluation located in webex


- Order should have had DFARS 252-204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information (Nov 2012)


No pre-award documents found in webex


*****************************


N00039-15-F-0021 Awarded: 4/16/15   $87K  FFP Commercial Item


XS Technology


PSC: 7025


PCO: S Beckner


Comments:


- GSA Schedules are Multiple Award Contracts- you must compete unless an Exception to Fair Opportunity is approved- or a sole source memo.  Could not locate in webex


- No DD2579 located in webex


- No PPSM/Market Research located in webex


- No BCM/MTF to determine price reasonableness or contractor responsibility


- No tech evaluation


N00039-15-F-0034   Awarded 5/7/15 $341K FFP
Not Competed


Govconnection  (order completed)


PSC: 7050


PCO:E. McGinnis


Comments:


File complete


********************

N00039-15-F-0010  Awarded 2/17/15 $2M   FFP Competed


World Wide Technology


PSC:7050


PCO: E. McGinnis


 Comments:


-File Complete


******************************


N00039-15-F-0032  Awarded 5/6/15  $23K FFP Competed


Sterling Computers (order completed)


PSC: 7030


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- File complete


*********************


N00039-15-F-0026 Awarded 4/8/15 $103K FFP  Competed (Brand Name)


FNC Inc.  (order complete) Commercial Item


PSC: 7030


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- File complete


*********************


HC1028-14-A-0002 NS05 Awarded: 8/18/15 $137K  FFP Commercial Item 


Carahsoft Technology


PSC: 7030


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- No PPSM or Market Research documentation in webex


All other required documents included in the checklist in webex.


*************************


M67854-12-A-4701  NS19 Awarded: 3/30/15  $515K  FFP SAP Not Competed- Commercial Item


Softchoice


PSC: 7030


PCO: H. Mohlman


Comments:


- No PPSM or Market Research documentation found in webex


- This order was not competed- it requires a Limited Source Justification - could not locate in webex - although the PNM states it was approved on 7/2/14


- DD2579- the checklist states it is attached- but unable to locate in webex


- The PNM did not document any discounts requested by the negotiator- DFARS 8.405-4


- Good use of contract checklist


***********************


M67854-12-A-4701  NS22  Awarded: 5/28/15 $5.4M SAP- Not Competed Commercial Item


Softchoice


PSC: 7030


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- No PPSM or Market Research documentation found in webex


- Good use of contract file checklist


*****************************


M67854-13-D-4045  NS11 Awarded 9/22/15  $1.9M Commercial item


Conscious Security


PSC: 7030


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- PNM states  Limited Sources Justification approved on 4 August 2014, unable to locate in webex


- This is a commercial item buy greater than $1M- should have a D&F for Commercial item


- Recommend uploading the CAR to webex 


All other documents in file


*************************


N00039-10-D-0003  TO 0013 Issued: 9/30/15  $1.5M   FFP


SAIC


PSC: 7010


PCO: H Mohlman


Comments:


- Recommend a CAR be uploaded to webex for this action


- All other documents are in webex


**************************


N00039-15-F-0028 Awarded 5/5/15 $8K FFP Competed


NEXCUT LLC


PSC: R614


PCO: I. Robinson


Comments:


- File Complete


*************************


N00039-15-F-0009  Awarded 12/30/15 $3.8M FFP Competed


Vector Planning and research


PSC:R425


PCO: CDR Hodges


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned


- No PPSM or Market Research located in webex


- No BCM/MTF with contractor responsibility determination or price reasonableness


- No DD 2579 located in webex


- No MOPAS Acq Strategy found in webex


- No memo to go outside DoD for this requirement see DFARS 217-7802(b)(1)-(5)


- P0001-P0005 are unsigned in webex


- This order is listed as a Commercial Item in FPDS-NG, yet it is not issued on a 1449; if it is commercial there is no D&F for Commercial Item Determination


- This is a services order- no COR Nomination or Designation letters in webex


- Order requires FAR 52.204-2 Security Requirements and DFARS 252.204-7012 Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information


- Services orders require a Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan not in webex


- Services require a Certificate of Personal/Non-Personal Services signed by the Program manager


Recommend the use of checklists in file


***********************************


N00039-15-F-0046 Awarded 9/24/15  $1M     FFP 


Vector Planning and Research Commercial Item 8(a)


PSC: D314


PCO: E Sist


Comments:


- Contract in webex is unsigned


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation found in webex


- File requires a D&F for Commercial Item Determination the folder in webex is titled D&F, but the DD254 is the only document 


-This file is a service it should have a Certificate of Personal/Non-Personal Services signed by the Program manager


- Services require a Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan- could not locate one in webex


- Services require a COR Nomination and Designation letter- could not locate in webex


-Recommend the use of checklists in file


****************************


N00039-15-F-0002 Awarded 12/10/14 $621K FFP Commercial Item


Spry Methods 8(a)


PSC: R425


PCO: K McCoy


Comments:


- This procurement is an award off  the GSA 8(a) STARS II GWAC Multiple, award IDIQ contract.  Although it is an award made through the 8(a) program, since it was an 8(a) MAC, I believe a Limited Source Justification of Fair Opportunity Exception is required for this order, since it was issued without obtaining competition.


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation is located in webex


- No MOPAS Acquisition Strategy was located in webex


- No memo to go outside DoD for this requirement see DFARS 217-7802(b)(1)-(5)


- The MTF did not discuss contractor responsibility IAW FAR 9.104


- This services effort should have been coded as IGF in the Description block of FPDS-NG 


- The requirement for Enterprise Wide Manpower reporting Application was not in the order


- No Certificate of Personal/Non-Personal services signed by the PM was located in webex


- The original order in webex is unsigned


- This services order requires a Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan- not located in webex


*******************************


N00039-15-F-0025  Awarded: 4/20/15  $363K   FFP Commercial Item


Tracen Technologies


PSC: D307


PCO: L Parker


Comments:


- File complete- except could not locate the original order in webex


**************************************

N00039-15-D-0041  Awarded: 8/1/2015  $19.9M CPFF


Katmai Technical Services  8(a)


PSC: D307


PCO: Lisa Parker


Comments:


- The BCM for this award only determined reasonable the costs for the first delivery order.  The first order totals $1.4M, the BCM only analyses the $1.4M not the total value of the IDIQ.


-  I believe this award should have been reported to CHINFO, although the BCM, pg 21 states that the funded amount was only $1.4M therefore, no CHINFO is required.


*************************


N00039-15-F-0052 Awarded: 9/30/15  $134K   FFP Commercial Item


George W Allen Co.


PSC: 7110 Office Furniture


PCO: J McCelland


Comments: 


- Original order in webex is unsigned


- No BCM/MTF to document price reasonableness or Contractor Responsibility


- No sole source documentation or SBA acceptance (if this is an 8(a))


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation in webex


- No memo to go outside DoD to meet this requirement see DFARS 217-7802(b)(1)-(5)


No pre-award documents found  in webex


*************************************


N00039-15-F-0007  Awarded: 12/30/14  $1.7M   FFP Commercial item


Carahsoft Technology


PSC: 7030


PCO: K Holcomb


Comments:


- original order in webex is unsigned


- No BCM/MTF to document price reasonableness or contractor responsibility


- No Sole Source documentation


- PPSM/Market research documentation found in webex


- No Memo to go outside DoD to meet this requirement see DFARS 217-7802(b)(1)-(5)


- Coded in FPDS-NG as a Commercial Item- no D&F Commercial Item Determination found in webex


-No pre-award documents found in webex


*****************************

N00039-15-D-0003  Awarded: 2/26/15  $3.8M  CPFF


8-KOI  Inc.  8(a)


PSC: R707


PCO: K Holcomb


Comments:


- This is an 8(a) award.  The Business Clearance documents the award of the basic IDIQ as well as the first task order- so the order was issued concurrent with the award of the basic IDIQ.  


The BCM in the file documents the pricing for the amount of the first task order awarded in the amount of $765K- but did not document the total award of the IDIQ, which was $3.8M. 


- The basic award of the IDIQ in webex is not signed 


- The BCM in webex was not signed.


- Recommend placing a screen shot of the CAR in webex


- Could not find in the PWS or contract, the requirement for reporting man hours into the Enterprise Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting Application. (required for services)


*****************************


N00039-15-D-0004  Awarded:1/22/15  $3.9M  CPFF


Strategic Support Corp. 8(a)


PSC: D307


PCO: K Holcomb


Comments:


- The BCM for the basic IDIQ only justified the cost of the first Task order awarded at just over $1M- it did not justify the award of the total cost of the IDIQ , which was proposed at $3.99M.  


Need to determine the $2.9M remaining for the basic is reasonable.


- The IDIQ contract in webex is unsigned


- Could not find in the contract or the PWS the requirement for reporting man hours into the Enterprise Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting Application 


- Recommend a copy of the CAR be uploaded to webex.


*************************************

N00039-15-F-0042 Awarded: 8/19/15 $29K   Not Competed- Urgency  FFP Commercial Item


Vector Planning and Services


PSC: D316


PCO: K Rainville


Comments:


- No pre-award documentation found in webex


- No DD2579


- No Urgency justification memo


- No BCM/MTF on price reasonableness or contractor responsibility


- No memo to go outside DoD see DFARS 217-7802(b)(1)-(5)


- No PPSM/Market research documentation in webex


- No Enterprise Wide Manpower Reporting Application provisions in the order.


********************************************


N00039-15-D-0005 Awarded: 2/09/15  $19.2M  CPFF


Imagine One technologies  PH III SBIR


PSC: D306


PCO: K Rainville


Comments:


- The BCM is only 1 page- appears to be missing the body of the clearance. 


- The J&A found in webex is only 1 page- missing the body of the J&A and the signature page


- Without the body of the BCM, unable to determine if the negotiator justified contract type (CPFF), Responsibility, Weighted Guidelines Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing


- Not sure if the accounting system for Imagine One is adequate for CPFF type contracts


- No record of obtaining an EEO Clearance (>$10M)


- Requires a Certificate of Current Cost or Pricing- couldn't find in webex


- MOPAS Acq Strategy (PSC D306)


- Enterprise Wide Manpower Reporting Application requirement was not located in the contract or PWS (services contract)


- No COR Nomination or Designation Letter, the contract has a COR assigned


- No Personal/Non-Personal Services Certification was found in webex


- Basic contract in webex is unsigned


*************************


N00039-15-F-0035 Awarded; 5/21/15  $203K  Only One Source FFP


Analytical Graphics


PSC: 7030


PCO: K Reidy


Comments:


- No PPSM or Market Research located in webex The J&A discusses  that market research was used to develop the IGCE- but not what type of MR was done


- The J&A states in the first paragraph, "I, as Competition Advocate for Space and Naval Systems Command..."  This should not be signed by the Competition Advocate, but can be signed by the PCO. Rather than a J&A, a Limited Sources Justification is the proper document to limit sources on GSA contract Multiple Award Schedules.


- The PNM did not document any discounts requested by the negotiator (per FAR 8.405-4)


- There is no memo to go outside DoD as prescribed by SCPPM "Proper use of Non-DoD Contracts, para 4(c)" 


**********************

N00039-15-F-0037 awarded: 6/30/15 $326K FFP Commercial Item


Four Points Technology


PSC: 7030


PCO: K Reidy


Comments:


- No PPSM/Market Research documentation located in webex


- No DD2579 located in webex


- No BCM/MTF to determine the price reasonableness or contractor responsibility


- GSA contracts are multiple award vehicles- this should have been competed or a Limited Source Justification IAW FAR 8.405-6, should have been placed in the file, could not locate in webex


- No memo to go outside DoD for this requirement see FAR 17.501-1(a)(2)

****************************


N00039-15-F-0020  Awarded: 3/31/15 $2.1M FFP Commercial Item


Price Waterhouse


PSC:D318


PCO: J Sade


Comments:


- Original order in webex is unsigned


- Coded as Commercial Item in FPDS-NG- could not locate the D&F for Commercial Item Determination


- Services order requires a MOPAS Acquisition Strategy- could not locate in webex


- Order did not provide for Enterprise Wide Manpower Reporting Application reporting


*******************************

N66001-14-A-0058 NS02 Issued: 11/25/14 $774K FFP


DLT Solutions


PSC: D319


PCO: J Sade


Comments:


- Although coded as a D319, the order is primarily for software licenses, therefore no MOPAS Acq Strategy is required.


- MTF discusses that this requirement is in scope of the original contract- good discussion


***********************************


N00039-15-F-0033  Awarded: 5/8/15 $637K FFP


FCN Inc


PSC: D318


PCO: M Ohara


Comments:


-File Complete! Good use of Contracting Checklist.


*********************************


N00039-08-D-0002 TO 162  Issued: 10/30/14  $3.6M CPFF


TTS Joint Venture


PSC: R425


PCO: H Radaford


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned


- Recommend uploading the CAR to webex


- All other documents are in webex.


****************************


N00039-08-D-0006 to 0026  Issued: 3/4/15 $330K FFP


Trivec-Avant Corp.


PSC: 5820


PCO: H Radaford


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned


- recommend uploading the CAR to webex


- All other documents in webex


*****************************


N00039-09-D-0134  TO 10  Issued: 4/30/15   $438K  CPFF


Makai Ocean Engineering SBIR PH III


PSC: 7010


PCO: W Fletcher


Comments:


- Recommend a CAR for this action be uploaded to webex


- File complete


*********************************


N00039-09-D-0135  TO 0006 Issued: 10/6/14  $1.9M FFP


MILPOWER


PSC: 5820


PCO: M Rutledge


Comments:


- Recommend uploading a CAR for this action in webex


- All other documents are in webex


*****************************


N00039-10-D-0006 TO 0004  Issued: 1/14/15  $1.3M CPFF


Computer Sciences Corp


PSC: 7030


PCO: K Smith


Comments:


- Due to the CPFF type of contract, I would expect to see a proposal, evaluation and negotiation memo in this file, but unable to locate in webex.


- The order in webex is unsigned


- Recommend uploading a CAR to webex for this action


- Unable to find in webex Task Orders 0002 and 0003 for the basic contract


- The attachments in webex for TO 0004 are just cover sheets ( Attach 1 SOW, Attach 3 SDP, Exhibit A CDRLs)


- The task order found in webex is only 1 page (just the cover)  it is unsigned.


- Recommend a CAR be uploaded to webex for this order.


*****************************


N00039-10-D-0009  TO 0005  Issued: 11/14/14  $4.6M CPFF


Science Applications International  (According to FPDS-NG)


PSC: D318


PCO: K Smith


Comments:


- FPDS-NG states the vendor is SAIC, yet the task order is issued to Leidos.  FPDS-NG needs to be changed to reflect Leidos as the awardee


- If SAIC acquired Leidos, there should be a Novation Agreement in the webex file- could not locate one


- This is a services contract (D318) it should have a MOPAS Acq Strategy in webex, unable to locate- the BCM states it was approved on 18 Feb 2009


- The PWS nor CDRLs provide for Enterprise- Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting Application 


- This order requires a Personal-Non-Personal Services Certification, unable to locate in webex- the BCM states N/A


**************************************


N00039-15-A-0001  NS01  Issued: 11/13/14 $29K  FFP


Contract furnishers of Hawaii


PSC:N071


PCO: P Dimla


Comments:


- Order NS01 in webex is unsigned


- The Memo to File lists the following enclosures: (1) Summary Proposal by Contract Furnishers of Hawaii; (2) Email dated 12 Nov 2014 Technical Evaluation- these documents were not part of the MTF- need to upload to webex


- In order for this action to be completed in webex, it requires an IGCE, an RFQ, a Proposal and an evaluation by the COR.  The MTF mentions these but they are not uploaded to webex.


- It is noted that subsequent task orders in webex  (NS03, NS04, NS05 etc..)do have the Quote, Proposal and Evaluation uploaded.


- Recommend a CAR be uploaded to webex


********************


N00039-15-A-0001 NS32 Issued: 9/29/15 $446K FFP


Contract furnishers of Hawaii


PSC: 7110


PCO: P Dimla


Comments:


- MTF does have the IGCE and contractor's proposal- still requires the RFQ


- The MTF references an enclosure (3) the Tech Evaluation - not found in webex


- Recommend a CAR be uploaded to webex


******************************


N65236-12-D-4120  TO NS01  Issued: 3/31/15  $883K FFP


Scientific Research Corp


PSC: 7010


PCO: J McCoy


Comments:


- Order in webex is unsigned


- Should have a copy of the basic IDIQ in the file to determine if the order is in scope. Commercial procedures were used. Could not find out if the basic contract was for commercial items.


- FPDS-NG states that this was competed with three offerors, yet there is no MTF in webex to determine if pricing is reasonable.


- FPDS-NG states this order was$136K, the order in webex is for $883K


***************************************


N66001-14-A-0058 NS05 Issued: 4/01/15 $3.1M  FFP


DLT Solutions


PSC: D319


PCO: K Reavis


Comments:


- FPDS-NG states this order was issued under full and open competition and 4 offerors were received.  There is no MTF to explain this.


- Although coded D319, this is primarily for software licenses, and therefore, no MOPAS Acq Strategy is required


- The basic contract should be included in the file to determine if the order is in scope.


- Order in webex is unsigned


***********************************


V. A total of 40 contract files were reviewed.  

Significant findings include:


· No PPSMs being conducted- SPAWAR Policy document ‘Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting” requires prior planning for all procurements.


· Missing documents in WebEX- FAR 4.801(b) Government contract Files states, "The documentation in the files shall be sufficient to constitute a complete history of the transaction". FAR 4.803 Contents of Contract Files lists examples of the types of documents to be retained in the file.  WeBEX is the 2.0 stated "Official Contract File" for audit purposes and therefore should contain all the Pre-Award and Post-Award required documents. Significant documents missing include Limited Source Justifications and 

· Market Research efforts are not being documented IAW SPAWAR Policy – see SCPPM document titled ‘Market Research’ for documentation requirements.


· Checklists not being used- see SCPPM ‘Checklists Internal Compliance Review of Contract Files/Solicitations

· No evidence of ECMRA being incorporated into the PWS/SOW for service contracts

· No evidence of J&A posting in FBO


 VI. FY 15 Implementation Plan For Improvement:  

Issues will be addressed in All Hands communications, emails, presentations, and policy alerts and/or SCPPM updates as appropriate.

Recommendations Summary:

1. Disseminate results of this review specifically highlighting SPAWAR Policy requirements of holding PPSMs and documenting them in the contract file.  Done & Discussed.  Reminders on:

2. Use of checklists. Done.

3. Market Research documentation requirements at weekly staff meetings. Done.

14
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Summary 
Based on the Procurement Performance Management and Assessment Program (PPMAP) 
review held 29 April – 8 May 2015, the procurement operation at SPAWAR Systems Center 
Atlantic (SSC Atlantic) is rated Marginal.  The SSC Atlantic Contracting Competency is not 
performing effectively and efficiently its delegated authorities.  As a result of this rating, 
increased procurement management oversight activities and corrective actions must be put into 
place.  Although there were vulnerabilities and associated risks identified, no fraud was found 
during the review.   


 


Business Clearance Memoranda Threshold  
Although significant improvements have been evidenced in the documentation reviewed during 
the latest PPMAP, further controls are deemed necessary in the review and approval of business 
clearance memoranda at SSC Atlantic.  In November 2014, SPAWAR HQ increased visibility 
into Business Clearance Memoranda and required that SSC Atlantic provide SPAWAR HQ an 
opportunity to review its business clearances for contract actions valued at $5M or more, a 
departure from the previous threshold of $50M.  SSC Atlantic has since implemented a 
Contracts Review Board (CRB), increased internal visibility, identified specific focus areas, and 
provided additional training.  Additionally, SSC Atlantic has focused two leadership roles, 2.0A 
and 2.2, on providing business clearance preparation and documentation guidance to its 
workforce.  Credit is given to the steps taken thus far.  However, based on the findings 
identified herein, a high-level of visibility must continue until the clearances consistently reflect 
well documented business decisions.  If SSC Atlantic maintains its CRB and includes 
SPAWAR HQ representation on its reviews, SSC Atlantic may internally approve business 
clearance memorandums up to $10M.  Clearances in excess of $10M will be submitted to 
SPAWAR HQ for review, following review by and signature of the SSC Atlantic 2.0 
Competency Lead.  The goal should be for SSC Atlantic to regain its clearance threshold of 
$50M by December 31, 2015.  


Background 
The PPMAP process focuses on performing assessments of acquisition processes used by 
contracting organizations to execute delegated procurement authority.  SPAWAR HQ, as the 
Head of the Contracting Activity conducts on-site reviews to gauge the procurement execution 
and management functions of its contracting activities.  The PPMAP promotes continuous 
improvements and the sharing of best practices resulting from noteworthy accomplishments.  
Further, the PPMAP is a tool that assists in reducing areas of vulnerability.  
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Scope 
The SPAWAR HQ performed a PPMAP review at the SSC ATLANTIC location in Charleston, 
South Carolina to assess whether the organization uses sound contracting practices 
demonstrated through its critical procurement processes and contract documentation. Included 
in the review were a total of 77 files, 7 focus areas, and special interest items.   


Methodology 
To accomplish this PPMAP, the team reviewed the past reports (e.g. PPMAP Report, portions 
of IG reports, and Policy Alerts) prior to commencing this review.  Further, the team used the 
DASN PPMAP materials; the NAVSEA Procurement Surveillance Plan procedures, interviews, 
SSC Atlantic’s Self-Assessment and the SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedure Manual 
(SCPPM) document on PPMAP.   


A contract list by contract type was provided for focus areas and special interest items. 
Specifically, we assessed contract files; contract processes and policies; and interviews of 
personnel.  Results cover seven key focus areas:   


1. Organizational Leadership 
2. Chief Contracting Office Responsibilities  
3. Strategic Planning 
4. Human Resource Management 
5. Customer Focus/Supplier 
6. Key Process Management/Contract Compliance 
7. Special Interest Items 


The Special Interest Items include:  


1. Deep Dives  
2. Commercial Items  
3. Price Reasonableness  
4. Simplified Acquisition Procedures  
5. SeaPort-E  
6. Contract Administration  
7. Policy Dissemination  
8. MOPAS 
9. Contract Closeout  
10. DASN (AP) Special Interest Items including:  


a. Better Buying Power Initiatives  
b. Component Clause Control 
c. Interagency Acquisition 
d. Contract Action Reporting 
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e. Unauthorized Procurements/Ratifications  
f. Unique Contracting Authority 
g. Financial Improvement Audit Readiness 
h. Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card Program 
i. Small Business 
j. Contracting Officer’s Representatives 


Results  
SSC Atlantic’s contracting organization has implemented and maintained management controls 
that require enhancement to ensure the quality and execution of its contract documents and 
delegated authority.  The PPMAP review found both sound contracting practices and evidence 
of actions that prompt operational concern.  Lack of adequate documentation in many business 
processes is cause for concern as they pose unnecessary risk to consistently achieving efficient 
and effective procurement operations. Additionally, repeated findings of the same weaknesses 
indicate risk of greater systemic issues, which could lead to procurement operation failures. 
 
The resulting overall rating of Marginal considered all assessment areas in Focus Areas I-VII.  
To this end, a medium risk is assigned to the contracting organization as it has some significant 
findings and deficiencies and weaknesses.  The contracting organization is moderately at risk of 
adversely impacting procurement operations in meeting customer requirements according to 
law, regulation and policy.  The organization will require oversight and external assistance as it 
implements corrective actions and improvements. 
 
Below summarizes the overall ratings applied in each area assessed during the PPMAP process.  
 


1. Organizational Leadership.  Organizational Leadership is rated as 
Satisfactory-Marginal. The SSC Atlantic leadership is truly committed to its 
Contracting Competency; however, due to weaknesses and deficiencies in key processes 
the leadership is less effective than optimally possible at the execution/workforce level.  
Assessment areas used in this factor include a review of Focus Areas I-VII. 
 
2. Management Controls and Internal Controls.  Management Controls and 
Internal Controls are rated as Marginal. Staffing, workload, key processes, and repeat 
findings affect efficient execution of the procurement operation. Lack of controls expose 
the organization to vulnerabilities that if not addressed may result in fraud, waste, or 
abuse.   Focus Areas V through VII were primarily the assessment areas used for this 
rating.   
 
3. Regulatory Compliance.  Regulatory Compliance is rated as Marginal.  SSC 
Atlantic shows inconsistencies in its approach to procurement regulations and policy.  
Some deficiencies and weaknesses will require immediate corrective action.  Most of all, 
the business decision documentation will require level-above management and 
oversight. Contract Compliance information was primarily used to assess Regulatory 
Compliance for Focus Areas VI and VII, allowing for determination of this rating.   
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As described below, the review found both noteworthy accomplishments and/or conditions that 
warrant management attention or corrective actions which pose a certain level of risk to the SSC 
Atlantic organization. 
 
The results of the review are summarized below under the Organizational Leadership, 
Management and Internal Controls, and Regulatory Compliance headings.  Details regarding 
the summaries follow, and are resident within the Focus Areas and Special Interest Items. 
 


Principal Assessment Factor I:  Organizational Leadership 


Strengths 
• Commanding Officer (CO) and the Executive Director (ED) value and involve the 


Contracting Department.  
• Leadership integrates the Chief of the Contracting Office (CCO) on strategic and 


decisional teams. 
• CCO is a valued member of the Center’s management team. 
• CO and ED are accessible to the CCO. 
• SSC Atlantic possesses a strong outreach effort to industry making its commitment to its 


supplier base noteworthy. 
• CO and ED’s commitment to strategic planning is highly commendable.  
• Mission, vision and plans are communicated to workforce. 
• SSC Atlantic has a defined organizational chart showing relational and authoritative 
dependencies. 


Significant Findings 
• None. 


Deficiencies   
• High workload levels negatively impact the workforce. 
 Required corrective action: Balance existing 2.0 goals, emphasizing quality and 
strengthening the workforce.  The Center should consider 2.0’s capacity in determining whether 
to accept work , especially from non-Navy customers. 
• Strengthen 2.0 internal controls and put in place clear guidance to workforce.  
 Required corrective action:  Invoke more CCO and Senior Leadership review of 
contract actions and workforce issues.  Monitor guidance through the review of contract actions 
and business decision documentation submitted for review. Ensure that all reviewers of work 
have similar understanding of requirements. 
• The 2.0 organizational structure shows fragmentation in alignment which affects 
communication, professional growth, and customer relations. 
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• The customers and employees identified areas where more engagement is necessary, as 
outlined in the employee survey and EEO facilitation groups.  Further, when contract deep dives 
and reviews of Contracting Officer’s Representative processes were conducted, the fissures in 
the contracting operation stood out.  There are divides in alignments and processes that must be 
resolved before healthy operations can continue. 
 Required corrective action:  Review the 2.0 Pre-Award and Post-award organizational 
structure.  Determine the best organizational alignment to facilitate communication between 2.0 
employees conducting pre-award and post-award functions.  Ensure the proper level-above 
reviews and approvals are in place and functioning to encourage professional growth and obtain 
the value-added reviews on acquisition documentation.   Review the 2.0, 2.0A, and 2.2 roles for 
further demarcation and involvement in the work products.  Determine best organizational 
alignment to improve communications and Contracting/Ordering Officer/Contract Specialist 
accessibility for technical customers.  Utilize Contract Specialists/Contracting Officers in 
upfront support/involvement in the planning/preparation phases and managing contract ceilings 
(although it is recognized that the Customer Resource Managers are involved with customers at 
the early acquisition stages (e.g. validating requirements, reserving contract ceilings, and 
more)).  Consistently conduct annual employee and customer surveys.  Summarize the survey 
results in a manner conducive to management’s review and implementation as well to improve 
the employee awareness.  Acknowledge and address the customer’s concerns promptly.  
• The organization must strike a balance between the efforts spent on its strategic 
planning, leadership meetings, and the key performance indicators that touch the work product. 


o SSC Atlantic shows much exuberance in its strategic planning efforts; however, 
the results of those efforts are not exhibited in the performance of contract operations.  
From implementing more level-above reviews on contract documentation to making 
Contracting Officers and Contract Specialists more accountable for the quality of their 
work products, the organization must shore up its planning with performance.  The 
Contracting Competency selected goals for FY 15 that if fully implemented would put 
the organization on a path to healthier performance execution.   


 Recommendation for improvement:  Shift a percentage of its efforts from strategic 
planning to that of working with the 2.0 work products.  Institute Contracting Officer and 
management level reviews throughout the key decision points in documentation preparation.  
• Acquisition team (both contracts and technical professionals) require enhanced 
opportunities to collaborate earlier in the process.   


o Expressed all too often throughout the customer survey and interview process, 
the technical counterparts and the contracting workforce want to work together earlier in 
the acquisition process.  This will provide needed information sooner rather than later, 
enabling the necessary updates in the acquisition documentation and procurement 
packages to occur more timely. 


 Recommendation for improvement:  Fully implement Project Planning Strategy 
Meetings (PPSMs) on all procurement actions, setting specific timeframes of when the PPSMs 
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must occur (e.g. within 18 months of required award date for acquisitions over a certain dollar 
threshold and within a lesser time for less complex acquisitions).  This is an opportunity for the 
Contracting Competency to understand its workload demand signal, set priorities with its 
customers and, to timely communicate the applicable acquisition documentation requirements, 
reducing ambiguities of what type of documentation is needed to process particular types of 
procurements.  Identify a proper point of contact that aligns to the appropriate portfolio business 
lines during each stage of acquisition cycle.  Coordinate/collaborate with legal counsel staff and 
clearly identify the formats/contents of technical evaluation documents.  Provide pre-award 
process training to the Contract Specialists. 


Weaknesses 
• None. 


Promising Practices 
• Task Order Performance Work Statement/Statement of Objectives, Quality Assurance 
Surveillance Plan and Technical Evaluation Criteria (TOPQTEC) training, PPSM, and FY15 
initiatives are all noted as promising practices and are expected to help to meet the 
organizational challenges. 


Best Practices 
• None. 
 


Principal Assessment Factor II—Management and Internal Controls 


Strengths 
• The SSC Atlantic contract closeout process is noted as a strength.  DFARS Subpart 
204.804 requires Contracting Officers to close out contracts, and SSC Atlantic has a 
documented process for closing contracts and achieves a high degree of closures (roughly 98% 
of available contracts ready to close are closed throughout the year with only 219 in backlog 
and a potential 9600 coming due throughout the year).  The closeout process is becoming more 
important as agencies look for unexpended funds that remain on contracts and can be reused for 
applicable requirements.   
• The review of the Contracting Officer’s Representatives (COR) processes noted three 
strengths and a best practice:  The strengths are: the COR Program Senior Leadership, The COR 
Manager, and the COR Page available electronically 24/7.   
• SSC Atlantic’s Small Business Program’s governance and stakeholder collaboration is a 
strength and best practice. 
• OSBP’s active involvement early in the acquisition process and PPSM participation is 
strong and positive. 
• SSC Atlantic’s outreach and engagement with industry is exemplary. 
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• The Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card Program (GCPC) Procurement 
Competency provides a centralized approach for purchase cards which enables a high degree of 
expertise, knowledge, and dedicated subject matter experts. 


Significant Findings 
• Annual COR file reviews are not being conducted by the cognizant Contracting 
Officers.  Contracting Officers are required to conduct annual COR file reviews in accordance 
with DFARS PGI 201.602-2(d)(vii) and COR SCPPM paragraph 3(b)(8).  Not all COR files are 
being reviewed. SSC Atlantic policy is that if a COR has more than one contract and/or order 
assigned, only one file is reviewed and that review is conducted by the COR’s supervisor 
(which is a good practice to have the supervisor review).  DFARS PGI 201.602-2(d)(vii) and 
COR SCPPM paragraph 3(b)(8) require all COR files to be reviewed.   
 Recommended corrective action:  Revise the COR file review process to comply with 
regulatory and local guidance which requires the cognizant Contracting Officer to review the 
COR file. 


Deficiencies 
• None. 


Weaknesses 


• The Termination for Convenience process is inconsistent and heavily reliant upon 
contractor documentation.  It was evident in the review of modifications for terminations that 
the process has significant variations.  The contract files reviewed showed one that modeled 
good practices while others had minimal rationale and analysis while relying solely on 
contractor submitted documents.   
 Recommendation for improvement: Establish processes that are consistent and 
repeatable to the workforce whereby terminations are socialized with management and legal 
prior to executing and business decision documents are executed and demonstrate the rationale 
and analysis commensurate with the termination. 
• COR Designation Letters must be signed and issued prior to or in conjunction with the 
award of the contract/order. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  Re-emphasize requirement for CORs to be 
designated in writing by the Contracting Officer prior to or concurrent with the contract/order 
award. 
• The warrant process needs structure and consistent reviews.  
 Recommendation for improvement:  Recommend review of warrants be conducted 
annually in a consistent manner to ensure the warrants issued are being used effectively.  If 
there are warrants that have been issued which are not being fully used, recommend they be 
rescinded or suspended. 
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• Leadership lack of ownership in driving the necessary changes required and deserved by 
the employees in order to create a thriving environment.  
 Recommendation for improvement:  The CCO and the 2.0 leadership team should focus 
more on the workforce, provide guidance by documenting and sharing information about the  
reviews conducted by management, and track the result of re-work based on those reviews.  
This metric shall be established by October 2015 and reported to the CO and ED.  The 
cumulative total of acquisition documents returned to Contract Specialists and Contracting 
Officers shall be tracked by document type and number of instances reviewed prior to approval.  
Additionally, the CCO and the 2.0 leadership shall attend team meetings hosted by Tier 4s, 
ensuring that at least one meeting per month, per team is attended.  The 2.0 leadership should 
use these meetings as opportunities to obtain feedback on the team’s progress, successes, and 
work related concerns.  The 2.0 Policy Lead must include a question on the employee survey to 
track the satisfaction of the employees with the leadership’s involvement. 
• The Contracting Competency must clearly identify to its Contracting Officers and 
Contract Specialists when legal review is required and how to disposition the advice received 
from Counsel. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  The Contracting Competency identified its process 
for legal review, which basically establishes the manner of submission, using the Legal Request 
Form or the Counsel Review Sheet (both terms were used), and the overall procedure.  
However, set dollar thresholds must be made to identify clearly when a document/package 
requires counsel review.  Further, the contracting community should be advised on how to 
properly handle comments from counsel and document the results in the file (whether 
agreement is reached or not). 
• In SPAWARNOTE 4200 of 26 September 2013, appropriate rationale must be provided 
by Government personnel if an acquisition’s labor rates will exceed specific dollar amounts.   
 Recommendation for improvement:  SSC Atlantic’s practice of requiring industry to 
provide the rationale is not appropriate and should immediately be discontinued.  
COMSPAWAR’s intention was to set tripwires to improve the services tradecraft in concert 
with Better Buying Power Initiatives and alert the SPAWAR leadership to risk areas before 
unintended situations occur (in this case, paying too much for a particular labor category).  SSC 
Atlantic is making this a contractor issue and responsibility. 


Promising Practices 
• SSC Atlantic’s closeout process is noted as a Promising Practice that can be replicated.  
With its Contract Information Management System populated by Contract Specialists, an 
analyst is able to pull a monthly report on awards with completion dates indicating the contracts 
that are ready for closure and identifying those that are overaged and can be targeted for issue 
resolution.  With a dedicated resource and focus, the SSC Atlantic Contracting Competency is 
efficient and able to accomplish large amounts of closeouts. 
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Best Practices 
• Sub-minor Property accountability is well communicated and tracked through internal 
tracking systems allowing efficient physical inventory of assets.   
• The COR Accreditation Training, which follows the DAU 222 hosted course. 
 


Principal Assessment Factor III—Regulatory Compliance 


Strengths 
• None. 


Significant Findings 
• The lack of substantiating documentation for acquisition and business decisions was a 
prevalent theme throughout the contract files reviewed. 


o FAR Subparts 4.802 and 15.406-3 states that the bases for the acquisition 
award/negotiated agreement shall be documented in the contract file.  Business decision 
documentation contained in the SSC Atlantic contract files is not adequate.   
o Many key business decision documents contained no rationale supporting the 
contract action and explaining why the award was being made to the resultant 
contractor.  In many instances a simple form was being used to document the business 
decision where boxes were merely checked with no form of analysis, background, or 
rationale as to why the business deal was being entered into.  The Contracting Officer 
has a statutory duty to serve as a good steward of the United States tax dollars, ensuring 
that the expenditure is properly documented.  This role has been long viewed as the 
honest broker ensuring that the Government’s best interest is taken care of and that the 
contractors supplying the service or goods are properly selected and receive a fair and 
reasonable price.  Arriving at this determination is much of what the contracting 
discipline learns in its DAWIA certification process, continuous learning, and on the job 
training; influenced further by internal policy and processes.   
o The SSC Atlantic Contracting Competency repeatedly used 1-3 page forms that 
were designed to document the business decision.  However, because the instructions of 
the form were not being followed or were completely not addressed, it was difficult to 
understand why the Government was awarding the contract action.  Notwithstanding the 
fact that NMCARS Annex 2 requires a particular Business Clearance format, the content 
provided in the organization’s forms was inadequate in comparison to the NMCARS 
format, even if it had been completed properly.   
o Specifically, the business documentation used did not explain how the proposal 
was analyzed.  Additionally, when some forms of procurement called for cost realism, 
the cost realism was not readily identified, and in at least one case was ignored when 
advised to be performed.  Clear and identifiable negotiation objectives were absent, and 
full acceptance of the contractor’s proposal based on previous prices paid (with no 
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analysis or escalation) appeared to be a normal business practice.  Even if accepting the 
contractor’s proposal, the Government must still conduct and document its due diligence 
to ensure the price offered is fair and reasonable.  Breaking down direct and indirect  
costs, direct and indirect rates, and the profit or fee offered, and reviewing the 
contractor’s assumptions and terms and conditions are cornerstone elements of 
determining whether a contractor’s proposal is worthy of award or if further negotiations 
are warranted.   


 Recommended corrective action:  Immediately disband the 1-3 page checklist for 
documenting a business decision.  Ensure that the contracting workforce receives refresher 
training within the next 12 months on how to sufficiently document business decisions in 
support of contract actions at all levels.   
 
• SSC Atlantic’s process to determine price reasonableness was undetectable. 


o Price reasonableness was inconsistently evidenced in the files.  It is the 
Government’s policy that Contracting Officers must obtain supplies and services at fair 
and reasonable prices according to the FAR and DFARS PGI 215.402.  The business 
decision documentation must contain a price reasonableness determination based on 
sound analysis.  Price reasonableness is a determination that the price is what a prudent 
business person would pay for an item or service under competitive market conditions, 
given a reasonable knowledge of the marketplace/contract environment.   
o The FAR allows many analysis techniques to support price reasonableness (e.g. 
comparison of proposed prices when there is adequate competition, comparison of 
proposed prices to historical prices paid, parametric analysis, published price lists, 
comparison to substantiated government estimates and market research, etc.).  In many 
cases a spreadsheet would be made part of the file, but there would be no analysis as to 
what price was considered reasonable and would become the Government’s objective or 
accepted amount.   


 Recommended corrective action:  Include a clear analysis in the business decision 
document of the proposed prices, the Government’s position on those proposed prices, and why 
they or the negotiated prices are considered fair and reasonable.  
• The determination documentation addressing FAR Subpart 17.207(c) – (f) prior to 
exercising an option must be present in the contract file, to include an assessment of the 
contractor’s responsibility (17.207(c)(5) – (7). 
 Recommended corrective action:  Ensure that the determinations comply with regulatory 
requirements.   
• SeaPort-E memorandum-to-files used to document business decisions for new task 
orders and cost/price analyses are inadequate.  The memorandum does not consistently 
document market research, pre-solicitation information, solicitation process, pre-award 
compliance items, detailed cost/price analysis or realism, or the source selection methodology.  
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 Recommended corrective action:  Use the NMCARS BCM or an approved detailed 
format to document the SeaPort-E task order award business decision.   
• Simplified Acquisition procurements also lacked adequate business decision 
documentation.  
 Recommended corrective action:  Use a detailed memorandum-to-file documenting the 
rationale and analysis of why the vendor/contractor was selected. This document does not have 
to be a formal BCM following the NMCARS Annex 2 example, but must follow the key 
elements/tenets to document the award decision.   
• Rarely was market research documented in the contract file.   


o If another system is being used for market research, a copy of that information 
must be made part of the official contract file. The Contracting Competency must 
identify its associated market research to the specific contract action by documenting the 
market research results in its business decision or a separate document that is contained 
in the official contract file.  A main reason for conducting market research is to show 
how the results affect the documented business decision.  


 Recommended corrective action:  Provide training on market research to the contracting 
office and technical counterparts, to ensure that the appropriate level of analysis is being 
performed and documented in the contract file.  This training must occur in the next 12 months. 
• MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategy is not always evident in the contract file.  Many 
applicable files contained no acquisition strategy or reference thereof. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  Include a documented acquisition strategy in the 
contract files.  Note:  This is a repeated finding from the 2012 PPMAP and requires immediate 
corrective action.    


Weaknesses 
• Direct acquisitions from non-DoD sources greater than $150K did not always address 
the elements set forth in DFARS Subpart 217.78. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  Eliminate the current the form and the “check the 
box” practice.  Increase management review on the documentation ensuring that all 
requirements are met.  It is recognized that SSC Atlantic when notified of this item, did provide 
examples of 3 forms that contained better rationale than those reviewed in the PPMAP review.  
This is an indicator that the Contracting Competency knows the appropriate business practice 
but may need to refresh its training throughout the organization.  The form must also 
affirmatively state that the non-DoD activity has certified that they will comply with defense 
procurement requirements and that the non-DoD activity is listed on the DPAP website: 
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/cpic/cp/interagency_acquisition.html. 
• In accordance with DFARS Subpart 212.102(a)(i), commercial contracts greater than 
$1M shall include a Commercial Item Determination in the file.  Some contracts identified in 
FPDS-NG as commercial did not have a commercial item determination in the file.  The 
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determination must document the rationale as to how the supply or service was determined to be 
commercial in nature. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  Contracting Officers must ensure that the 
Commercial Item Determination documentation is included in the contract file. 
• Creating “shadow orders” is inappropriate when accounting for work based on a bona-
fide requirement.  SSC Atlantic creates additional orders for one requirement.  This practice 
creates what appears to be a contract commitment or new action but is tied to an existing 
requirement, so when reviewing the file of the shadow order, the action appears to be an 
unauthorized commitment or duplication of some kind.   
 Recommendation for improvement:  Continue to work with DFAS to provide another 
solution and eliminated the practice of creating shadow orders.  Properly account for all work 
on a resulting contract, delivery/task order, or modification.  If a modification is needed for 
realignment, then it should be a modification and not become an additional order.   
• The requirement for GFP is inconsistently documented in accordance with DFARS PGI 
245.103-70 or in cases, the requirement documentation is conflicting.   


o Lack of consistency in following GFP documentation requirements adds risk to 
the contractor’s performance and its ability to meet customer needs, and potentially 
causing cost growth on contracts if the GFP is not planned and provided in the time 
required on the contract.  Absence of the documentation does not satisfy the 
requirements at DFARS PGI 245.103-70 or FAR Subpart 45.102. 


 Recommendation for improvement:  Increase focus during acquisition planning on the 
evaluation/determination of whether GFP will be provided.  Document the rationale to support 
providing GFP to include identification of the GFP items.  Ensure receipt of GFP 
documentation in the Purchase Request upon acceptance of work or a mutually agreed to 
timeframe.  Work with the technical and program offices to train CORs about the increased 
visibility of GFP accounting and their role in the GFP process.  Update SSC Atlantic processes 
to reflect related information from Policy Alerts and follow the SCPPM on the subject. 
• The Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE) is heavily relied upon to determine 
price reasonableness, without substantiation of how the IGCE was derived. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  In the business decision documentation, explain 
how the IGCE was compiled.   
• Actions exceeding the simplified acquisition threshold of $150K but using SAP process, 
did not always document the applicable coordination with Small Business in the contract files.  
 Recommendation for improvement: While it is recognized that the Small Business 
program at SSC Atlantic is strong and traditionally carries the SPAWAR command in meeting 
or exceeding specific goals or targets, the regulatory requirement calls for a DD2579 review 
which will be looked for in the contract files upon internal or external reviews.  Identify the 
Small Business Coordination Record either via DD2579 or other Navy approved means in the 
contract file or a reference thereto in the contract file.  Note in the file where the coordination 
record is located, if it is not present in the file.  
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• Required/adequate contract clauses are not always incorporated into the contract to carry 
out requirements in the statement of work or performance work statement.  Many contracts that 
identified security requirements did not always have the security related clauses in the contract, 
namely 52.204-2. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  When the level above Contracting Officer reviews 
the business decision documentation and/or the RFP and/or the contract prior to award, compare 
the SOW/PWS requirements to the contract clauses to ensure that the requirements are covered/ 
protected. 
• SAP orders where applicable must contain limited sole source justification 
documentation.  Where urgency is the reason, the rationale should be stated when possible 
versus boiler plate language.  Instances of award documentation stating that the award was 
going to one firm but yet the actual award is made to another firm, with little or no business 
decision documentation supporting the resulting award. 
 Recommendation for improvement:  Instill discipline in the SAP documentation process.  
Update and provide training on documenting market research and showing why one source is 
selected for award.  When changes arise during the course of the pre-award phase, ensure that 
documentation is updated to reflect the changes.   
• Contract files and business decision documents are not centrally located.   
 Recommendation for improvement:  Implement a centralized contract filing system, 
which can be hardcopy or electronic but it must be consistent and sufficient to document the 
procurement’s history and business decisions. 


Overall Recommendations 
Overall recommendations for contract file improvement:  Maintain screen shots of VETS-100, 
FAPIIS, and/or SAM information used to support responsibility determinations/checks in the 
contract file.  Place a copy of the synopsis of the solicitation and award synopsis in the contract 
file to validate that the RFQ/RFP was out for the mandatory 30 days and that the award 
synopsis was actually issued.  Ensure that a copy of the FBO posting of the J&A and Fair 
Opportunity Exception are placed in the contract file to ensure they were posted in accordance 
with the timeframes specified in FAR Subpart 6.305.  Update the Contract Administration Plan 
to include information that will make them more useful (e.g. add the names, email addresses of 
the principal team members involved in post award administration, identify any special 
administration requirements like that of requiring D&Fs or other business documents required 
from the basic contract to occur at the order level).  Maintain contract file checklists and 
improve upon those lists as new policy is issued.  Develop a list of training to be offered in 
FY16 and provide a copy to SPAWAR HQ.   


The compliance area shows inconsistency and a departure from good sound contracting 
practices.  From the 2012 PPMAP review conducted, the following continue to be identified in 
SSC Atlantic’s contract files:  market research is inadequate, contracting professionals signing 
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their own work, not all applicable files contained DD2579 Small Business Coordination 
Records, not all orders for services had acquisition strategies (MOPAS), some files did not have 
Personal/Non-Personal Services certified by the Program/Project Manager, not all orders over 
$10M had evidence of legal review.  


An overall sense from the PPMAP team was that forms were being relied upon far too much as 
a checklist, and the necessary critical thinking in making a sound business decision was absent.   


PPMAP Seven Focus Areas 
 


PPMAP Focus Areas I/II – Organizational Leadership/Chief of the 
Contracting Office 
This focus area concerns the governance structure/actions taken by SSC Atlantic senior 
leadership that illustrate their support of SECNAVINST 4200.37 in terms of ethical executive 
leadership, execution of contracting principles, and commitment to workforce 
training/improvement (“Tone at the Top”), while minimizing fraud, waste, and abuse.     


The “Tone from the Top” is one of demonstrated collaboration amongst its senior leadership 
and Competency leads.  The CO and ED meet regularly with its leadership team and industry to 
ensure that the acquisition community remains healthy and informed.  The leadership is 
demonstrably dedicated to promoting the initiatives and goals of the Office of Small Business 
Programs.   SSC Atlantic continues to excel in the area of Small Business and its commitment 
to meeting with industry and promoting an environment that consistently achieves high results. 


The COMSPAWAR Strategic Vision is used in both strategic planning and industry outbriefs. 
The CO and ED have communicated the vision and focus areas and of the interest in timeliness 
and quality of the contracting function, and is passing this message to the entire Center 
workforce via All Hands, Portfolio Board, Competency Board, and discussed at Tier 1 
Department Head level meetings.   


SSC Atlantic provided a description of the Contracting Competency, its mission, vision, roles, 
FY15 goals, and structure. They have a defined organizational chart showing the relational and 
authoritative dependencies.  From an organizational perspective, the CO and ED value the 
Contracting Competency.  The command level greatly involves the Contracting leadership in 
the strategic planning and decision making process.  The CCO is a valued member of the 
Center’s leadership as illustrated by its participation in the 1) Weekly Staff Meetings that are 
held by the CO/ED, 2) Executive Steering Committee and Leadership Forum also led by the 
CO/ED, 3) Portfolio Board, 4) Contract Strategy Working Group (CSWG), and 5) the CSWG 
Senior Steering Group.  These venues facilitate the sharing of information across the 
competencies and leverage the combined expertise to resolve issues. The CSWG meets as often 
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as twice a week and consists of senior level representatives from across the command 
(Competencies 1.1, 1.2, 2.0, 2.0A, 2.2, 3.0, 4.0, 5.0A, 5.2, 5.5, 6.0, 7.0, 8.0).  It is this group that 
develops and implements the Command Contracts Strategy, driving the workload and related 
decisions in a collaborative forum. 


The CO and ED are committed to executive leadership and are accessible to the 2.0 
Competency Lead as evidenced with the aforementioned meetings.  The senior leadership 
continued to show their support, in the approval of a long awaited (about 3 years) critical fill 
position and authority to hire up to 25 new personnel.  The senior leadership is interested in 
understanding the contracting function and its challenges.  It appears that communications 
between the CCO and the executives are at times, less than effective due to the information 
presented or the information may not be understood at the time of delivery.  Many contracting 
metrics are presented in the collaborative meetings, by reviewing the metrics in terms of how 
they measure key initiatives such as timeliness, quality, or response to emergent versus planned 
activities and what portion is in contracts control versus that which is in the technical 
community’s controls will likely produce more meaningful planning.  Ultimately leadership not 
only has to be concerned with how quickly an award was made, but especially whether that 
award was made according to law, regulation, and policy.  This is the portion where the 
contracting organization may need senior leadership to ask different questions during the 
collaborative meetings to both technical and contracts in order to get the result focused on, 
quality and timeliness.  Center leadership must also consider the capacity of the Contracting 
Competency as it decides to accept work, especially from non-Navy and non-Department of 
Defense customers. 


The CO and ED must work to help the CCO strike a balance between workforce capacity and 
capabilities and the projected workload.  It is apparent that there is much pressure on the 
contracting community to “go faster” when awarding its contracting actions. Since the senior 
leadership is very committed to the contracting organization and encourages collaborative 
strategic planning, it could help the acquisition community as a whole by requiring both the 
technical and contracting community to set more realistic goals based on the current business 
environment.  This “help us to help ourselves” thinking is the type of response that we must 
have in the face when crafting new contracting strategies and plans.  The acquisition community 
received much increased policy and related requirements over the past 3-5 years, which should 
be accounted for in any strategic plan.  Since there is a preference to do Multiple Award 
Contracts (MACs) and all associated tasks which are meant to increase competition throughout 
the life of the award; thus, the time to do the necessary steps must be allotted for in any plan 
going forward.  The CCO appears to have the majority of its time spent in strategic planning 
and collaborative meetings with his counterparts across the competencies.  Sometimes, the 
bending of wills and making unrealistic agreements affect the workforce as its desire to meet its 
leadership and customer demands.   Schedule slip avoidance may influence a pressurized 
environment that leads to behavior in the acquisition process and documentation that is not 
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becoming of a well-run contracting organization.  This coupled with employees having the 
ability to sign their own work products elevates a contracting organization’s risk for creating 
short cut behavior in an environment that stresses going faster.  Leadership must implement 
appropriate internal controls (e.g. one level above approvals) to ensure that self-signatories are 
the exception (e.g. requirements due to acts of natural disaster) and not normal business 
practice.  


However, there does appear to be an understanding that the all of the acquisition process does 
not fall on the shoulders of the 2.0 Competency as the Center is accounting for the time it takes 
prior to an action being sent to 2.0 as part of the overall Procurement Administrative Lead Time 
(PALT). This helps to send the message that the entire acquisition team is responsible for 
PALT. 


The CCO responsibilities are strategically focused, communicating within its organization via 
all hands type meetings on a monthly basis for the most part.  Additionally, there are weekly 
meetings held between the CCO and Tiers 2-4 personnel.  This meeting structure supports open 
communication for disseminating strategic information; however, there does not appear to be a 
dedicated process for raising issues from the bottom up and across the branches; the interaction 
of the CCO and the deputy with the workforce as it is related to contracting appears to be 
limited.  In fact, the role of the 2.0 Deputy is not clear.  The CCO frequently referred to the 
newly established 2.2 role as conducting many of the contract workload reviews and interaction 
with the employees themselves.  The Policy Branch Head’s role is quite valued across the 
organization at the leadership levels; however, it also appears to be a role that is more weighted 
strategically across the entire SSC Atlantic organization which reduces the amount of time 
available to focus on the CCO and 2.0 actions.  The roles of the CCO, Deputy 2.0, 2.2, and 2.3, 
Policy Branch Head require further defining and clearer lines of responsibility as related to the 
CCO’s workforce and key processes. 


When asked about how the department uses the results of the customer and employee surveys, 
the CCO deferred to the continuous process improvement resource.  This response can be 
interpreted as being disassociated or uninterested with the feedback.  Showing ownership would 
have offered an explanation or how the CCO is involved with understanding the information 
and analyzing the feedback to improve processes.  The 2.0 goals going forward involve 
increasing quality and improving response time and the workforce environment.  The current 
organizational alignment that is based on contract type is being re-evaluated in terms of 
alignment with customers to improve communications and processes.  The CSWG is used to 
process and validate requirements which fulfill contract needs via existing contract vehicles 
where necessary. 


The Contracting Competency was staffed at 114 - 122 personnel during FY12 - FY14 and 
accomplished an average of 13,200 contracting actions per year while maintaining an 87% 
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competition rate and exceeding all but one socio-economic target (SDVOSB FY12-13, 
exceeding in FY14).  The span of control for the operational branches appears to be adequate 
with each Branch containing a great number of warranted personnel; however, the workload 
levels may be high for the current organization structure.  Averaging FY12 – FY 14, 32% of its 
workload (minus SAP actions) is associated with executing internal task orders and when 
considering the administration on those task orders, the modifications represent nearly 48% of 
the workload (minus SAP actions).  In all fairness, it is recognized that the workload associated 
to that of modifications can be much less time consuming than that of executing task orders, but 
that some modifications can be highly complex.  SSC Atlantic is planning its future contracting 
strategy as it faces a major portion of its MACs expiring between 2016 and 2018.  It is 
commendable that the organization is planning for its future execution; however, it should also 
consider targeting work like that of modifications that may be necessary but also avoidable 
depending on the reason for the modification (i.e. if training can resolve any duplicative 
mistakes, or combining where possible the numerous funding requests levied by a customer 
community that often manages its work by the dollars available at any given time versus true 
strategic planning (involvement of the customer’s funding flows and inputs).    


The Contracting Competency communicates its goals and objectives through a variety of 
mediums (e.g. All Hands and Staff Meetings; Bulletin Boards; Guides; Policy Page and 
documents).   


The CCO must take the lead on shoring up the Contracting Competency’s internal controls and 
put in place processes that will deter the signing of one’s own work (efforts that will lead to a 
decision on a contract action of any kind).  It must also work to take care of its workforce at all 
levels.  There seemed to be a divide between the Tier I-III levels and everyone else.  The upper 
level tiers are well known to their customers and are typically the face and voice to its technical 
counterparts.  The visibility of the ordering officer, contracting officer, and or contract specialist 
actually doing the work appears to be almost absent.  It was  found that the Contracting Officers 
do not conduct reviews of the COR’s files; this not only goes against regulation and policy but 
also contributes to an environment in need of more interaction between the working level 
contract resources and their counterparts. 


The CCO must strike a balance between workload and 2.0 goals, emphasizing quality and the 
well-being of the workforce and the integrity of the Federal Acquisition System.  The CCO’s 
commitment to the lower levels in the 2.0 workforce is not as evident as his involvement at the 
leadership and strategic levels.   Further defining the roles of and responsibilities the 2.0 Deputy 
and the 2.2 and 2.3 positions should contribute to the CCO’s bridging of the workforce needs. 
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PPMAP Focus Area III – Strategic Planning 
This focus area examines how the organization establishes and implements strategic goals and 
objectives that integrate the Command’s strategic plan. 


SSC Atlantic stated that its mission is to provide unlimited contracting capability to the 
Competencies and Business Portfolios and to have effective acquisition solutions to support the 
mission, vision and goals of the Command.  Further, its vision is to be recognized by its 
customers as the leading provider of C4ISR business, acquisition, and contracting solutions. 


To help achieve its mission and vision, the following FY 15 Goals were established:  


1. To improve response times;  


2. Increase quality of work products;  


3. Increase quality of work environment, which includes recruiting, training, and 
developing the 2.0 workforce.   


The CCO conducts weekly staff meetings with the 2.0 senior leadership (consisting of Tiers 2 
and 3).  The staff meeting is described as a venue to reinforce the values, direction, and 
expectations.  Further, Tiers 2 and 3 conduct team meetings to continue the flow of information.   
Tier 4 supervisors, who work directly with the contracting workforce, hold team meetings that 
help to discuss issues that impact their team.  The structure is in place for much of the strategic 
planning to be communicated to the workforce. 


The Contracting Competency published a Contracts Concept of Operations (Aug 2014), which 
outlines its contracting strategy and execution.  The Competency manages the execution of its 
work and conducts strategic planning.  The mission, vision, and goals are developed by the 2.0 
leadership with input from the 2.0 employees and are communicated to the 2.0 personnel at the 
initial All Hands meeting of each fiscal year.  The 2.0 strategies are in line with the Command’s 
mission, which is to deliver information dominance to Navy, DoD, and non-Navy customers.  
The 2.0 Competency believes that it supports the command mission by providing unlimited 
contracting capability and business solutions to its customers.  The Contracting Competency 
recognizes that its customers are the SSC Atlantic Competencies and Business Portfolios.  The 
purpose of the strategies is to provide effective acquisition solutions through leveraging 
awareness and partnerships with industry to increase efficiency and reduce costs for its 
customers.  The 2.0 Competency built its Command Contract Strategy around a mix of large 
internal MACs for services, also known as Pillars.  The Pillar MACs are aligned to Business 
Portfolios and other command wide contracts for supplies and services.  The 2.0 Competency 
uses this strategy as a minimizer to that of external contract usage.  This strategy also helped the 
Contracting Competency to shift away from single award Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite 
Quantity (IDIQ) type contract vehicles to the MAC concept, which allows for more competition 
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throughout the life of the contract versus the initial one-time competition to put the basic 
contract in place and not the actual orders that occur throughout the period of performance.   


The 2.0 Competency evidenced its commitment to strategic planning not only through all of the 
collaborative meetings that the CCO is involved with at the Command level but also internal to 
2.0.  The CCO continues its integral participation on the CSWG (a strategic and tactical 
governance council that determines how command requirements will be acquired).  The CSWG 
gives the CCO an early opportunity to affect the workload of its Competency.  This is a good 
opportunity for the available resources and workflow to be considered.  It is at this juncture that 
the CCO has an ability to speak up for its workforce, given the foreseeable workload.  Given the 
information that is decided at the CSWG, the CCO is in position to project the needs of its 
customers while ensuring that the 2.0 workforce resources are ready and available to meet the 
challenges.  While it was all too clear that the 2.0 Competency does much strategic planning, it 
was not as clear how the planning takes into consideration the abilities and skills of its 
workforce to implement the impending workload.  A new command strategic plan is under 
development and the 2.0 Competency leadership says that a credentialed workforce, 
empowerment and holding people accountable will be key tenets in its new plan going forward.   


A disconnect with leadership and the workforce was previously mentioned, the new plan shows 
progress toward bridging the gap, if implemented with 2.0’s leadership involvement throughout 
the process and not just top down.  In the 2014 Organizational Assessment Survey (OAS), 
employees indicated that the supervision area increased and that they generally felt good about 
what the supervisors provide and their fairness.  Though not identified as a high increase, the 
communication of job responsibilities (79%) was higher than the 2011 OAS (77%).  Employees 
further indicated dissatisfaction with strategic management, showing notable decreases from the 
2011 OAS in 7 of the 9 areas surveyed (e.g. Managers communicate the goals and priorities of 
SSC Atlantic down to 62% from 74%, Employees being provided with information about how 
SSC Atlantic is performing was down to 58% from that of 66% in 2011, Leaders generate high 
levels of motivation and commitment in the workforce was down to 29% from 50% in 2011, 
and Leaders inspire employees to be service oriented was down to 37% from 62% in 2011). 


 


PPMAP Focus Area IV – Customer Focus/Supplier Focus 
The Customer /Supplier Focus reviews how the organization collects, assesses, and achieves 
customer satisfaction and interacts with its contractors. 


The Contracting Competency places great emphasis on its customers as previously evidenced 
by its strategic planning and collaborative meetings.  The Competency conducts formal contract 
specific surveys and command level surveys.  Both surveys meet the NMCARS and PPMAP 
SCPPM requirements.  NMCARS 5201.691-1(a)(3) requires activities to perform periodic self-
assessments of customer surveys.  The SCPPM requires that customer feedback is collected on 
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contracts after award.  SSC Atlantic explained that this information is collected on the basic 
contract award and are issued by the Contracts 2.2 group administrative support.  SSC Atlantic 
provided some recent contract specific customer surveys for 8 contract actions which showed a 
4.67 rating based on a 1(low) -5 (high) scale.  The 2.0 Competency provided a copy of its FY12 
customer value survey, which showed a response count of 10 with an average rating of 3.15.  
Upon clarification, SSC Atlantic stated that the scale is also on a 1-5 scale and that the FY 14 
rating is 3.55, with no rating identified for FY13.   


Further, SSC Atlantic provided its top five (5) internal customers representing various portfolio 
groups: Integrated Decision Superiority, Expeditionary, Business Force, Transport and 
Computing Infrastructure, and the Platform Installation & In-Service Engineering.  Overall, all 
the Portfolio Managers have acknowledged that the contracting community worked very hard to 
meet their expectations; however, they have their share of frustrations being unable to meet their 
project deadlines due to the organization’s insufficient resources such as shortage of contract 
specialists to support their respective projects, and inadequate/inefficient contracting tool such 
as the Pillar Multiple Award Contracts (MAC).  


1. The Portfolio Managers are pleased with the responsiveness of Tiers 1-3 in 
addressing their inquiries, concerns, and complaints; notably, they appreciate Ms. Lisa’s 
Rosenbaum’s efforts in serving as a liaison between their departments and the 
contracting community to keep track of various contract actions.  Additionally, they 
appreciate Mr. William Paggi’s prompt acknowledgement to their concerns even though 
there may not have any viable solution to their problems.  They also appreciate Ms. 
Kristy Penninger’s frequent updates on the latest policy and guidance. 


2. The Portfolio Managers like to use the Procurement Planning and Strategy 
Meeting as an acquisition tool to establish their acquisition strategy and timeline during 
the acquisition cycle. 


3. The Portfolio Managers’ major complaint was that the acquisition timeline took 
too long to award any contact actions; for example, the Pillar MAC were insufficient 
and too troublesome to use and not meeting their requirements due to numerous MAC 
plan holders that did not have the necessary experience to fulfill their requirements. 


4. Other concerns from the customers are noted as follows: 


• Lack of contract specialist engagement with the customer requirements; 
• Customers are uncertain who the proper point of contact is for each stage 


of the acquisition process; 
• Unable to manage the customer expectations accordingly and sometimes 


are over promise and under delivery; unfamiliarity of customer’s 
portfolio business lines. 
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• Disconnect between reviewers expectations (contracting/legal offices) 
regarding how technical evaluations ought to be written or how details 
the technical evaluations should be done; 


• Lack of pre-award experience/expertise from many contract specialists 


SSC Atlantic provided its top five (5) major suppliers based on total obligated dollars, which 
include: Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), Scientific Research 
Corporation, L-3 Services Incorporated/Engility Corporation, VT Milcom Incorporated, and 
CACI International Incorporated/CACI Field Services.  SSC Atlantic described a host of 
opportunities where frequent exchanges with industry representatives are made.  Notable are the 
frequency of the exchanges and SSC Atlantic leadership involvement.  Participation in the 
Charleston Defense Contractors Association (CDCA), Gulf Coast Government Contractors 
Association, Small Business Industry Outreach Initiative (SBIOI), Tidewater Association of 
Service Contractors (TASC), and the Armed Forces Communications and Electronics 
Association (AFCEA) seem to be most active based on 2014 and 2015 briefs posted on 
SPAWAR’s e-Commerce site.  SSC Atlantic also noted that its Executive Director leads the 
Executive Industry Council (EIC), a meeting held with senior level industry representatives 
where ideas are generated to increase integration and collaboration for information dominance 
solutions.  Meetings are held quarterly to semi-annual which includes both the Contracting and 
Small Business Competencies.  The council membership is representative of both large and 
small businesses and covers all three of SSC Atlantic’s geographic areas. The most recent 
information located or provided was effective June 2012-May 2013.  There were other meetings 
described also to include, the Contract Industry Council (CIC) and the C5ISR Government and 
Industry Partnership Summit.  The frequency of meetings include monthly, quarterly, semi-
annual, and annual.  SSC Atlantic posts many of its briefs to industry on the SPAWAR Public 
website as well as news information on the e-Commerce.  Overall, SSC Atlantic’s outreach to 
its supplier base is noteworthy. 


SSC Atlantic’s efforts in its strategic alliances and outreach helps to have a general 
understanding of the market place.  However, as noted under Focus Area VI, in terms of 
regulatory compliance, the outcome of the contract file reviews revealed systemic issues with 
regard to market research because the activity level market research efforts were not adequately 
documented in contract files as required by FAR Subpart 10.001, DFARS Subpart 210.001, and 
FAR Subpart 19.201.  SSC Atlantic does have a process by which it determines when a market 
survey is required for Pillar MAC Task Orders.  Based on the contract files, it was not always 
clear as to when/if market research was conducted.  Again, if there is another system or process 
in place, that process must tie back to the actual contract file and business decision 
documentation. 
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PPMAP Focus Area V – Human Resource Management 
Focus Area V reviews the actions SSC Atlantic takes to enable its workforce to utilize its full 
potential.  


Given the Contracting Competency’s FY 15 goals of improving response times, increasing the 
quality work, and improving the work environment, the contracts staff is of great importance.  
The goals cannot be achieved without adequately staffing and providing the necessary training 
and work climate for the workforce.  The Contracting Competency, as of 31 March 2015, 
consisted of 122 employees; 70% of which hold Contracting Officer Warrants.  Eighty-six (86) 
out of 122 employees are authorized to bind the Government in some capacity and are awarding 
an average of 13,200 actions per year (FY12 – FY14).  Staffing levels between FY12 – FY14 
represented 114 – 118 employees, with FY 15 having the largest increase.   


Based on data from 28 February 2015, all DAWIA designated employees are 100% compliant 
with the DAWIA level certifications and 90.82% of employees are current in Continuous 
Learning requirements. The Contracting Competency recognized at the time of the PPMAP 
review that only one employee was still in need of fulfilling the continuous learning training. 


The DAWIA and Continuous Learning requirements help to ensure that the contracting 
community stays abreast of acquisition level training required for the field level discipline. 
Currently 11 people in the 2.0 directorate have unlimited warrants.  Seventy-five people have 
restricted warrants.   


As people leave the command, the warrant is cancelled and removed from the list.  A periodic 
review of warrants and warrant thresholds is performed by the Deputy 2.0.  The review is to 
ensure the warrant listing is up to date and to see if there should be any changes in warrant 
levels or restrictions based on movement of people within the 2.0 Competency. The Deputy has 
said that the number of warrants issued is to ensure that workflow moves efficiently and that 
there are few ‘bottlenecks’.  Based on this information and the fact that the contracting 
organization is maintaining a high level of certifications, there are no issues with the inherent 
process.  However, the organization must ensure that a documented annual audit process is in 
place to help meet the FIAR audit process and SECNAVINST 4200.37 paragraph 4.a.(4).  


The Contracting Competency has offered its workforce in-house training as follows:  FY13 - 8 
classes; FY 14 – 22 Classes (with some offered multiple times); FY 15 (through 28 May 2015) 
– 13 classes.  Upon reviewing the topics, many of them seem to address specific contracting 
topics that can help the workforce increase its quality of work.  In order for SSC Atlantic to 
bring about better response times and improvements in the quality of work, it must align its 
training with the practices and quality-deficiencies it is attempting to improve.   


SSC Atlantic’s senior leadership approved the 2.0 Competency’s request for 25 new hires.  
While in the process of locating qualified candidates, SSC Atlantic recognizes that the market in 
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the Charleston area may be limited in terms of trained 1102 candidates possessing skill sets that 
would position a new employee to be ready to be effective upon hire.  The 2.0 Competency 
leadership recognized that it will take time to get a fully trained 1102 ready to execute the 
tasking.  This in itself requires that a robust training program is offered to the new employees 
and must be targeted to elevate the skill set in time to meet critical contracting needs, especially 
in light of the expiring Pillar MACs bringing about new requirements that must be placed in a 
timely manner.  SSC Atlantic’s training courses must be re-shaped to present the topics needed 
in the time required to meet critical procurement needs.   


Having a trained workforce that is confident in their actions will yield higher first time pass 
rates for review and affect the PALT.  Leadership should use training as a targeted measure to 
influence the outcomes of its response times.  To its credit, the 2.0 Competency has already 
identified this concept and has put into practice metrics based on the TOPQTEC training that it 
holds for the technical community.  


Employee surveys were conducted by the 2.0 Competency in 2013 and resulted in a 1.51 
average rating based on a 2 point scale where one was the lowest and 2 was the highest. 


The 2014 OAS survey previously mentioned showed that the 2.0 management supports their 
employees with the ability to take advantage of family/personal life policies with no detriment 
to their careers; this area was up at 72% in 2014 versus 59% in 2011.  Additionally, supervisors 
were rated at 89% when it comes to supporting the balance of work and life issues, which also 
improved from 78%.  It is also noted that in this survey, employees indicated trust and 
confidence in their supervisor at 79% versus 74% in 2011. 


When dealing ethically with employees, SSC Atlantic 2.0 employees showed a decrease in 3 of 
the 6 areas compared.  When it comes to whether employees are treated fairly, the rating was 
down at 50% versus 57% in 2011; to the extent of prejudice, discrimination and/or harassment 
is a problem, employees’ ratings showed a downward trend of 62% whereas it was 70% in 2011 
and 83% in 2009; employees showed a rating of 56% for SSC Atlantic’s leaders maintaining 
high standards of honesty and integrity versus 68% in 2011 and 78% in 2009. 


In 2014, SSC Atlantic held employee facilitation groups based on employee concerns expressed 
to the leadership level.  During the interview with the CCO, once asked about the employee 
situation, the PPMAP interviewers were told to contact the Continuous Improvement lead.  In a 
report by the SPAWAR HQ Command Deputy EEO Officer, 81% of those who responded to a 
pre-facilitation survey indicated a lack of trust in leadership; 52% felt that favoritism is a 
problem; and that 60% were satisfied with the Tier 4 supervisory support and guidance.  The 
survey identified the top 3 issues from the employees were 1) Trust in Leadership; 2) 
Favoritism; 3) Workload.  Employees expressed concerns with their Tier I-III leadership 
indicating communication issues and lack of seeing the leadership amongst other issues.  
Employees offered ideas on how to trust their leadership more.  One idea was to add a 
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suggestion box, which also happens to be something that PPMAP teams may look for in an 
organization.  In an interview, the Policy lead was asked if 2.0 had a suggestion box, and the 
response was not, it does not.  The Policy lead further stated that the leadership is trying to win 
back the trust of its employees with regular All Hands meetings, Christmas decorating contest 
where leadership made breakfast for the winning team, improving personal development skills 
with training for resume writing, and taking care of the ergonomic needs of employees. 


Further, the 2014 facilitation groups indicated a concern with workload.  The employees 
identified lack of planning, quality of work, an uneven balance of work, 
consistency/standardization of processes, lack of guidance, workload having precedence over 
training, among other concerns.   


 It was evident throughout the PPMAP team’s visit that there is a collegial atmosphere amongst 
the top leadership in the organization; however, there is a disconnect with top level management 
and employees at the lower ranks.  Though employees seem to appreciate the support given to 
them for work and life balance issues, there are marked decreases in employees’ perceptions of 
leadership’s strategic management and ethics.  SSC Atlantic’s leadership has action plans in 
place and is holding the meetings that it planned for the most part.  Additionally, mentorship 
seems to be a work in progress, the visibility of Tier 2 with the newly installed 2.2 role seems to 
engage more with the non-supervisory employees and Tiers 3 and 4 on matters pertaining to 
training, meetings, and contract reviews.  Much more engagement at the Tier 1-3 levels is 
needed to turn around the less inspired atmosphere.  Based on the work products reviewed, the 
SSC Atlantic leadership team may be best served by its participation in the review of 
documentation. In this way, the employees will know what is important to leadership with 
specific information and guidance because they will be looking at the actual work products.  


The Contracts Competency appears to take action in providing a safer, healthier work 
environment for its employees.  The Contracting Competency improved employee workstations 
with ergonomic complements like work station modifications, allowing employees to stand 
while working or adjust to sitting positions while continuing to work.   


PPMAP Focus Area VI – Management of Key Processes/Contract 
Compliance 
This focus area reviews how the Contracting Competency uses its key processes to achieve 
organizational goals.  The Contracting Competency identified ten of its key processes.   Four 
items are also special interest items and discussed in other sections of this report. Two out of the 
ten items have detailed comments as discussed below, and the other four have no notable issues 
however, two represent promising practices (PPSM and TOPQTEC).   


Contract Closeout is a special interest item and is discussed in PPMAP Focus Area VII. 
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The Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card is also a special interest item and is 
discussed in Attachment (2). 


Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) and Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting 
System (CPARS) are also a special interest items and discussed in Attachment (4).  


First Pass Yield and Large Purchase Competitive Pre-award represent processes that the 
Contracting Competency uses to set the tone for the expected documentation in a purchase 
request and the major milestones throughout a large procurement buy.  These processes help to 
provide guidance on what actions/documentation is required for a successful purchase.  It is this 
type of guidance that helps to clarify the process processes and helps to standardize routine 
practices.  The processes aide the acquisition community by setting a pathway to putting 
documentation together such that the purchase request can be made with minimal re-do efforts.   


Project Procurement Strategy Meetings (PPSMs) and the Task Order Performance Work 
Statement/Statement of Objectives, Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan and Technical 
Evaluation Criteria (TOPQTEC) are both concepts/practices that will help meet SSC Atlantic’s 
goal of improving work product quality.  By meeting early and upfront with its technical 
customers, the Contracting Competency enables collaboration and agreement on a working 
level with the Contracting Officer, Contract Specialist and their technical working level 
counterparts which should yield much benefit in the procurement process as the technical 
community will know exactly who they are working with and can identify any reasons for 
changing the planned milestones to meet the established award date. This sets a collaborative 
environment in place for the working level to ensure that realistic goals are established from the 
beginning of the procurement process.  Likewise, the TOPQTEC training that is being offered 
from the Contracting Competency to the technical community is expected to yield great benefits 
to the organization as a whole.  SSC Atlantic reports that over 700 employees have been trained 
on how to generate PWS, QASP, Technical Evaluation Criteria, and IGEs for service task 
orders.  Based on its customer feedback from the technical community, both of these practices 
should enhance the working relations and direct contact desired. 


Two areas of concern and warrant management attention are those of legal review and market 
survey. The contracting Competency identified its process for legal review which basically 
establishes the manner of submission, which is the Legal Request Form or the Counsel Review 
Sheet (both terms were used) and overall procedure.  While conducting the contract compliance 
review, it was not always evident when the Contract Specialist was required to submit a request 
for legal review and when legal review was requested and counsel on a procurement provided, 
the contracting Competency does not seem to use the advice given. On contract N00039-11-D-
0032, 5030 a TEB report and evaluation documentation was submitted on MRAP-FoV 
OCONUS Field Support for Counsel Review.  Counsel noted that Cost Realism was needed as 
the effort was for a cost type order and marked the form as legally insufficient.  Counsel noted 
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in an email contained in the file that where the rates were discussed, determining how they were 
found to be realistic was of issue.  There was no further evidence in the file as to how the 
Contract Specialist or Contracting Officer resolved the issue. Where SSC Atlantic identifies the 
legal review and Counsel Review sheets as a key management process, it is not always evident 
how the Contracting Competency dispositions key issues raised by its legal counterparts. 


Regarding market survey, the Contracting Competency identified its standard procedure for 
determining when a market survey for Pillar Task Orders is required and how to submit the 
request.  The process diagram clearly shows the steps required.  One of the steps requires the 
results of the market research survey to be analyzed.  SSC Atlantic developed a response 
analysis worksheet that drives the review of market information.  This is a good process to have 
in place when analyzing market data as it will provide a better insight as to the potential 
competitive environment and whether the requirements can be met by industry.  The 
requirement at FAR 10.001 prompts the conduct of market research under circumstances for 
new contract actions including task orders.  SSC Atlantic has put a process in place in which 
they believe meets the market survey requirement and the DD2579 requirement.  The 
Competency Member of the IPT is assigned to complete a Procurement Requirement 
Information Sheet (PRIS) and the PRIS is what is considered to be the form in which the Office 
of Small Business conducts its review.  There were minimal indicators in the official contract 
files as to what the outcome of the review was or how it influenced the business decision.   


Regulatory Compliance 


FAR Subpart 4.8 requires that every contracting activity establish a filing system containing the 
records of all contractual actions so as to provide a complete history of each action.  
Documentation in the files must sufficiently establish the business decisions occurring 
throughout the acquisition process and the extent that the decisions conform to law, regulation, 
and/or policy. 


The SPAWAR HQ PPMAP team used FPDS-NG contracts data to randomly identify contract 
actions at SSC Atlantic.  The mix of contract actions included definitive contracts, indefinite 
quantity indefinite delivery contracts, contract modifications, and contract task/delivery orders 
across all dollar values for requirements supporting the organization’s customers and business 
portfolios. 


Overall the hardcopy files provided and reviewed were neatly organized.  All sections provided 
were tabbed and documents were easy to locate.  The PPMAP team did identify issues some 
leading to systemic trends of noncompliance with law, regulation, policy, and processes.  There 
are several conditions that warrant management attention and corrective action.  The PPMAP 
review team found no instances of fraud, waste, or abuse.   Given SSC Atlantic leadership’s 
goals to increase accountability, the execution performance of procurement operations should 
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call for more discipline in the execution of contract operations compliant with law, regulation, 
and policy.  Attachment (1) contains the list of contracts reviewed and any items reviewed. 


 


PPMAP Focus Area VII – Special Interest Items 
The Special Interest Items focused on many different areas based on SPAWAR HQ, DASN 
(AP), and other requirements. The contracts listed in Attachment (1) contract review summary 
may also have been used in some of the following reviews. 


a.   Deep Dives  


Two deep dives were conducted (Contracts N65236-14-D-2169 and N65236-12-D-4806) in 
which there was no fraud found based on reviewing the contract files, questions from the Deep 
Dive Checklist, and interviews with the PCOs, CORs, and Ordering Officers.   


Although there was no fraud found, there was concern that the COR had little-to-no 
communication with the original PCO or Ordering Officer, but rather the COR seemed to 
communicate with their technical supervisor only.  The SSC Atlantic 2.0 COR Manager is the 
only 2.0 representative whom the CORs seem to have routine contact regarding their contract 
files.  Contracting Officers are required to review COR files for accuracy and completeness.  
The lack of this review is documented in the COR review at Attachment (4).  Additionally, a 
D&F for Time and Material orders were not executed during the post-award operations.  
Business practice and contract organization structure maintains a pre-award and post-award 
team to execute work on the same contract.  In this instance, key post-award execution 
information was not passed from the pre-Award to the post-award team causing a key decision 
document not to be exercised prior to the award of an order.  This item is further documented 
under Focus Area VI – Contract Compliance.  


b.   Commercial Items  


The reviewed files did have Commercial Item Determinations in the file.  The following 
commercial item contract files were reviewed:  N65236-12-F-2014, N65236-12-F-1367, 
N65236-12-F-0425, N65236-14-F-1151, N65236-14-F-0335, W91QUZ-09-A-0003.   


For Commercial Items greater than $1M the files had the Commercial Item Determinations, as 
required by DFARS Subpart 212.102(a)(i), however,  the information on the Commercial Item 
Determination was inadequate.  DFARS requires that the items meet the commercial item 
definition of FAR Subpart 12.102(f)(1) and that market research required by FAR Part 10 be 
performed to determine that the items are commercially available.  The Commercial Item 
Determinations did not adequately describe the market research efforts conducted and did not 
show how the items met the definition found in FAR Subpart 2.101.  The Commercial Item 
Determination found in the files was a form with a block checked. The block that was checked 
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was universally “Any combination of items meeting the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
or (5) of this definition that are of a type customarily combined and sold in combination to the 
general public.” What was lacking was specific information provided by the contractor to show 
that there had been sales to the general public, sales history, list of commercial customers with 
prices paid, and more. The pricing in the above contracts were primarily based on Published 
Price Lists/Catalog prices, or comparison to previous buys.  When the prices were based on 
published price lists or catalog cuts- the price lists pages were reproduced and in the files. When 
the prices were determined to be reasonable based on previous buys, the file was documented 
with the previous contract, when it was awarded, and the prices paid.  Not all GSA files had 
evidence that additional discounts were requested.  One file did show, that based on volume of 
the order, the vendor did offer a 7% discount, which was accepted by the specialist. 


Overall, the files did support the prices paid with a reasonableness determination, which were 
based on Published Price Lists, GSA Pricing, previous buys and catalog cuts.  


The form, developed by SSC Atlantic, used to document the Commercial Item Determination is 
inadequate. The form does not adequately document the market research and rationale 
supporting a conclusion that the commercial item definition in FAR Subpart 2.101 has been 
satisfied.  The form should be more specific on the type of commercial item based on the 
definition found in FAR Subpart 2.101 and adequately document the market research and 
rationale supporting a conclusion that the commercial item definition in FAR Subpart 2.101 has 
been satisfied.  


The form used for the Commercial Item Determination must document the market research 
efforts and the identification of the type of commercial items being acquired.  The contractor 
should be required to submit past sales history of the same or similar items or list of commercial 
customers with points of contact to verify the sales in order to accurately determine these items 
have been sold in the past to commercial customers.  If the items are being modified for 
government use, then a listing of similar non-government modified items may be provided.  The 
form must be modified to address the market research conducted and the type of commercial 
item being acquired. 


c.   Price Reasonableness  


FAR Subparts 4.802 and 15.406-3 states that the negotiated agreement shall be documented in 
the contract file.  According to DFARS PGI 215.402, the price paid for supplies and services 
must be fair and reasonable.  Fair and reasonable is the price that a prudent business person 
would pay for an item or service under competitive market conditions, given a reasonable 
knowledge of the marketplace/contract environment.  The FAR allows many analysis 
techniques to support price reasonableness (e.g. comparison of proposed prices when there is 
adequate competition, comparison of proposed prices to historical prices paid, parametric, 
published price lists, comparison to substantiated government estimates and market research, 
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etc.).  Many of the contract files reviewed and summarized in Attachment (1) show inadequate 
price reasonableness determination.  Even when some an analysis technique could be identified 
in the file, the actual business decision documentation did not show the proper analysis 
connecting why the prices were determined reasonable. The language expressing or tying the 
analysis to illustrate why a category was considered fair and reasonable was absent in most 
cases. A spreadsheet may have contained some comparative prices in the file but the language 
to connect what and why the price was found adequate was repeatedly missing.  Even in the 
area of cost analysis, an element by element breakdown was absent with no analysis performed 
on the indirect rates or mention of how escalation factors were used.  Price analysis was also 
absent when there was cost analysis; just because cost analysis is performed, it is not a 
substitute for price analysis.  In some cases, a spreadsheet would be provided in the file showing 
various prices but the reason those prices were considered reasonable was not summarized or 
tied to the categories that were being awarded in the contract.  In other cases, there was a form 
to identified the business decision with no or very little data supporting why the price being paid 
was determined to be fair and reasonable or worthy of being agreed to by the Government. Even 
in some cost type procurements there was no evidence in the file of cost or price analysis. 


d.  Simplified Acquisition 


A review was performed on SSC Atlantic’s actions using Simplified Acquisition Procedures 
(SAP)to determine if proper justification is documented.  Based on the contracts reviewed, price 
justification for sole source awards is inadequate.  The rationale to determine fair and 
reasonable prices is based on a comparison to prices previously paid, which also were 
determined fair and reasonable based on comparison with previous prices paid.  There is no 
analysis addressing the passage of time, escalation, and quantity variation.   


The only apparent market research in the file was just the synopsis.  There was no 
documentation of searching for new sources or a reference of such nor was there any exception 
noted.  The PPMAP team recognizes that SSC Atlantic uses a form called the Procurement 
Requirements Information Sheet (PRIS) to ensure that optimal contracting capacity is consistent 
with the command’s contracting strategy, but the PRIS was not identified or referenced in the 
files. 


The justification for sole source procurement does not address market research.  It allows for the 
description of the requirement, and specific characteristics that limit availability to a sole 
source.   


The checking of mandatory sources is done via checking blocks, and there is no explanation of 
what was checked or the outcome.  The following represent some of the reviewed information: 


N65236-15-V-2201 awarded Jan 23, 2015 uses a justification for fair opportunity exemption as 
its sole source justification.  The requirement (for CANES hardware) was solicited among MAC 
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holders with no responses.  Award was made to an 8a firm (called Uptime Solutions) without 
justification for why the firm is acceptable.  PO is $145K and there is no offer/acceptance with 
SBA.  There is not a limited source/sole source justification in the file as it should be.  There are 
33 CLINS on the PO, and fair and reasonable price determination is made by comparing prices 
to previous prices paid.  No analysis for quantity variation, escalation.  CLINS with unit prices 
under $1K (7) were not evaluated.  Additionally, CLINS that are part of a higher assembly (15) 
have a unit price of $0.00, which should be explained in a business decision document. 


N65236-13-V-1835 awarded Aug 6, 2013 to Uptime Solutions shows a sole source justification 
supporting the purchase of a brand name item from a different vendor, Juniper Networks.  
Award to Uptime Solutions does not appear to be not justified nor explained in the contract file 
or business decision documentation.   Modification P00001 changed part numbers at no cost 
based on an email from Uptime, yet emails show that Juniper Networks notified the 
Government that the items on the order reached their end of life and could not be provided and 
that an alternate and comparable item could be provided with higher unit prices. This fact was 
lost in the email correspondence. Overall, the lack of business decision documentation; clear 
justification to award to the intended sole source provider; inadequate application of price 
reasonableness determination; and inconsistent handling of contractor proposal/offer/quotation 
information marked weaknesses in SSC Atlantic’s SAP process. 


In all of the above weaknesses, the SAP process at SSC Atlantic ties to the lack of adequate 
business decision documentation in the contract files, which impairs the Contracting 
Competency’s ability to provide reasonable assurance that the contract actions are being 
awarded at fair and reasonable prices to the correct vendor.  SSC Atlantic shall develop and 
implement SAP training for all Contracting Officers executing actions according to simplified 
action procedures.  SSC Atlantic shall implement one level above review and where necessary, 
approvals on all SAP awards for a 180 day time period following the date of trained personnel.  
All training and level above reviews with a documented summary of those reviews according to 
internal review processes shall occur within 18 months of the date of this final report.   


There shall be no signing of one’s own work products at any time; other than authorized by the 
CCO for true emergencies resulting from acts of nature, disaster or the likes thereof.   


e. SeaPort-E  


A review was performed on SSC Atlantic’s SeaPort-E actions to determine if the Other Direct 
Costs (ODCs) exceed 10%; tripwires for labor rates, appropriate file documentation, and 
whether the modifications were properly executed to provide incremental funding or exercise an 
option.  Eleven files were reviewed.  Pertaining to ODC’s, five (5) of the eleven (11) basic task 
order files (indicated with an asterisk) had ODCs which exceeded 10% of the total costs ranging 
from 10.74% to 40%.  The ODC’s are questionable in terms of being incidental and appropriate 
although it may have been commensurate to the work defined by the contract actions.  There 
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was no evidence of tripwire memos included in the contract files where required.  However, it 
may have been due to the timing of the executed award and the actual tripwire implementation.  


Overall, the contract files included many of the required award and supporting documentation.  
A Memorandum to File (MTF) format was used in lieu of a formal BCM structure to document 
the procurement process for the above listed task orders.  The content of the MTF was not 
contractually sufficient as it did not address any pre-award compliance items including but not 
limited to the adequacy of the accounting system, contractor responsibility determination, 
VETS-100, and EEO).  Cost/price analysis was not adequately performed as the analysis was 
not conducted for each cost element separately, and the data presented did not appear to match 
up with the narratives. 


With regard to Small Business Set-Asides, DD Forms 2579 were included in the contract files 
for four (4) of the five (5) task orders.  


The modification actions against the above task orders were primarily for the purposes of 
providing incremental funding, realignment of ceilings in order to obligate the additional funds, 
or exercising an option for the upcoming period of performance.  In most cases, MTF’s were 
not included in the contract files to document ceiling realignment or option exercise mod 
actions. Where modification actions were to provide incremental funding, no issue was noted.  
Regarding, option exercise modifications, no determination memos were included in the 
contract files to address all the elements required by FAR Subpart 17.207(c)-(f) prior to 
exercising the option.  As for the ceiling realignment actions, mods were erroneously executed 
to increase the total contract value by the same realigned amount, which should have been 
produced a net zero effect; thus, no change to the total contract value. In addition, a separate 
CAR report was generated for labor and ODC, each under the same mod action.  


The memorandum-to-file, developed and used by SSC Atlantic, to document cost/price analyses 
for new task orders and option exercises is not adequate.  In the case of new task order awards, 
the memorandum does not document market research, pre-solicitation information, solicitation 
process, pre-award compliance items, a detailed cost/price realism analysis, and source selection 
planning/methodology.  As for the option exercises, the memorandum doesn’t document all the 
elements required by FAR Subpart 17.207(c).  The memorandum used to document an option 
exercise action to include requirements in FAR Subpart 17.207(c).  The procurement of new 
task orders must use the formal NMCARS BCM format in lieu of the memorandum in order to 
address various aspects of the procurement process in its entirety.  


f.   Contract Administration  


Contract Administration was reviewed on selected files and mainly focused on Government 
Furnished Property (GFP).   The requirement for GFP is inconsistently documented in 
accordance with DFARS PGI 245.103-70 or in some cases, the requirement documentation is 
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conflicting.  Additionally, prior to furnishing Government property to the contractor, the 
Contracting Officer shall ensure that each of the requirements of FAR Subpart 45.102 are 
addressed and documented in the contracting file. The following represent reviewed 
information: 


• N65236-14-D-4158: this contract is a requirement for services but indicated that 
GFP is required;  


• N65236-11-D-0033 5120 and N65236-09-D-5180 0053: contained inadequate 
GFP documentation;  


• N65236-15-D-8000: GFP clauses are used but there is no documentation of the 
GFP requirement in accordance with DFARS PGI 245.103-70; 


• N65236-14-D-4985 P00001: this is a service contract for air field maintenance, 
air traffic control for USAFCENT.  The PPSM documented that a large amount 
of GFP will be provided to 13 sites, but there was no D&F identified or 
referenced and the file indicated that GFP will be defined at the task order level 
and the clauses are in the basic contract;  


• N65236-11-D-2122: this is a service contract to oversee the construction of 
classified locations CONUS/OCONUS, although GFP clauses are included and 
the contract file indicates that GFP is provided, however, the GFP is not listed 
and there is no D&F identified or referenced.  File conflicts with PWS which 
states that no GFP will be provided.  The SSC Atlantic GFP Process of 29 
September 2012 does indicate that a written determination is required. 


Lack of consistency in following GFP documentation requirements gives way to not addressing 
the customer needs and potentially causing cost growth on contracts if the GFP is not planned 
and provided in the time required on the contract.  Absence of the documentation does not 
satisfy the requirements at DFARS PGI 245.103-70 or FAR Subpart 45.102. 


It is recommended that SSC Atlantic increase its focus during acquisition planning on the 
evaluation/determination of whether GFP will be provided and documentation of the rationale 
to support providing GFP to include identification of the GFP items.  Ensure receipt of GFP 
documentation in the Purchase Request upon acceptance of work or a mutually agreed to 
timeframe.  Work with the technical and program offices to train CORs about the increased 
visibility of GFP accounting and their role in the GFP process.  SSC Atlantic must update its 
process to reflect related information from Policy Alerts and follow the SCPPM on the subject. 


g. Policy Dissemination 


Policy dissemination is active at SSC ATLANTIC.  A review of SSC Atlantic’s Policy 
Dissemination process was conducted. The review was accomplished through several 
interviews of SSC Atlantic personnel.  The PPMAP team initially interviewed the Policy 
Branch Head, Kristy Penninger and found that policies are disseminated primarily by her office 
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through the SSC Atlantic COG Wiki. She stated that 2.0 personnel are aware of the SPAWAR 
HQ Policy Page and that they are advised to register for Policy Alerts. She also stated that 2.0 
professional training is usually conducted monthly and that policy records the in-house training.  


Others interviewed were: Todd Rollins (Post-award w/4 months at SSC Atlantic); Tabi Beebe 
(CTR w/1 year at LANT); Kim Young (Ordering Officer w/ 5yrs at LANT); Carol Lloyd (Tier 
4 w/28 years) and found that they were all aware of the policy dissemination process and/or 
who to contact.  


h.  MOPAS 


NMCARS 5237.503 requires “All acquisition of services in excess of the simplified acquisition 
threshold shall comply with the policy and procedures set forth in the "Department of the Navy 
(DoN) Management and Oversight Process for the Acquisition of Services (Revised) (MOPAS 
2) dated December 1, 2006." 


In accordance with the SCPPM guidance, “All service acquisitions over Simplified Acquisition 
Threshold (SAT) (defined in FAR Part 2.101, currently $150K) shall comply with ASN (RDA) 
MOPAS 2 Memo Acquisition Strategy content and oversight requirements for services 
acquisitions (NMCARS 5237.503). 


Based on the random sample review of 35 files for services acquisition, approximately 19 of the 
files did not have an approved MOPAS.  The samples were based on a variety of contract 
actions such as stand-alone contracts; Seaport-O task orders; IDIQ task orders; Simplified 
Acquisition.  SSC Atlantic may have done the MOPAS on the basic contracts, but it was not 
addressed on the task order level.  Without the proper validation/narrative/documentation at the 
task orders, it was unclear whether the MOPAS acquisition strategy documents were ever done 
or considered.  


Not all requirements for services had MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategies in the file or reference to 
an approved strategy on the basic contract.  SSC Atlantic must ensure all orders for services 
have the Personal/non-personal services certification and the MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategy in 
the file.  See DFARS Subpart 237.5 Management Oversight of Service Contracts and the 
SCPPM Acquisition of Services.  Further it is suggested that screen shots of FAPIIS, SAMS, 
and Vets-100 be inserted into the files to document that these sites were checked in 
responsibility checks.   


Overall, SSC Atlantic showed business policy reflecting internal procedures and guidance in 
place for MOPAS.  However, it was unclear how often did the management review/validate 
their self-assessment checklists to ensure they were in compliance with the regulatory 
requirements and had the appropriate MOPAS documentation and approvals in files.  It was 
also unclear how often the management updated the file checklists which are meant to 
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reflect/correspond the latest guidance.  The guidance did appear fairly new/updated as of 2015; 
therefore the reviewed contracts may not have had the benefit of the policy from the COG. 


There were several instances that the dollar threshold for MOPAS was incorrectly stated as 
$100,000 vice $150,000 on their desk guide and checklists; for example, Simplified Acquisition 
Procedures Desk Guide, page 2, paragraph #D – Management and Oversight Process for the 
Acquisition of Services (MOPAS-2); Commercial FAR Part 12 Review Checklist, page 2; 
Commercial Contract FAR Subpart 13.5 Self-Assessment Checklist, page 2; Seaport Order 
Review Self-Assessment Checklist, page 1.  Although the incorrect dollar threshold appeared to 
be insignificant, it did not give the PPMAP team the assurance that the organization was using 
the latest information which corresponds to the most current regulations.  


If the requirement of the MOPAS was already addressed on the basic contract, it is 
recommended that the file is documented as such, at the task order level for the purpose of 
future PPMAP review.  It is further recommended to update all file checklists to ensure 
compliance with the latest guidance and regulation and appropriate dollar thresholds.  


i. Contract Closeout  


The purpose of the review is to determine if SSC Atlantic has a viable contract closeout process 
and the degree of the backlog of overaged contracts.  


DFARS Subpart 204.804 requires Contracting Officers to close out contracts.  SSC Atlantic has 
documented closeout procedures. The closeout process is performed judiciously and efficiently.  
SSC Atlantic uses a support contractor who aggressively tracks closeouts and has a very good 
record of closing out contract actions. The current overaged contracts are 219, a small 
percentage of the total actions requiring closeout (can be up to 800 actions per month).  The 
Contract Information Management System (CIMS) is used extensively in the closeout process.  
The CIMS is populated by the specialists with contract obligations, award and completion dates. 
Each month the Analyst pulls the overage listing from CIMS, the overage listing are those 
contracts which have passed the contract completion date.  The CIMS is populated by the 
Contract Specialists. It is used by the closeout contractor to identify which contracts have 
exceeded the normal closeout window and are considered overaged for closeout.  A monthly 
report is forwarded to the closeout contractor who then reviews the contracts that fall into this 
category.  The closeout contractor will then ‘work’ the issues for the overaged contracts. When 
a contract is closed out, the CIMS is updated to show that the contract is now in a closed status 
and that contract will drop from the next ‘overaged for closeout’ monthly listing.   


The majority of the overaged for closeout contracts is cost reimbursement (CPFF, TMLH) due 
to the requirement for a final audit and in the cost contracts, the renegotiation of the final 
indirect rates. 
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The SSC Atlantic Closeout process is noted as a Promising Practice. SSC Atlantic has a 
knowledgeable SME performing contract closeout; the procedures used are fully documented 
and can be easily made into a claimancy document. The closeout process is becoming more 
important as agencies look for unexpended funds remaining on contracts. 


j.  DASN (AP) Special Interest Items 


 1.  Better-Buying Power (BBP) Initiatives.  SSC Atlantic embraces the BBP initiatives 
and has disseminated the initiatives outlined in the (USD, AT&L) memoranda.  SSC Atlantic 
averaged an 87% competition rate FY12-FY14.  When reviewing effective competition rates the 
organization remains high at over 97% indicating minimal instances where only one offer was 
received in the face of competition.  SSC Atlantic’s Command Operating Guide showed 
supplemental documents which referenced BBP and Mr. Kendall’s September 2014 White 
Paper on the subject.  SSC Atlantic has participated in SPAWAR Services 
Courts/SARRBS/CASRs and Tripwires which helps to improve the Services Tradecraft by 
providing better visibility into services contract actions.  SSC Atlantic continues to achieve its 
Small Business goals, not only meeting but exceeding in a consistent manner, the socio-
economic categories targeted. SSC Atlantic also had a plan for executing Low Price Technically 
Acceptable (LPTA) delivery orders on its internal MAC contracts.  When reviewing the 
eCommerce website, SSC Atlantic showed 11 RFQs for Simplified Acquisitions and indicated 
LPTA as the award criteria. 


 2.  Component Clause Control.  NMCARS Annex 7, DoN Control Plan for Component 
Clauses outlines the Navy’s requirements for using component-unique provisions/clauses.  In 
reviewing solicitations on the eCommerce website and contract file reviews, no outlier clauses 
were found.  SSC Atlantic did provide information that shows that they are aware of and using 
the SCPPM procedures when deviations are required.  To-date SPAWAR HQ has not received a 
request for any new clauses or deviations from the existing clauses.  SSC Atlantic is 
participating in the SPAWAR Component Clausebook review and has provided many review 
comments.  SSC Atlantic is using provisions/clauses prescribed by FAR or DFARS and those 
authorized for use in the SPAWAR Component Clausebook.  However, it is noted that SSC 
Atlantic incorporates instructions to contractors in its solicitations requesting them to justify 
tripwire rates.  Solicitation 1300422051-02, Amendment 1 contained tripwire guidance on 
Labor Rates that requires the offeror to provide the rationale for items that are internal guidance 
to Government acquisition personnel.  In SPAWARNOTE 4200 of 26 September 2013, 
appropriate rationale must be provided by Government personnel during various times of an 
acquisition if the labor rate will exceed specific dollar amounts.  COMSPAWAR’s intention 
was to set tripwires to improve the services tradecraft and alert the SPAWAR leadership to risk 
areas before unintended situations occur (in this case, paying too much for a particular labor 
category).  SSC Atlantic is making this a contractor’s issue and responsibility to provide the 
rationale.  However, that is not the intention of the SPAWARNOTE.  It is an internal 
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mechanism that helps trigger potential issues and allows management to make informed and 
timely decisions.   It is for the designated Government personnel to review, approve, and ensure 
that the appropriate level of management is reviewing the rationale and making decision to 
allow/disallow rates in excess of the SPAWAR set threshold.  The Government must decide 
whether the tasking calls for a labor category that will provide services in excess of the 
established rate and rationalize why.  SSC Atlantic’s practice of requiring industry to provide 
the rationale is not appropriate and should immediately be discontinued.   


 3.  Interagency Acquisition.  The process for Interagency Acquisition resides in the SSC 
Atlantic Contracting Competency.  It is documented in the COG and contract files have been 
reviewed for compliance.  SSC Atlantic uses the SPAWAR HQ SCPPM titled, “Proper Use of 
Non-DoD Contracts” as their overarching guidance document and procedures outlined in the 
SSC Atlantic COG.  In Direct Acquisitions, the Contracts Office will place an order using a 
non-DoD contract.  The PCO will follow the procedures in the COG and the SPAWAR SCPPM 
document on Interagency Acquisitions.  SSC Atlantic uses a form to document the business 
decision to use a non-DoD contract. 


In Assisted Acquisitions, funds are sent to a non-DoD agency to place an order on contract for 
DoD.  The Contracting Officer makes a best interest determination to go outside of DoD for the 
goods or services required, and to determine if the proper approvals were obtained.  In a DoD 
memorandum dated 16 October 2006 titled “Non-Economy Act Orders” requires a DoD 
Contracting Officer to review all outgoing funding documents exceeding $500K.  The purpose 
of the review is to ensure the order will comply with stature, policy, regulation and local 
component requirements and procedures.  In addition, the Contracting Officer must ensure that 
proper funding is being used to acquire the goods or services, and that a properly trained COR 
be assigned to provide surveillance for service contracts.  Any fees being paid to the non-DoD 
Agency must also be reviewed for reasonableness.  The program managers and requesting 
officials have a shared responsibility for ensuring that best value is obtained on purchases for 
supplies and services. 


SSC Atlantic has put into place a process to ensure a PCO review all out going funding 
documents (OUTDOC).  The requestor is required to put together a package to send funds to a 
non-DoD activity.  This package contains the funding document request, a memo to explain 
why they need to send funds to the non-DoD activity.  When finance receives a request to send 
LANT funds out to a non-DoD activity, Finance will first send this package to either William 
Paggi, CCO, or to Donna Murphy, Deputy 2.0.  They will review the request and determine if 
there is a contract in-house to satisfy the requirement and, if not, sign off and send the package 
back to finance to process.  This process meets the requirement of having a PCO review 
outgoing funding documents prior to sending to non-DoD activities. 
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For Direct Acquisitions, placing an order on a non-DoD contract (e.g. GSA) requires the form, 
“Approval for Direct Acquisitions >$150,000” to be completed and approved at the appropriate 
level prior to executing an order.  This approval must be placed in each contract file.  The files 
reviewed contained the necessary forms, but they were not completely filled out and, although 
had the proper signatures, the information was determined to be inadequate.  The form had the 
items listed to be addressed, but were seldom actually addressed by the Contract 
Specialist/Contracting Officer.  DFARS Subpart 217.7802 (b)(1) states that if the amount of the 
order exceeds the simplified acquisition threshold, the PCO must evaluate if placing an order on 
a non-DoD contract is in the best interests of DoD.   


SPAWAR Contracts Policy SCPPM titled “Proper Use of Non-DoD Contracts” requires a 
memorandum to the file that addressing various factors in the contract file.  SSC Atlantic files 
had a memorandum, however, it did not adequately address the elements required by DFARS 
Subpart 217.7802 (b)(1).  Further, in its “check the block” format, did not address the elements 
adequately.  The form contains the required elements that must be addressed in the 
memorandum, but there was no rationale provided, it was merely a list of what was required.  
There was a space to provide rationale on the form, but few of the Approval forms reviewed, 
had any narrative in the allotted spaces.  The form typically was merely signed with a box or 
several checked without the business decision rationale required.   


The current form, “The Approval for Direct Acquisitions >$150K”, developed by SSC Atlantic 
does not have a block, required by DFARS Subpart 217.7802 (a), to affirmatively state that the 
non-DoD activity has certified that they will comply with defense procurement requirements 
and that the non-DoD activity is listed on the DPAP website: 
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/cpic/cp/interagency_acquisition.html. 


 4.  Contract Action Reporting Requirements – FPDS-NG.  The Federal Procurement 
Data System-Next Generation is the official system used to enter and record data about contract 
actions executed within the Federal Government.  This information is used in many decisions at 
the congressional and executive levels of Government.  This is a special interest item because it 
is vitally important for the system to be free of data inaccuracies which increases the data 
integrity relied upon for key decision making.  SSC Atlantic performs quarterly and annually 
validations to ensure that the contract action reports (CARs) are completed and submitted.  SSC 
Atlantic runs two different processes to determine if a CAR is outstanding depending on which 
system the award was made (PD2 or SeaPort-O)  and resolves outstanding CARs in a similar 
manner all culminating working with the Contract Specialist/Contracting Officer until all errors 
are resolved.  SSC Atlantic provided a list of all missing CARs for FY14, Q2 and its email to 
the Contracting community to get resolution.  SSC Atlantic also sends its quarterly and annual 
results to SPAWAR HQ for incorporation to a document that is provided to DPAP.  SSC 
Atlantic remains active and attentive in this area. 
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 5.  Unauthorized Procurements/Ratifications.  SSC Atlantic established policy for the 
ratification of unauthorized commitments in SPAWARSYSCENCHASINST 4200.2 dated 10 
August 2010.  This policy follows the FAR and though not referenced, the policy is in concert 
with the SCPPM guidance on the topic.  The CCO has authority up to $50,000 to ratify binding 
commitments that were made by a Government representative who lacked the authority to enter 
into such a commitment.  There were no official ratification packages forwarded to SPAWAR 
HQ for approval indicating that SSC Atlantic had zero ratifications over $50,000.  The PPMAP 
team asked SSC Atlantic if any ratification was approved for FY12 –FY14 and received a 
negative response.   


 6.   Unique Contracting Authority, Responsibilities and Limitations.  SSC Atlantic 
identified no unique contracting authorities.  NMCARS 5201.601-90 assigns each HCA 
contracting responsibilities and unique contracting authorities.  SPAWAR  is responsible for 
awarding and administering contracts in the information dominance domain, including assigned 
programs in the areas of research and development, systems engineering and development, and 
other relevant professional services associated with production, installation and sustainment for 
Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance Systems (C4ISR); Joint Tactical Radios Systems (JTRS), Space Systems; 
Enterprise Information Systems (EIS); and Navy Chief Information Officer (CIO) supported 
information technology initiatives.  To this end, SSC Atlantic must notify SPAWAR HQ of any 
instances whereby information dominance and related contracting authority is requested to be 
delegated to other organizations.  It is recommended that SSC Atlantic implement internal 
procedures for notifying SPAWAR HQ and tracking any resulting delegations.  


 7.  Financial Improvement Audit Readiness Act (FIAR).  SSC Atlantic has worked to 
educate personnel on FIAR and has conducted testing in the Contractor Vendor Pay segment.  
Though not complete, a draft of the audit report was provided which tested 550 samples and 
found three of the controls not operating effectively during the April 1, 2014 through October 
31, 2014 period.  SSC Atlantic process owners are working to define and implement the best 
corrective actions.   


k.     Contract Review List See Attachment (1)  


l.      Purchase Card See Attachment (2) 


m.    Small Business See Attachment (3) 


n.     Contracting Officer’s Representative See Attachment (4) 
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Conclusion 
PPMAPs are designed to provide the organization insight to key procurement processes and 
provide an opportunity for SPAWAR enterprise to improve support to the Warfighter while still 
meeting taxpayer expectations.  Recommendations in this document should improve the SSC 
Atlantic’s overall operational support, and move the organization and its Contracting 
Competency closer to achieving its goals. 


Improvement in SSC Atlantic’s management controls will prompt better quality and execution 
of their contract documents and delegated authority.  Sound contracting practices were found in 
many instances; however, key operational practices and adequate/accurate documentation 
consistently showed weaknesses. 


SSC Atlantic senior leadership exhibits a commitment to its Chief of the Contracting Office.  
The level of involvement of higher level management is proof of how the contracting expertise 
is valued in the organization’s leadership.  Based on this, it demonstrates the confidence in the 
organization’s ability to make the necessary improvement in the procurement operations.  


Since, the PPMAP visit, SSC Atlantic has implemented a plan for corrective action which 
shows considerable promise.  By re-assigning the Deputy 2.0A to review business decision 
documentation, conduct required training to improve quality of contracting documentation, and 
critical thinking, the organization is on a path to achieve a satisfactory performance level. 
Significant training has been scheduled to occur over the next two months.  SSC Atlantic’s 
progress to improve and implement a corrective action plan will be reviewed within next 12- 18 
months.   


As SSC Atlantic implements its corrective actions, we are confident that its key business 
documentation and processes will return to sound procurement operations.  
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Attachments 


Attachment (1) - Contracts List 
Contract  Notes 
N65236-14-F-0406 BAE Systems, Contract Value $888K  


Awarded 12/30/2013  
 


- The memo to go outside DoD “Approval for Direct Acquisitions” is 
adequate.  Did cover the elements required by DFARS. 


- Price Reasonableness is inadequate.  The SAP Documentation Record has 
adequate Price Competition as basis for determining the price 
reasonableness, yet there was only one offeror. 


- No evidence of any discounts requested or received 
- Limitation of Sources J&A was incomplete. Para2, Conclusion left out the 


dollars and the Determination of Fair and Reasonable cost was incomplete. 
- Tech eval was inadequate- it was the Abstract of Offerors- there was only 


one offeror. No review by tech code/requestor. 
- Order was posted on eBUY less than 30 days (12/16/13-12/19/13)  Limited 


Source Justification was approved on 12/30/13.  
- Opportunity for Improvement: Recommend Legal Counsel review the 


Software License Agreements. 
N65236-12-F-1502 DKW Communications, Contract Value $4.2M  


Awarded 03/09/2012 
 


- DD2579 not in file 
- No evidence of market research conducted 
- Memo for Direct Acquisition (outside DoD) is inadequate. Needs to address 


the elements in DFARS Subpart 217.78. 
- BCM: contractor proposed $4.26M BCM states the $4.277M with no 


discussion as to how the ceiling was established. It appears only $200K was 
determined to be fair and reasonable. No analysis of costs, no listing of 
ODCs. 


- Requires EEO Clearance 
- No MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategy in file (PSC R425) 
- PWS 4.0 Security Requirements states “All personnel must possess at least a 


secret clearance”.  Order requires the following clauses: 52.204-2 Security 
Requirements; 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training 
and Certification; 252.215-7003 Excessive Pass Through; 5252.216-9200 
Fee Determination and Payment. 


N65236-12-C-3273 3M Company, Total contract value: $3.3M,  Awarded 5/10/12 
 


- No market research documented in file 
- Price reasonableness determination inadequate. IGCE and previous contract 


prices were used to determine price reasonableness.  Need to discuss how the 
IGCE was derived or how the prices on the previous contract were 
determined reasonable. 


- Commercial Item Determination is inadequate.  No research done to 
determine the commerciality of the items. " DFARS 212.102(A) requires a 
Determination to show how the item or services meet the Commercial Item 
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Contract  Notes 
definition in FAR 2.101.  The Determination in the file did not show how 
these services met the definition. There was no rationale to support the 
Determination." 


- Opportunity for Improvement- Suggest legal counsel review software 
licensing agreements prior to incorporating it in the contract. 


N65236-12-C-3277 Shoreland, Inc.  Total Contract Value: $17M  Awarded: 5/30/12 
 


- Price reasonableness inadequate.  Analysis consisted of comparison of IGCE 
and previous Tricare Management Activity contract with no discussion as to 
how the IGCE was developed and how the previous contract prices were 
determined to be fair and reasonable. The offeror did not provide past sales 
history or other than cost or pricing data to show the reasonableness of the 
prices.  


- Commercial Item Determination in file inadequate. " DFARS 212.102(A) 
requires a Determination to show how the item or services meet the 
Commercial Item definition in FAR 2.101.  The Determination in the file did 
not show how these services met the definition. There was no rationale to 
support the Determination." 


- PWS, para 4 states some contractors will require classified access to provide 
these services.  If so, a DD 254 and clause 52.204-2 Security Requirements 
are required to be part of contract. 


- Opportunity for Improvement: Suggest screen shots of FAPIIS website be 
placed in file. 


N65236-14-D-4158 Spry Methods, Total Contract Value: $99M  Awarded:7/09/14 
 


- IGF Indicator required, but not in FPDS-NG Description block. 
- Contract is missing the following clauses: 


52.204-8 (July 2013); 52.204-7(July2013);52.215-22(Oct2009); 52.215-23 
(Oct 2009); 252.204-7012 (Nov 2013) 


- No COR nomination or appointment letter in file (may be in each task order) 
- Face page of the contract (SF33) not signed by contractor 
- Contract Admin Plan of limited usefulness. 
- Opportunities for Improvement- suggest re-write the CAP to add names and 


e-mails of each member of the admin team. 
N65236-14-F-0335  Alvarez and Assoc. Total Contract Value:$473K; Awarded:8/25/14 


 
- DD2579 not in file, this file exceeded the SAP threshold. 
- FAR Part 8 was the authority used to place the order, but all the 


documentation in file supports a FAR Part 13.  There seems to be some 
confusion as to the procedures to use FAR Part 8 or a SAP under part 13. 


N65236-12-F-1367 
Commercial Item 


Carahsoft Technology, Total Contract Value: $1.2M Awarded: 8/1/12 
 


- FPDS-NG states this was procured using Commercial Item procedures, yet 
the file says it is not a commercial buy. 


- No market research documentation found in files. 
- No tech evaluation found in file 
- Approval for Direct Acquisitions is inadequate- it does not address the 


elements found in DFARS Subpart 217.7800 
- Limited Sources Justification was for a company called FOUR INC award 
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Contract  Notes 
was made to Carahsoft. 


- Task Order requires DFARS 252.211-7003 IUID Clause (per item cost 
>$5K) 


N65236-14-F-1151 Professional Solutions, Total Contract Value: $4.3M 
 


- FPDS-NG states this is a Commercial Item, yet the file has no Commercial 
Item Determination. 


- No market research was documented in file (Limited Source Justification) 
- No MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategy in file 
- Approval for Direct Acquisition >$150K is not adequate.  DFARS Subpart 


217.78 must address-Cost effectiveness 
- Availability within DoD 
- Contract Administration DoD Unique terms and provisions 
- Funds are appropriate for requirement 


N65236-12-F-2107 Deloitte Consulting  Total Contract Value:$9.4M  Awarded:9/28/12 
 


- No PPSM or Pre-Planning documented in file 
- No MOPAS 2 Acq Strategy is in the file 
- No Tech eval found in file. 
- Order was originally awarded as a CPFF, then modified by P00001, to be a 


T&M type contract.  Section B of the modification is not structured for a 
T&M type contract.  T&M contracts exceeding 3 years duration require 
HCA approval (FAR Subpart 16.601(d)(1). 


- No DD254 in the resultant contract 
- No BCM in the file 
- Order requires the following clauses:-52.204-2 Security Requirements 
- 52.204-9 Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel 
- 252.239-7001 Information Assurance Contractor Training and Certification, 


252.215-7003 Excessive Pass Through Charges. 
- No COR Designation Letter 


N65236-12-F-1416 SAIT, Inc.  Total Contract Value:$2.4M  Awarded: 2/7/12   
 


- No DD 2579 in file 
- No market research documented in file 
- Contract has a unit of issue as “LITE”- not sure what this is. 
- PWS Para 4.0 requires contractor personnel to have Secret clearances.  This 


requires FAR clause 52.204-2 Security Requirements 
- Form ‘Approval For Direct Acquisitions’ – Inadequate.  Para 2 has no 


determination for use of a Non-DoD contract. 
- MOPAS 2 Acq Strategy is not in file NMCARS 52.37.503 
- Section B of the contract states it is a T&M type contract but, it is set up as a 


FFP type of contract. Need mod to clarify. 
- BCM in file is inadequate- unable to determine from BCM what cost 


breakdown is between labor and ODC’s 
N65236-13-F-1245 Government Marketing & Procurement, Awarded 9/27/13; Total Contract 


Value:$4.3M 
 


- This is, or should have been, a commercial contract; it did not have a 
Commercial Item Determination in the file.  
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Contract  Notes 
- Contract requires the following clauses: 
- 52.223-15 Energy Star Compliance 
- 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation 
- Opportunity for Improvement- Suggest screen shots of SAMs, VETs-100, 


EEO Clearances, FAPIIS etc. 
N65236-12-F-0425 Windmill International, TCV:$1.1M 


Awarded 3/15/12 
 


- RFQ was posted on e-Buy as a Brand Name or Equal- this requirement 
should have had a Limited Source Justification.  The ‘Approval for Direct 
Acquisition’ states ‘GSA Contract no. GS-35F-5050G, is the only available 
contract for this required upgrade. SAP Documentation Record states “sole 
source available only from Windmill Int’l.” In addition, PR specified a 
vendor part number. 


- RFQ was posted in e-BUY from 1/26/12 to 1/31/12  5 days- only one offer 
received- should have been re-posted for an additional 30 days. 


- Order requires DFARS 252.211-7003 IUID clause- the unit price exceeds 
$5K. 


- The Approval For Direct Acquisition in file was complete 
- Market research results were in the Approval for Direct Acquisition 


document. 
N00039-11-D-0033  
TO 5044 


VT Milcom  TCV:$9.2M  
Awarded 2/3/12 
 


- No market research documented in file 
- No MOPAS 2 Acquisition Strategy in file (services) 
- Competitive 3 offers received. 


N65236-15-V-2201 Uptime Solutions Professional Services Group Inc., 8(a), Contract Value $145,615 
Awarded 1/23/2015, FFP, supply 
 


- Originally solicited for 34 days under MAC with no replies.   
- No limited /SS justification citing rationale to award to 8(a).   
- Single award is justified based on fair opportunity exemption which is not 


appropriate.   
- No rationale for selection of 8(a) firm.   Blocks are checked on the price 


negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating that mandatory sources were 
checked however the outcome is not explained, nor is there evidence of the 
mandatory sources check.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it is based on comparisons 
to previous prices paid which were compared to previous prices paid and 
does not provide specific prices of comparison.   


- 33 CLINs on PO.  22 of 32 CLINs have no price reasonableness 
determination and rationale is because the individual unit prices were <$1, 
000 or were $0.0. Market research does not explain the process and results.   


- No evidence of SS justification being made available.   
N65236-15-V-1816 NOVA Power Solutions Inc. , SB, Contract Value $61,560  


Awarded 1/23/2015, FFP, supply 
 


- SS justification cites awardee is OEM, yet a second offeror states that 
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Contract  Notes 
awardee is not a manufacturer, and that awardee price is 50% higher.   


- Commercial item determination provides no analysis to support it.   
- Market research does not explain the process and results.   
- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 


that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it is based on comparison 
to GSA and does not provide specific prices of comparison.   


- No evidence of SS justification being made available.   
N65236-15-V-0612 Plexus Installations Inc, Contract Value $149,006 


Awarded 12/15/2014, SB, FFP, service 
 


- SS justification.   
- Synopsis waiver is boilerplate and provides no rationale for urgency.   
- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 


that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it is based on comparison 
to GSA and does not provide specific prices of comparison.   


- CTIP clause (52.222-50) missing.  
- No evidence of SS justification being made available.   


N65236-15-P-0110 FLIR Systems Inc., LB, Contract Value $24,928.05 
Awarded 12/1/2014, FFP supply/service  
 


- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 
that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- DFARS 252.211-7003 is required based on supply unit price but is not 
included.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it states it is based on 
comparison to IGE and statement that item is commercially available, and 
does not provide specific prices of comparison.  


- No evidence of SS justification being made available.   
N65236-14-V-1013 Redcom Laboratories, Inc. SB, Contract Value $50,346 


Awarded 5/2/2014, FFP, supply 
 


- No market research.   
- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 


that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- No evidence of SS justification being made available.  
- CTIP clause (52.222-50) missing.   
- Used local clause C-719 “Exemption from Electronic & Information 


Technology Accessibility Requirements (Jun 2011). 
N65236-14-V-1008 Naval Automation Group, SB, Contract Value $23,464 


Awarded 4/4/2014, FFP, supply 
 


- No market research.  
- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 
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Contract  Notes 
that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it is based on comparison 
to GSA and 5% price differential.  Contractor is not the manufacturer.   


N65236-14-V-0732 Metal Concepts Inc, SB, Contract Value $6,925 
Awarded 6/30/2014, FFP, supply 
 


- No findings. 
N65236-13-V-2205 Callware Technologies, Inc., SB, Contract Value $31,569 


Awarded 9/23/2013, FFP, service 
 


- DD 1423 missing.  
- DD 254 missing.  
- Good example of price reasonableness determination.  
- CTIP clause (52.222-50) missing.   
- Same person signs as buyer and PCO.  Uses local clause C-719.  
- SAP record is inconsistent regarding commercial item determination.   
- Deliverables are a requirement but no CLINs and DD 1423.   


N65236-13-V-1852 Crenlo Cab Products, Inc. LB, Contract Value $8,925 
Awarded 8/8/2013, FFP, supply 
 


- Blocks are checked on the price negotiation memo (SAP record) indicating 
that mandatory sources were checked however the outcome is not explained, 
nor is there evidence of the mandatory sources check.   


- Price reasonableness determination is inadequate; it states it is based on 
comparison to GSA and does not provide specific prices of comparison.  


- No evidence of responsibility determination.   
- SS justification cites a second source and there is no explanation why the 


requirement is not competed.   
- Uses local clause C-719.   
- Same person signs as buyer and PCO.    


N65236-13-V-1848 Isoft Solutions LLC, 8(a), Contract Value $81,559 
Awarded 8/6/2013, FFP, supply 
 


- No price negotiation memo (SAP record).   
- SS justification supports 4 different vendors based on CLIN.   
- SBA and SAM profiles for awardee do not include requirement NAICS 


335921 as being eligible for award as SB.   
N65236-13-V-1835 Uptime Solutions Professional Services Group, 8(a),  


Contract Value $61,380.50 
Awarded 8/6/2013,  FFP supply/service 
 


- SS justification supports award to Juniper Networks, yet awarded to Uptime 
without explanation.   


- No rationale by SBA/PCO for award to 8(a).  
- Price analysis determination is inadequate; it states it is based on comparison 


to similar items and GSA Advantage and does not provide specific prices of 
comparison.  


- Post award modification changed P/N for 2 items at no cost however new 
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Contract  Notes 
items were different and at higher unit prices, per documentation in file.   


- Such a modification would require ED approval, no evidence in file of that 
approval.   


N65236-14-D-4985 
P00001 


Readiness Management Support LLC, LB,  
Contract Value $330,295,260 
Awarded 4/23/2014,  
POP=Base +4 -1 yr options, FFP, CPFF, service, full & open 
 


- PSC = J058.  No Theater Business Clearance, Status of Forces Agreement, 
LOA.   


- Award contains required CENTCOM clauses.   
- ECMRA missing. Missing 252.204-7012, 252.245-7004, 252.215-7009, 


52.217-8.   252.225-7040 should be dated Feb 2013 vs. Jun 2011.   
- No GFP list yet PPSM says large amount of GFP at 13 sites.   
- One evaluator did not check block for no financial interest on non-


disclosure.   
- Contract administration assignment is missing.  
- Evidence of updating CPARS information is missing.   
- Potential bridge—prior award expired Jan 2014 and this award made Apr 23, 


2014. COR is assigned.   
N65236-11-D-2122 
0008 


M.C.Dean Inc, LB Contract Value $5,727,481 
Awarded 3/15/2013, Option exercise, FFP service  
 


- No market research prior to option exercise.  
- MOPAS is missing but may be in basic IDIQ folder.  
- Sec B CLINs are not identified as CPFF, CDRL is FFP and NSP, unit of 


issue is (1) US dollars and payment schedule is in terms of tasks.   
- Government equipment is not listed but is provided, conflicts with PWS para 


8 stating no GFE/GFM/GFP.  All GFP clauses are missing.  
- BCM does not reference MOPAS, and technical analysis. 


N65236-12-D-3885 
0003 


Imagine One Technology & Management LTD 
Contract Value: $4,258,555.26 
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded:3/11/2013 
POP: 12 months 
 


- This task order was awarded for Engineering Support Services, CPFF, SBIR 
Phase III-Intelligent Technologies for Decision Making. 


- This action should be a stand-alone contract vice a task order. 
- No indications of any standard contract clauses. 
- No justification for the exemption to fair opportunity. 
- No evidence of MOPAS.   
- Inadequate BCM: 
- BCM only had 3-page checklist. 
- No evidence of cost/price analysis in BCM to justify cost reasonableness. 
- No indications of any responsibility checks prior to award 
- No evidence of award contract distribution. 


N65236-05-D-6848 
0017_01 


Science Applicable International Corp 
Contract Value: $900,000  
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Contract  Notes 
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded:4/17/2012 
POP: 12 months 
 


- This task order was previously awarded in the amount of $10,243,193.44 
which was incorrect. The modification corrected the award amount to 
$900,000 and realigned the period of performance from 4/19/2012 to 
4/18/2013 to the revised period of performance to 4/19/2012 to 4/18/2013. 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of MOPAS. 
- No evidence of RFP letter. 
- No evidence of technical evaluation. 
- Inadequate BCM: 
- BCM only had 2-page checklist. 
- No evidence of cost/price analysis in BCM to justify cost reasonableness. 
- No indications of any responsibility checks prior to award. 
- No evidence of contract award distribution. 


N65236-07-D-5877 
0151 


Lockheed Martin Integrated Systems Inc. 
Contract Value: $21,897,275  
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded: 11/1/2012  
POP: 12 months 
 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of MOPAS. 
- No evidence of RFP letter. 
- No evidence of technical evaluation. 
- Inadequate BCM: 
- BCM only had 2-page checklist. 
- No evidence of cost/price analysis in BCM to justify cost reasonableness. 
- No indications of any responsibility checks prior to award. 


No evidence of unsuccessful offeror notification. 
N00039-11-D-0033 
5120 


VT Milcom Inc. 
Contract Value: $46,751,493.25 
Contract Type: CPIF  
Awarded: 2/14/2013  
POP: 24 months 
 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of market research. 
- No evidence of MOPAS. 
- No evidence of QASP. 
- Inadequate GFP documents. 
- No evidence of RFP package. 
- Inadequate BCM: 
- No evidence of supporting cost analysis/cost realism analysis. 
- Inadequate best value analysis to justify the government’s position. 
- No indications of any responsibility checks prior to award. 
- No evidence of unsuccessful offeror notification. 
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Inappropriate debriefing:  Debriefing was based on the entire TEB evaluation 
and point by point analysis vice summary findings. 


N65236-09-D-5180 
0053 


Blackbird Technologies, Inc. 
Contract Value: $10,507,601 
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded: 2/11/2014 
POP: 12 months 
 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of market research. 
- No evidence of Commercial Item Determination Checklist. 
- No evidence of MOPAS. 
- No evidence of QASP. 
- No evidence of GFP documents. 
- No evidence of RFP package. 
- No evidence of technical evaluation. 
- Inadequate BCM: 
- No evidence of supporting cost analysis/cost realism analysis. 
- No indications of any responsibility checks prior to award. 
- No evidence of ASN notification. 
- No evidence of record for debriefing. 
- No evidence of unsuccessful offeror notification. 


 
N65236-15-D-8000 Arctic Slope Mission Services & 14 other MAC Contractors, 8(a) MAC, CPFF with 


provision FFP/FPI (Fixed-Price Incentive) task orders  
Contract Value: $99,940,000 
Awarded: 10/14/2014 
POP: Base year & 4 option years 
 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR)/Alternate COR 


Nomination Letters. 
- No evidence of pre-award and award synopsis. 
- No evidence of peer review for actions >$50M. 


N65236-14-C-2170 Blackbird Inc. 
Contract Value: $4,512,680.49 
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded: 4/14/2014 
 


- POP: 48 months 
- Inadequate Commercial Item Determination – only 1-page of checklist. 


N65236-14-C-2821 Leidos Inc. 
Contract Value: $6,547,341 
Contract Type: CPFF 
Awarded: 8/11/2014 
POP: 30 months 
 


- No evidence of PPSM. 
- No evidence of IGE. 
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- No evidence of ECMRA Language included in PWS Contract. 
- No evidence of DFARS Clauses 252.204-7012 & 252.211-7003. 
- No evidence of award notification. 
- No evidence of assignment of contract administration letters 


N65236-14-D-2813 Northrop Grumman Systems Corp, DBA Sperry Marine 
Contract Value: $27,526,385 
Contract Type: CPFF with provisions for FFP Task Order 
Awarded: 11/6/2013 
POP: Base Year and two (2) One-Year Options 
 


- No evidence of Procurement Planning and Strategy/Meeting (PPSM). 
- No evidence of market research. 
- No evidence of DFARS Clauses 252.204-7012 & 252.215-7009. 
- No evidence of Assignment of Contract Administration Letters. 
- No WGL in file. 
- Inadequate verification of accounting system; the adequacy of accounting 


system was based on the DACO’s determination on 6/11/2007 which was 
over 6 years old. 


N00178-07-D-5153 
V702 


Mystikal Solutions, LLC.,  
Task Order Value $42,714,486.05 (Ceilings reduced by $35,534,486.05 to 
$7,180,000 via P00001 in order to create a shadow order for direct cite funding) 
 
Awarded 12/21/2012, POP=Base and 2 Options.  Labor $40,772,211.05; ODC 
$1,942,276. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 4.55% of the Labor 
CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its 
intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No evidence of the acquisition strategy (MOPAS) found in the contract file. 
- Competitive one bid: Memo to File (MTF) doesn’t provide background on 


the solicitation process; therefore, unable to tell if the RFP was issued for 30 
days or more. 


- MTF doesn’t address any pre-award compliance items such as adequacy of 
the accounting system if proposed CPFF type contract, contractor 
responsibility determination, VETS 100, EEO etc…) 


- No price analysis performed as required. 
- Cost analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to the IGE, 


11-D-3856, and existing task order N00178-09-D-5782_GZ01. Findings are 
identified as listed below: 


- Proposed loaded DL rates are compared against the IGE/in-house contracts 
which appear to be unloaded rates. 


- Analysis should have been performed for each cost element separately for 
those firms that proposed CPFF (i.e. direct labor rates, indirect labor rates, 
fee, etc...) rather than mixing the loaded and composite rates proposed when 
comparing them to the government rates. 


- Analysis narrative does not appear to match up with the data presented in the 
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MTF (i.e. Management Analyst I cannot be determined fair and reasonable 
as proposed, rate is too high in comparison of SCA rates and historical data.  
Analysis table reflects proposed rate for this labor category as $94.83, IGE 
$40.53, and historical data $106.43. 


- No analysis performed on the indirect rates, escalation fee, etc... 
- No data shown to capture each firm’s rate caps in their respective basic 


contract. 
N00178-05-D-4507 
GZ01 


Modulant,  
Task Order Value $21,831,853.36 
Awarded 4/18/2012, POP=Base and 4 Options.  Labor $21,681,853.36; ODC 
$150,000. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 0.69% of the Labor 
CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its 
intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No evidence of market research conducted. 
- MTF doesn’t address any pre-award compliance items such as adequacy of 


the accounting system as required for a CPFF type contract, contractor 
responsibility determination, VETS 100, EEO etc…) 


- No price analysis performed as required. 
- Cost analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to the IGE 


and in-house contract. Findings are identified as listed below: 
- No mention of how the IGE was developed.   
- No separate analysis was performed on each of the cost elements under the 


indirect rates (fringe, OH, G&A, etc…). 
- No recap to show each contractor’s pass through, fee, and escalation rates as 


negotiated in their respective basic seaport contract when comparing to the 
proposed rates to verify proposed vs. CAP rates. 


- Proposed direct labor rates were lower than the in-house contract 07-D-5882 
(no identification of this contract is) and/or IGE in 9 out of 32 labor 
categories. Six other labor categories have no other source to compare the 
rates against and yet, the conclusion statement indicated that the proposed 
labor rates are determined realistic, fair, and reasonable. 
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N00178-10-D-5876 
V701 


Agilex Technologies, Inc., Task Order Value $47,245,111.41. 
 
Awarded 9/16/2011, POP=Base and 4Options.  Labor $42,605,111.41; ODC 
$4,640,000. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel and material/handling fee as estimated in the PWS. The ODC 
represents 9.82% of the total contract value.  ODC/travel estimates for all 
years appear to be appropriate for its intended use. 


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No QASP found in the contract file. 
- No evidence of market research conducted. 
- MTF doesn’t address all required pre-award compliance items except for 


adequacy of the awardee’s accounting system and firm not on the List of 
Excluded Parties.   


- No price analysis performed as required. 
- Cost analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to the IGE, 


other firm’s proposed rates, and existing task order.   
- No data shown to capture what the proposed and DCAA audited indirect 


rates are for Agilex’s fringe, OH, and G&A to support the conclusion 
statement that rates are acceptable. 


- No analysis data to illustrate what the labor rates are (assumed to be fully 
burdened) to support the conclusion statement that rates are found to be 
favorably for selected labor categories when compared to either the IGE, 
existing TO, or other firm’s proposal (TEAM) as applicable.   


- No pre-award compliance items addressed in the MTF except for statements 
indicated that Agilex’s accounting system is adequate and not on the List of 
Excluded Parties. 


- Unable to determine if labor rates are subject to tripwire since no data was 
provided in the MTF. 


N00178-05-D-4437 
V701 


M.C. Dean, Inc., Task Order Value $6,989,883.68 
 
Awarded 5/13/2011, POP=Base and 1 Option.  Labor $5,858,533.68; ODC 
$1,131,350. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 16.19% of the total 
contract value and is subject to tripwire reporting.  The ODC/travel estimates 
for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No evidence of the MOPAS acquisition strategy completed. 
- No CAR report found in the file. 
- MTF doesn’t address other pre-award compliance items such as contractor 


responsibility determination, VETS 100, EEO etc… except for the adequacy 
of the awardee’s accounting system, no negative information found in 
FAPIIS and firm is not on the List of Excluded Parties. 


- No price analysis performed as required. 
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- Cost analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to the IGE 


(assumed to be based off of the SCA rates since it is stated in the MTF that 
the IGE is comparable to the SCA rates).  


- No analysis performed for each cost element separately (DL rates, indirect 
labor rates, escalation factors, etc…).  MTF restated the proposed indirect 
rates for all four prime offerors.  Conclusion statement indicates proposed 
labor rates are considered realistic, fair, and reasonable when compared 
against the IGE.  No data to support the narrative. 


- Neither mention of subcontracting team company nor illustrating of their 
cost realism analysis, if applicable.  


- No data shown to capture each firm’s rate caps as established in their 
respective basic contract vs rates proposed for pass through, fixed fee, and 
escalation. 


N00178-05-D-
4265_V703 


Cubic Applications, Inc., Task Order Value $5.205,634.17  
 
Awarded 9/26/2012, POP=Base and 1Option.  Labor $5,068,427.17; ODC $137,207. 


 
The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel/material/equipment/transportation as estimated in the PWS. The ODC 
represents 2.64% of the total contract value.  ODC/travel estimates for all 
years appear to be appropriate for its intended use.  
 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No evidence of the acquisition strategy (MOPAS) found in the contract file. 
- No market research conducted. 
- No source selection plan included. 
- No price analysis performed as required. 
- No BCM/MTF provided in the file. 
- No award notification/debriefing documents included in the file. 
- Awardee’s cost proposal shows fully burdened rates of $160.52 and $166.28 


for the labor categories of Sr. Principal Analyst and Principal Engineer/GM, 
respectively.  Since these labor rates are more than $120/hr, which is subject 
to tripwire reporting.  However, there is no evidence of tripwire approval 
obtained since the BCM/MTF is missing from the file. 


N00178-05-D-
4596_V713 


Systems Technology Forum, Ltd., Task Order Value $9,312,579.41  
 
Awarded 4/28/2011, POP=Base and 2 Options.  Labor $8,312,625.41; ODC 
$999,954. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 10.74% of the Labor 
CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its 
intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No non-personal service certificate provided in the file. 
- No DD2579. 
- No market research. 
- No QASP. 
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- No cost analysis. 
- Price analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to existing 


TO and other awarded SSC  Atlantic contracts (N65236-07-D-5885 
[Suh’dutsing], N65236-09-D-6814 [L-3], N65236-08-D-8848 [Milcom]). 
Findings are identified as listed below: 


- Subcontractor’s rate (ISR - assumed to be fully burdened) of $138.89 for the 
labor category of Subject Matter Expect III is subject to tripwire reporting 
since it exceeds $120/hr, which requires pre-award approval from CCA.  No 
evidence of approval obtained. 


- Prime’s proposed direct labor rates for Key Personnel in the labor categories 
of Engineering Scientist V, Project Manager, Subject Matter Expect IV 
ranging from  $63.54 to $93.41.  Once they are fully burdened, it is expected 
that these rates potentially can exceed the tripwire threshold of $120/hr. 
However, no evidence of pre-award tripwire approval obtained. 


- No indirect labor rate analysis performed on Subcontractor Integrated 
Systems Research (ISR) since no feedback received from DCAA.  Indirect 
labor rate analyses were conducted for three subcontractors including 
LinQuest, Teleconsultants, and Accenture Federal Services. 


N00178-07-D-
5045_V703 


EMV, Inc., Task Order Value $53,372,631.85  
 
Awarded 9/28/2010, POP=Base and 4 Options.  Labor $32,023,106.57; ODC 
$21,349,525.28. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel (91%) and related expenses in OCONUS (Manas, Kyrgyz Republic), 
and CLOM, communications equipment spares, shipping/transportation (9%) 
as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 40% of the total contract value 
and is questionable in terms of being incidental and appropriate although it is 
commensurate to the work defined by the contract action.   


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- No evidence of legal review on the SSP since the IGE exceeds $10M. 
- Missing documents from the contract files: (a) Non-personal services, (b) 


Record of debriefings, (c) Award notification, and (d) CAR report. 
- No peer review done for threshold exceeds $50M. 
- No cost analysis performed as required. 
- No pre-award compliance items addressed except for the awardee’s 


accounting system.  
- Price analysis conducted by comparing the proposed labor rates to other 


offerors for this solicitation. Findings are identified as listed below: 
- Proposed unloaded and loaded labor rates from prime and subcontractors are 


separately captured for all three (3) offerors (ACT, CAL, and EMN) 
altogether. However, there is no narrative to explain the data presented. 


- Proposed indirect labor rates of all offerors are illustrated in a table 
reflecting OH, fringe, G&A. However, no analysis is done on the proposed 
indirect rates. 


- It is noted in the MTF that DCAA reviewed and took no exception to direct 
and indirect labor rates for ACT, CAL, and EMW. Thus, no further cost 
realism was performed for these proposals. 
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N00178-04-D-
4143_GZ01 


L-3 Services, Inc., Task Order Value $9,810,053 
 
Awarded 2/13/2012, POP=Base and 1 Option.  Labor $9,264,245; ODC $545,808. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel and material as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 5.56% of 
the total contract value.  ODC/travel/material estimates for all years appear 
to be appropriate for its intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- Pre-award documents missing from the contract file include PPSM, market 
research, debriefing records, and award notification. 


- Not all of the pre-award compliance items such as adequacy of the 
accounting system if proposed CPFF type contract, contractor responsibility 
determination, VETS 100, EEO etc…) are addressed in the MTF. 


- No price analysis performed to determine fair and reasonableness when the 
award amount of $9,8M is more than the IGE of $4.9M.  


- Cost analysis findings are identified as listed below: 
- Direct labor rates captured on a spreadsheet showing 2 prime/subcontractor 


teams along with DCAA rates for 3 isolated firms (L3, SRC, and EMI). 
However, no actual cost analysis/narrative to explain the data presented. 


- MTF contains conflicting info.  Section 3.3(c) of the MTF shows the 
“Subcontracting” box is marked as “N/A” while section 3.2(b) reflects 
proposed labor rates are determined fair and reasonable by comparing with 
historical information (see attachment 2).  Attachment 2 illustrates loaded 
and unloaded proposed labor rates for all prime and subcontractors by labor 
category.    


N00178-05-D-
4596_V708 


Systems Technology Forum, Ltd, Task Order Value $9,590,687.52 
 
Awarded 2/13/2012, POP=Base and 2 Options.  Labor $9,230,687.52; ODC 
$360,000. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel, material, shipping charges as estimated in the PWS. The ODC 
represents 3.75% of the total contract value.  ODC/travel/material/shipping 
charges estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- Pre-award documents missing from the contract file include non-personal 
services certificate, market research, and MOPAS acquisition strategy. 


- Not all of the pre-award compliance items such as responsibility 
determination, VETS 100, EEO etc…) are addressed in the MTF.  File 
mentions the awardee’s accounting system being adequate.   


- No price analysis performed to determine fair and reasonableness of 
proposed price. 


 
N00178-06-D-
4759_V701 


Homeland Security Solutions, Inc., Task Order Value $164,968,812.54 
 
Awarded 4/30/2009, POP=Base and 4 Options.  Labor $146,333,747.54; ODC 
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$18,635,065. 
 


The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel and material as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 11.3% of 
the total contract value.  ODC/travel/material estimates for all years appear 
to be appropriate for its intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- Procurement of law enforcement equipment for training purposes.  PWS 
indicates incidental guard services which is not appropriate for this task 
order. 


- Equipment material includes body armor, duty belt, holster, chain handcuffs, 
double magazine case, baton, flashlight and holder, police officer badge, 
scabbard, uniform, consumables for camp Lejeune and Miramar, fuel, tents, 
airsoft guns, vehicle lease, and firearm’s training simulator with Taser 
capability, training dummy, ballistic shield, and gas mask. 


N00178-07-D-
5118_V701 


IZ Technologies, Inc., Task Order Value $4,037,694 
 
Awarded 2/13/2012, POP=Base and 1 Option.  Labor $3,562,694; ODC $475,000. 


 
The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned 
travel and material as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 11.76% of 
the total contract value.  ODC/travel/material estimates for all years appear 
to be appropriate for its intended use.  


 
Findings are noted as follows: 


- Pre-award documents missing from the contract file include PPSM and 
market research. 


- Not all of the pre-award compliance items such as contractor responsibility 
determination, VETS 100, EEO etc…) are addressed in the MTF except for 
the awardee’s accounting system. 


- Cost analysis findings are identified as listed below: Loaded labor rates of IZ 
and SynExi are compared to the IGE and N65236-07-D-6868 as captured in 
a table by labor category with a conclusion statement indicating that the 
proposed rates are determined to be fair, reasonable, and realistic based on 
competition and comparison to rates for similar work.  No cost 
analysis/realism performed for each cost element individually (i.e. direct and 
indirect labor rates, escalation etc…)  


- It is noted that IZ Technologies’ proposal contains one labor category with a 
fully burdened labor rate exceeds $120/hr for the category of Project 
Manager.  Rate analysis for this labor category was conducted by comparing 
it to other previously awarded contracts for similar type of work and deemed 
favorable. 


-  
No evidence of approval obtained for this trip. 


N00178-05-D-
4620_V701 Mod 16 


The Cameron Bell 
- Funding mod. 
- No finding noted. 


 







59 


               
 


 


Contract  Notes 
N00178-04-D-
4079_V701 Mod 11 


Lockheed Martin 
- Option exercise mod 
- 2 separate CAR reports generated, each for labor and ODC CLINs 
- Missing MTF. 


N00178-04-D-
4020_V702 Mod 4 


Bearing Point (as reflected on CAR report) or Deloitte Consulting LLP as shown on 
Mod 4) 


- Purpose of mod indicates POP extension for one year under the authority of 
FAR Clause 52.217-9 “option to extend the term of the contract” and 
provides incremental funding. However, mod increases contract value by 
$10,373,072.93 for CLINs 4002 (labor) and 6002 (ODC), which appears to 
be an option exercise action rather than a funding mod. 


- 2 CAR reports generated for this mod action.   
- Missing MTF. 


N00178-06-D-
4760_V701 Mod 9 


Honeywell Technology Solution 
- Mod is to accomplish (1) realignment of unused ceilings and (2) providing 


incremental funding. 
- MTF contains a box checked for ceiling realignment, which is consistent 


with the mod action.  However, it doesn’t explain why realignment was 
necessary.  


- 2 separate CAR reports generated each for labor and ODC CLINs. 
 


N00178-05-D-
4437_V701 Mod 4 


M.C Dean, Inc. 
- Option exercise mod. 
- 1 CAR report generated 
- Missing MTF. 


N00178-07-D-
5045_V703 Mod 8 


EMW, Inc. 
- Option exercise mod. 
- 1 CAR report generated for Labor only ($5,715,000).  No CAR action to 


report ODC funding $2,605,000. 
- Missing MTF. 


N00178-10-D-
5876_V701 Mod 13 


Agilex Technologies 
- Purpose of mod indicates funds realignment and incremental funding. 


However, mod changes reflect (1) Line of accounting (LOA) correction, (2) 
Incremental funding, and (3) Increase in contract value by $11,682,689.07 
for CLIN 4002 (Labor) and CLIN 6002 (ODC).  


- Realignment of ceilings was erroneously performed when transferring 
ceilings from CLINs 4005 and 4004 to CLIN 4002 ($11,154,689.07) for 
Labor and similarly done for ODC from CLIN 6005 to 6002 ($528,000).  


- Realignment should net a zero change in contract value as a result rather 
than an increase to the total contract value.  CLINs 4004, 4005, and 4006 
should have been reduced by the matching transfer amounts.  


- 2 CAR reports generated for Labor and ODC funding actions. 
- Missing MTF. 


 
 


N00178-05-D-
4596_V708 Mod 32 


Systems Technology Forum (STF) 
- Purpose of mod is to accomplish (1) POP extension, (2) Incremental 


funding, (3) Realignment of Labor and ODC ceilings.  
- No finding noted on the incremental funding action. 
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- Realignment of ceilings is questionable since action reflects an increase in 


the total contract value by $3,027,573.71, which should have been no change 
in contract value.  


- No sure why POP was extended.  
- Missing MTF. 
- CAR coded funding only. 


N00178-05-D-4596-
V713 Mod 12 


Systems Technology Forum 
- Option exercise mod. 
- 1 CAR report prepared for both labor and ODC CLINs. 
- MTF has 2 boxes marked for “incremental funding and next option period 


exercise, separately”.  
- No determination memo prepared to address all the elements required by 


FAR Subpart 17.207(c) prior to exercising the option. 
N00178-06-D-
4759_V701 Mod 12 


Homeland Security Solutions 
- Option exercise mod. 
- 2 separate CAR reports generated for labor and ODC funding amounts. 
- MTF has a box marked for “incremental funding”.   
- No determination memo prepared to address all the elements required by 


FAR Subpart 17.207(c) prior to exercising the option. 
FA8771-04-D-0009 
V768 


TELOS Corporation 
- Services task order, $2,414,229 
- Business decision memorandum is inadequate. 
- Although the tables are included for comparison, the rationale for the 


technical evaluation, labor hour mix, and fully burdened labor rates fail to 
analyze the proposed amounts to the Government estimate or similar rates.  
The difference/delta between the proposed and similar rates are even 
presented in a table; however, the analysis and how the Government arrived 
at its position is undetectable.  Contractor’s proposal accepted, minimal 
analysis to substantiate Government’s position to award. 


- There was an email in the file between the Contracting Officer and the 
Contractor, with a handwritten note to the Ordering Officer to discuss two 
labor categories that exceeded the tripwire threshold rates. This shows that 
the tripwires were considered.  The rates shown in the business document 
was $122.55 per hour versus $120.19 at that time, also the table showed 
three rates versus two that would have been considered tripwires at that time.  
The Ordering Officer requested that the Contractor justify rates that 
exceeded the tripwire amount.  The tripwire labor rate thresholds are for the 
Government’s internal decision making, to levy this additional burden on 
industry was not the original intention of establishing the tripwires. 


- Fair Opportunity Exemption elements, FAR 16.505 (b)(2)(ii) not fully 
addressed FOE.    


N65236-15-D-4800 Booz Allen Hamilton, $96,945,000.00 
- IDIQ, MAC Discovery and Invention Portfolio 
- Good coverage of essential documents (AP, AS, Market Research 


documented in AP, Legal Review, BCM, Post award conference report)  
- Watch for clause usage based on contract type and nature of the contract.   
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N65236-05-D-6848, 
0020 
 


SAIC, 8/12/13 
- International Agreement Memorandum, $8,773,437.00  
- Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Royal Saudi Naval Forces C3 Systems Support; 


IAM, Only One Source 
- High ODC percentage 89.7%, justification provided on-site engineers 


receive furnished housing, leased vehicles, hazard duty pay, dislocation 
allowance, visa renewal allowances, and many associated costs. 


- Tripwire documentation was completed. 
- Disconnects in contract file and tripwire information (amounts and dates).   


For such high levels of ODCs, there is no breakout in the BCM, the tripwire 
memo seems to be more detailed. Cost/price analysis is undetectable in the 
BCM. 


N65236-14-F-1156 
 


Deloitte, 9/30/14 
- Labor Rate tripwire documentation was completed.  
- Although the contractor provided the rationale to support the tripwire 


explanation for numerous excessive labor rates, the COR provided a review 
and insight/analysis supporting the excessive rates.  It was evident that the 
COR conducted adequate analysis.  The Contracting Officer determined the 
rates fair and reasonable after comparing them to the IGE, existing Deloitte 
orders, and other contractor rates. 


N65236-09-C-6872, 
P00174 
N65236-14-D-4984 


Readiness Management Support 
-  Bridge Tripwire reviewed.  
- Tripwire documentation was completed on a bridge action.  The BCM for 


the bridge contract did have evidence of the bridge and tripwire, all 
contained in the contract file.  The BCM was also uploaded to the tripwire 
tool.  


Termination for 
Convenience  


Documentation for a number of contract actions with terminations were reviewed 
and the following is noted: 


- N65236-12-D-3866, P00002,  4/11/13 represents a good example of how to 
perform terminations.  The modification contained actual “Notice of 
Termination” language effective date and clause.  Memo to file detailed the 
occurrences which led to the termination, all of which were very logical, fair 
and reasonable.  The Contracting Officer issued a stop work notice and 
advised the contractor to submit a proposal for settlement of incurred costs.  
The Contracting Officer identified the Terminating Contracting Officer and 
recognized the need to reach a settlement and de-obligate the funds 
thereafter.  SBA coordination was attempted.  Suggest legal review be 
documented on a memorandum.    


 - N65236-11-P-1930, P00001, a memorandum stated that the original 
supporting documentation was misplaced, the email correspondence from 
the Contractor served as documentation for its concurrence with the 
cancellation (no final release indicated).  The documentation indicated that 
an order was cancelled in it its entirety ($165,455.25), it is not evident if the 
contractor had any incurred costs and was not offered an opportunity to 
submit a final proposal.  This was a purchase order and FAR 13.302-4 
allows for cancellation if there is acceptance in writing; however, given the 
dollar amount and lack of documentation in the file, this cannot be 
determined to be the case.   


- N65236-11-C-3832, P00006, 6/30/14, $1,669,856.04, a modification was 
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completed for de-obligation based on a termination for convenience.  There 
was a one page memorandum in the file which was a form and two boxes 
were checked, one indicating that the action was a de-obligation and the 
other indicated that the de-obligation of the funded ceiling was requested by 
the technical office and finance.  The memorandum is lacking in termination 
details, the form does not provide adequate rationale or information 
regarding the termination.  When reviewing modifications P00001-P00005, 
it was determined that a stop work was issued under P00004.  The 
documentation was not adequate nor was an adequate process detectable.    


- N65236-13-V-3002, P0001, 4/26/13, this modification cancelled in its 
entirety a purchase order in the amount of $143,450.   


- N65236-10-C-3145,  P00002, 8/1/12, represents the settlement of a claim 
and mutual release executed bilaterally.  Although, there is a memorandum 
to file, documenting key events, there is no evidence of a memorandum 
documenting the business decision or analysis of the contractor’s proposal.  
There should be a need for a requirements review or process at the on-set of 
the order as the requirement was placed on two different orders for the same 
material using two different funding types.   


 
Common theme throughout, all terminations should evidence appropriate termination 
documentation and legal review. 


N65236-12-D-4131, 
P00004 
 


SAIC, 12/2/14 
- A novation agreement from Leidos to SAIC 
- No evidence of SSC Atlantic legal review which is essential in a Novation 


process (a process that has many legal connotations and which a Contracting 
Officer alone may not be able to discern issues requiring further 
action/impact).  The contract’s memorandum in the file is void of any details 
but the contractor’s novation agreement included a letter that references 
DCMA’s approval of the novation.    


N65236-12-F-2014 
HC1028-08-D-2021 - 
V702 
W91QUZ-06-D-0019 
- V701 
N00178-06-D-4759 - 
V702 
N00178-05-D-4620 - 
V703 
N00039-04-D-2021 – 
93 
N00039-11-D-0032 – 
5076 
N65236-12-D-4125 – 
13 
N65236-13-C-2155 
N65236-13-C-2805 
N65236-13-C-3300 
N65236-12-C-3886 


No specific notes to add. 
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Attachment (2) - Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card 
 


A. Summary  
 
The purchase card program for SSC Atlantic was reviewed by the SPAWAR Government-Wide 
Commercial Purchase Card (GCPC) Program Level 3 APC. Overall the purchase card program 
is very well run and there were no instances of fraud or abuse identified. There were several 
Best Practices and no Findings. 
 
B. Background  
 
The GCPC Program at SSC  Atlantic was reviewed for overall compliance with  
NAVSUPINST4200.99B, the current GCPC instruction; NAVSUP GCPC Deskguide 5.03, 
all NAVSUP GCPC Purchase Card Administrative Notices (PCANs); all SPAWAR HQ 
GCPC Program Office Purchase Card Policy Notices (PCPNs); SPAWAR GCPC NERP 
Deskguide Vol 9;  SSC Atlantic  Internal Operating Procedures (IOP) April 2015. 
 
C. Scope and Results 
 
Review was performed on the overall GCPC Program at SSC ATLANTIC as well as specific 
areas of the program, as follows, to ensure compliance and appropriate internal controls are in 
place to avoid fraud, waste and/or abuse. 
 
1.  Transaction Review.  9,000 Transactions were filtered for potential review for period June  
1 ,  2014 to Feb. 2015.  Potential transactions for detailed review were identified using 
Citibank "All Transactions" report.  Transactions were sorted by vendor, by date, by dollars, 
by CH & AO, and by site. 300 transactions were chosen for detailed review.  Transactions 
were reviewed for "improper" purchase that is "any purchase that should not have been made 
or that was made in any incorrect amount under statutory, contractual, administrative, or other 
legally applicable requirements. Transactions were reviewed for required documentation.  
Improper purchases can be: 
 


• Splits 
• Prohibited items 
• Non-use of mandatory sources 
• Recurring Services 
• Improper/incomplete receipt and acceptance 
• Dollar limit compliance 
• Not rotating vendors 
• Lack of required documentation 
• Unauthorized use  
• Unauthorized commitment     
• Potential fraud 
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Results: Transactions were found to be compliant with all regulations and instructions. There 
was no improper use or abuse. Files were well documented. 
 
2.  CH & AO Individual files.  100% of the individual files were reviewed for compliance.  All 
files were found to be compliant. The following were review areas. 


 
• Mandatory documentation for compromised cards 
• Infraction/deficiency tracking 
• Appropriate letters of delegation and limits 
• Documented training 


 
Results: Files were well documented and in compliance. All letters of delegation were 
accurate and up to date. 


 
3.  Standard Operating Procedures.  Standard operating procedures (SOPs) were reviewed for 
compliance. SSC Atlantic does an excellent job in keeping the SOP up to date.  


 
Results: SSC Atlantic does an excellent job in keeping the SOP up to date. 


 
4. Interviews.  Interviews were conducted with four CHs and four AOs and one APC;  one CH 
and AO for facilities purchases; one CH & AO for training purchases; one CH and AO for 
standard purchase; one CH & AO off-site.  All participants felt the program was well run and 
the CHs and AOs felt they had good support from the card office APCs.   


 
Results:  The interviews indicated overall satisfaction with the program and commended 
the two APCs for their knowledge and responsiveness. 


 
5. Training.   Individual files were reviewed for completion and documentation of mandatory 
training. All training was up-to-date and well tracked and timely notifications sent. Training 
reports were also used to verify completed training.    


 
Results: All mandatory training was up to date and documented. 


 
6.  Property Review.  Reviewed twelve pilferable/sub-minor property assets to ensure assets 
were being controlled and accounted for in accordance with established directives, policies, and 
procedures. Property assets were selected for review based on transactional analysis of 
purchases made with the GCPC.  Four of the assets were randomly chosen. The assets were 
either physically sighted by the reviewer and/or appropriate documentation analyzed i.e. DD 
Form 1149; certification of asset viewed at other SSC Atlantic site; and in one case a GFE 
laptop was viewed by the reviewer  at a contractor site.  


 
Results:  All assets were accounted for and appropriate documentation in place.  SSC 
Atlantic has a good tracking system for property and in particular for sub-minor and 
pilferable items. 
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D. Findings 
 
1.  Findings.  There were no findings or instances of improper use of the purchase card. 
 
2.  Recommendations. There were no recommendations. 
          
3.  Opportunities for Improvement.    


 
• Recurring services. There appears to be confusion on the subject of what constitutes a 


recurring service and when a contract should  be used versus use of the card. 
Recommend that there be more emphasis and explanation on this subject in local 
training. Also recommend reminders on requirement to rotate vendors.  
 


• Dedicated Moderator for GCPC Functional Mailbox.  Several CHs and AOs suggested 
that it would be beneficial to have one person as a moderator for the functional mailbox. 
They felt this was an extremely sensitive and important task best handled by one person 
with a possible back up/floater person. I offer this comment for consideration on behalf 
of the CHs and AOs as a possible improvement. 


 
4.  Meritorious Findings.      


 
• Best Practice. GCPC Program Procurement Competency.  SSC Atlantic has deployed a 


GCPC Program Procurement Competency.  This allows for only one entry point for 
purchase card buys to funnel through.  Better processes and controls are in place and risk 
is mitigated. The CH & AOs have become dedicated subject matter experts for GCPC at 
SSC Atlantic through repetitive card purchases and the use of NERP. The expertise 
garnered by this GCPC competency is an excellent example of doing more with less. 
SSC Atlantic GCPC program expertise is often sought by other SPAWAR sites. The 
centralized approach has resulted in reducing the number of GCPC participants: 50% 
reduction in APCs; 60% reduction in AOs & CHs. This well-run purchase card program 
is an excellent example of what can be done.   
 


• Best Practice: Sub-minor Property.  It was evident during this review that SSC Atlantic 
has communicated to purchase card holders, approving officials and end-users the 
importance of ensuring accountability and final disposition of assets purchased with the 
GCPC are accurately maintained.  Although there is no directive or guidance that 
mandates financial reporting or accountability requirements for sub-minor/pilferable 
property, except those established at the activity level, property reviewed was being 
tracked and accounted for through internal tracking systems. Use of internal tracking 
systems allowed the physical inventory of these assets to be conducted smoothly and 
efficiently. The use of these tracking systems is above and beyond what is mandated and 
required by higher guidance. Well done. 


 
5.  Comments.  The success of the SSC Atlantic GCPC Program is in large part due to the 
dedication and knowledge of the two APCs, Linda Ward & Craig Leach. The level 4 APC Linda 
Ward shows outstanding leadership, knowledge, and responsiveness to both the GCPC 
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participants as well as the level 3 APC and the Navy GCPC Program Office. Ms. Ward’s GCPC 
skills are evidenced by being nominated and acting as the SPAWAR Level 3 alternate A/OPC 
for the past three years. In addition, the level 3 APC has nominated Ms. Ward as Navy GCPC 
APC of the year for 2015. 
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Attachment (3) - Office of Small Business Programs 
 
PPMAP Inspection – Functional area reviewed: Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) 
 
A. Summary.   
 
SSC Atlantic has an excellent Small Business program that is very effective in ensuring there are 
maximum practicable opportunities for Small Business concerns in their procurements.  
Furthermore, the Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) staff and SSC Atlantic’s leadership 
have established a Command climate that is responsive to small business awareness, outreach, 
and support as part of the overall mission.   
 
B. Background.   
 
It is DOD and DON policy to provide a fair proportion of total purchases, contracts, 
subcontracts, grants, and other transactions for products, services, and solutions with small 
business concerns as prime contractors and subcontractors as required by public law and federal 
regulations and policies.  Heads of contracting activities, Commanders, and Commanding 
Officers of activities with warranted contracting authority are accountable and responsible for the 
execution of the small business program within their level of procurement authority.   
 
C. Scope.   
 
An inspection of SSC Atlantic’s OSBP was performed to ensure compliance with Federal 
Acquisition Regulations (FAR) Part 19, DFAR Part 219, DoDD 4205.01, SECNAVINST 
4380.8(C), and SPAWARINST 4380.1A.   
 
Documents reviewed were the SSC Atlantic response to the pre-inspection questionnaire; 
subcontracting plan documentation, contract files, task order documentation in the SeaPort-e 
portal, SSC Atlantic Contract Concept of Operations version 1.1 dated 15 August 2014, 
DD2579’s (Small Business Coordination Records), PRIS’s (Procurement Requirements 
Information Sheet’s), Contract Strategy Working Group (CSWG) Standard Operating 
Procedures; and other pertinent documents related to OSBP processes.  
 
The three areas reviewed were: 
 


1) Mission Alignment 
2) Customer Support (Internal Customer/Stakeholders and Industry Outreach)  
3) Program Management and Personnel Support 


 
D. Inspection Results.   
 
Overall, SSC Atlantic has an exceptional Small Business program resulting from highly effective 
program governance by the Director, collaboration with internal stakeholders, and noteworthy 
outreach with industry.  The majority of the documentation reviewed was compliant with 
prescribed regulations, policies and procedures.  There were three noteworthy accomplishments. 







 


68 
 


Under the current PPMAP guidance two of these are considered strengths with the third being a 
best practice.  Additionally there are some areas that pose risk to maintaining an efficient and 
effective small business program.  Each of these topics will be discussed below within their 
respective areas of inspection. 


 
1. Mission Alignment.  The alignment of the SSC Atlantic small business 


professionals is compliant with prescribed policies and regulations as the OSBP staff aligns 
directly under the Command’s Executive Director or Commanding Officer as required.  The 
OSBP Director is very actively engaged with leadership and competency leads, serves as the 
chief advisor on Small Business matters to the activity head including, but not limited to, 
advising leadership on small business program issues, providing input on acquisition strategies, 
representing the Command in small business outreach events, and serving as the single point of 
contact for OSBP related issues.   


 
2. Customer Support (Internal Customer/Stakeholder Support and Industry 


Outreach).  The OSBP Director, Robin Rourk and Deputies Tim Wiand and Ida Lirette have 
established and maintained very good relationships with both internal stakeholders and industry.  
They are very proactive in implementing, monitoring, and advocating the Command’s small 
business program.  The Program’s Director ensures that leadership is informed on the small 
business program status and initiatives to include discussion of the Command’s strategy and 
action plan for meeting the established targets for small business utilization.  OSBP personnel 
educate leadership and 2.0 personnel through weekly and monthly meetings. There is a challenge 
in educating personnel at the at the integrated project team (IPT) level, however, the knowledge 
and awareness of the small business program at the IPT level is improving due to the fairly 
recent business practice to hold project procurement strategy meetings (PPSMs).  Dialog with 
customers provided positive feedback in regards to being knowledgeable of the Command’s 
small business program and the OSBP staff.  The overall consensus was that the program is 
effectively executed and both the OSBP Director and Deputy are open and helpful and felt 
comfortable asserting themselves as advocates when necessary.  There is no formal training 
program, however, OSBP has provided training through brown bag lunches, staff meetings, 
published contract newsletters, new professional training and command COG and command 
publications.  The OSBP also advises and assists early in the acquisition process, provides input 
in the development of strategies, and participates in market research to ensure maximum 
participation by small businesses.  As such, their collaboration with internal customers and 
stakeholders significantly contribute to the SSC Atlantic small business achievements and, 
therefore, also greatly contribute to the SPAWAR overall accomplishments.     
 
Their outreach with industry is very effective and includes, but is not limited to, one-on-one 
counseling to small businesses and also supports a variety of industry organizations.  
Additionally, leadership engagement has been critical in supporting and emphasizing the Small 
Business Program’s mission and performance.  The Executive Director, Commanding Officer, 
and senior contracting and technical personnel provide quarterly industry briefs at SSC Atlantic 
Industry Outreach Initiative (SBIOI) events and industry luncheons (AFCEA, NDIA, WID, 
Chamber Events, etc.).  These briefs include strategic updates and key acquisition initiatives that 
are very useful for industry.  These events have been so well received by industry that numerous 
attendees have requested that SPAWAR HQ model the SSC Atlantic SBIOI. 
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Noteworthy accomplishments:  
 


– SSC Atlantic ’s exceptional small business program resulting from highly effective 
program governance by the Director and collaboration with internal stakeholders is 
considered a strength and best practice as it exceeds standards established by law, 
regulation and policy and could easily be used as a benchmark by other OSBP activities.   


– OSBP’s active involvement early in the acquisition process and participation in the 
PPSM’s enables them to advocate an approach that maximizes opportunities for small 
business participation.  This also significantly contributes to SSC Atlantic meeting or 
exceeding their targets and SPAWAR overall accomplishments.  Their strong 
engagement with stakeholders and competencies is also considered a strength because 
their proactive involvement exceeds standards established by law, regulation and policy 
resulting in a more effective small business program.  Their participation in PPSM’s and 
the CSWG significantly contributes to fostering a culture that recognizes the critical role 
of small businesses and maximizing small business participation in procurement 
opportunities.  


– SSC Atlantic has an exemplary outreach and engagement with industry through quarterly 
SBIOI events which is considered a best practice as it is very effective and could be 
adopted as a standard way of doing business across SPAWAR.  OSBP staff is very 
proactive, open, and direct with Small Businesses, providing counseling, mentoring, and 
training on processes, websites and other helpful resources. 


 
3. Program Management and Personnel Support.  SSC Atlantic OSBP maintains detailed 
logs and records of transactions.  The records and logs are well organized and complete.  Review 
of subcontracting plans and DD2579s reflect the documentation is complete and compliant with 
their Competency 2.0 SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedures Manual policies.  Even though 
a copy of the required OSBP review could not be located in several of the contract and task order 
files that were reviewed the LANT OSBP Director was able to locate the documentation in some 
instances when provided the contract resource manager (CRM) number for the action in 
question.  However, it is important to note that without exception a copy of the small business 
review should be in the official contract file or task order file whichever is applicable.  Due to 
the fluid state of revisions of some of SSC Atlantic’s processes and policy documents relating to 
the small business review it was difficult at times to determine compliance with their Contract 
CONOPS and SSC Atlantic’s internal processes/policies.  Some processes have changed since 
the last PPMAP with the most recent CONOPS being issued in October 2014, however, at the 
time the inspection was performed there were already potential additional revisions under 
discussion. Examples are DD2579’s, PRIS documentation, and market research.    
 
The Small Business Administration (SBA) Procurement Center Representative (PCR) is still 
located in Savannah, GA and OSBP personnel maintain consistent contact – via phone, fax, and 
electronic communication.  The PCR provides support to SSC Atlantic on a timely basis, but is 
not directly available to provide the same level of support as a resident or local PCR.   
As noted at the previous review there was potential significant impact of the Pillar contracting 
strategy on the Command’s Small Business Program.  As such there was a follow-up review 
performed to in February 2014 to assess the impact of the pillar strategy on the small business 
program.  At the time of the follow-up review the Contract CONOPS was still undergoing 
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revision but anticipated changes were expected to clarify previous concerns about specific 
processes such as determining what contract vehicles would be used, market research, task order 
competitions, supporting documentation and succession planning etc. At the time of the follow-
up review it was noted that a number of HQ OSBP recommendations had been incorporated into 
forms or processes such as the Procurement Requirements Information Sheet (PRIS).  However, 
the issues of tracking and reserving contract ceilings, succession planning, time between task 
order initiation through execution and the overall impact to the small business program was still 
difficult to assess.  Given the passage of time between the previous review in May 2013, the 
follow-up review in February 2014 and the PPMAP in May 2015 there have been some potential 
problems with ceiling capacity on some of the small business MACs.  The follow-on 
procurement strategy for the Pillars is still in the early planning stage and therefore, the same 
concerns apply today that were identified two years ago.   
 
The current contracting scenario is considered a potential weakness/risk to the small business 
program, with potential impact on competition, cost, small business access and participation and 
SSC Atlantic’s ability to execute work.  Of particular concern is the contract usage and 
succession planning.  Specifically the instances where contract ceilings are reserved and how this 
may impact the decision to use the unrestricted, small business set-aside (SBSA), preferred or 
8(a) MACs.  Also, there is not a clear strategy in regards to at what point or percentage where a 
ceiling is reached and when consideration is given or action taken to initiate a follow-on MAC to 
ensure there is ongoing access to small business concerns and those vendors in other socio 
economic categories.  It is still possible on some MACs this could be remedied through an on-
ramp scenario to maintain a number of small businesses.  Contract usage is also of concern when 
considering that options have been exercised on some vehicles after the first year and second 
year where there have been no task orders placed.  This makes it extremely difficult for SB’s to 
sustain a workforce capable of being responsive LANT’s future requirements.   
 
Even though SSC Atlantic appears to have appropriate staff to accommodate the workload, it 
was previously noted there was some risk when considering both the Director and Deputy are in 
term positions, with the latter being only two years.  Per discussion since the initial review it was 
understood that the Director billet was converted to a full-time permanent position and the 
Deputy to a four-year term position.  However, this could not be ascertained at the time the 
PPMAP was conducted.  Also, The SSC Atlantic Charleston OSBP staff is still currently relying 
on space off-site provided by the local Procurement Technical Assistance Center (PTAC) 
Representative for meeting with Small Business concerns.  Currently, their office configuration 
does not permit one-on-one counseling sessions with industry or meetings with internal 
customers since there are contractors in the general area and no conference rooms where private 
meetings can be held.  Therefore, it is recommended that “space permitting” that OSBP be 
allocated a secure workspace or conference room to accommodate private or procurement 
sensitive discussions with industry and internal stakeholders.  Also, it should be noted that while 
OSBP has provided training to internal stakeholders it is currently done on an ad hoc basis.  It is 
recommended that OSBP establish a structured training plan for the acquisition workforce to 
maintain awareness of the small business program and their roles and responsibilities described 
in the SPAWARINST 4380.1A.  
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Attachment (4) - Contracting Officer’s Representatives/Contractor Performance 
and Assessment Report 


 
PPMAP – Functional areas reviewed: Contracting Officer’s Representatives and 
Contractor Performance and Assessment Report (CPARS) 
 
A. Summary 
 
SSC Atlantic’s designation and management of Contracting Officer’s Representatives (COR) 
was reviewed by the SPAWAR Headquarters COR Program Manager. Overall, the COR 
Program is well-led and managed. There were several Meritorious Findings, one Opportunity for 
Improvement, and one Finding requiring corrective action. 
 
B. Background 
  
COR management has received increased scrutiny over the past several years, and is a DoN 
PPMAP Special Interest Item.  A considerable amount of regulation and policy/guidance has 
been promulgated at multiple levels: Federal (e.g., FAR 1.602-2); DoD (e.g., 201.602-2 and PGI 
201.602-2; DoDI 5000.72, COR Certification Standards; OUSD AT&L Memos regarding the 
COR Tracking Tool; COR Handbook); DoN (e.g., CORT Tool; SPAWAR HQ (e.g., COR, GFP 
and CPARS SCPPM documents; SPAWARNOTE 4200, SPAWAR Services Contracting 
Tripwires); and SSC Atlantic  (e.g., SPAWARSYSLANTINST 4205.1, Contracting Officer’s 
Representative).  
 
C. Scope 
 
Review was performed on overall COR management, including compliance with applicable 
regulations and guidance, with a specific emphasis on COR designation, training, and file 
reviews. 
  
                1.  SSC Atlantic PPMAP Binder.  Specifically, Section B, “Contracting Officer’s 
Representative (COR)” and Section C, “CPARS” of Part VI, “Key Procurement Processes” were 
reviewed. 
 
               2.  Interviews.  Interviews were conducted with the COR Manager, seven COR 
supervisors and 20 CORs. The COR supervisors and CORs were not selected at random; all were 
volunteers.  The majority of interviews were conducted with local personnel (i.e., Charleston), 
however, telephone interviews were conducted with CORs and COR supervisors from various 
other geographic locations, including Virginia, Washington D.C., New Orleans and Patuxent 
River, MD.  The majority of CORs were from the 4.X and 5.X competencies. 
             
              3.  COR Files.  COR file reviews were conducted on the 20 CORs who were     
interviewed.  The file reviews focused on the following:  
 


a. Training Documentation 
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b. COR Designation Letters 
 
c. Annual COR File Review Documentation 


 
4.  Metrics.  The following metrics were reviewed: 


 
a. Monthly CPARS Delinquency 
 
b. COR Training 


 
5. COR Resources.  The breadth and quality of COR-related guidance, tools, and 


templates was assessed. 
 


6. COR Tracking (CORT) Tool Implementation.  Implementation status of the DoD-
mandated CORT Tool was reviewed.    
  
D.  Results 
 


1.  SSC Atlantic PPMAP Binder.  The binder was comprehensive and well-organized, 
and facilitated the efficient accomplishment of the PPMAP. 
 


2.  Interviews.  The interviews clearly demonstrated the strength of the COR program at 
multiple levels in the organization. 
 


a. COR Manager. The COR Manager, John O’Connor, indicated that there is 
strong senior level support for the COR program.  He regularly briefs the Competency Board 
(comprised of tier 1 and 2 leads), as well as the Council of Supervisors on COR program status 
and issues.  He also is a scheduled briefer as part of SSC Atlantic’s New Supervisor 
Indoctrination course.  There are over 1,000 personnel in the COR training database, meaning 
that about one-fourth of SSC Atlantic personnel have been trained as CORs at one time or 
another.  The result is that COR duties and responsibilities are widely understood and 
appreciated at all levels of the organization. The push to get more personnel COR trained is in 
large part to achieve and maintain COR workload at a manageable level; SSC Atlantic CORs are 
assigned on a part-time basis in addition to their “day jobs.”  While there are a few CORs who 
have six or more contracts/orders assigned, more than half the CORs have just one.  There are no 
full-time CORs; all are part-time.  He has received less and less feedback over time from CORs 
regarding a lack of time to accomplish their COR-related duties and responsibilities. 


 
b. COR Supervisors.  The COR supervisors fully understand and appreciate the 


COR role, and believe there is strong senior leadership support for the COR program.  The 
supervisors work closely with IPT Leads to ensure CORs are provided sufficient time to properly 
perform COR duties; they see this as their greatest challenge.  All were familiar with 
SPAWARNOTE 5400 (Services Contract Tripwires) and the COR of the Quarter program.   


 
c. CORs.  The CORs were very knowledgeable, conscientious, well-organized 


and enthusiastic.  COR experience ranged from 1.5 years to over 10 years, with 60% of CORs 
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interviewed having between 2 and 5 years of experience.  The number of assigned 
contracts/orders ranged from 1 to 12; however, 50% of CORs were assigned 2 or fewer.  Two 
CORs were designated on 10 or more contracts/orders, however, there were plans in place to 
transfer workload to other CORs.  The CORs indicated that, while they were certainly busy, they 
had enough time to conduct proper contract surveillance.  Some CORs were not geographically 
located with the work being performed, however, in such instances there were Technical Points 
of Contact (TPOCs) on-site that provided surveillance and feedback to the COR.  CORs maintain 
separate COR files when assigned more than one contract/order, and indicated that they properly 
document and keep a record of all actions taken in accordance with their COR designation 
letters.  CORs were familiar with, and utilized Quality Assurance Surveillance Plans (QASPs).  
All CORs were registered in the Invoicing, Receipt, Acceptance, and Property Transfer (iRAPT) 
web-based application and using the required invoice review form.  CORs stated that they had a 
system of tracking labor hours, cost, travel dollars and overtime authorized/expended in order to 
independently verify contractor-submitted invoices and status reports.  All were familiar with 
services contract Tripwires, and conducted Tripwire analysis in conjunction with contractor 
invoice reviews.  In addition, CORs indicated they had working systems for tracking due dates 
and receipt of deliverables, most often in the form of Excel spreadsheets and/or Outlook task 
reminders.  It must be noted that CORs resoundingly emphasized how much they relied upon and 
appreciated the COR Manager for his strong leadership, management and advocacy of the COR 
program. 
 
              3.   COR Files.  A focused file review of COR training documentation, designation 
letters, and completion of annual COR file reviews was conducted in conjunction with the COR 
interviews.   
 


a. Training Documentation:  All of the CORs were current with all training 
requirements.   


 
b. COR Designation Letters:  Of the 20 files reviewed, 14 had COR designation 


letters that were properly signed and issued prior to, or in conjunction with, contract/order award.  
Of the remaining 6 designation letters, 4 were properly signed, but following contract/order 
award and 2 were not signed by the contracting officer.   


 
c. Annual COR File Review Documentation:  SSC Atlantic conducts COR file 


reviews on a fiscal year basis; all COR file reviews are required to be completed annually, prior 
to the end of the fiscal year.  The COR Manager developed a comprehensive Annual COR File 
Review questionnaire, including a “Teacher’s Version” which provides detailed guidance 
concerning acceptable and unacceptable COR responses.  SSC Atlantic policy is that annual 
COR file reviews are conducted by COR supervisors, not the cognizant Contracting Officer.   In 
addition, not all COR files are reviewed; if a COR has multiple contracts/orders assigned, the 
COR’s supervisor will select 1 for review, the assumption being that the quality and 
completeness of the reviewed file will be representative of all the COR’s files.  This is not in 
accordance with DFARS PGI 201.602-2(d)(vii) and COR SCPPM paragraph 3(b)(8), which 
require all COR files be reviewed by the Contracting Officer. 
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4.   Metrics.   
 
a. Monthly CPARS Delinquency:  SSC Atlantic timely completes CPAR 


evaluations.  From February thru April 2015, only 1 CPAR evaluation was reported as 
delinquent, a miniscule 0.025% of active contracts/orders subject to CPARS reporting.  SSC 
Atlantic developed a CDRL which requires the contractor to provide monthly self-assessments 
organized into CPARS rating areas (e.g., quality, management, cost).  The COR is required to 
review the self-assessments and provide monthly feedback to the contractor.   In effect, 12 mini-
CPAR evaluations are conducted during the year, making the process of preparing the annual 
CPAR evaluation a relatively simple task. 


 
b. COR Training:  SSC Atlantic ensures that CORs achieve and maintain current 


training status.  From February thru April 2015, 96.9% of CORs were current with Basic COR 
training requirements (e.g., in-residence COR 222 and online CLC 222 as applicable).   
 


5.  COR Resources.  SSC Atlantic developed and maintains an extremely robust COR 
Page on its online Command Operating Guide (COG).  The COR Page provides CORs and other 
stakeholders a one-stop shop containing various processes, tools, templates, links and other data, 
to include, but not limited to: 
     


a. Active COR Listing, Certified COR Listing and COR Training Dates Listing. 
 
b. COR Nomination/Designation Page:  includes a process, form and completion 


guide for COR Nomination / Designation. 
 
c. COR Invoice / Voucher Review & Approval Page:  includes a process and 


form for documenting the review/approval of contractor invoices/vouchers. 
 
d. Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) Page:  includes a process, form 


and completion guide for the QASP (which also contains the CPARS Draft Approval Document 
(CDAD)). 


 
e. COR File Page:  includes a checklist of items to be included (if applicable) in 


the COR File, and the Annual COR File Review form (as well as a Teacher’s Version).   
 
f. COR Accreditation Training Page:  All CORs are required to complete SSC 


Atlantic’s two-day COR Accreditation training course in order to be eligible for COR 
designation.  The webpage includes general course information, and links to the course slide 
deck.   
 


6.  CORT Tool Implementation.  SSC Atlantic has aggressively pursued getting 
appropriate personnel registered in the CORT Tool.  Over 900 personnel are registered in the 
CORT Tool; over 700 have registered for the COR role, including all active CORs.  Although 
the number of active CORs typically fluctuates between 410 and 440, SSC Atlantic has been 
proactive in registering trained, non-active CORs to reduce COR nomination/delegation cycle 
time should they be selected for COR assignment. 
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E. Findings.   
 


1.  Annual COR file reviews are not being conducted by cognizant Contracting Officers.  
Contracting Officers are required to conduct annual COR file reviews in accordance with 
DFARS PGI 201.602-2(d)(vii) and COR SCPPM paragraph 3(b)(8).  


 
2.  Not all COR files are being reviewed. SSC Atlantic policy is that if a COR has more 


than one contract and/or order assigned; only one file is reviewed.  DFARS PGI 201.602-
2(d)(vii) and COR SCPPM paragraph 3(b)(8) require all COR files to be reviewed. 
 
F. Recommendation.  
 


1.  Revise COR file review process to comply with applicable DFARS PGI and COR 
SCPPM guidance cited above.   
 
G. Opportunities for Improvement.    
 


1.  COR Designation. Re-emphasize requirement for CORs to be designated in writing by 
the Contracting Officer prior to, or concurrent with, contract/order award. 
 
H. Meritorious Findings.   
 


1.  Best Practice:  COR Accreditation Training. The COR Accreditation program 
expounds upon the basic principles taught in the DAU COR Basic (COR 222) course by 
introducing the student to SSC Atlantic’s approach in ensuring contract requirements are within 
the confines and parameters set forth in the SSC Atlantic’s approved high level processes, 
procedures and templates with an ultimate goal of standardization and uniformity throughout the 
life of the task order and ultimately the contract.  Completion of this two-day course is a 
mandatory SSC Atlantic requirement prior to being eligible for COR designation.  More than 
1,000 personnel have completed this training course which is now in sustainment mode and 
offered/conducted 2 weeks after each COR 222 training class. 


 
2.  Strength:  COR Program Senior Leadership Support.   Interviews with the COR 


Manager and COR supervisors revealed a common thread of strong senior leadership support.  
The COR Manager stated that the fact that leadership established and filled the COR Manager 
Billet is proof of senior leadership support for the COR program.  In addition, the COR Manager 
meets regularly with leadership in various venues (e.g., Competency Board, Council of 
Supervisors) to keep them apprised of COR program status/issues.  COR supervisors believe that 
leadership understands and values the COR role, realizing that the COR role is a collateral duty 
and that employees are “stepping up” when taking on additional duties of a COR. 
 


3.  Strength:  COR Manager.  Simply put, the COR Manager, John O’Connor, is the 
keystone of the COR program.  His education and background as a warranted Contracting 
Officer, combined with his outstanding leadership and management skills have directly and 
positively impacted SSC Atlantic’s COR program.  He is engaged at all levels of the 
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organization, from the CO/ED on down; everyone knows who he is and what he does.  He has 
established and maintained strong relationships with the CORs, COR supervisors, IPT Leads, 
and senior leadership.  The fruits of his labor were never as evident as during the COR 
interviews; they were well-trained, well-organized, and enthusiastic.  All praised John’s 
outstanding efforts in providing the COR community with the training and tools they need to 
accomplish their COR responsibilities.  They understand and appreciate his role as their 
advocate. 


 
4.  Strength:  COR Page.  The COR Page is an invaluable resource for not only CORs, 


but also for Contracting Officers, COR supervisors, and IPT Leads.  It is truly a one-stop shop 
containing various processes, tools, templates, links, and reports.   The site is very well organized 
despite the considerable depth and breadth of information it contains. 


 





		Summary

		Business Clearance Memoranda Threshold



		Background

		Scope

		Methodology

		Results

		Principal Assessment Factor I:  Organizational Leadership

		Strengths

		Significant Findings

		Deficiencies

		Weaknesses

		Promising Practices

		Best Practices



		Principal Assessment Factor II—Management and Internal Controls

		Strengths

		Significant Findings

		Deficiencies

		Promising Practices

		Best Practices



		Principal Assessment Factor III—Regulatory Compliance

		Strengths

		Significant Findings

		Weaknesses



		Overall Recommendations



		PPMAP Seven Focus Areas

		PPMAP Focus Areas I/II – Organizational Leadership/Chief of the Contracting Office

		PPMAP Focus Area III – Strategic Planning

		PPMAP Focus Area IV – Customer Focus/Supplier Focus

		PPMAP Focus Area V – Human Resource Management

		PPMAP Focus Area VI – Management of Key Processes/Contract Compliance

		PPMAP Focus Area VII – Special Interest Items



		Conclusion

		Attachments

		Attachment (1) - Contracts List

		Attachment (2) - Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card

		Attachment (3) - Office of Small Business Programs

		Attachment (4) - Contracting Officer’s Representatives/Contractor Performance and Assessment Report






image44.emf
PAC  PPMAP Report  Final. Ex 11.docx


PAC  PPMAP Report Final. Ex 11.docx
PPMAP SSC PAC NOVEMBER 2013

SPACE AND NAVAL WARFARE SYSTEMS COMMAND HEADQUARTERS
Procurement Performance and Management Assessment Report (PPMAP)
SPAWAR SYSTEMS CENTER, PACIFIC



13 – 22 November 2013	





Summary

Based on the Procurement Performance Management Assessment Program (PPMAP) review held 13 – 22 November 2014; SPAWAR Systems Center Pacific (SSC PAC) has a very effective contracting organization that is rated as Satisfactory and was highlighted by leadership’s strong commitment to efficient execution of its contracting mission.  A further contributor to this well-run organization is a highly effective management and internal control structure enabling its staff to systematically apply procurement law, regulation, and policy.  One deficiency was found in the area of Government Purchase Card, which SSC PAC was requested to take immediate corrective action on adequately documenting the separation of duties between the requestor and the card holder.  No fraud was found during the review.

Background

The PPMAP process focuses on performing assessments of acquisition processes used by contracting organizations to execute delegated procurement authority.  SPAWAR HQ, as the Head of the Contracting Activity conducts on-site reviews to gauge the procurement execution and management functions of its contracting activities.  The PPMAP promotes continuous improvements and the sharing of best practices resulting from noteworthy accomplishments.  Further, the PPMAP is a tool that assists in reducing areas of vulnerability. 

Scope

The SPAWAR HQ performed a PPMAP at the SSC PAC location in San Diego, California to assess whether critical procurement processes and contract documentation met statutory, regulatory, and policy requirements.  Included in the review were a total of 54 files; 7 focus areas; and 12 special interest items.

Methodology

To accomplish this PPMAP, the team reviewed the past PPMAP Report, the past IG report and all current Policy Alerts prior to commencing this review.  Further, the team used the DASN PPMAP Guide, dated 1997; the NAVSEA Procurement Surveillance Plan procedures and the newly drafted SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedure Manual (SCPPM) document on PPMAP.  The team also included recently issued policy from DASN on the PPMAP Adjectival Rating requirements and SECNAV Instruction 4200.37.

From the activity, a contract list by contract type was provided for focus areas and special interest items. Specifically, we assessed contract files; contract processes and policies; and interviews of personnel.  Results cover seven focus areas:  1) Organizational Leadership; 2) Chief Contracting Office Responsibilities 3) Strategic Planning; 4) Customer Focus/Supplier;    5) Human Resource Management; 6) Key Process Management; 7) Special Interest Items which include a) 2 Deep Dives; b)  Commercial Items; c) Price Reasonableness; d) Simplified Acquisition; e) SeaPort-E; f) Contract Administration/Contracting Officer Representative; g) Policy Dissemination; h) MOPAS; i) Service Tripwires; j); Contract Closeout; k) Purchase Card;  and l) Small Business.

Results 

SSC PAC has a sound contracting organization with effective management controls to ensure the quality and execution of its contract documents and delegated authority. 

Findings

· Strengths

Commanding Officer and Executive Director value and involved in Contracting Department.

 Leadership integrates the Chief of the Contracting Office (CCO) on multiple decisional teams.

Commitment to workforce development and future leaders.

CO/ED leads Procurement Integrity and Quality Training.

Mission, vision and plans communicated to workforce.

Strong customer focus, competency alignment with technical codes and high level of staff meeting participation.

CCO participates in and hosts Government/Industry Exchange (NDIA, SIEN). 

100% DAWIA certification levels for all large contract operational codes.

 New Contract Specialist’s developmental training. 

 New employee indoctrination tools (Employee Quick Reference Guide).

 Key processes mapped which support process improvement. 

All files were well documented and documents were easily located with use of tabs.

Deep Dive conducted on 2 contracts, no fraud issues and the team received valuable input on ways to improve these deep dives in the future.

Commercial Item Determination process training and documentation.

Internal reviews conducted regularly.

Developed automated Contracting Officer Representative (COR) tracking and regular COR File Reviews conducted.

Centralization of Service Tripwires entry, quality, and rule set.

Partially automated contract closeout process.

Files consistently contained MOPAS Acquisition Strategy. 

Use of tracking systems for physical inventory and the management of sub-minor property.

Strong leadership support.

Small Business interaction with Business Portfolio Managers.

Accountability/visibility of Small Business accomplishments at Department level.

Survey Tools in place for customers and employees; management uses results in its continuous improvements.

· Promising Practice

Forecast of task orders for MAC prime vendors.

Management’s actions to increase employee participation in leadership activities.

· Best Practices

The COR Program provides policy, guidance, and oversight to a cadre of CORs and automates their training and compliancy requirements.

Single Point of Entry for Service Contract Tripwires provides a centralized mechanism for ensuring all trips are recorded expeditiously and with consistent and quality information.

Tracking of IDIQ Ceilings and Period of Performance provides a method by which the execution and management of SSC PAC workload is known and places decision makers in a better position to decide on the renewal of contracts and mitigate the need for bridge contracts.  The process allows for the technical code to be notified 24 months in advance and higher level management at the Department Head level to be notified within 18 months of the need of a new contract vehicle.  Furthermore, SSC PAC is in position to know its capacity for accomplishing its customer’s requirements (i.e. tool shows % of ceiling used and % of time used at-a-glance).

Increased Service Contracting Tripwires by reviewing all subcontracts greater than 70% for excessive pass-thru costs.

· Deficiency 

Lack of separation of function between request and card holder purchase by not using a  mandatory purchase card request form. SPAWAR HQ Purchase Card Policy Notice, S-PCPN 003-12, “Mandatory Use of a Purchase Request Form”, issued 20 March 2012 made it mandatory for all CHs to receive a standard request form from the requestor before creating a Purchase Requisition (PR) in NERP.  As of 19 Nov 2013 SSC PAC had not implemented the S-PCPN. SSC PAC was found to be in non-compliance with SPAWAR HQ S-PCPN 003-12 dated 20 March 2013. 

Corrective Action:   SSC PAC shall immediately implement a process which provides for separation of function between the requestor and card holder.   

· Opportunities for Improvements 

Based on Customer Survey results for Large Contracts, 2.0 could share good news with its customer base on Awarded Contract Actions on behalf of the Technical Code.

Implement SCPPM – Market Research of Feb 2013. 

Ensure that DD2579s are included in all files greater than $10K per DFARS 219.201(A).

Monitor SeaPort-E orders for ODC usage and percentage.

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for PAT monthly review and the SSC PAC GPC Program Internal Operating Procedures (IOP) need to be updated.

 It is recommended that the Purchase Card office update the IOP and SOP for PAT within three months.

It was found that 22 of the CHs & AOs (9%) were not up to date with training (12 AOs and 10 CHs). The reports for checking training compliance are manual and it is time consuming to verify missing training.   It is recommended that the Card Office use TWMS to notify CH & AOs when they are due for training and to track training.  This recommendation should be implemented within three months. 

Hold regular training plan for 2.0 and technical competencies on OSBP processes & initiatives (Subcontracting plans, 2579’s, SB Inst., etc.).

Partnering with 2.0 on OSBP initiatives and inter-related processes.

Early OSBP involvement in pre-procurement planning.






PPMAP Seven Focus Areas



· PPMAP Focus Area I – Organizational/CCO

1.  SSC PAC has provided a description of the Contracting Department, its mission, vision, and structure. They have a well defined organizational chart showing how the field activities are included in the organization and what the reporting relationships are.  The Contracting Department is well staffed with only two key vacancies- the Branch Head for Code 22550, the Communications and Networks Branch, and the 23100 Policy Branch Head.  Both of these positions are soon to be filled by qualified individuals with accepted offers. The “span of control” for the 2.0 Branch Heads appears to be adequate with each Branch containing warranted personnel to keep workflow moving efficiently.  

2. The SSC PAC Organization is adequately staffed with 6 Operational Branches and 4 support branches.  The organizational chart shows the management chain and reporting relationships.

3. The Contracts Department communicates its goals and objectives through a variety of mediums (e.g. All Hands and Staff Meetings; Bulletin Boards; Guides; Policy Page and documents).

· PPMAP Focus Area II – Strategic Planning

1.  The Contracts Department manages the execution of its work and conducts strategic planning.  The department publishes a strategic guide that aligns with the SPAWAR Strategic Plan and the SPAWAR 2.0 Tactical Plan.  It contains the organization’s mission, vision, guiding principles, leadership philosophy, and balanced score card.

· PPMAP Focus Area III – Leadership



1.  The Leadership demonstrates a strong commitment to the acquisition workforce.  For DoN and SPAWAR level priorities, it provides training to both the contracting and technical personnel with executive level participation.   The SSC PAC Commanding Officer and Executive Director both express and demonstrate strong support of the contracting principles and workforce.  By including the Chief of the Contracting Office on major decisional boards and teams throughout the organization, contracting input and perspectives are garnered on every key plan and action.  Further, the top leadership has regular involvement with the workforce through its Procurement Integrity and Quality Training Courses.  It further hosts approximately 4 Contracting Officer Representative (COR) Basic classes each year.



2.  The CCO maintains an “Open Door Policy” with a “People Always” commitment.  Ensuring that the customer is first, the CCO enables its workforce with the ability to access its leadership ranks with ease.  The Employee Survey results showed employee satisfaction with leadership and management at 66% and 65%, respectively for 2010 and 2012.  It is an objective of the leadership team to be the “Contracts Professional Employer of Choice in the San Diego Area”.  Through this objective and planned improvements leadership is taking action to increase its employee morale and ensure the deck plate remains clear of any employee mistreatment or environment that would tolerate such behavior.  The CCO is very aware of areas for improvement and personally engages in training and morale events.  The CCO directs tasking flowing from employee survey and is involved in the completion of all related tasking.



· PPMAP Focus Area IV – Customer Focus

1.  The Contracting Department places great emphasis on its customers.  As part of its guiding principles, the customer is first and the 2.0 employees are encouraged to view everything from a customer perspective.   The SSC PAC CCO stated that it maintains a “Single Activity Support Contracting Office” by serving SSC PAC Technical Codes with a wide range of contract actions for the procurement of products, services, and R&D.  Its major customers are comprised primarily of its technical codes (e.g. Codes 40, 53, 55, 56).  Those codes require efforts and products to be purchased where the supplier overwhelming is SAIC at over $152M; however, it’s top 25 Contractors for FY 13 does include four Small Businesses ranging from receiving over $12M to over $7M.  SAIC is awarded 65% more dollars than the Serco Group which comes in at over $54M and is the second highest contractor.

2.  Both Annual Customer surveys and routine Contract Specific surveys are conducted and used in its process improvement focus.  In its 2010 and 2011 Annual Customer survey for Large Business, customers responded with over 80% that they agreed or strongly agreed that they work well together as a team with the Contracting Office.  That same question revealed that just over 62% felt the same way in 2013.  Receiving an average of 6.43 on a scale of 1 to 10 for customer satisfaction with an overall decrease of 18% from 7.89, the Contracting Office established a Large Contracts Customer Satisfaction Improvement Initiative (LCCSII) and looks to improve in all four survey areas (Responsiveness, Knowledge, Problem Resolution, and Communications).   With more than 400 policy alerts in the past four years, some of this loss in satisfaction is likely due to additional administrative workload outside of SSC PAC’s control.  

· PPMAP Focus Area V – Human Resource Management

1.  The Contracting Office has 39 Warranted Contracting Officers who are authorized to award the average of 6400 actions per year over the last 3 years.  There is a plan in place for developing the contracting cadre using the Science and Technology Reinvention Laboratory (STRL) Personnel Management System with elements and benchmarks set to give employees a range of what is required to achieve particular contribution and performance scores.  The Contracting Department went further with the development of its employees by implementing an internal policy (IPM 11-005) to prescribe a standard set of knowledge, skills, and abilities including the type assignments and experience a new contract specialist should have within its first three years.  New employees are provided with an “Employee Quick Reference Guide” upon indoctrination which highlights all of the key navigation tips for getting started.  

2.  All contracting personnel in the large business contracting branches are complete with certification and nearly complete on continuous learning requirements, the Simplified Acquisition branch requires improvement at just over 42% compliancy with the continuous learning requirements.  The leadership stated that action plans are in place and underway to close the compliancy gap for Code 22220.

 3.  The Contracting Office takes action in providing a safer, healthier work environment for its employees.  The Contracting Office improved employee workspaces providing a more logical, functional, and safe layout (i.e. Ergonomic surveys are conducted and where necessary chairs, wrist pads, and work station modifications are provided).  The Contracting Office has also provided good working tools. With a 2.0 Competency Teambuilding & Morale Committee, morale and teambuilding activities are planned and executed.  There were 4 activities offered each year in both 2010 and 2011.  Three activities were executed in 2012 and 2 in 2013.   There may be some benefit in reviewing the employee satisfaction in correlation to its morale and teambuilding activities.  It is also noted that the 2.0 Focus Room provides employees with a space and NMCI connectivity to accomplish work that requires more concentration than normal.  

· PPMAP Focus Area VI – Management of Key Processes

1.  The Contracting Office demonstrated some of its key processes including a listing of its warranted contracting officers.  The Contracting Office provided links to its key internal websites where policy and process information is maintained. The Contracting Office provided key processes mapped based on continuous learning and Lean Six Sigma events.  In many cases, the maps provide negotiators a step-by-step method of conducting key processes with highly visible requirements built in at required intervals (e.g. Delivery/Task Order Process includes thoughtful inclusion with processing time for Tripwire analysis and approval).  In addition and of great benefit as it is an improvement over the previous PPMAP conducted in the area of Simplified Acquisition are mapped processes for the various dollar thresholds.  Having these processes ensures standardization in an area with high volume and minimal processing time.

· PPMAP Focus Area VII – Special Interest

1.  Overall the files reviewed were well organized and complete.  All applicable sections were tabbed and documents were easy to locate.  The negotiators make good use of available checklists.  See Attachment (1) for a contract review summary.



a.   Deep Dives – Two deep dives were conducted (Contracts N66001-12-D-0048 and N66001-12-D-0066) in which there was no fraud found. The deep dives were completed using SPAWARNOTE 4200 Service Contracting Tripwires of 26 September 2013. These deep dives were run as pilots and will be used to update the overall SPAWAR enterprise process.

b.   Commercial Items - The reviewed files did have Commercial Item Determinations in the file, a significant improvement since the last PPMAP.  There was evidence also that Commercial Item Determinations training had been conducted.

c.   Price Reasonableness – An overall consistency of price reasonableness was evidenced in the files.  However, in the future making a clear and conclusive statement that the pricing was fair and reasonable along with an explanation as to how the fair and reasonable determination was made by the negotiator should be stated more clearly on an element by element basis where possible versus general statements. 

d. 	 Simplified Acquisition – SPAWAR SAP actions are reserved for small business unless adequate justification is obtained.  Review performed was to determine if proper justification is documented for awarding SAP actions to a Large Business and a DD2579 in the file signed by the appropriate level.  A total of eight (8) Simplified Acquisition Procedures (SAP) actions were reviewed for the special interest purpose previously stated.  All SAP actions are FFP and requirements are mostly for enterprise software licenses and/or commercial hardware related equipment. The award amounts of these SAP actions range from $15,057 to $1,461,626 (Attachment 1 contains a summary by contract). 

e. SeaPort-E - SSC PAC Seaport-e task order contract files were reviewed for compliance with the NAVSEA Concept of Operations (CONOPS) dated May 2012 and the accompanying SPAWAR SCPPM Seaport-e policy and procedures guidance.  Only the Labor and ODC CLINs were reviewed to determine the appropriateness use of the ODC and if a memorandum approved by the program manager documenting the rationale was included in the contract file to explain the ODC requirement. A total of eight (8) Seaport-e Task Orders were reviewed.  All task orders are CPFF. The total award amount of these orders including options is $50,390,433 (Attachment 1 contains a summary by contract).  

f.   Contract Administration/Contracting Officer Representative  

Contract Administration was reviewed on selected files and mainly focused on Government Property, inclusion of Small Business Subcontracting Plan or the Limitation on Subcontracting Clause (FAR 52.219-14).   The Government Property clause was included in selected contracts reviewed and administration was delegated to DCMA.  It did not appear that GFP was being furnished to the contractors.  There was also no D&F identifying that GFP was being provided to the contractors.  The clause appears to have been added in the event of GFP being required on subsequent orders.  Where the contract award was made to a Large business, the Small Business Subcontracting Plan was made a part of the contract by attachment.  Where the Limitation on Subcontracting clause was applicable, to ensure that the contractor (small business) is required to perform at least 50% of the work, file documentation illustrating tracking is not evident.  

Recommendation:  The Contracting Office should implement internal guidance and processes to ensure tracking and documentation IAW the requirements of the SCPPM Limitation on Subcontracting.  It is further recommended that training in the subject is provided to the acquisition community.

Identifying and tracking the 232 active CORs and their required training is a best practice at SSC PAC.  The COR Manager collects pertinent COR data manages it in a tool where 5 key areas are tracked (i.e. qualifications, file documentation, performance quality, invoice reviews, tripwire reporting).  Artifacts in the tool include nominations, appointments, and training certificates.  Additionally, reminders and suspense of training refreshers are maintained.  Mandatory training is tracked (i.e. COR 222, Refresher, CPARS, WAWF, Ethics, Fraud Awareness Training, OGE 450 submittals).  COR file reviews are being conducted by the COR Manager by COR appointment to ensure a 100% review of the files at least every two years.  The COR Manager conducts training and one-on-one meetings with CORs to implement QASPs, inspect service delivery.  The Contracting Office’s central CPARs POC provides notices 150 days in advance of CPARS requirements to CORs, the COR’s supervisor, and Contracting Officers; and continues to provide recurring reminders until CPARs is accomplished.  A minimum of 45 days prior to CPARs due date, outstanding CPARs actions are elevated to the Contracting Office’s Deputy for action.    

g. Policy Dissemination – Policy dissemination is active at SSC PAC.  When new employees come aboard, they are introduced to the subscription service for Policy Alerts.  SSC PAC handles many of internal policies and maintains various types according to the need and how quickly it needs to be provided to the negotiators.  In several interviews, employees were very aware of the SPAWAR Contract Policy and Procedure Manual (SCPPM).

h.  MOPAS – File reviews of contracts and task orders consistently demonstrated proper documentation of approved acquisition strategies and acquisition planning document (although some were in Contract Planning documentation) which addressed risk and selection of contract type.  Files contained statements from the requirement originator attesting to the fact that the services were Non-personal and a review of the Performance Work Statements did not require personal services.

 i. Service Tripwires – Reporting tripwires is a SPAWAR enterprise requirement and was promulgated in SPAWARNOTE 4200 of 26 September 2013.  The conduct of Tripwire reviews and reporting is a notable best practice.  The Chief of the Contracting Office personally conducts training to CORs ensuring that SPAWAR and Navy requirements are made known to those responsible and on the front lines of ensuring that the Government receives what it contracted for.  The CCO and her deputy takes this seriously as it is estimated that 60% of the organization’s project work is performed by industry on a Service Contract.  CORs are familiarized with the HQ Tripwire Periodic Review Checklist and the Tripwire online tool and reporting.   The COR Manager, Mr. Robert Pich assures that the familiarization occurs and is on-going.  The CORs are provided a standardized template to record trips which is provided to the centralized point of entry for the tripwire tool, Mr. Arno Sist.  Mr. Sist ensures that complete and accurate information is entered into the tool.  The proactive efforts to standardize inputs and develop a single point of entry and a rule set for data are best practices and should be considered for further application across the enterprise.  The combined efforts here have led to increased understanding, greater efficiency, and a high quality level of reported information to HQ.  COR Support Managers and Project Managers seem to be pleased with the insight that tripwire reporting is providing and helps customers to focus on key cost drivers. The tripwires are increasing awareness and forcing conscious decision making at higher management levels.

Under the CCO’s direction, SSC PAC increased the standard level of tripwires by implementing a specific “Subcontractor Tripwire” which requires the evaluators to delve further when more than 70% of the work will be subcontracted, specifically ensuring that the Government does not sign up for unwarranted and excessive pass-thru fees.

In FY 13 SSC PAC reported 73 post-award subcontractor adds and 104 ODC Pre-award trips, which SPAWAR 00 reminds us during his Contract Service Courts is not a bad thing, it means that the higher level management is reviewing and are involved with the decisions to allow the actions to go forward.  In the case of the subcontractors being added to the contract after award, an approval is required by the Head of Contracts (CCO) to ensure that subcontracting is not being used to avoid competition or to “get to” a specific contractor.  Likewise in the case of an ODC Pre-award trips, a Contracting Officer’s approval is required for any ODC greater than 10% of the labor value or greater than $3M (whichever is lower) per performance period.  The process calls for each trip to be documented in the SPAWAR Tripwire Tool.

j. Contract Closeout/Internal Compliance – The SSC PAC Contract Closeout process is fully operational and active.  The organization tracks its contracts by type and stage of readiness for closure.  The number of closures due for Large contracts locally is minimal and represents approximately 15% of the total amount ready or delinquent for closure.   DCMA (466) and ONR (219) are assigned to approximately 85% of the closures due (807).  In reviewing the types of contracts awaiting closure, it is evident that the audits are affecting the ability to close contracts as over 81% are some type of Cost Reimbursement arrangement 653).   The organization has employed automation into its closeout process (database) and obtains a monthly report from the Comptroller (Vendor Pay) which identifies contracts that are completely billed and zeroed out signifying closeout readiness.  

SSC PAC has diligently conducted its internal self-assessments for 3 years (2010-2012). No statutory violations were found and satisfactory ratings were issued in 2011 and 2012 (2010 no rating issued).  The organization does use the assessments for training and action plans (e.g. develop policy or procedure for doing a particular action).





k.  Contract Review List – See Attachment (1) 

l.   Purchase Card – See Attachment (2)

m. Small Business – See Attachment (3)

Conclusion

SSC PAC’s leadership, management and internal controls, support an effective and efficient contracting organization.  One deficiency was noted; however, no fraud was found during the review and the staff is very aware of SPAWAR and Navy requirements for managing service contracts.  The organization takes SPAWAR Service Contracting Tripwires seriously and is implementing above SPAWAR requirements.  There was evidence of clear management oversight accomplishing the organization’s mission and an environment which fosters and stimulates continuous improvement.


Attachment (1) Contract Review List

		Contract

		Notes



		

		



		N00178-07-D-5176_7N01

		Orca Maritime, Inc., Contract Value $3,482,797 

Awarded 6/26/2013, POP = Base and 2 Options Labor $2,852,03ODC $630,763 



The ODC represents 22.1% of the Labor CLIN.  No pre-award tripwire memorandum was provided to document this trip. The ODC/Boat Service costs of $550,763 (19.3% of the Labor CLIN) is questionable in terms of being incidental and appropriate although it is commensurate to the work defined by the contract action.







		

		



		N66001-13-D-0005

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-D-0064

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0082

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N00178-05-D-4193_7N01

		AT&T Government Solution Services, Contract Value $8,068,924

Awarded 3/1/2012, POP = 3 Yr Base only. Labor $7,488,924.49 ODC $580,000 



The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 7.7% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use. No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-10-D-0146

		No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-11-F-1001

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-07-D-0054_0052

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-P-6593

		N66001-12-P-6593, Science Applications International Corporation, Contract Value $1,461,626.28

Awarded 1/11/2012 to Large Business, Commercial Off-the-shelf NETAPP Equipment



DD2579 included

J&A for brand name

PR submitted as urgent. Buyer posted in CHESS 11/23/11. Closing 11/29/11. No quotes received.

Buyer posted combined synopsis/Solicitation in e-Commerce as Small Business Set Aside on 12/8/11. Closing 12/15/11. Received 2 quotes from SB (Celestar and Swish Data).

Both SB quotes were determined unreasonable.  Recommended and approved by SBO to procure equipment under full and open competition. 

Competed as full and open on e-commerce/fedbizops. Closed 12/27/11. Received 4 quotes. SAIC (LB), Swish Data (SB), DLT Solutions (LB), and Betis Group (LB). 

Awarded to SAIC as the lowest bidder.



*Per email thread from Jeannette Perez to Tammy Sanchez dated 12/19/2011, “SAIC is at $1.3M (quote rec’d from customer meaning Tech Code) still lower than SwishData at $1.7M. All FAR requirements were met for transitioning from Small Business to Large. No findings noted.





		

		



		N00178-04-D-4012_7N09

		General Dynamics Information Technology, Contract Value $7,205,792.78

Awarded 11/5/2012, POP = 2 Yr Base only.

Labor CLIN - $3,500,553.14 

ODC CLIN  - $3,705,239.64



The ODC CLIN for this task order consisted of freight charges ($6K), consultant for EMI Testing ($114.5) , travel ($49.8K), and material $2.6M.  Planned travel is documented in the PWS.  The material costs include Receive Crypto Memory (RCM) components at $7,786 per unit for 335 units for a total amount of $2,608,310.  The material costs also account for Battery CCA components at $150 per units for 335 units or $50,250 in total.  The direct material charges were accepted as proposed based on historical purchase order prices for the same items being purchased for this effort in that they match the costs proposed.



The ODC represents 105.8% of the Labor CLIN.  No pre-award tripwire memorandum was provided to document this trip. The ODC/Material costs of $2.6M is questionable in terms of being incidental and appropriate although it is commensurate to the work defined by the contract action.





		

		



		N66001-12-C-0077

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-D-0088

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-C-0070

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-C-5209

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-D-0066_0001-0002

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-D-0048_0001-0015

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-D-0156

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-C-1008

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0017

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-F-1005

		(GS35F011k)  SHI International Large Business  $14,174,356



No evidence of Market Research in the file.  (FAR 10.001(v))

No evidence of OSB reviews no 2579 in the file (DFARS 219.201(A)). There was a memo in the file to dissolve the set-aside, but it was not signed by OSB Specialist.

No approvals to go outside DoD (FAR 17.502-1(2) or SCPPM Proper Use of Non-DoD contracts)

J&A Authorized a ceiling of $10,016,550- Total value of the order was $11,451,312 (P0004)





		

		



		N66001-10-F-6020

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0089

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-13-C-2010

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-F-8010

		Sword and Shield Enterprise Security $515,549



No evidence of Market Research in file.

No IGCE in the file.

No indication of debriefing of unsuccessful offerors.





		

		



		N66001-12-D-0028

		SDSU Foundation $4,246,545

No findings noted.  Recognized as a good file.





		

		



		N00178-04-D-4079_7N02

		Lockheed Martin Integrated Systems Inc., Contract Value $11,256,863 Awarded 5/21/2009, POP = Base and 4 Options Labor CLIN $9,802,043 ODC CLIN $1,454,820 

The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 14.8% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use. A total of 160 trips were planned for contractor travel in the performance of this effort.  The duration of each trip can last anywhere from 5 to 6 days and requires up to 3 people per travel. Planned destinations Honolulu, HI; Norfolk, VA; San Diego, CA; Tampa, FL; Orlando, FL. Contractor is located in Bethesda, MD.  No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-12-F-6378

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N00178-07-D-5158_7N02

		Nathan Kunes Inc., Contract Value $8,041,620.15 Awarded 5/14/2012, POP = Base and 2 Options Labor CLIN $7,751,620 ODC CLIN $290,000 

The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 3.6% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use.  No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-12-C-4211

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-D-0121

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0027

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-09-D-0026

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0116

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-C-1010

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-P-1013

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-13-F-8042

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-11-F-8675

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-10-F-8038

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-F-0152

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-12-C-0098

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-07-D-0015_0115

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N00178-08-D-5473_7N02

		KAB Laboratories Inc., Contract Value $5,616,790 Awarded 12/2/2010, POP = Base and 2 Options Labor CLIN $5,481,790 ODC CLIN $135,000 



The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 2.4% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use.  No findings noted.





		

		



		N00178-08-D-5640_7N01

		VOTA Consulting Corporation, Contract Value $4,081,809 Awarded 4/15/2012, POP = Base and 4 Options Labor $3,625,757 ODC $456,052 



The ODC CLIN for this task order is mostly for travel and incidental charges associated with the usage of cell phone and conference calls as applicable.

The ODC represents 12.6% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC requirement is deemed appropriate for its intended use.  No findings noted.







		

		



		N00178-04-D-4080_7N01

		Mantech Systems Engineering Corporation, Contract Value $2,635,837

Awarded 5/29/2013, POP = Base and 2 Options

Labor $2,551,659

ODC $84,178 

The ODC CLIN for this task order is primarily associated with the planned travel as estimated in the PWS. The ODC represents 3.3% of the Labor CLIN.  ODC/travel estimates for all years appear to be appropriate for its intended use. No findings noted.





		

		



		M67854-12-A-4701_7N74

		M67854-12-A-4701-7N74, Softchoice Corporation (LB/BPA Holder), Contract Value $406,474 Awarded 6/4/2013, Enterprise Operating System Licenses via ESL

Mandatory government single source BPA award

Commercial IT (ITPR)

No DD2579 included.





		

		



		N66001-11-P-7076

		N66001-11-P-7076, Federal Technology Solutions, Inc.,  [Small/8(a)], Contract Value $139,325.36  Awarded 8/20/2011, Specialized BROCADE telecommunications hardware



Competitive/open market – received 2 bids.

JNCP included in the file for other than full and open (one responsible source)

Authorized reseller/distributor of the manufacturer.

No DD2579 included in the file.





		

		



		N66001-11-P-7063

		N66001-11-P-7063, Northrop Grumman Defense Mission Systems (LB), Contract Value $140,969 Awarded 8/5/2011 to a Large Business,  Link Management System (LMS-16)



DD2579 included in the file.

JNCP – NG is only manufacturer of the LS-16 tool.  No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-11-P-5414

		N66001-11-P-5414, Lockheed Martin Corporation, Contract Value $84,190

Awarded 9/12/2011 to a Large Business,  Touch Panel EL Display



DD2579 included in the file.

JNCP sole source. This item is proprietary to LM and the only provider of this item in the Link-16 system.   LM is the sole provider and distributor of the El Panel. No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-11-P-6263

		N66001-11-P-6263, ViaSat Inc., Contract Value $124,800 Awarded 2/15/2011 to a Large Business, H/W OneWayGuard.



JNCP, ViaSat only company that makes this designated, specialized hardware used by the JTRS program and program wants us to procure these 8 units in support of the program.

DD2579 was provided in the file. No findings noted.





		

		



		M67854-12-A-4701_7N71

		M67854-12-A-4701-7N71, Softchoice Corporation,  BPA, Contract Value $137,548.70 Awarded 5/29/2013, Microsoft products: Enterprise WIN Server Licenses, Installations, and Training



Used Mandatory government sources (ESI), Softchoice holds the blanket purchase agreement for Microsoft products.

No DD2579 included in the file.

Justification for non-competitive procurement (JNCP) & Brand Name (limited source) documented in the file.





		

		



		N66001-12-P-0180

		N66001-12-P-0180, Northrop Grumman Defense Mission System, Contract Value $15,057 Awarded 9/20/2012 to a Large Business,  NG Multi-Link System Test and Training Tool (MLT3) Link 16 interface kit.

JNCP included.  NG is the sole source for the Multi Link System Test and Training Tool Link 16 interface kit. This specialized proprietary equipment is used while testing Tactical Data Links.

MLST3 and accessories are proprietary systems and are not available from other distributors.  No findings noted.





		

		



		N66001-08-D-0074_0024

		No findings noted.



		

		



		N66001-10-F-0020

		



		N00178-05-D-0146_7N01

		AT&T Government Services $830,291



No evidence of Market Research in file (see SCPPM Market Research)

No DD2579 in file, however a comment in the Acquisition Strategy says M. Nolen approved Strategy - but no documented review form.





		

	

		

	






Attachment (2) Government Purchase Card



·   Summary 

The purchase card program for SSC PAC was reviewed by the SPAWAR Government-Wide Commercial Purchase Card (GCPC) Program Level 3 APC with assistance from the SSC Atlantic level 4 APC. Overall the purchase card program is well run and there were no instances of fraud or abuse identified. There are several strengths and one finding. 

· Background 

The GCPC Program at SSC PAC was reviewed for overall compliance with the NAVSUPINST4200.99B, the current GCPC instruction; NAVSUP GCPC Deskguide 5.03, all NAVSUP GCPC Purchase card administrative notices; all SPAWAR HQ GCPC Program office purchase card policy notices; SPAWAR GCPC NERP Deskguide Vol 9 ; SSC San Diego Instruction 7300.1A.   

· Scope 

Review was performed on the overall GCPC Program at SSC PAC as well as specific areas of the program to ensure compliance and appropriate internal controls are in place to avoid fraud, waste and/or abuse.

 1.  Transaction Review:  18,000 Transactions were filtered for potential review for period Sept 2012 to Aug 2013.  Potential transactions for detailed review were identified using Citibank “all transactions” report.  Transactions were sorted by vendor, by date, by dollars, by CH & AO, and by site. 350 transactions were chosen for detailed review.  Transactions were reviewed for “improper” purchase that is “Any purchase that should not have been made or that was made in any incorrect amount under statutory, contractual, administrative, or other legally applicable requirements. Transactions were reviewed for required documentation.  Improper purchases were reviewed for “misuse or abuse”. Improper purchases can be:

-  Splits

-  Prohibited items

-  Non use of mandatory sources

-  Recurring Services 

-  Improper/incomplete receipt and acceptance 

-  Dollar limit compliance

-  Not rotating vendors

-  Lack of required documentation 

-  Unauthorized use

-  Unauthorized commitment

-  Potential fraud

2.  CH & AO Individual files. 20% of all files were reviewed for compliance.  Files were found to be compliant. The following were review areas. 

     -  Mandatory documentation for compromised cards

     - Infraction/deficiency tracking 

    -  Appropriate letters of delegation and limits 

   -  Appropriate documentation for compromised cards

3. Standard Operating Procedures.  Standard operating procedures (SOPs) were reviewed for compliance.  

4. Interviews.  Interviews were conducted with three AOs, three CHs and one APC.  All participants felt the program was well run and the CHs and AOs felt they had good support from the card office.  The APC noted the need for more help as NERP tasks and now consumes a greater amount of time for the APCs taking them away from traditional review, policy oversight APC task.  

5. Training.  Files and reports were reviewed for completion and documentation of mandatory training.  

6. Property Review.   Reviewed twelve pilferable and sub-minor property assets to ensure assets were being controlled and accounted for in accordance with established directives, policies, and procedures.  Twelve assets were randomly selected for review based on transactional analysis of purchases made with the GCPC.  Four assets are classified as pilferable property and eight are classified as sub-minor property. 

· Results 

1. Transaction Review. Transactions were found to be compliant with most of the relevant regulations and/or instructions. There was no improper use or abuse. All files were well documented. 



      a. Finding – There was one area that was non-compliant with 4200.99B that requires separation of function.  NERP purchase requests are created by the cardholders versus the requestor. This has determined to be a lack of adequately documenting the separation of function per the 4200.99B, as directed in SPAWAR HQ Purchase Card Policy Notice, S-PCPN 003-12, “Mandatory Use of a Purchase Request Form” , issued 20 March 2012.   S-PCPN 003-12 made it mandatory for all CHs to receive a standard request form from the requestor before creating a Purchase Request (PR) in NERP. The PCPN provided required “action/Guidance” and a recommended standard form.  The sites were allowed 3 months to finalize and begin use of a standard, approved form. To date SSC PAC does is not using a mandatory standard request form.

          1.  Problem – Deficiency 

          2.  Risk - Medium

During this transaction review it was found that several sites (all off-sites) and some codes had developed their own “standard” forms and were utilizing them.  Review of the 350 transactions resulted in finding that 75% of the transactions did not have a request form.

      b. Recommendation. It is recommended that a standard request form be developed and submitted to the level 3 APC for approval immediately and begin mandatory use upon approval.       

  2.   CH & AO Individual files. Files were well documented and in compliance.

  3.   Standard operating procedures (SOP).  Some of the SOPs were found to be out of date such as the PAT guidance and the GCPC updated Program IOP was incomplete.

       a. Opportunity for Improvement.  It is recommended that the SSC PAC GPPC card office review the SOPs and update as necessary to be fully compliant.    

  4.  Interviews.  The interviews indicated overall satisfaction with the program.  

  5.  Training.  It was found that 22 of the CHs & AOs (9%) were not up to date with training (12 AOs and 10 CHs).  4200.99B and SSC PAC IOP require that any CH or AO that is not up to date with their training will have their account set to $1 so they can’t make and/or approve purchases.  As of Nov 18th the non- compliant accounts were still active.  Nov 19th all non-complaint accounts were set to $1.  

a. Opportunity for improvement. The reports for checking training compliance are manual and time consuming to verify missing training. 
b. Recommendation.   It is recommended that the card office use TWMS to notify CH & AOs when they are due for training and to track training.  This recommendation should be implemented within six months. 

  6. Property.  Nine assets were physically sighted by the reviewer, with one asset being tracked and accounted for in the SSC SD personal property system.  Three pilferable assets were transferred to the contractor as GFE.    These three laptops were transferred via DD Form 1149 as GFE to the contractor’s site with appropriate custody signatures.   

· Strength

It was evident during this review that SSC PAC has communicated to purchase card holders, approving officials and end-users the importance of ensuring accountability and final disposition of assets purchased with the GCPC are accurately maintained.  Although there is no directive or guidance that mandates financial reporting or accountability requirements for sub-minor property, except those established at the activity level, property reviewed was being tracked and accounted for through internal tracking systems.  Use of internal tracking systems allowed the physical inventory of these assets to be conducted smoothly and efficiently.  The use of these tracking systems is above and beyond what is mandated and required by local and higher guidance.  






Attachment (3) Office of Small Business Programs

PPMAP Inspection – Functional area reviewed: Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP)

·   Summary 

An inspection of SSC PAC’s Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) was performed to ensure compliance with Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) Part 19, DFAR part 219, DODD 4205.01 and SECNAVINST 4380.8(C), SPAWARINST 4380.1A and applicable SPAWAR SCPPM policies.  The three areas reviewed were:

1) Mission alignment

2) Customer support (internal customer/stakeholders and industry outreach)

3) Program management and personnel Support



Inspection Results: Overall, the SSC PAC OSBP has a satisfactory Small Business (SB) program resulting from effective program governance, collaboration with some internal stakeholders such as the Business Portfolio Managers and outreach with small businesses.  The documentation that was reviewed was compliant with prescribed regulations, policies and procedures.  There were three strengths and three opportunities for improvement (OFIs) noted and no findings or significant concerns identified.  Specific details are provided below:

·   Background 

It is the Department of the Navy (DON) policy to provide a fair proportion of total DON purchases, contracts, subcontracts, grants, and other transactions  for products, services, and solutions with small business concerns as prime contractors and subcontractors as required by public law and federal regulations and policies.  Heads of contracting activities, commanders and commanding officers of activities with warranted contracting authority are accountable and responsible for the execution of the small business program within their level of their procurement authority.  

Documents reviewed were the SSC PAC response to the Pre-inspection questionnaire, subcontracting plan documentation and checklists, DD2579’s (Small Business Coordination Records) and logs.  Also, interviews were conducted with seven 1102’s and five internal customers from the technical codes.  

·   Mission Alignment: 

The alignment of the SSC PAC OSBP is compliant with prescribed policies and regulations as the OSBP staff is aligned under the executive director or commanding officer as required.  The Director of the SB Program is actively engaged with leadership, serves as the chief advisor on small business matters to the activity head including but not limited to, advising the leadership on SB program improvements/changes, representing the command in small business outreach events and serves as the primary point of contact for small business related issues.  





·   Internal customer/stakeholder support and industry outreach: 

Mr. Dean Dickau, the Deputy for SB has established a good relationship with the Portfolio Business Managers and industry.  He is proactive in implementing, monitoring, and advocating the command small business program.  Dean briefs the Commanding Officer on SB Program status and initiative at least quarterly which includes discussion of the command’s strategy and action plan for meeting the established targets for small business utilization.  Interviews with customers provided helpful feedback about the OSBP staff and general awareness of the SB program.  The overall consensus was that the program is effectively executed and the Deputy is open and helpful.  It should be noted that several of the personnel interviewed, mostly those from the technical codes did not have an awareness of OSBP initiatives, SB targets/accomplishments or the SPAWAR Small Business Instruction 4380.1A.  Also, input from the interviews indicate that SB Deputy involvement occurs most frequently when the DD2579 is created vice earlier in the acquisition in the process when the pre-procurement/procurement planning strategy meetings are held.  The SB Deputy has participated in training for Program Managers and also the 2.0 competency, however, the training sessions are not scheduled on a regular basis and do not reach all of the contracts or technical community.  SSC PAC exceeded all but two of their SB targets and they were only slightly under the targets they didn’t achieve.  The outreach with industry is sound and includes but is not limited to one-on-one counseling to SB’s, participation in outreach events and also supporting a wide range and number of local industry organizations.  Additionally, Leadership engagement has been critical in supporting and emphasizing the SB Program mission and performance.  The Executive Director, Commanding Officer and Contracts Department Head provide quarterly industry briefs at the SSC PAC Executive Forum and AFCEA and NDIA luncheons.  These briefs include strategic updates and key acquisition initiatives that are very useful for industry and the SB community. It is noteworthy that Leadership has also raised accountability and visibility of SB achievements for each Department which is briefed monthly by the Contracts Department Head.  Additionally, one of the Contract Branch Heads is leveraging the SPAWAR acquisition forecast to include task orders for SSC PAC multiple award contract prime vendors. 



·     Program management and personnel support

The SB Deputy maintains a very detailed log and record of transactions.  The logs are well organized and complete.  Review of documentation was from information in the logs and/or the official contract filed.  The reviews performed indicate that SSC PAC documentation is compliant with 2.0 SCPPM policies for Subcontracting Plans and DD2579’s, Small Business Coordination Record and Market Research.  

Even though SSC PAC has a SB Deputy that has been able to accommodate the workload except for 4th quarter surge in expiring funds actions, there is a clear need of personnel resources that can provide administrative support throughout the fiscal year.  It should be noted there was a recruitment action in process for a new hire to provide administrative support 50% of the time for the SB office at the time the PPMAP was conducted.  






·     Opportunities for Improvement (OFI’s)

1.  While there has been training provided to both 2.0 and technical competencies on OSBP processes and initiatives, it has only been held sporadically.  Recommend a regularly scheduled and structured training plan for 2.0 and technical competencies to increase awareness of OSBP initiatives, processes and legislative changes.  

2.  Recommend earlier OSBP involvement on pre-procurement/procurement planning meetings and also consistent involvement as requirements are defined, market research performed, and acquisition strategy and acquisition plan is developed.  

3.  Partnering with 2.0 on SBO initiatives, processes and procedures through coordination of a collaborative effort between 2.0, the Small Business Administration, and Small Business Office to come to a common understanding of what are considered good market research techniques to support small business set-aside or full and open competition decisions.  This also would enhance the SB Deputy’s ability to discuss and advocate strategic priorities, requirements and legislative changes by participating in key meetings with 2.0 Managers and Procurement Contracting Officers.  This is a repeat OFI from the PPMAP inspection performed in June 2011.  

In summary, SSC PAC has a satisfactory SB program and is effective in ensuring there are maximum practicable opportunities for small business concerns in their procurements.  Furthermore, the SB Deputy and SSC PAC Leadership have established a command climate that is responsive to small business awareness, outreach and support as part of the overall mission.  
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QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECKLIST (QAC): CONTRACTS 

SPAWARSYSCOM   










DATE: 


		CONTRACT NO:  


		MOD NO:

		VALUE   $                          

		Date of Award:



		CONTRACTOR:

		 

		SUPPLY

		SERVICE

		 KBS



		NEGOTIATOR AND CODE:


		FSC/PSC Code:



		PROGRAM OFFICE/TECHNICAL CODE:

		 

		FFP

		  

		FPIF/AF

		

		COST



		PROGRAM NAME:

		 

		CPFF

		  

		CPIF

		

		CPAF



		

		  

		OTHER:       





		CONTRACTING PHASE:

		

		Pre-Planning = PRE


Requirements Identification through PPSM


Procurement Documentation = PD


PPSM through RFP


Solicitation = SL


RFP preparation


Evaluation = EV

Evaluation of vendor proposals in response to RFP


Award = AW


Preparation for contract award


Post-Award = PA


Contract administration





		NO

		

		ITEM

		INFO/REFERENCE INFORMATION

		INCLUDED

		COMMENTS



		

		PLANNING PHASE:

		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		PRE 1

		

		INITIAL PLANNING MEETING

		SCPPM Doc: Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting (PPSM). 


Show evidence of holding PPSMs or a note in the file as to why one was not conducted. PPSMs can be virtual and via telephone.  Files must show evidence.

		

		

		

		



		PRE 2

		

		IS THIS AN ACQUISITION FOR SERVICES > $150K? Required:


- MOPAS Acquisition Strategy (Management & Oversight Process for Acquisition)

- Use of Non-DoD Contract Vehicle Memo

- If Not PBSA, Waiver Memo Required 


- Non Personal Services Certification (Services All Thresholds)


-Performance-based Service Acquisitions (solicitation/contract includes performance-based work statement and criterion per FAR 37.6 or written decision for non-performance-based services acquisition is properly documented and approved in file) 


- QASP

		SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services

SCPPM Doc: Proper Use of Non-DoD Contracts

NMCARS 5237.5

NMCARS 5237.170-2

SCPPM Doc: Acquisition Plan

FAR 37.5,  PGI 17.204(e)

FAR 37.103

FAR 37.6

DFARS 237.170-2

FAR 46.103(a): Quality Assurance

FAR 46.401

		

		

		

		



		PRE 3

		

		NERP/PD2 PURCHASE REQUEST  


- WAWF Clause/Table


- Inherently Governmental Function (IGF) indicator (if applicable) – Services


- Ensure items meeting requirements for IUID marking and registration are listed in PR

		DFARS 252.232-7003, WAWF Local Clause (must be included in solicitation)

DASN(A&P) Memo 4 Mar 2013 Reporting Inherently Governmental Functions to FPDS


DPAP memo 

FAR 7.503(e)

Policy Alert 15-047

		

		

		

		



		PRE 4

		

		ITPR


- DoD CIO Approval (Data Center),


- Mandatory Consideration of DoD/Navy Enterprise Agreements?


- Section 508

		FAR 39.201, SECNAV NOTICE 5000 


CCA Compliance – Code 08 Review


DoD ESI: http://www.esi.mil/

Microsoft BPA: https://www.peoeis.portal.navy.mil/pmm110/microsoft/default.aspx

Section 508 EIT CERT

		

		

		

		



		PRE 6

		

		Will any 2016 funds be used to retire, prepare to retire, inactivate or place in storage a cruiser or dock landing ship?


If YES, see PL 113-66 Section 1023

		FY 2016 NDAA 114-102

Potential Anti-Deficiency Act (ADA) Violation

		

		

		

		



		PRE 7

		

		Green Procurement Program: Contracting Officers must ensure FAR Clauses are included in all solicitations and contracts for IT hardware.

		FAR 52.223-15 as prescribed by FAR 23.206 (Energy Star Compliance) and FAR 52.223-16 EPEAT (Bronze level minimum)



		

		

		

		Energy Star Certified Products List. 



		PRE 8

		

		Government Purchase Card (GPC) is required for Procurements at or below micro- purchase threshold. When using   any other contract vehicle is there an Approval Memo signed by the HCA?

		NAVSUPINST 4200.85D

DFARS Subpart 213.270



		

		

		

		



		PRE 9

		

		Are requirements documents such as; Performance Work Statement/Statement of Work/DWGS/Sketches included?

		FAR Part 11

FAR 37.602

		

		

		

		



		PRE 10

		

		INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENT MEMO 

		FAR 6.302-4, SCPPM Doc:  J&A

		

		

		

		



		PRE 11

		

		FOREIGN PERFORMANCE DISCLOSURE REPORT 

		PGI 225.7203

		

		

		

		



		PRE 12

		

		INDEPENDENT GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE


(IGE)

		FAR 15.404-1 Comparison to IGE

		

		

		

		



		PRE 13

		

		JUSTIFICATION AND APPROVAL (J&A)


(Post to e-commerce within 14 days after Award or within 30 days if urgent)


Include a screen shot of the e-commerce website to verify a J&A Limited Source Justification or an  Exception to Fair 

		SCPPM Doc: J&A

FAR 6.302-1

USD-AT&L Memo (Public Disclosure of J&A)


FAR 16 

DFARS 206.001 

NMCARS 5206 

SCPPM Doc: Limited Source Justification

		

		

		

		



		PRE 14

		

		SYNOPSIS/Acquisition Plan

		FAR 5, 

FAR 7.105

DFARS PGI 207.105

NMCARS 5207.103

SCPPM Doc: Synopsis (Pre-award and Award)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 15

		

		MARKET RESEARCH


Is the Market Research documentation in the official contract file?

		FAR 10, FAR 12, FAR 8, FAR 16,

DFARS 210.001 

SCPPM Doc: Market Research

Policy Alert 14-064

(Sources Sought Synopsis Determination of Commerciality/Mandatory Sources)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 16

		

		Commercial Item Determination


Document in writing their determinations that the commercial item definition has been met for all acquisitions using FAR Part 12 that exceed $1 million.

		Commercial Item Determination Checklist (Per FAR 2.101)

DFARS 212.102

NMCARS Annex 7

Policy Alert 10-41B

SCPPM Doc: D&F 

		

		

		

		



		PRE 17

		

		 Clauses (Required clauses in solicitation !contract or approval for additional clauses obtained)

		NMCARS Annex 7

		

		

		

		



		PRE 18

		

		SUGGESTED SOURCES LIST  

		FAR 8

		

		

		

		



		PRE 19

		

		SECURITY REQUIREMENTS


If DD254 is required, is Clause 52.204-2 included?

		FAR 4.404

Clause 52.204-2

Policy Alert 14-010



		

		

		

		



		PRE 20

		

		Personal Identity Verification of Contractor Personnel (if performance requires contractors to have routine physical access to a Federally-controlled information system, solicitation/contract includes FAR 52.204-9)

		FAR 4.1303

		

		

		

		



		PRE 21

		

		Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) / Alternate COR Nomination/Designation Letters

		SCPPM  Doc: Contracting Officer’s Representative

DOD COR Handbook 

FAR 1.604

DFARS 201.602-2 

PGI 201.6

		

		

		

		Ensure the COR appointment letter is sent to contractor



		PRE 22

		

		OVERTIME AUTHORIZATION MEMORANDUM

		FAR 22.103 


FAR 52.222

DFARS 222.103

		

		

		

		



		PRE 23

		

		GFP 


- Document the Government’s Decision to Furnish Government Property to the Contractor.


- Ensure GFP FAR clause is inserted in all Cost reimbursable, T&M, labor-hour and fixed-price (when GFP provided) solicitations and contracts.


- Ensure required DFARS clauses are included in all solicitations when the FAR 52.245-1 is present


GFP Attachments to Solicitations and Awards.


- When GFP is anticipated, include two separate attachments in solicitations and awards to specify the required GFP item identification data elements 

		FAR 45.201(a)

DFARS PGI 245.103-70

SCPPM Doc: Government Furnished Property

FAR Clause 52.245-1 and FAR 52.245-9

DFARS Clauses 252.211-7007; 252.245-7001; 252.245-7002; 252.245-7003; 252.245-7004; 252.245-7001 (for Mapping, Charting and Geodesy Property)


Policy Alert 15-052

PGI 245.201-71

PGI 245.201-72

GFP Attachments/forms may be found at: http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/changenotice/2010/20100723/PGI-change-notice.pdf

SCPPM Doc: GOVERNMENT FURNISHED PROPERTY

		

		

		

		



		PRE 24

		

		Component clauses (non-FAR/DFARS) cannot be created without 2.0 prior approval and legal review.

		NMCARS Annex 7

SCPPM Document: “DEVIATIONS and COMPONENT CLAUSE USE”  

		

		

		

		



		PRE 25

		

		BUY AMERICAN ACT EXCEPTION

(FAR 25.102 requires Contracting Officers to acquire only domestic end products for public use inside the United States, unless an exception applies) / BERRY AMENDMENT EXCEP section 832 of Public Law 107-107 restricts any funding appropriated or otherwise available to DoD from being used to buy certain end items, components, or materials unless they are wholly of US origin.

		FAR 25.1

DFAR 225.103

NMCARS 5225.1

DFARs Subpart 225.7002, 252.225-7012 and 252.225-7015

PGI 225-70

		

		

		

		



		PRE 26

		

		8(A) OFFERING LETTER


[Required when issuing an 8(a) contract.  Forwarded to SBA for approval.] 

		FAR 19.804

DFARS 219.800

DFARS 219.804

 www.sba.gov 




		

		

		

		



		PRE 27

		

		8(A) ACCEPTANCE LETTER


[Required when issuing an 8(a) set-aside contract.]


Ensure 8(a) offer and acceptance letters is included in the file.

		

		

		

		

		



		PRE 28

		

		SMALL BUSINESS DD FORM 2579 COORDINATION RECORD

[Forwarded to the SADBUS, for approval.  Required on every procurement exceeding $10,000.


(Except for orders placed against single award IDIQ type contracts. See comments) ]

		FAR 19.5 

DFARS 219.5 


 NMCARS 5219.505, 

 SCPPM Doc: DD-2579

 NMCARS 5219.201(d)(10)(A)(i)

		

		

		

		Note: The DD2579 must be in basic of the single award IDIQ contract



		PRE 29

		

		Use and Evaluation of Options (written documentation, signed by the contracting officer in contract supporting the use of option.

		FAR 17.205

SCPPM Doc: USE OF OPTIONS

		

		

		

		



		PRE 30

		

		NOTICE OF INTENTION TO MAKE A SERVICE CONTRACT AND RESPONSE TO NOTICE


(SF98/SF98A)

[Wage Determinations required on cost type contracts]


- Established Minimum Wage for Contractor Employees


· On T&M contracts, obtain a new WD to use as an attachment when you issue the Preliminary Notice for Exercise of an option by modification.       

· Labor Law Requirements   

		FAR 22.1008 

DFARS 222.1008

http://www.wdol.gov/sca.aspx#0

Selecting SCA Wage Determinations


FAR 52.222-99 


http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/class_deviations.html

Policy Alert 14-049 

SF98/SF98A filing:


http://www.wdol.gov/e98.aspx

FAR 22.404-2

		

		

		

		



		PRE 31

		

		MULTIPLE AWARD PREFERENCE [FAR 16.504(c)-The contracting officer must document the decision whether or not to use multiple awards in the acquisition plan or contract file. The contracting officer may determine that a class of acquisitions is not appropriate for multiple awards (Subpart 1.7).]

		FAR 16.504(b)(c)

If single award – see FAR 16.504(c)(1)(ii)(D) Single Award of an IDIQ




		

		

		

		



		PRE 32

PRE 33



		

		UNDEFINITIZED  CONTRACT ACTION (UCA)  (specific)


- UCA decision/approval (written decision conforms to policy and authorization obtained) 


-  UCA Schedule (UCA was timely definitized timely)


- UCA Funds Limitations (The amount of funds obligated under the UCA is compliant with limits set forth in DFARS 217. 7404-4)


- Other: A substantial portion of required performance was completed prior to de-finitization and the negotiated profit reflects the reduced risk. 

		DFARS 217.7403 


DFARS 217. 7404-1

DFARS 217.7404-3

DFARS 217.7404-4

DFARS 217.7404-6

		

		

		

		



		PRE 34

		

		Contracting Officers shall incorporate the attached clause 252.225-7980, “Contractor Personnel Performing in the United States Africa Command Area of Responsibility in all solicitations and contracts, including those using FAR Part 12 (procedures for the acquisition of commercial items), that will require contractor personnel to perform in the United States Africa Command (USAFRICOM) area of responsibility.

		252.225-7980 Contractor Personnel Performing in the United States Africa Command Area of Responsibility. (DEVIATION 2016-O0006)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 35 

		

		Contracting Officers must ensure prior to issuing an order from a Federal Supply Schedule that the price has been determined to be fair and


reasonable pricing for individual orders, and BPAs, and orders under BPAs, using the proposal


analysis techniques at 15.404-1.

		FAR 8.404(d)

FAR 15.404-1

Policy Alert 15-089

Policy Alert 14-042

		

		

		

		



		PRE 36

		

		SOURCE SELECTION PLAN

		 FAR 15.3 

DFARS Subpart 215.3

Source Selection Procedures

		

		

		

		



		PRE 37

		

		     Photovoltaic Devices 


((When purchasing insert clauses 


  DFARS   252.225-7017 and 252.225-7018)      

		DFARS 225.7017-5 (Solicitation provision and contract clause)

		

		

		

		As needed



		PRE 38

		  

		    Organizational Conflict of Interest Requirements 

   (written analysis in file and properly approved)

		FAR 9.504, 9.505, and 9.506



		

		

		

		



		PRE 39

		

		    Determination and Findings


  -Award/Incentive Fee Requirements (written   determination adequately supported and properly   approved.)


  -Contract Consolidation or Bundling (written D&F in file properly approved)

  -Public Interest Exception


  -Exclusion of Sources

- Single Source Task/Delivery Order Contract  (written


Determination properly approved. If contract is >$103M D&F is approved by the NSPE)

		 SCPPM Doc: Determinations and Findings

 FAR 16.401

 FAR 7.107 DFARS 207.170-1 


 NMCARS 5207.170

 FAR 6.302-7 DFARS 206.302-7

 FAR 6.202(a) DFARS 206.202 


 NMCARS 5206.202(b)(1)

 DFARS 216.504(c)(1)(ii)(D)

		

		

		

		Affected Small Business Concerns were notified per FAR 10.001(c)(2)/FAR 19.202-l(e)



		PRE 40

		

		   Use of Brand Name Description in Specifications or 


   PWS (written justification adequately prepared & 


   properly approved)

		 FAR 6.303/6.304

 SCPPM Doc: Justification and Approval 

		

		

		

		



		PRE 41

		   

		 Theater Business Clearance (TBC) (If performance  of commodities, services  & construction require delivery to or performance in U.S. Central Command,  TBC request with SOW & terms/conditions submitted  to the Joint  Contracting Command-Iraq/Afghanistan)

		  DFARS 225.370(d)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 42

		

		Peer Reviews (file adequately documents disposition of peer review recommendations)

		 DFARS/PGI 201.170

 NMCARS 5201.170 (Annex 8)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 43

		

		Legal Sufficiency Reviews (written evidence in file) 

		 FAR 4.803(24)

 SCPPM Doc: SeaPort-E Task Orders

 SCPPM Doc: Justification and Approval 

		

		

		

		



		PRE 44

		 

		Enterprise-Wide Contractor Manpower Reporting Application (ECMRA)(contract includes required language)

		NMCARS 5237.102-90

		

		

		

		



		PRE 45

		

		Fair Opportunity to Compete (MAC holders are given a fair opportunity to compete for orders exceed $3,500)

Exception to Fair Opportunity

		 FAR 16.505(b)(1)

 FAR 16.505(b)(2)

		

		

		

		



		PRE 46

		 

		“Evaluation of Compensation for Professional Employees”. Insert in every solicitation for negotiated contracts, when the contract amount is expected to exceed $700,000, and services are to be provided which will require meaningful numbers of professional employees. In concert with the notification provided within the provision, Contracting Officers shall ensure that Source Selection Plans along with Sections L and M of competitive solicitations accurately reflects consideration of this provision.

		 FAR 22.1103

 Provision 52.222-46

		

		

		

		



		

		 SOLICITATION PHASE

		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		SL 1

		

		 PRE-PROPOSAL CONFERENCE/SITE VISIT MINUTES

		 FAR 15.201

		

		

		

		



		SL 2

		

		 SOLICITATION AS ISSUED WITH COPIES OF ALL AMENDMENTS

		 FAR 5.102 Availability of Solicitations

		

		

		

		



		SL 3

		

		LATE OFFER CORRESPONDENCE/ MEMO FOR FILE

		FAR 15.2: Submission, Modifications and Withdrawals of Proposals

		

		

		

		



		SL 4

		

		Contractor Personnel Performing in USSOUTHCOM Area of Responsibility are needed.

		Policy Alert 15-004

Ensure DFAR Clause 252.225.7987 is incorporated in all solicitations and contracts 

		

		

		

		



		SL 5

		

		Safeguarding of Unclassified Controlled Technical Information 

		Policy Alert 15-051

Policy Alert 15-022

Policy Alert 14-057

Ensure DFARS clause 252.204-7012 is included in all SPAWAR solicitations and contracts

DASN memorandum of December 18, 2014

		

		

		

		



		SL 6

		

		Class Deviation-Safeguarding Covered Defense Information and Cyber Incident Reporting

		DPAP memo (w/clauses) 


DFARS 252.204-7012

DFARS 252.204-7008

Policy Alert 16-003

		

		

		

		



		SL 7

		

		Prohibition on Contracting with Entities that Require Certain Internal Confidentiality Agreements

		DPAP memo (w/clauses)

DFARS 252.203-7996

DFARS 252.203-7997

Policy Alert 16-012

		

		

		

		



		SL 8 



		

		GFP CLAUSES AND ATTACHMENTS


Ensure GFP FAR clause is inserted in all Cost reimbursable, T&M and labor-hour solicitations and contracts, and fixed-price solicitations and contracts when the Government will provide GFP


Ensure required DFARS clauses are included in all solicitations when the FAR 52.245-1 is present


When GFP is anticipated, include two separate attachments in solicitations and awards to specify the required GFP item identification data elements IUID.

		FAR Clause 52.245-1 and 52.245-9

DFARS Clauses 252.211-7007; 252.245-7001; 252.245-7002; 252.245-7003; 252.245-7004; 252.245-7001 (for Mapping, Charting and Geodesy Property)


PGI 245.201-71

PGI 245.201-72

GFP Attachments/forms may be found at: http://dodprocurementtoolbox.org/site/detail/id/26

SCPPM Doc: Government Furnished Property

Policy Alert 15-005 

Policy Alert 15-047

		

		

		

		



		SL 9 

		

		IUID Marking and Registration 

		Policy Alert 15-047

Ensure DFARS clause 252.211-7003 and items requiring are included in solicitations/contracts

DPAP memo “Compliance with DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation.” 

		

		

		

		



		SL 10

		

		Prohibition of Providing Funds to the Enemy and Authorization of Additional Access to Records. Include the clause 252.225-7984 and Include the clause at 252.225.-7993.

		Policy Alert 15-096

DPAP memorandum of September 15, 2015

		

		

		

		



		SL 11

		

		Availability of Funds Clause (If contract is chargeable to a future appropriation, includes proper  availability of funds Clause 52.232-18)

		 FAR 32.706-1

		

		

		

		



		

		 EVALUATION PHASE

		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		EV 1

		

		 NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENTS (SSEB/SSAC)

		DFARS 227.7103-7

		

		

		

		



		EV 2

		

		SSEB/CEB REPORT

Source Selection Decision (Independent SSA decision clearly documented)

		 Policy Alert 11-097

Source Selection Procedures 

FAR 15.303 / FAR 15.308

		

		

		

		



		EV 3

		

		 SSAC If >$100M 

		Policy Alert 11-097

Source Selection Procedures

		

		

		

		



		EV 4

		

		 SSA Memorandum 

		When using Source Selection FAR Part 15.3 

Source Selection Procedures

		

		

		

		



		EV 5

		

		Proposal Evaluation Documentation (technical and/or pricing aspects of proposal were independently evaluated and sufficiently documented by designated/qualified personnel)

		 FAR 15.305

		

		

		

		



		EV 5

		 

		VETS-4212 COMPLIANCE


Contract awards greater than the Simplified Acquisition Threshold, go to the VETS-4212, and include screen shots verifying that the responsibility determination information is in WebEx.

		FAR 52.222-35 (insert clause in solicitations and contracts if the expected value is $150,000 or more. See FAR 22.1310)

Use the VETS-4212 Reporting system:

http://www.dol.gov/vets/vets4212.htm



		

		

		

		



		EV 6

		

		 EEO COMPLIANCE


[prime & first-tier subktr. for awards>


 or $10M (base award plus options)]

		SCPPM Doc: EEO Compliance

FAR 22.602 


FAR 22.805(a) Pre-award clearance for each proposed contract and for each proposed first-tier subcontract of $10 million

DFARS 222.8

		

		

		

		



		EV 7

		

		 WEIGHTED GUIDELINES (DD 1547)

		FAR 15.404 

DFARS 235.215

		

		

		

		



		EV 8

		

		SAM/FAPIIS/PPIRS (timely reviewed/properly documented in the file)

		 FAR 9.405

		

		

		

		



		EV 9

		

		SMALL BUSINESS PRE-AWARD NOTICE FOR SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAMS

		FAR 19.501(c) Set Asides, SDB, Hubzones, SDVOSB, and WOSB


Ensure the Contract has FAR clause 52.219-14 Limitation on Subcontracting 

		

		

		

		

		



		EV 10

		

		PRE-NEGOTIATION BUSINESS CLEARANCE MEMORANDUM 


(PCO Shall include basis for award and determination of fair and reasonableness).


-Contract actions >$25M PCO’s will add their business clearance to the CBAR database


Contract Type (written documentation adequately set forth selection of contract type)  

		SCPPM-Doc: Business Clearance Memorandum

FAR Part 15

DFARS 215.406-1

NMCARS 5215.406(90)

FAR Part 16

		

		

		

		



		EV 11

		

		Operation United Assistance (Ebola)


Insert Clause 52.225.99-Class Deviation 2015-O0001 and 252.225-7986-Class Deviation (Ebola Medical Care/Evacuation)

		Policy Alert 15-007 


Policy Alert 15-012

		

		

		

		



		EV 12

		

		CERTIFICATE OF CURRENT COST AND PRICING DATA >$750k

		[Required when cost or pricing data are required before accomplishing any of the actions cited in 15.403-4(a)(1), unless an exception set forth in 15.403-1(b) applies] See certificate outlined in FAR 15.406-2. "When the solicitation requires the submission of certified cost or pricing data, the contracting officer should include 252.215-7009, Proposal Adequacy Checklist, in the solicitation to facilitate submission of a thorough, accurate, and complete proposal."



		

		

		

		



		EV 13

		

		WHEN COST OR PRICING DATA WAS NOT RECEIVED:


· Was the exception utilized for not obtaining cost or pricing data valid and appropriately documented?  


· Was price reasonableness adequately justified and properly documented?  


· Was urgency an issue?  If yes, was it the requirement truly urgent or was the urgency caused by the lack of proper planning?




		FAR 15.4

DFARS 215.4 (Procedures, Guidance, and Information.) 

PGI 215.406-3-Contracting by Negotiation


Policy Alert 15-042

		

		

		

		



		EV 14

		

		 TINA WAIVER

		FAR 15.403-1(c)(4)

PGI 215.4

		

		

		

		



		EV 15

		

		 PRE-AWARD SURVEY

[Normally required when information is insufficient to make a determination of responsibility, or information indicates the Ktr. Has serious performance deficiencies]

		FAR 9.106

DFARS 209.106

DFARS 253.209-1

		

		

		

		



		EV 16

		

		 PEER REVIEW FOR ACTIONS >$50 million

		NMCARS 5201.170

		

		

		

		



		EV 17

		

		 PRE-AWARD DEBRIEFINGS

		FAR 15.505

		

		

		

		



		EV 18

		

		Solicitations and contracts that are subject to the Cost Accounting Standard contracting officer should include Clause DFARS 252.215-7009 and prescriptions.

		Policy Alert 13-040

		

		

		

		



		

		 AWARD PHASE: 

		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		AW 1

		

		 POST-NEGOTIATION BUSINESS CLEARANCE/NEGOTIATION RESULTS MEMO


-Contract actions >$25M PCO’s will add   their business clearance to the CBAR database



		FAR 15.406-3

DFAR 215-406

NMCARS 5215.406-90

SCPPM Doc: Business Clearance Memorandum



		

		

		

		



		AW 2

		

		AWARD NOTIFICATION [via writing (i.e. email) to all offerors, to include the name of the awardee and price]

NOTICE OF UNSUCCESSFUL PROPOSAL(S)

		FAR 15.503(a)(1) Competitive Range

FAR 15.503(b) Post Award Notices

FAR 15.506 (Request for debriefs)

		

		

		

		



		AW 3

		

		 ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT                    ADMINISTRATION LETTERS

		FAR 42

SCPPM Doc: Assignment of Contract Administration

		

		

		

		



		AW 4

		

		 NOTICE OF AWARD: CHINFO (>$7 million)

[CHINFO stands for: Navy Chief of Information]

		SCPPM Doc: Contract Award Announcement (CHINFO)

FAR 5.101

DFAR 205.310 


NMCARS 5205.303(a) ii

		

		

		

		



		AW 5

		

		 POST AWARD SYNOPSIS

		FAR 5.3

		

		

		

		



		AW 6

		

		 FPDS: Contract Action Report (CAR) Completed

[Note: Inherently Governmental Functions (IGF) Indicator instructions are included. (PLEASE NOTE: If CAR is not referenced in the contract file, include a screen shot of the CAR in Webex (Contract file) 

		DFARS 204.604(2)

PGI 204.6

Policy Alert 13-029



		

		

		

		File must show evidence of CAR completion in contract file. CAR is required for all contract actions. Indicate date on checklist (if used).



		AW 7

		

		 RECORD OF DEBRIEFINGS 

		FAR 15.506

		

		

		

		



		AW 8

		

		CHALLENGE TO SMALL BUSINESS STATUS (Protesting a Small Business Representation)

		FAR 19.302(g)(4)

		

		

		

		



		AW 9

		

		Subcontracting Plan (> $700k approved and incorporated in contract)

		FAR 19.702(a)(1)

SCPPM Doc: Subcontracting Plan

		

		

		

		



		AW 9

		

		CONTRACT DISTRIBUTION 

		SCPPM Doc: Contract/Mod Distribution 

		

		

		

		



		AW 10

		

		CONTRACT DOCUMENT UPLOADED TO WEBX


Ensure a signed copy of the contract/order/mod is uploaded into Webex.

		SCPPM Doc: Contract/Mod Distribution 




		

		

		

		



		AW 11

		

		Federal Subcontracting Reporting System (FSRS)


Prime Contractors awarded a federal contract or order that is subject to Federal Acquisition Regulation clause 52.204-10 are required to file a FFATA sub-award report by the end of the month following the month in which the prime contractor awards any subcontract greater than $25,000.




		FAR 4.14 

		

		

		

		



		

		 POST AWARD PHASE

		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		PA 1

		

		 PROTEST RESOLUTION DOCUMENTATION

		FAR Part 33.1

FAR 52.233-2 Service of a Protest

		

		

		

		



		PA 2

		

		 POST AWARD CONFERENCE REPORT

		FAR 42.503-3

		

		

		

		



		PA 3

		

		PROVIDE CPARS INFORMATION TO  PAPERLESS BRANCH/CPARS REGISTRATION  

		SCPPM Doc: Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) Award Announcements



		

		

		

		



		PA 4

		

		 UPDATE – CPARS ADMIN DATA/Contractor Performance Evaluation

		FAR 42.15

SCPPM Doc: Contractor Performance Assessment System (CPARS)

		

		

		

		



		PA 5

		

		 PEER REVIEW

		SCPPM Doc: Peer Review

NMCARS 5201.170

		

		

		

		



		PA 6

		

		 POST-AWARD DEBRIEFINGS 

		FAR 15.506

		

		

		

		



		PA 7

		    

		 CONTRACT CLOSEOUT

		FAR 4.804

		

		

		

		





CONTRACTING OFFICER FILE VERIFICATION

I verified that the above listed required/included (REQUIRED/INCLUDED column) documents are appropriate and electronically uploaded to the appropriate locations.

Signature:_______________________________________________________

Printed/Typed Name and Title
Code
Phone

Date


1
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Ex 13 QAC Contract Modifications.docx
		Revised April  2014

[bookmark: _GoBack]QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECKLIST (QAC): CONTRACT MODIFICATION	SPAWARSYSCOM   

	

								                                                    DATE: 

		CONTRACT NO.:  	

		MOD NO:

		VALUE   $



		CONTRACTOR:

		[bookmark: Check3] |_|

		SUPPLY

		[bookmark: Check6]|_|SERVICE    KBS |_| Yes |_| No



		NEGOTIATOR AND CODE:	

		FSC/PSC Code:



		PROGRAM OFFICE/TECHNICAL CODE:

		[bookmark: Check9] |_|

		FFP

		[bookmark: Check8]  |_|

		FPIF/AF

		[bookmark: Check10]|_|

		COST



		PROGRAM NAME:

		[bookmark: Check4] |_|

		CPFF

		[bookmark: Check7]  |_|

		CPIF

		[bookmark: Check5]|_|

		CPAF



		

		 |_| 

		OTHER:       









		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		PLANNING PHASE:

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		1

		PURCHASE REQUEST (PR)

-PWS/SOW

-Within scope of Contract/Ceiling

-CDRLs/DD254 (if applicable)

		DD Form 1423, DoD 5010.12M

FAR 4.403(c)(1); Contract Management Process Guide (CMPG)/ Planning

		

		

		

		



		2

		SYNOPSIS

		FAR 5.2 SCPPM Doc: Synopsis (Pre-award and Post Award)

CMPG - Synopsis

		

		

		

		



		3

		J&A 

(Post to e-COMMERCE within 14 days or 30 days if urgent)

		FAR 6.3, DFARS 206.001, NMCARS 5206, 

SCCPM Doc:   J&A

CMPG – J&A

		

		

		

		



		4

		INDEPENDENT GOV'T ESTIMATE

		FAR 15.404-1(b)(2)(v) Comparison to IGE

		

		

		

		



		5

		IS THIS AN ACQUISITION FOR SERVICES?>$150K REQUIRED: 

-MOPAS Acquisition Strategy (Management &Oversight Process for Acquisition)

-Use of Non DoD Contract Vehicle Memo

		SCPPM - Acquisition of Services

CMPG  - Service Requirements

CMPG – MOPAS Strategy

Policy Alert 04-01 and 06-27

		

		

		

		



		6

		OVERTIME AUTHORIZATION MEMORANDUM

		FAR 22.103, FAR 52.222-2,

DFARS 222.103, NMCARS 522.103

		

		

		

		



		7

		ITPR

- DoD CIO Approval (Data Center),

- Mandatory Consideration of DoD/Navy Enterprise Agreements?

- Section 508

		SECNAV NOTICE 5000

CCA Compliance – Code 08 Review

DoD ESI: http://www.esi.mil/

Microsoft BPA: https://www.peoeis.portal.navy.mil/pmm110/microsoft/default.aspx

Section 508 EIT CERT

		

		

		

		



		8

		FEDERAL SUPPLY SCHEDULES

		Policy Alert 03-01 / Policy Alert 14-048

FAR 8.4 & 38

DFARS 208.4

SCPPM/ Post Award/ Proper Use of Non DoD Contracts

SCPPM/ Post Award/ Sole Source Justifications for Orders under GSA FSS Contracts

CMPG – GSA/FSS

		

		

		

		



		9

		EPLS VERIFICATION

		FAR 17.207(5)

Policy Alert 08-58 

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		PLANNING PHASE CONT…

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		10

		SERVICE CONTRACT ACT WAGE DETERMINATION

[Wage Determinations required on cost type contracts]

On IQT&M contracts, obtain a new WD when you issue the Preliminary Notice for Exercise of an option by modification.

		FAR 22.1007, DFARS 222.1008





Policy Alert 04-10

		

		

		

		



		11

		NOTIFICATION TO CONTRACTOR OF INTENT TO EXERCISE OPTION

		FAR 17.207(a)

		

		

		

		



		12

		D&F

 – KO must determine when a D&F is required for an individual contract or classes of contract actions.

- If not MAC (Multiple Award Contract) 

>$103M Requires DASN(A&P) Approval

- OPTIONS

- Contracting Officer’s Determination to Exercise Option



		FAR 16.601 & 16.602–T&MLH CONTRACTS

DASN (A&LM) 22 Jan 2008-  CPAF CONTRACTS

FAR 17.503–Interagency Ace. Under Economy Act FAR 45.301-GFP for Facilities (blank sample)

FAR 6.302-7 Public Interest Exception

SCPPM Doc: D&F (samples & approvals) FAR 16.504(c)

Use of Options SCPPM

File doc in accordance with FAR 17.207

If subject to Service Contract Act, updated Wage Determination obtained. If this is an early exercise of option of an IDIQ service contract, has an early exercise of option been approved?

CMPG – Develop D&F

		

		

		

		



		13

		SB SUBCONTRACTING PLAN

		FAR 19.7 & DFARS DFARS 219.7

SCPPM/ Planning/ Subcontracting Plan

CMPG – Subcontracting Plan

		

		

		

		



		14

		EEO COMPLIANCE

[prime & first-tier subktr. for awards>

or =$10M (including options)]

		FAR 22.609 (regional OFCCP offices)

FAR 22.805(a); DFARS 222.805

http://www.dol-esa.gov/preaward

SCCPM/ Evaluation/ EEO Compliance

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		SOLICITATION PHASE:

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		15

		NONE

		

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		EVALUATION PHASE:

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		16

		TECHNICAL EVALUATION

		FAR 12.6 

CMPG – Technical Evaluation

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		EVALUATION PHASE CONT…

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		17

		PRE-NEGOTIATION BUSINESS CLEARANCE

		SCPPM/ Evaluation/ BCM

FAR 15.406/FAR 15-406-1

DFARS 215.406-1

		

		

		

		



		18

		CERTIFICATE OF CURRENT COST AND PRICING DATA

		[Required when cost or pricing data are required for actions >$650K

FAR 15.403 & 15.406-2

		

		

		

		



		19

		POST-NEGOTIATION BUSINESS CLEARANCE/NEGOTIATION RESULTS MEMO

		SCPPM/ Evaluation/ BCM

FAR 15.406-3/ DFARS 15.406-3

NMCARS 5215.406-90

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		AWARD PHASE:

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		20

		NONE

		

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		POST AWARD PHASE:

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		21

		CHINFO NOTICE



		DFARS 205.303 CHINFO SCPPM

NMCARS 5205.303(a) ii

SCPPM/ Contract Award Announcements

		

		

		

		



		22

		 CAR REPORT COMPLETED

[Note: Inherently Governmental Functions (IGF) Indicator instructions are included in Policy Alert 13-029]

		DFARS 204.670-2 

Policy Alert 13-029

		

		

		

		



		23

		POST AWARD SYNOPSIS

- Update E-Commerce 

     - Change Status

		FAR 5.3/ DFARS 205.3

https://e-commerce.spawar.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navhome.nsf/homepage?readform

CPMG – Release of Synopsis

		

		

		

		



		24

		POST AWARD PEER REVIEW

		NMCARS 5201.170

		

		

		

		



		25

		MOD Q/A REVIEW – Check following to  ensure for accuracy:

- Cage Code

- DCMA Office and/or DoDAAC

- DFAS Office and/or DoDAAC

- Signature of K.O. (Blk 16B)

- Signature Date (Blk 16C)

- Date in Block 3

- Page numbering sequence

- Header information consistent

- All Attachments/ pages are included

- Funding matches FAD and incremental

funding adds up.

- Mod #

		For cage codes, DoDAACs, check most recent PCO/ACO mod/order, AMAS, or

CCR:  https://www.sam.gov/sam/

CAS Directory:   Federal Directory of Contract Administration Services (CAS) Components 2.0

ACO locator:  https://pubmini.dcma.mil/CMT_View/CMT_View_Search.cfm?CFID=144613&CFTOKEN=50995531&jsessionid=2430c01b5ce2$3F$3F$D





		

		

		

		



		26

		DISTRIBUTION AND WEB EX

		For Web Ex Sheets & Instructions, reference SCPPM/ Reference Files:

WEB xtender Index Sheet_Post-Award.doc

		

		

		

		



		NO.

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		ADDITIONAL INFO

		

		Yes      

		No

		N/A

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		











CONTRACTING OFFICER VERIFICATION

I verified that the above listed required/included (REC/INCL column) documents are appropriate and electronically uploaded to the appropriate locations.



Signature:_______________________________________________________

Printed/Typed Name and Title	Code	Phone		Date




image47.emf
Ex 13  QAC_TO-DO.docx


Ex 13 QAC_TO-DO.docx
		                      December 2015 (Changes in Purple and Bolded)

[bookmark: _GoBack]QUALITY ASSURANCE CHECKLIST (QAC): TASK ORDER – DELIVERY ORDERS  

	

								                                                                DATE: 

		CONTRACT NO.:  	

		TO/DO:

		VALUE   $

		Date of Award



		CONTRACTOR:

		[bookmark: Check3] |_|

		SUPPLY

		[bookmark: Check6]|_|SERVICE    KBS |_| Yes |_| No



		NEGOTIATOR AND CODE:	

		FSC/PSC Code:



		PROGRAM OFFICE/TECHNICAL CODE:

		[bookmark: Check9] |_|

		FFP

		[bookmark: Check8]  |_|

		FPIF/AF

		[bookmark: Check10]|_|

		COST



		PROGRAM NAME:

		[bookmark: Check4] |_|

		CPFF

		[bookmark: Check7]  |_|

		CPIF

		[bookmark: Check5]|_|

		CPAF



		

		 |_| 

		OTHER:       









		NO

		ITEM

		REFERENCE

		REQUIRED

		

COMMENTS



		

		Yes

		No

		N/A

		



		1

		INITIAL PLANNING MEETING

		SCPPM Doc: Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting

		

		

		

		



		2

		TASK ORDER/DELIVERY ORDER PACKAGE

-NERP/PD2 Purchase Request

-CDRLs

-Independent Government Estimate (IGE) Indicator (if applicable) –Services Within Scope of Contract/Ceiling

-PWS/SOW

-Independent Government Estimate (IGE)

-GFP Listed (if any)

-Source Selection Plan (SSP)

-Personal Services Certificate

-DD2579 (Except orders issued on single award IDIQ. DD2579 must be in basic)

-Procurement Request Package (timely  submitted to contracting officer to allow reasonable time for  execution)

		DOD COR Handbook, DFARS 201.602-2(5), SSC-CH 4205.1A, 

SCPPM  Doc: Contracting Officer’s Representative



CDRL'S 

Are required in all new service contracts and task orders across SPAWAR and should be added to existing service contracts and task orders. DD Form 1423, 

DoD 5010.12M

DFARS 215.470 / NMCARS 5219.201(d)(10)(A)(i)

SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services

		

		

		

		



		3

		ITPR

- DoD CIO Approval (Data Center),

- Mandatory Consideration of DoD/Navy Enterprise Agreements?

- Section 508

		SECNAV NOTICE 5000

CCA Compliance – Code 08 Review

DoD ESI: http://www.esi.mil/

Microsoft BPA: https://www.peoeis.portal.navy.mil/pmm110/microsoft/default.aspx

Section 508 EIT CERT

		

		

		

		



		4

		Market Research: 

Sources Sought

Synopsis/Determination/ Is the Market Research documentation in the official contract file? 

Commerciality/Mandatory Sources

		FAR 10, FAR 12, FAR 8, AFR 16, NAVSUP SCPPM Doc: Market Research

Policy Alert 14-064

		

		

		

		



		5

		Funding (2276/MIPRILOA or if incrementally funded, Limitation of Obligation clause 252.232-7007 for fixed price contracts (DFARS 232. 705-70) - or Limitation of Funds clause 52.232-22 for cost type Is in file.)

		

		

		

		

		If within scope



		6

		Other Than Full and Open Competition (J&A properly  documents rationale per FAR 6.303-1 and is approved at appropriate level per FAR 6.304; or properly  approved limited  source justification  is in file

		FAR 8.405-6

DFARS  216.505-70)

		

		

		

		



		7

		COR Nomination/Designation/Appointment  (performed in accordance with (letter in file)

		FAR 1.604

DFARS 201.602)

		

		

		

		



		8

		LABOR LAW REQUIREMENTS (Service Contract Act applicable provisions/clauses  and wage determinations are properly  incorporated in solicitation/contract

		FAR 22.404-2 

FAR 22.1002

		

		

		

		



		9

		EXEMPTION TO FAIR OPPORTUNITY

		FAR 16.505(b)(1)

		

		

		

		



		10

		Performance-based  services acquisitions (solicitation/contract includes performance-based  work statement and criterion per FAR 37.6  or . written decision for  non-performance-based services acquisition is properly documented and approved in file

		SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services DFARS 237.170-2



		

		

		

		



		11

		IF SERVICES >$150K MOPAS 2 

		SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services

		

		

		

		



		12

		IUID APPLICABLE

Ensure DFARS clause 252.211-7003 and items requiring IUID marking and registration are included in solicitations/contracts

		(DFARS) 211.274-2 

Policy Alert 15-019

Policy Alert 15-047

DPAP Memo “Compliance with DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation”

		

		

		

		If not included in Basic



		13

		PEER REVIEW (> $50M)

		SCPPM Doc: Peer Review NMCARS 5201.170

		

		

		

		



		14

		PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE (specified and if services cross fiscal years, conforms to limitation set forth

		FAR 32.703-3 

FAR 37.106 

		

		

		

		



		15

		(OM&N) 

SEVERABLE/NON-SEVERABLE  

		DFARS 232.7   

		

		

		

		



		16

		QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN (written QASP in file and properly addresses how government will ensure contractor performance)

		SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services FAR 46.103(a): Quality Assurance

		

		

		

		



		17

		OVERTIME AUTHORIZATION

		FAR 22.103, FAR 31, FAR 52.222, DFARS 222.103

		

		

		

		



		







18























18 Cont

		GFP LISTING



Document the Government’s Decision to Furnish Government Property to the Contractor. Ensure GFP FAR clause is inserted in all Cost reimbursable, T&M and labor-hour solicitations and contracts, and fixed-price (if GFP provided) solicitations and contracts when the Government will provide GFP.

Ensure required DFARS clauses are included in all solicitations when the FAR 52.245-1 is present When GFP is anticipated, include two separate attachments in solicitations and awards to specify the required GFP item identification data elements



		FAR 45.201(a)

Document the Government’s Decision to Furnish GFP to the contractor in accordance with DFARS PGI 245.103-70

Document the Government’s Decision to Furnish Government Property to the Contractor.

Ensure GFP clause is to be inserted in all Cost reimbursable and T&M contracts.

DFARS Clauses 252.211-7007; 252.245-7001; 252.245-7002; 252.245-7003; 252.245-7004; 252.245-7001 (for Mapping, Charting and Geodesy Property)

Policy Alert 15-005 & 15-047

PGI 245.201-71

PGI 245.201-72

		

		

		

		



		19

		SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

“If DD254 is required Insert Clause 52.204-2”

		FAR 4.404

Policy Alert 14-010



		

		

		

		



		20

		RFP/RFQ ISSUED

		

		

		

		

		



		21

		ENTERPRISE-WIDE CONTRACTOR    MANPOWER REPORTING APPLICATION (ECMRA)

		SCPPM Doc: Acquisition of Services. Policy Alert 14-060

https://doncmra.nmci.navy.mil

		

		

		

		



		22

		TECHNICAL EVALUATION

		DoD Source Selection Procedures FAR 15.305

		

		

		

		



		23

		NoN-DISCLOSURE STATMENTS (properly signed and in file)

		

		

		

		

		



		24

		PRE/POST-NEGOTIATION BUSINESS CLEARANCE MEMORANDUM

-Contract actions >$25M PCO’s will add their business clearance to the CBAR database    

Pre-Compliance items are required including  the following items as applicable: 

-SAM/FAPPIS/EPLS

-VETS-4212

- EEO

-Weighted Guidelines 	

- TINA waiver

- Certificate of Cost and Pricing      

VETS-4212 COMPLIANCE

Contract awards greater than the Simplified Acquisition Threshold, go to the VETS-4212, and include screen shots verifying that the responsibility determination information is in WebEx.



		SCPPM Doc: Business Clearance 

FAR 15.406-1

FAR 15.406-3

DFAR 215-406

NMCARS Annex 2 (use NMCARS BCM format)



FAR 9.104 and FAR 9.105

FAR 4.1102

NMCARS 5215.406-90

SCCPM Doc: EEO Compliance

FAR 22.609 (regional OFCCP offices)

FAR 22.805(a); DFARS 222.805

FAR 52.222-35

Use the VETS-4212 Reporting system:

http://www.dol.gov/vets/vets4212.htm



https://www.sam.gov/sam/



		

		

		

		



		25

		RECORD OF DEBRIEFINGS

		FAR 15.505

FAR 15.506

		

		

		

		



		



26

		Ensure DFARS clause 252.211-7003 and items requiring IUID marking and registration are included in solicitations/contracts

		DPAP memo “Compliance with DFARS 252.211-7003 Item Identification and Valuation”. Policy Alert 15-047
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		GFP CLAUSES AND ATTACHMENTS

- Ensure GFP FAR clause is inserted in all Cost reimbursable, T&M and labor-hour solicitations and contracts, and fixed-price solicitations and contracts when the Government will provide GFP

- Ensure required DFARS clauses are included in all solicitations when the FAR 52.245-1 is present

- When GFP is anticipated, include two separate attachments in solicitations and awards to specify the required GFP item identification data elements IUID.

		FAR Clause 52.245-1 and 52.245-9

DFARS Clauses 252.211-7007; 252.245-7001; 252.245-7002; 252.245-7003; 252.245-7004; 252.245-7001 (for Mapping, Charting and Geodesy Property)

- Policy Alert 15-005 and Policy Alert 15-047

- PGI 245.201-71

- PGI 245.201-72

- GFP Attachments/forms may be found at: http://dodprocurementtoolbox.org/site/detail/id/26

SCPPM Doc: Government Furnished Property

		

		

		

		



		28

		LIMITATIONS ON SUBCONTRACTING

		FAR 52.219.14

		

		

		

		



		29

		 ASN NOTICE ON CONTRACT ACTIONS >$10M HQ_CONTRACTS_POLICY@NAVY.MIL

		ASN Email 22 OCT 2013 E. Branch

		

		

		

		



		30

		AWARD NOTIFICATION (Multiple Award Contracts)

The contract specialist shall provide notification of award via writing (i.e. email) to all offerors, to include the name of the awardee and price.

CHINFO notification

		FAR 15.503(b)









DFARS 205.303, 

NMCARS 5205.303



		

		

		

		



		31

		FPDS: Contract Action Report (CAR) COMPLETED [Note: Inherently Governmental Functions (IGF) Indicator instructions are included. (PLEASE NOTE: If CAR is not referenced in the contract file, include a screen shot of the CAR in Webex (Contract file)

		DFARS 204.604(2)

PGI 204.6

Policy Alert 13-029



		

		

		

		File must show evidence of CAR completion in contract file. CAR is required for all contract actions. Indicate date on checklist (if used).



		31

		CONTRACT DISTRIBUTION 

		SCPPM Doc: Contract/Mod Distribution

		

		

		

		



		33

		 CONTRACT DOCUMENT UPLOADED TO WEBX

Upload a signed copy of the contract, mod or task order to Web



		SCPPM Doc: Contract mod Distribution 

		

		

		

		



		34

		PROVIDE CPARS INFORMATION TO PAPERLESS BRANCH/CPARS REGISTRATION

		SCPPM Doc: Contractors Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) Award Announcements

		

		

		

		



		35

		UPDATE – CPARS ADMIN DATA  

		SCPPM Doc: Contractors Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS)

		

		

		

		



		36

		Contract Closeout

		

		

		

		

		









CONTRACTING OFFICER VERIFICATION

I verified that the above listed required/included (REC/INCL column) documents are appropriate and electronically uploaded to the appropriate locations.



Signature:________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Printed/Typed Name and Title	Code	Phone		Date

1




image48.emf
12_Approval_Thresh olds.pdf


12_Approval_Thresholds.pdf


Action/SCPPM Reference Various 
Threshold


PM/DPM
Director Installations & Logistics, 
SPAWAR Chief Engineer, 
SPAWAR CIO, PEO-C4I & PEO 
Space Systems, PEO- IT, PEO-
Space Systems


Negotiator PCO HQ Branch 
Head


SSA SSC-CCO
Competition 


Advocate
SPAWAR 2.0 = 


/2.0A
HCA: SPAWAR HQ 


(SES/FLAG)
PEO/JPEO DASN (AP) ASN (RD&A) USD (AT&L)


ASN (NII)/DoD 
CIO/DASN 


(C4I/Space)
DPAP Comments


FAR 15.406-3


<$5M (BC format; 
PCO Approval)


Approval 
>$10M - $50M


Approval                                  
>$50M


DFARS 215.406-3
NMCARS 5201.690


D&F for IDIQ Contracts Awarded to a Single 
Source


Sec 843 Auth Act FY08/


FAR 16.504(c)
DFARS 216.504


NMCARS 5216.504-90(b)                                                                                     
Memo 28 Oct 08 (Exemptions)


 Approval                           
>$7M - $112M 


/ASN(RDA) Memo 28 
Oct 08 (Exemptions)


Approval     
>$112M (via 
DASN (AP)


Note:  If citing single source 
criterion (iv) (“exceptional 
circumstances …public interest”), 
DASN (AP) is approval authority 
regardless of dollar value (see 
DFARS 216.504)


Economy Act D&F (Non-DoD) SPAWARINST 5402.1V Approval


Economy Act D&F (Navy/DoD) SPAWAR Lrt of May 1, 2015 Approval IPR/MIPR


J&A FAR 6.304


Approval       
>$150K - <$700K


Review               
>$700K  


Approval  >$700K - 
$13.5M


Approval                
>$13.5M - $93M  


 Approval    
>$13.5M - $93M  
Concur via email


   Review           
>$93 M            


Approval          
>$93M               Note:  Legal Review Required 


For All J&As  /  HCA 
delegated to 2.0


Limited Source Justification FAR Part 8


Approval         
>$150K - <$700K


Review only         
>$700K 


Approval     
>$700K - $13.5M


Approval            
>$13.5M - $93M 


Approval      
>$13.5M - $93M  
Concur via email


Approval           
>$93M               SCPPM: GSA FSS Limited-


Source Justifications


FAIR OPPORTUNITY UNDER A MAC FAR 6.304


Approval      
>$150K - <$700K


Review        
>$700K 


Approval     
>$700K - $13.5M


Approval                 
>$13.5M - $93M 


Approval         
>$13.5M - $93M  
Concur via email


 Approval          
>$93M              


Note:  Legal Review Required 
For All FOE


Acquisition Plan


DFARS 207.103(d)(i)


Approval                                      
≤ $100M (Non-PEO 


C4I/Space; Non-PEO EIS 
or JTRS rqmts) 


Approval                        
≤ $100M (PEO 
C4I/Space; PEO 


EIS or JTRS rqmts)


Approval        
>$100M APs required when:               


Total Contract Value   >$10M 
for Development


NMCARS 5207.103 Total Contract Value   >$50M 
or >$25M for any fiscal year


Acquisition Strategy Report (ASR) for Services See MOPAS 2 (SCPPM)
Approval       
<$100M 


Approval            
<$100M 


Review            
>$100M           


Review  Approve          
>$100M     


Services are a Special 
Interest Item to ASN(RDA)


Service Contracting Performance Metrics 
(formerly Tripwire)


New service contracts require approval
SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Approval                  
>$25M


J&A for initial Bridge Contracts 
SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 


Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Review Approval                            
>13.M and/or 6 months


J&A for Bridge contract 
actions exceeding a six (6) 
month period of 
performance will require 
2.0/2.0A approval.


J&A for subequent (i.e. 2nd, 3rd) Bridge 
Contracts 


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 


dated 28 Apr 2016


Review Review Approval                            
No $ Threshold


Best value source selection where the 
cost/price dollar premium is greater than 10% 
over the lowest acceptable offeror’s Total 
Evaluated Cost/Price (BCM or PNM approval) 


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 


dated 28 Apr 2016
Review Approval                


<$50M                            
Approval                 


>$50M (HQ Contracts)
2.0/2.0A concurrence on SSC 
contracts >$50M


SPAWAR Acquisition Thresholds (05/23/2016)


Business Clearance



https://www.acquisition.gov/sites/default/files/current/far/html/Subpart%2015_4.html

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/215_4.htm#215.406-3�

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/other/nmcars/5201.htm#P173_31277�

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Determination_and_Findings.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Determination_and_Findings.pdf

http://www.bing.com/search?q=NMCARS%205201.690%20FAR&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=nmcars%205201.690%20far&sc=0-15&sp=-1&sk=&cvid=377b92541e8a40ceacf9d9a2e9398423

http://www.bing.com/search?q=NMCARS%205201.690%20FAR&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=nmcars%205201.690%20far&sc=0-15&sp=-1&sk=&cvid=377b92541e8a40ceacf9d9a2e9398423

http://www.bing.com/search?q=NMCARS%205201.690%20FAR&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=nmcars%205201.690%20far&sc=0-15&sp=-1&sk=&cvid=377b92541e8a40ceacf9d9a2e9398423

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2015%20Policy%20Memoranda/Change%2013-07%20to%20the%20Navy%20Marine%20Corps%20Acquisition%20Regulation%20Supplement%20(NMCARS)%20(John%20F%20Couture%20October%2022,%202015).aspx

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2015%20Policy%20Memoranda/Change%2013-07%20to%20the%20Navy%20Marine%20Corps%20Acquisition%20Regulation%20Supplement%20(NMCARS)%20(John%20F%20Couture%20October%2022,%202015).aspx

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Determination_and_Findings.pdf

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/display/HQ/5402.1V+Signature+Authority+for+Correspondence%2C+Directives%2C+and+Naval+Messages

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Determination_and_Findings.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/Delegation%20of%20Authority%20for%20Procurement%20Matters%202.0_2.0A.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Justification_and_Approval.pdf

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/06.htm#P255_35376�

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/B0A6F3740297199588256A2400772BC4/$file/Limited_Source_Justifications_under_Federal_Supply_Schedule_Contracts.pdf

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/VFFARA.HTM

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/B0A6F3740297199588256A2400772BC4/$file/Limited_Source_Justifications_under_Federal_Supply_Schedule_Contracts.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/B0A6F3740297199588256A2400772BC4/$file/Limited_Source_Justifications_under_Federal_Supply_Schedule_Contracts.pdf

http://www.bing.com/search?q=NMCARS%205201.690%20FAR&qs=n&form=QBRE&pq=nmcars%205201.690%20far&sc=0-15&sp=-1&sk=&cvid=377b92541e8a40ceacf9d9a2e9398423

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/far2afmcfars/fardfars/far/06.htm#P255_35376�

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Acquisition_Plan.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/207_1.htm

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2014%20Policy%20Memoranda/Change%2013-04%20to%20the%20Navy%20Marine%20Corps%20Acquisition%20Regulation%20Supplement.aspx

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/1.2.4.1_MOPAS2.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/1.2.4.1_MOPAS2.pdf

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/4BEC974FFC93993588256A2400772BC2/$file/Business_Clearance_Memorandum.pdf





Action/SCPPM Reference Various 
Threshold


PM/DPM


Director Installations & Logistics, 
SPAWAR Chief Engineer, 
SPAWAR CIO, PEO-C4I & PEO 
Space Systems, PEO- IT, PEO-
Space Systems


Negotiator PCO HQ Branch 
Head


SSA SSC-CCO
Competition 


Advocate
SPAWAR 2.0/2.0A HCA: SPAWAR HQ 


(SES/FLAG)
PEO/JPEO DASN (AP) ASN (RD&A) USD (AT&L)


ASN (NII)/DoD 
CIO/DASN 


(C4I/Space)
DPAP Comments


ODCs estimated to be greater than 10% of total 
labor value or exceed $3M (whichever is lower) 
prior to contract award


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Approval      
>$3.0M  
(Copy to 


PCO)


Meomrandum 
provided by PM


PCO documents in the BCM 
or PNM.


ODCs estimated to be greater than 10% of 
original ODC total during post-award


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Approval Meomrandum 
provided by PM


PCO documents in the BCM 
or PNM.


Pre-Award: Fully burdened labor rates in 
excess of $165.00/hour in any labor category 
(except when the proposed labor category 
includes ≤ 500 total labor hours) (Pre-Award 
labor Rate Memorandum)


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Approval Review/    
signature


Review/    
signature


Review/    
signature


Review/    signature


This “prior to award” 
tripwire does not apply to 
IDIQ task orders that include 
previously reviewed fixed 
price rates at the contract 
level. It also does not apply 
to basic IDIQ Contracts that 
do not include fixed price 
labor rates at time of 
contract award. This tripwire 
IS applicable to ALL Task 
Orders placed against these 
basic un-priced IDIQ 
contracts.


Post-Award: Labor change in labor category in 
excess of $165.00


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Review/ 
signature 
(copy to 


PCO)


Receives notice 


If the COR review identifies 
an annual fully burdened per 
person labor charge in any 
labor category in excess of 
$250K/year ($120.19/hour) 
that was not originally 
reviewed by 2.0/2.0A at time 
of award, they will notify the 
PCO and cognizant Program 
Manager in writing and 
document this in the 
applicable Monthly Invoice 
Review Report.


Post-Award: Increase of actual-to-negotiated 
labor rate averages greater than 15%


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Review/ 
signature 
(copy to 
PCO)


Receives notice 


Post-Award: Increase of actual-to-negotiated 
labor rate averages greater than 20% for three 
consecutive months


SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Review Review Approval


Averages greater than 20% 
for more than three 
consecutive months will be 
elevated to SPAWAR 
2.0/2.0A or the Field Activity 
Director of Contracts where 
applicable, via the PCO. The 
COR will  document this in 
the applicable Monthly 
Invoice Review Report. The 
Monthly Invoice Review 
Reports for the timeframe in 
question will be signed by 
the Program Manager, or 
equivalent, and forwarded 
to the PCO. The PCO shall 
then notify SPAWAR 
2.0/2.0A or the Field Activity 
Director of Contracts where 
applicable.


Competitive one-bids
SPAWAR Notice 4200 Service 
Contracting Performance Metrics 
dated 28 Apr 2016


Review Review  Approval                          
>$10M 


Service Contracts and Task 
Orders >$15K



https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/4850150/SPAWARNOTE%204200%20-%20SERVICE%20CONTRACTING%20PERFORMANCE%20METRICS.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1462229811000&api=v2





Action/SCPPM Reference Various 
Threshold


PM/DPM


Director Installations & Logistics, 
SPAWAR Chief Engineer, 
SPAWAR CIO, PEO-C4I & PEO 
Space Systems, PEO- IT, PEO-
Space Systems


Negotiator PCO HQ Branch 
Head


SSA SSC-CCO
Competition 


Advocate
SPAWAR 2.0/2.0A HCA: SPAWAR HQ 


(SES/FLAG)
PEO/JPEO DASN (AP) ASN (RD&A) USD (AT&L)


ASN (NII)/DoD 
CIO/DASN 


(C4I/Space)
DPAP Comments


Peer Review DFARS 201.170  NMCARS 
5201.170


Supplies Approval                             
>$50M - $1B


Via  Approval                
>1B                                                         


Services Approval                   
>$50M - $250M


Approval        
>$250M - $1B


Non-Competitive Review Review Approval          
>$500M


                                               Special Interest Item                                                         ASN Memo (Special Interest 
Items) of November 24, 2009. Approval     


>$100M for Acq. 
Strategy Report


Approval    
>$100M for Acq. 
Strategy Report


Services Greater than $100M


SPAWAR HQ & PEO funds leaving the 
command for execution of Non-DoD contract 
vehicles. 


Economy Act D&F Template   
Other documentation


SPAWAR Field Thresholds for 
Approval of Acquisitions Using 
Non-DoD Contract Vehicles; 
Proper Use of Non-DoD 
Contracts SCPPM


$150K TO $5M Review Approval (SSCs)


Approval
SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


$5M to $15M Review Review Approval Exective 
Director (SSCs)


Approval
SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


>$15M to $50M


DoD Memo (Proper Use of Non-
DoD contracts) of October 29 
2015


Review
Approval


Delegated to 
SPAWAR 2.0


Review SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


>$50M


DoD Memo (Proper Use of Non-
DoD contracts) of October 29 
2015


Review
Review


Review Review Approval SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


>$550M


DoD Memo (Proper Use of Non-
DoD contracts) of October 29 
2015


Review
Review


Review Review Approval SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


DIRECT ACQUISITONS OF SUPPLIES/SERVICES- 
Using Non-DoD Contract Vehicles)


NMCARS 5217.78 


<$50M


Approval Approval
Align thresholds with BCM / 
SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


>$50M


Review


Approval
Align thresholds with BCM / 
SPAWAR Memo Ser 00/422 
of Dec 17, 2004


VARIOUS THRESHOLDS


Micro-purchase (Purchase Card) FAR 2.101 $3,500


Simplified Acquisition Threshold    FAR 2.101  $150K


Certified Cost and Pricing Data     FAR 15.403-4 >$750K


Truth in Negotiations Act (TINA) also referred 
as Truthful Cost or Pricing Data (TCPD) 
Exceptional Wavier


NMCARS 5215.4 Review Review


Review                    
(Include Office of Legal 


Counsel)
Approval              
<$100M


>$100M 
Via/Review


Approval            
>$100M


EEO Compliance (Prime & Subs)   FAR 22.805  >$10M


CHINFO (Base Amount) (*8(a) exclusion)
FAR 5.303  / DFARS 205.303 / 
NMCARS 5205.303 / SCPPM >$7M


Commercial Item Test Program   FAR 13.500 ≤ $7M


Subcontracting Plan Required       FAR 19.702 > $750K


Commercial Item Determination      DFARS 212.102  / SCPPM-D&F >$1M
Cost Accounting Standards            FAR 30.201*  >$750K


Earned Value Management            DPAP Memo (EVMST)  >$20M - $100M
Non-competitive SDVOSB Procurements FAR 19.1406(a)(2)


Manufacturing NAICS codes <$7M < $7M
All other acquisitions    ≤ $4M ≤ $4M


Competitive 8(a) Procurements FAR 19.805-1(A)(2)


Manufacturing NAICS codes  ≤ $6.5M ≤ $7M


All other acquisitions   ≤ $4M  ≤ $4M


8(a) Organizations exempt to competitive 
threshold:


-Indian tribe or Alaska Native Corporation FAR 19.805-1(b)(2)


ASSISTED ACQUISITION


                              DIRECT ACQUISITONS



https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/39423271/SPAWARNOTE+4200+-+SERVICE+CONTRACTING+TRIPWIRES+508+Compliant.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2009%20Policy%20Memoranda/acquisitionofservices24nov2009.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2009%20Policy%20Memoranda/acquisitionofservices24nov2009.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Determination%20and%20Findings-%20D&F-Economy%20Act%20template%20July%202009.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Determination%20and%20Findings-%20D&F-Economy%20Act%20template%20July%202009.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs?OpenView&Start=1&Count=30&Expand=3&Login

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs?OpenView&Start=1&Count=30&Expand=3&Login

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs?OpenView&Start=1&Count=30&Expand=3&Login

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs?OpenView&Start=1&Count=30&Expand=3&Login

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs?OpenView&Start=1&Count=30&Expand=3&Login

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2004%20Policy%20Memoranda/jointasnrdaasnfmcmemoonproperuseofnondodcontractsdec202004.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/Post%20Award-Proper%20Use%20of%20NON-DOD%20Contracts-%20COMSPAWAR%20Memo%2017%20Dec%202004%20.pdf

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/regs/other/nmcars/5217.htm

http://acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%202_1.html

http://acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%202_1.html

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2015_4.html

http://farsite.hill.af.mil/vfnapsa.htm

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/4BEC974FFC93993588256A2400772BC2/$file/Equal_Employment_Opportunity_Compliance(EEO).pdf

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2022_8.html

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/920643E183DF74A388256A2400772BC3/$file/Contract_Award_Announcements_(CHINFO).pdf

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/Subpart%2013_5.html

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2019_7.html

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/c4c8ad0ad963918688256e13007d3433/c0acd1a60560357586257aed007b52fc?OpenDocument&Highlight=0,commercial,item,determination

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/212_1.htm

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/212_1.htm

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/212_1.htm

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2030_2.html

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Earned_Value_Management.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA005138-15-DPAP.pdf

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/Subpart%2019_14.html

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/Subpart%2019_8.html

https://www.acquisition.gov/far/html/Subpart%2019_8.html





Action/SCPPM Reference Various 
Threshold


PM/DPM


   g , 
SPAWAR Chief Engineer, 
SPAWAR CIO, PEO-C4I & PEO 
Space Systems, PEO- IT, PEO-


Negotiator PCO HQ Branch 
Head


SSA SSC-CCO
Competition 


Advocate
SPAWAR 2.0/2.0A HCA: SPAWAR HQ 


(SES/FLAG)
PEO/JPEO DASN (AP) ASN (RD&A) USD (AT&L)


ASN (NII)/DoD 
CIO/DASN 


(C4I/Space)
DPAP Comments


-Native Hawaiian Organization DFARS 219.805-1(b)(2)(A)
Mandatory Past Performance (CPARS) FAR 15.304 & 42.1502


Evaluation and Past Performance (DoD Class Deviation


Reporting (Negotiated Competitive) 12-O0017 of 13 SEPT 12)


Systems and operations support contracts (inclusive of options) > $5M


Services and IT contracts (inclusive of options) > $1M 


DD Form 2579 shall be prepared: DFARS 219.201(c)(A) See Comments


The Office of Small Business 
Programs (OSBP) reviews all 
acquisitions exceeding 
$10,000, modifications that 
increase the scope of the 
contract, or orders under a 
FSS. In addition, OSBP also 
reviews acquisitions 
exceeding $3,500, not set 
aside to small business. 


Item
Early Option exercise SCPPM Approval


IDIQ Ceiling Increase SCPPM Approval
NMCARS 5207.170 (DFARS 
207.170) ≥ $50M 


Review Approval 
Authority 


FAR 7.104 (d)(2) for OSBP <$50M Approval Authority


Undefinitized Contract Actions (UCAs)
SUBPART 217.74


When Delegated
Approval 


Approval 


Bridge Contracts (Requests)
Bridge Contract SCPPM


<$700K
Approval                     


>$700K <$5.5M
Approval             
>$5.5M


Authority for Use of Other Transactions for 
Prototype Projects (D&F) USD Memo of March 10, 2016


Review Review
Review  Approval            


>$50M and Up 
to $250M


Approval       
>$250M 


Policy Alert 15-082 -- ** REMINDER** Critical Changes to 
FAR Acquisition Thresholds and Commercial Items Test 
Program, and other FAR Amendments 


Policy Alert 15-083 -- **REMINDER** Critical Changes to 
FAR/DFARS Acquisition-Related Thresholds


Bundling/Consolidation  



https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/download/attachments/39423271/SPAWARNOTE+4200+-+SERVICE+CONTRACTING+TRIPWIRES+508+Compliant.pdf

https://acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%2015_3.html

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA005343-12-DPAP.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Small_Business_Coordination_Record_(DD_FORM_2579).pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/219_2.htm

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/c4c8ad0ad963918688256e13007d3433/f2e0eb01718bbd5688256a2400772bc1?OpenDocument&Highlight=0,EARLY,OPTION,EXERCISE

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/c4c8ad0ad963918688256e13007d3433/5de8a8b7f0ada9598625799e0062874f?OpenDocument&Highlight=0,ceiling,increase

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2014%20Policy%20Memoranda/Change%2013-04%20to%20the%20Navy%20Marine%20Corps%20Acquisition%20Regulation%20Supplement.aspx

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2014%20Policy%20Memoranda/Change%2013-04%20to%20the%20Navy%20Marine%20Corps%20Acquisition%20Regulation%20Supplement.aspx

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Undefinitized_Contract_Actions.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/pgi/frameset.htm?dfarsno=217_74&pgino=PGI217_74&pgianchor=217.7404&dfarsanchor=217.7404

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Bridge_Contracts.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Bridge_Contracts.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/A7CD12D31F5AD4B888256A2400772BC5/$file/Other_Transactions.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/A7CD12D31F5AD4B888256A2400772BC5/$file/Other_Transactions.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/Authority_for_Use_of_Other_Transactions_for_Prototype_Projects_Under_10_U.S.C._2371b.pdf

http://www.bing.com/search?q=SPAWARINST+5402.1V&form=PRUSEN&pc=U147&mkt=en-us&refig=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb&pq=spawarinst+5402.1v&sc=0-0&sp=-1&qs=n&sk=&cvid=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb

http://www.bing.com/search?q=SPAWARINST+5402.1V&form=PRUSEN&pc=U147&mkt=en-us&refig=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb&pq=spawarinst+5402.1v&sc=0-0&sp=-1&qs=n&sk=&cvid=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb

http://www.bing.com/search?q=SPAWARINST+5402.1V&form=PRUSEN&pc=U147&mkt=en-us&refig=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb&pq=spawarinst+5402.1v&sc=0-0&sp=-1&qs=n&sk=&cvid=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb

http://www.bing.com/search?q=SPAWARINST+5402.1V&form=PRUSEN&pc=U147&mkt=en-us&refig=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb&pq=spawarinst+5402.1v&sc=0-0&sp=-1&qs=n&sk=&cvid=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb

http://www.bing.com/search?q=SPAWARINST+5402.1V&form=PRUSEN&pc=U147&mkt=en-us&refig=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb&pq=spawarinst+5402.1v&sc=0-0&sp=-1&qs=n&sk=&cvid=15eacfccf23e485185455f5daede99cb

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/c4c8ad0ad963918688256e13007d3433/bd6735c17dfadcca86257bf8006ac9a6?OpenDocument&Highlight=0,bundling,consolidation
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Meeting Agenda

Overview of Small Business (SB) Program 

Policies related to increasing opportunities for SB’s 

Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) - What we do

Status on SPAWAR (SB) achievements and OSBP initiatives

Quick Refresher of SPAWAR SB Instruction 4380.1B 

SPAWAR/PEO Joint Small Business Strategy

Around the room - open dialog and questions







‹#›

Mention they can get CL credit for this session. 
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Why is there a Small Business Program?

History:  The Federal Government has historically recognized that small businesses represent a vital cornerstone in our national economy, thus enhancing our industrial base.  Congress and the Department of Defense (DoD) continue to emphasize increasing opportunities in its acquisitions to small business.



A number of major laws create the small business programs,  including, but not limited to:

Small Business Mobilization Act of 1942

Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947

Small Business Acts of 1953 & 1958

Public Law 95-507, 1978

FAR 19.201 & DFARS 219









‹#›

Congress has been fostering fair treatment of small business since 1941 with the establishment of the Select Committee on Small Business. The basis of the Small Business Program is to foster free competition which is basic to the economic well-being and security of the Nation. This status cannot be achieved without the potential of small businesses being encouraged and developed. Contracting with these firms strengthens the economy, generates competition, lowers overall costs, creates innovations, provides more jobs than any other sector, and enhances good business practices. 



Congress recognized in the Small Business Mobilization Act of 1942 that Small Business Concerns didn’t have “economies of scale” necessary to compete with large plants and that a price differential might be required to keep such plants mobilized in support of war efforts.  The Armed Services Procurement Act of 1947 established “a fair proportion of total federal purchases and contracts be placed with small business concerns” in peacetime and wartime.  The 82nd Congress in 1951 determined in the early years of WW  II that 100 large corporations received 67% of federal prime contracts while 1/6th of the Nation’s small businesses closed their doors.  Congress declared this mistake must not be repeated and that our mobilization program must extend down to small plants because they are the major source of our productive strength.  The Small Business Act of 1953 created the Small Business Administration (SBA).  It was later revised in 1978 to establish federal prime contract and subcontracting goals.  



Public Law 106-50 established a Government-wide goal of not less than three percent of the total value of all prime/subcontract awards for each fiscal year (FY) be awarded to Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Businesses (SDVOSBs).

 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense assigns the Department of Navy (DON) goals each FY in support of small business programs.  The Under Secretary of the Navy negotiates SPAWAR specific targets for small business (SB), small disadvantaged business (SDB), women owned small business (WOSB), HUBZone small business, and SDVOSB targets for prime contracts.  DEPSECDEF and ASN(RD&A) assigned additional goals for actions processed under the Simplified Acquisition Threshold (SAT), designated portfolio groups and total spend for contract dollars eligible for small businesses.
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Background

ASN (RD&A) Memo of 12 January 

	2015; Tapping Into Small Business

In a Big Way

ASN (RD&A) Memo of 17 Dec 2015;

	HCA and PEO Small Business 

Strategy Document Requirements

Many more policies and memorandums (Better (Better Buying Power, SBA, OMB, DOD, 

  	etc.) with common themes























‹#›
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The Small Business Program is a Key Part of Delivering Agile, Innovative, Adaptable, Affordable War-Winning Capabilities for the World’s Greatest Navy 

        Office of Small Business Programs Overview:





What

Products



Identify Small Businesses to help meet the Mission

Provide Guidance

Reports, Studies, Papers, Presentations

Provide Tools & Resources to Help Make Informed Decisions

Modernized Industrial Base

What We Do…





Who

DON OSBP Team

Who We Are…

SECNAV Staff

Associate Directors

Small Business Professional Workforce



How We Do It…

Acquisition Support

Internal Strategic Communication

Workforce Development

Program Management

Industry Outreach

Market Research



How

Processes



Service Members…

Warfighter

DON Leaders & Staff

DON Workforce

Small Business Advocates (DPM’s & Others)

DoD OSBP

Congress/SBA

Industrial Base



Why

Customers





What OSBP does from the DON perspective 





‹#›

The Small Business Professional is now designated as a DAWIA career field.
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What the OSBP does from the Command 
perspective

Includes but is not limited to the following… 

Monitor SB accomplishments and reports status to Leadership and Competencies at least monthly 

Counsel small businesses on how to do business with SPAWAR

Review all procurement actions over $10K and coordinate approval with SBA. Act as a liaison and consultant for all SB related matters (OSD, Navy and Congressional inquiries regarding SB concerns)  

Participate throughout the acquisition process 

(including, but not limited to, market research, industry days, development/evaluation of SB criteria, monitoring of subcontracting and assistance with CPARS ratings)







‹#›
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Participate in market research

Assist in developing SB evaluation criteria and support the evaluation board

Assist in determining appropriate subcontracting goals

Assist with CPARS

6
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OSBP Organizational Overview

RADM David Lewis

Commander, SPAWAR

Mr. Pat Sullivan

Executive Director

SPAWAR

Deputy OSBP (HQ)

CAPT Kurt Rothenhaus

Commanding Officer

SPAWAR Systems Center Pacific

CAPT Steve Heller

Commanding Officer

SPAWAR Systems Center Atlantic

Deputy OSBP 

(SSC Pacific)

Deputy OSBP 

(SSC New Orleans)

Deputy OSBP 

(SSC Atlantic)

Deputy, OSBP 

(SSC Atlantic)

Mr. Mark McLain

Ms. Angela King

Director, SPAWAR / PEO 
Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP)

Ms. Faye Esaias

Ms. Mary Lake

Deputy OSBP (HQ)

Deputy OSBP (HQ)

Mr. Dean Dickau

Ms. Ida Lirette

Mr. Tim Wiand

Ms. Robin Rourk
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OSBP Quick Review: Successes and Challenges

Improvement through partnerships and building trusted relationships 

Successes – improvement in SB FY15/16 accomplishments and processes:

SPAWAR working groups (market research, WOSB, MACs (with members from industry (both SB and LB), Contracts,        3.0, SBA, OSBP, etc.) 

OSBP Industry engagement  such as roundtable meetings (Leadership, Contracts, Program Executive Office’s, PM’s, DPM’s, both small and large businesses)

Three year forecast of procurement opportunities and task orders on Command MAC’s for services

Ongoing outreach with industry and collaboration with other buying commands, SBA, PTAC, etc.

Strengthening awareness and accountability for SB goal achievement 

Strong support from Leadership  and internal stakeholders

Challenges – Impact of sequestration and the current fiscal climate 







‹#›

Best practices – Market research working group and early involvement with OSBP, PCR, etc. 

Building trusted relationships with stakeholders

Participation throughout the acquisition process from pre-award to post-award
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SPAWAR Leadership





PEO’s, Contracts, PM’s, DPM’s, National Competency Leads





Office of Small Business Programs





SBA PCR, PTAC, etc.





Small Business Industry Partners













































Small Business Statistics - Side-Side Comparison for FY15 and FY16 – YTD as of 26 April 2016 

FY16

FY15

FY16 eligible $/actions = $2.109M/ 7,095           FY15 eligible $/actions = $1.900M / 8,276





‹#›

“FY16 results” are based on $2,108,838,144.53 eligible small business dollars for 10/01/2015 – 04/26/2016.   

“FY15 results” are based on $1,900,514,753.29 eligible small business dollars for the same period in FY2015.



FY16 eligible SB actions = 7,095  (1,081 less than 2015)

FY15 eligible SB actions = 8,276



$208,323,391.24 more than FY15 in eligible small business dollars 



OSBP Director briefs SB accomplishments on a monthly basis to SPAWAR leadership at the WTU. 
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Distribution of Prime Small Business Dollars as of 26 April 2016

		HQ		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		12.50% / 13.89%		13.42%		$131,236,451.27

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		5.68% / 6.45%		6.06%		$59,300,565.63

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		1.87%		$18,278,902.94

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		6.26%		$61,224,527.70

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		4.36% / 4.77%		4.55%		$44,525,898.16

		     Women Owned Small Business		3.29% / 3.93%		4.46%		$43,628,381.73

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.05% / .18%		0.48%		$4,675,790.71

		 		 				

		SSC-PAC		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		26.00% / 26.00%		40.82%		$211,835,732.37

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		6.30% / 6.30%		18.73%		$97,203,036.72

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		3.05%		$15,803,194.55

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		5.93%		$30,792,338.83

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		1.80% / 1.90%		3.09%		$16,053,652.79

		     Women Owned Small Business		3.80% / 3.80%		10.03%		$52,045,041.55

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		.80% / .90%		5.25%		$27,221,692.76

		 		 				

		SSC-LANT		FY15/FY16 Goals		Achieved		Obligated

		Small Business 		29.81% / 32%		37.69%		$230,643,699.96

		     Small Disadvantaged Business		12.18% / 14.48%		23.00%		$140,782,204.56

		     8(a) Procedure		n/a		9.09%		$55,619,901.39

		     Veteran Owned Small Business		n/a		8.91%		$54,540,931.74

		     Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business		2.43% / 2.81%		6.55%		$40,092,017.72

		     Women Owned Small Business		4.06% / 9.07%		14.73%		$90,138,603.95

		     Certified HUBZone Small Business		1.48% / 2.8%		4.98%		$30,461,425.35







‹#›

Eligible actions 10/01/2015-04/26/2016 in FPDS-NG.  



This slide is for internal monitoring of SB achievements as only the overall “SPAWAR” targets are negotiated each year with DON OSBP.



Tracking of SB subcontracting accomplishments is of growing interest. However, there is currently no automated way to do this and it is a manual and time consuming process. 
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Goals Set by Law







SBA negotiates goals with DoD and the goals are flowed down through DON and Commands as depicted in this chart.









Overview of Small Business Goal Setting Process





‹#›

The current government-wide SB goal is 23%. As noted in the previous slide, SPAWARs SB goal is 26.72%. In addition, the government-wide socio-economic goals are:



Small Disadvantaged Business – 5% (11% for SPAWAR)

Women Owned Small Business – 5% (6.5% for SPAWAR)

Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business – 3% (3.9% for SPAWAR)

HUBZone – 3% (1.8% for SPAWAR)



These are not subcontracting goals. FY 2016 DoD Subcontracting goals are 34.5% for SB, 5% for SDBs and WOSBs, and 3% for SDVOSBs and HUBZones.
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Small Business Performance is NOT About Meeting a Goal...

SUCCESS = The DON Workforce Considering Small Business as The First Option in                   Requirements Development and Acquisition Planning 



SUCCESS



Collaboration and Sharing Best Practices and Good News Stories Across the Workforce



Small Business Career Field Implementation



DPM’s engaged as        Small Business Advocates



Small Business Professionals aligned with the “Team”



Create a Cadre of Small Business Advocates within the Commands



Increase Interaction and Linkage to the Fleet, Resource Sponsor, and Requirements Personnel

Desired End State





‹#›

See DoN OSBP Focus Areas 
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DON OSBP Focus Areas

Professional Workforce Development (Implementing new SB career field)

Enhance Collaboration in the Acquisition Process

Increase Communication

Training for the Acquisition Workforce on SB related topics

Improve Metrics (new dashboards, measuring subcontracting, etc.)















‹#›

Refer to hand-out, suggest going over some of the bullets and comments that Emily shared.  



Collaboration in the Acquisition Process (SB break out opportunities, review of acquisition planning documents, DON OSBP participation in PEO bi-annual reviews, SB Strategy updates under discussion & Mentor Protégé Agreements)

Increase communication (Strategic Communication Plan, internal/external guidance on SB related topics, training to correct systemic deficiencies identified during PPMAP or Surveillance reviews)

Train acquisition workforce (strategy to inform workforce on SB related topics, establish roles/training for SB Program advocates, train overseas Commanders/Contracting Officers, expand OMB MAX as a SB knowledge management tool) 
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SPAWAR OSBP Initiatives/Focus Areas

SPAWAR Industry Roundtable event scheduled for 9 June

Pre-meeting with Industry was held on 19 April to discuss RT topic related to labor categories, LOE and more.  The outcome was a description of the problem and contributing factors. 



Bi-annual forecast of contracts and task orders on Command Multiple Award Contracts to be issued in May 



Subcontracting reporting and compliance 



Gold Coast Small Business Conference (August 2016)













‹#›
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Small Business Strategies 

ASN RD&A recognized there was a wide variance in the employment of Small Business across the Navy. 

Issued the “Tapping Into Small Business in a Big Way” Memorandum on 12 January 2015 directing each Head of Contracts Activity (HCA) and Program Executive Office(PEO) to formulate a Small Business Strategy for 2015 and 2016.

ASN RD&A assigned each Deputy Program Manager as the Small Business Advocate responsible for identifying opportunities within the program for Small Business participation.

In December 2015, a joint memo was issued by ASN RD&A Principal Civilian Deputy and the DON Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) Director providing templates to guide the HCA’s and PEO’s in the development of their strategies.













‹#›

Suggest having some copies of the memo’s and SB strategy on hand 
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SPAWAR Strategy to Meet SB Goals

Take away - SPAWAR is committed to increasing opportunities for SB and taking necessary steps to meet the established SB targets

Key steps taken – Updated SPAWAR SB Instruction to:

address the collective responsibility of every leader who manages a budget & allocates funds;

state expectations for meeting SB targets; 

define roles and responsibilities for acquisition workforce; 

improve awareness; and 

reinforce the SPAWAR culture with respect to leveraging the value of SB’s as both prime and subcontractors









‹#›

 

Refer to SPAWAR Instruction 4380.1B dtd 19 July 2015 
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SPAWAR Small Business Program Instruction cont…

Scope:  The instruction applies to all SPAWAR civilian and military personnel involved in but not limited to:

Program Management

Requirements forecasting

Procurement and source development/source approval functions associated with supplies and services procured by SPAWAR

The instruction also applies to the affiliated SPAWAR Program Executive Offices (PEOs), including all reporting Unit Identification Codes (UICS)













‹#›

Procurement transactions for construction, architectural and engineering services, etc., under authority delegated by the Naval Facilities Engineering Command, are excluded from this instruction.



17



Instruction continued….

Ensure appropriate SB subcontracting goals are established in contracts and LB primes make best efforts to meet subcontracting goals; 

Improve forecasts of future procurement opportunities; 

To the extent practicable, issue Phase III awards relating to technology, including sole sources, to the SBIR recipients that developed the technology; 

Increase utilization of SBIR/STTR technologies by including an incentive fee; and

Emphasize maximum use of set-aside authority within MAC’s





‹#›
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Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions - 
include, but are not limited to, the following:

Commanding Officers

Ensure managers are aware of the SPAWAR SB Program and that they take all reasonable action to utilize SB concerns to the fullest extent practicable. This includes a rigorous effort to identify and increase opportunities for SB and make progress towards reaching SPAWAR’s SB targets; and

Appoint all small business professionals in writing

OSBP

Advocate for SPAWAR’s vision, values and strategic priorities by working with the acquisition community to increase SB opportunities at both the prime and subcontracting levels; 

Establish processes & procedures to effectively execute DON SB policies; and

Participate in contract services courts and identify measures to be taken to align outcomes with SB targets

 







‹#›

2.0 policy requires OSBP participation /review of AP and AS.



OSBP is available to assist technical managers and other personnel in accomplishing their responsibilities toward the Command’s SB Program.
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Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions - 
Continued….

PEO’s, Program Managers (PM’s), SPAWAR Competency Leads, and Field Activity Leads

Assist in the attainment of SPAWAR’s SB targets & direct programs under their cognizance to use and support the SB Program

Ensure OSBP coordination and involvement  early in acquisition cycle and throughout the contract for SB matters

Ensure that subordinate managers take all reasonable action to utilize SB



Program personnel and others that generate requirements

Review each proposed acquisition for set-aside possibilities

If applicable, ensure the Technology Insertion Plan identifies specific SBIR/STTR technologies that can be transitioned to meet program capabilities gaps and a schedule to deploy these capabilities



 





‹#›

Recommend DPMs take the DAU online CLM Course 059, “Small Business Program for Program Managers
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More Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions - 
Contracting Personnel

Contracting Officers and Ordering Officers

Make continuing efforts to identify new sources and solicit, to the maximum extent, qualified small business concerns from all categories; 

Exercise maximum use of set-aside authority on Multiple Award Contract vehicles whenever appropriate;

Utilize the authority under Section 8(a) of the Small Business Act or a set-aside to EDWOSBs/WOSB’s under the WOSB Program for eligible NAICS codes when a reasonable expectation exists that offers will be obtained from at least two responsible concerns and that award will be made at a fair market price.





	





‹#›
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Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions - 
Contracts personnel continued….

Reserve acquisitions from $3,500 - $150,000 for SB, unless the contracting officer determines there is no reasonable expectation of receiving offers from two or more responsible SB concerns, and that award will be made at a fair market price;

Require apparently successful offerors to submit an acceptable subcontracting plan in negotiated acquisitions for a contract or contract modification that is expected to exceed $700,000.  In making the award, ensure that the acceptable subcontracting plan is incorporated into and made a material part of the contract; and 











‹#›
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Roles, Responsibilities, and Actions - 
continued….

SPAWAR civilian and military personnel involved in requirements forecasting, procurement, and source development/source approval functions associated with the supplies and services procured by SPAWAR will:

Be aware of and support the SPAWAR OSBP.  Promote and support the policies described in this instruction; and

Inform the SPAWAR OSBP of any potential small business problem areas and consult OSBP for assistance in fulfilling the objectives of the Small Business Program.





 





‹#›
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Questions







‹#›
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			Back-up slides from previous training





‹#›



25



Why use a small business?



It is important to consider small business in the procurement process:



Comply with the law (small business act)



Meet agency and Government-wide targets



Help national and local economy



Benefit from innovation, agility and flexibility











‹#›
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SPAWAR Command Policy

The Command policy is to use small business concerns to the maximum extent practicable.  To this end, SPAWAR will:

Assist small business categories in obtaining a fair proportion of this Command's total acquisition dollars (both primes and subcontractors); 

Aid, assist, and counsel SB concerns to the fullest extent consistent within the national and procurement guidelines;

Identifying requirements suitable for 8(a) and 8(m)  procurements;

Increase SB participation in prime contracting through set-asides; and

Ensure appropriate SB subcontracting goals are established in contracts





‹#›
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Small Business Innovation Research  (SBIR)/ Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) Programs Office

Director:  Mr. Robert Smith

Aligned:  Chief of Naval Research

Mission: Integrate the needs and requirements of the DoN’s Fleet through R&D topics that have dual‑use potential, but primarily address the needs of the DoN.  

Primary Responsibilities: 

 Coordinate the development of SBIR/Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) research topics, the SBIR/STTR technology  maturation and the management of the business and financial aspects of the program.  

Office of Small Business Programs 



Director:  Ms. Emily Harman 

Aligned:  Under Secretary of the Navy

Mission: Promote acquisition opportunities where small business can best support the needs of our Sailors and Marines. 

Primary Responsibilities: 

Ensure the Navy is in full compliance with the Small Business Act, including Planning, Developing, and Directing the overall Small Business Program. 

Relation to SBIR/STTR  Program





‹#›
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 PROCUREMENT PLANNING AND STRATEGY MEETING (PPSM) December 2015 Rev 1 
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Note: All SCPPM documents are periodically updated, and the latest version is available here for download. 


1. PURPOSE 
The purpose of this document is to provide the policy and guidance for conducting 
a Procurement Planning and Strategy Meeting (PPSM) for contract actions 
conducted by SPAWAR 2.0 for SPAWAR Headquarters, SSC PAC, SSC LANT, and 
associated PEOs.  


The PPSM is a formal meeting for all Participants/Invitees (stakeholders) to discuss 
the procurement approach and critical success factors for making the planned award 
on time. On-time award partly depends on submitting a Purchase Request (PR) 
through Navy Enterprise Resource Planning System (Navy ERP) that allows for the 
proper flow of information through the contract writing system, PD2. 


One PPSM may suffice for a simple acquisition; PPSMs for more complicated 
acquisitions require multiple meetings that continue until the contract is awarded. A 
best practice is to hold a pre-PPSM 18–24 month prior to contract award in order to 
conduct early planning (evidence of a pre-PPSM can be documented by a simple 
memo, email, or formal template); a Post-PPSM is held to finalize the PR package.  


Related guidance is available under CMPG sections 1.2.6 Hold Procurement Planning 
and Strategy Meeting, 1.2.1 Conduct Pre-PPSM, and 1.2.10 Finalize PR Package 
(Post-PPSM). 


2. POLICY 
This Policy is applicable to contract actions above the Simplified Acquisition Threshold 
(SAT), including new contracts, out of scope modifications to existing contracts, 
SeaPort-e task or delivery orders, and orders placed with GSA or non-DoD contracts. 
This policy does not apply to incremental funding modifications or actions where 
another agency issued the solicitations (e.g. Broad Agency Announcements (BAA), 
Rapid Innovation Fund (RIF), and Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR)) nor 
does it apply to cases related to Foreign Military Sales or the 2282 Security 
Assistance Program.   


 Scheduling 2.1
PPSMs are to be conducted within 30 days of the PM/APM identifying the requirement 
for supplies and services. Specifically for PEO C4I three PPSMs are held: 


1. Pre-PPSM is held soon after requirements are identified to plan the PPSM; 
2. PPSM is held at least 12 months before planned award; and 
3. Post-PPSM is the final opportunity to stakeholders to review “final draft” PR 


documents and verify that they reflect the exit criteria. 
The PPSM is held even if one of the participants is not in attendance. 


 Participants/Invitees  2.2
At minimum, the PPSM includes SPAWAR representatives from:  


∇ APEO for Contracts (APEO-C) and/or DPEO Acquisition Management; 
∇ SPAWAR 1.0 and/or Business Financial Manager (BFM); 
∇ SPAWAR 2.0 Contracts Procurement Contracting Officer (PCO), Contracts 


Specialist, APM-C; 
∇ SPAWAR 3.0 Legal; 
∇ SPAWAR 4.3 Logistics, including the APEO-L and the APM-L; 
∇ SPAWAR 4.3.2 Supply Chain Management (SCM); 
∇ SPAWAR 5.0 Chief Engineer, including the APM-E and CSE representative; 
∇ SPAWAR 8.2 CIO, IT Policy; 
∇ SPAWAR 8.8 Small Business; 
∇ SPAWAR HQ Foreign Disclosure Specialist Alicia Rhamy, 


alicia.rhamy@navy.mil; and 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Procurement_Planning_and_Strategy_Meeting_(PPSM).pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/1-2_Plan_Acq.html?tab=6

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/1-2_Plan_Acq.html?tab=6

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/1-2_Plan_Acq.html?tab=1

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/1-2_Plan_Acq.html?tab=10

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/1-2_Plan_Acq.html?tab=10

mailto:alicia.rhamy@navy.mil
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∇ Other Acquisition disciplines or SPAWAR Competencies as deemed necessary 
by the PM/APM and/or PCO (e.g., HSI, SE, T&E). 


 Goals 2.3
1. Recommend the method of acquisition, type of contract, basic format and 


scope of the acquisition package; 
2. Determine the contract Section B Contract Line Item (CLIN) structure, 


Product Service Codes (PSC), and line item structure and contents of the PR; 
3. Define Operating Materials and Supplies (OM&S) or Property, Plant and 


Equipment (PP&E) which will either be retained by the Government or 
provided to the Contractor as either Government Furnished Material or 
Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) or procured by the contractor as 
Contractor Acquired Material or Contractor Acquired Equipment, and ensure 
both categories (retained and provided to the contractor) and each item is 
“broken out” in Section B of the contract as a separate CLIN as per -
DPAP Memorandum dated 14 Nov 2014 and titled ‘Line Item 
Structure’ requiring  separate CLINS be established for items of 
supply, material, or hardware. 


4. Categorize to be procured assets of Property, Plant and Equipment as Military 
Equipment (ME), General Equipment (GE) or Internal Use Software (IUS) IAW 
Asset and GFP Categorization; 


5. Review the Acquisition Plan (AP) for currency, if the AP has already been 
approved; 


6. Review early drafts of the PR related documentation such as specifications, 
Statement of Work (SOW), Justification and Approval (J&A), etc.; 


7. Decide, address, and document applicable acquisition planning topics 
discussed in FAR 7.105 “Contents of written acquisition plans,” including Item 
Unique Identification (IUID), SPII, EVM, Open Systems Architecture, and OCI 
applicability (check CMPG and related SCPPMs); 


8. Schedule events and reviews that will be required for the procurement; 
9. Review the Acquisition Strategy (AS); 
10. Review the Acquisition Strategy for Services (MOPAS); and 
11. Review Small Business issues. 
 Products 2.4


The main products resulting from a PPSM are (1) a defined requirement, (2) line 
item structure, and (3) the attachments necessary for a PR to be developed.   


3.  RESPONSIBILITIES 
 Program Manager (PM)/Assistant PM (APM) 3.1
• Convenes and Chairs the PPSM. For SSC PAC and LANT, the person 


maintaining technical cognizance of the requirement shall determine who 
should attend, schedule and invite participants. 


• Documents the decisions made at the PPSM in the PPSM Baseline document. 
• Maintains the PPSM Baseline document until the contract is awarded. 
• Develops and releases the PR with the PCO. 


 Procurement Contracting Officer (PCO) 3.2
• Documents the decisions made at the PPSM in the PPSM Baseline document. 
• Develops and releases the PR with PM/APM. 


 Contracts Specialist in SPAWAR 2.0 3.3
Works in close coordination with the PR developer to develop Section B, CLIN 
structure AND the Navy ERP PR line item structure. 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Procurement_Planning_and_Strategy_Meeting_(PPSM).pdf

https://psctool.us/

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA006679-14_DPAP.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA006679-14_DPAP.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA006679-14_DPAP.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/1%20D%20Asset%20Categorization%209-21-2010.ppt

https://acquisition.gov/far/current/html/Subpart%207_1.html#wp1098095

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/cmpg/
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 PPSM Participant/Invitee 3.4
• Member of the Acquisition Coordination Team 
• Participates in the PPSM; provides comments/input to the Baseline 


4. PROCEDURE 
 Preparation 4.1
1. PM/APM identifies the requirement for supplies and services; PPSM is held 


within 30 days of the PM/APM identifying the requirement. 
2. PM/APM sends a notice of the planned PPSM to all participants at least 10 


working days before the event that includes: 
a. PPSM Agenda; 
b. Proposed list of supplies and services (in contract Section B format); 
c. Executive Summary of the program or procurement; 
d. A copy of the  SPAWAR PPSM Baseline document; and 
e. PPSM Objectives and Key Issues to be resolved at the meeting. 


 Meeting and Documentation 4.2
1. PPSM Participants meet to: 


a. Discuss/develop an appropriate Section B CLIN structure (see DFARS 
204.71 and  Purchase Request Process Guide Book (APEO-C Guide)); 


b. Discuss/develop Navy ERP PR line item structure; 
c. Discuss the method of procurement, type of contract, basic format and 


scope of the procurement package; 
d. Determine any quality requirements or performance measures to be 


used to measure quality such as Earned Value Management 
applicability (see  Earned Value Management (EVM) SCPPM); 


e. Determine any delivery requirements; 
f. All GPP&E assets /supply items greater than $5,000 in value must be 


separately identified and a CLIN established for Military Equipment 
Valuation and IUID tracking procedures; 


g. Discuss the need to provide GFP and document what items will be 
provided (see  Government Furnished Property SCPPM); 


h. Determine if the acquisition is an Information Technology National 
Security System (see FAR Part 39); 


i. Discuss the use of either performance/commercial specifications or 
military specifications and standards; 


j. Determine whether or not options will be included and the applicability 
of variable quantity options (see  Use of Options); 


k. Determine the applicability and approval of warranty provisions; 
l. Determine the applicability of value engineering provisions; 
m. Discuss the level of data rights, if any, to be obtained under the 


contract; 
n. Determine the level of contractor cost reporting, if any, to be required 


and the applicable data items to be invoked; 
o. Discuss the applicability of special performance incentives; 
p. Determine if a list of spares for inclusion as priced option items has 


been developed; 
q. Discuss small business/small disadvantaged business participation; 
r. Review all items addressed on the SPAWAR PPSM Baseline document; 
s. Consider pre-solicitation briefings/conferences and draft RFPs; and 
t. Schedule the events and reviews that will be required for procurement. 


2. PM/APM documents the deliberations of the PPSM including the names of 
each PPSM attendee. 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Procurement_Planning_and_Strategy_Meeting_(PPSM).pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/PPSM%20Baseline.doc

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/204_71.htm

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/dars/dfars/html/current/204_71.htm

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Purchase_Request_Process_Guide_Book.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Earned_Value_Management.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Government_Furnished_Property.pdf

https://acquisition.gov/far/current/html/FARTOCP39.html#wp223485

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/F2E0EB01718BBD5688256A2400772BC1/$file/Use_of_Options.pdf
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3. PM/APM and PCO document the decisions made at the PPSM in the PPSM 
Baseline document. 


4. PM/APM sends a copy of the meeting minutes (see PEO C41 PPSM Minutes 
Template in Toolbox), including the signed SPAWAR PPSM Baseline document, 
to all codes invited to the PPSM, whether they attended or not. 


5. Any Participant may provide comments/input to the PPSM Baseline 
agreement, even if s/he was unable to attend the PPSM.  


6. If the contents of a previously-submitted PPSM Baseline Document have 
changed, the PM/APM and PCO prepare and submit a revised document to 
the members of the PPSM. Changes should not be made without adequate 
written justification.  


 Purchase Request (PR) 4.3
A PR is submitted through Navy ERP, which allows for the proper flow of information 
through the contract writing and entitlement systems. 


1. PM/APM and PCO complete the PR package. 
2. PM/APM and PCO include a copy of the approved PPSM Baseline or the 


signed waiver including rationale. 
4.3.1 LINE ITEMS 


1. PM/APM and PCO implement the CLIN structure determined at the 
PPSM. The CLIN structure must allow data to flow through other 
automated systems without causing re-work, delays in awarding 
contracts and delays in vendors receiving payment. 


2. PM/APM and PCO categorize Navy ERP line items based on their use in the 
SPS award. See the  SPS PR User Guide (ERP ZSPS PR USER GUIDE) 
(restricted access). 


4.3.2 DOCUMENTATION 
1. PM/APM and PCO develop the following documentation required for the 


Navy ERP PR to be accepted by the contract writing system, SPS PD2: 
a. Statement of Work, Performance Work Statement for Services, 


Statement of Objectives, Specification for General Property, Plant and 
Equipment (GPP&E) assets/supplies or Technical Requirements 
Document, and Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) for service 
contract actions; 


b. Required data deliverables using Contract Data Requirements List 
(CDRL),  DD Form 1423; 


c. Required IT approvals. See ITPR Process. 
2. PM/APM uploads Navy ERP PR and documentation to the document 


management system (DMS), links documents in the PR, and submits the 
package to workflow. 


3. SPAWAR 2.0 receives PR and determines whether any additional documents 
are required to award a Navy ERP PR in SPS, such as: 


a. Justification for Other Than full and Open Competition (J&A); 
b. Determination and Findings for Contract Type or for Single Award of an 


IDIQ contract; 
c. Source Selection Plan; 
d. Foreign Disclosure; 
e. Acquisition Strategy (MOPAS); 
f. Acquisition Plan; 
g. COR nomination letter; 
h. Government Furnished Property (GFP) listing by part number and NSN 


(if applicable); 
i. Security clearance or access requirements in a  DD Form 254; or 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Procurement_Planning_and_Strategy_Meeting_(PPSM).pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/PEO_C4I_PPSM_Minutes_Template.docx

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/PEO_C4I_PPSM_Minutes_Template.docx

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/display/HQ/Navy+Enterprise+Resource+Planning+(N-ERP)+Resources

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/forms/eforms/dd1423-1.pdf

https://navidas.navy.mil/index.aspx

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/forms/eforms/dd0254.pdf
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j. Independent Government Cost Estimate (IGCE) which serves as a 
guide to the estimated cost of the requirement. 


4. PM/APM sends the above documents and any other procurement sensitive 
files to the PCO via WebEx or encrypted email, NOT via DMS. 


5. APPROVALS 
The Program Manager and the PCO sign the PPSM Baseline document.   


6. TOOLBOX 
1.  Purchase Request Process Guide Book (APEO-C Guide) – restricted access  
2.  SPS PR User Guide (ERP ZSPS PR USER GUIDE) 
3. Contract Planning Policy – PEO C4I and Space, Apr 2006 
4. ITPR Process 
5. Linking Financial Data to Contract Documents – OSD, Mar 2009 
6. Asset and GFP Categorization – SPAWAR DRAFT, Sep 2010 
7.  SPAWAR PPSM Baseline document  
8.  DD Form 1423 
9.  DD Form 254 
10.  Earned Value Management (EVM)  
11.  Government Furnished Property 
12.  Use of Options 
13. DPAP Memorandum dated 14 Nov 2014 and titled ‘Line Item Structure’ 
14. PEO C4I PPSM Minutes Template 


7. CHANGE HISTORY 


Updated material is highlighted by purple text and an Alert/New    icon. 
Date Description of Changes 
December 2015 
Rev 1 Updated Policy section to add additional exceptions. 


December 2015 Updated Purpose and Policy sections, added PEO C4I PPSM 
Minutes Template to Toolbox, and updated links. 


December 2014 Added Line Item Structure DPAP Memo to Toolbox. 
September 2014 SCPPM reorganized and reformatted; links updated. 
September 2011 No change notes available. 


 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Procurement_Planning_and_Strategy_Meeting_(PPSM).pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Purchase_Request_Process_Guide_Book.pdf

https://wiki.spawar.navy.mil/confluence/display/HQ/Navy+Enterprise+Resource+Planning+(N-ERP)+Resources

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C538D1FF8082C83786257AAD007B72E1/$file/Contract_Planning_Policy_26Apr061%5b1%5d.pdf

https://navidas.navy.mil/index.aspx

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/pdi/eb/docs/linkingfinancialdatatocontract_200907.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/1%20D%20Asset%20Categorization%209-21-2010.ppt

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/PPSM%20Baseline.doc

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/forms/eforms/dd1423-1.pdf

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/forms/eforms/dd0254.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Earned_Value_Management.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Government_Furnished_Property.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/F2E0EB01718BBD5688256A2400772BC1/$file/Use_of_Options.pdf

http://www.acq.osd.mil/dpap/policy/policyvault/USA006679-14_DPAP.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/PEO_C4I_PPSM_Minutes_Template.docx
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1. PURPOSE
The purpose of this document is to provide policy and guidance on the content and 
approval for Acquisition Plans (APs) within the SPAWAR Claimancy. 


An AP documents the actions necessary to execute the approach described in the 
Acquisition Strategy. The principal purpose of acquisition planning is to ensure that 
the Government meets its needs in the most effective, economical and timely 
manner. 


Related guidance is available under CMPG section 1.2.5 Develop AP. 


2. POLICY
SPAWAR’s written acquisition plans ensure that the Government meets its 
requirements in the most effective, economical and timely manner by focusing on 
competition and the acquisition of commercial items or non-developmental items. 
Single contracts exceeding the thresholds of AP submission shall have a written and 
approved AP in accordance with this SCPPM document. 


 AP Submission Thresholds (DFARS 207.103): 2.1
a. Acquisition for development (as defined in FAR 35.001) when total costs of all


contracts for the acquisition Program is estimated at $10M or more;
b. Acquisitions for production or services when the total cost of all contracts for


the acquisition program is estimated at $50M or more for all years or $25M or
more for any fiscal year; and


c. Any other action considered appropriate — e.g., single contracts for products
or services expected to exceed the thresholds in b. above;


d. Written plans are not required in acquisitions for a final buy out or a one-time
buy.


 AP Contents and Process 2.2
DoD acquisition policy and associated business practices require PMs to describe 
their business strategies in substantial detail to include overall approach, contract 
types, source selection procedures, expected competition, incentive structures, and 
risk consideration. See DFARS PGI 207.105 for contents of written acquisition plans. 


a. If this information is not provided, strategy approval will be delayed until it is
made available (USD(AT&L)).


b. No RFP for any contemplated contract associated with any program covered in
a submitted AP may be released prior to approval of that AP. PDUSD (AT&L)
memo, Improving Milestone Process Effectiveness, describes the milestone or
peer review to complete before RFP release.


c. Risk consideration needs to clearly define each associated risk in the form of
“Vulnerability, Adverse Event, and Consequence" as listed in the DASN(AP)
guidance, Risk Narratives for Acquisition Plans and Strategies.


 Protecting Procurement Integrity 2.3
Acquisition planning should be accomplished with in-house resources to minimize the 
potential for Procurement Integrity Act violations and Organizational Conflicts of 
Interest (OCIs). Contractor support services may not be used in the development of 
APs unless prior written approval is obtained from the cognizant Contracting Officer 
after consultation with Office of Counsel. See  OCI SCPPM. 


 Annual AP Review 2.4
APs shall be reviewed at least annually and revised to reflect current circumstances. 


a. A Major Revision is based on a 25% or greater change in total program
amount or a significant change to the contracting strategy (e.g., competitive
to sole source; MAC to single award; Best Value to Technically Acceptable;
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separately contracting for a requirement that was planned to be included in 
Omnibus contracts; or changing the approved requirement from commercial 
to non-commercial). Major Revisions shall be accompanied by a signature 
page/Brief Sheet (with all previous signatory positions signing again) and a 
statement of facts as to the circumstances of the revision. 


b. A Minor Revision is a less than 25% change in total planned acquisition 
amount. 


 APs for IDIQ Service Requirements 2.5
a. Any increase in ceiling that is the result of projects, programs, or customers 


not anticipated in the original AP: provide rationale for supporting them in the 
J&A required for any ceiling increase. SPAWAR 2.0 approves the J&A. 


b. Use of an IDIQ contract by any program, service or customer not listed in the 
original AP: If a concurrent increase in ceiling of the IDIQ was the result of 
supporting programs, customers, activities not in the original AP, a thorough 
explanation as to why this support was provided to be stated in writing in the 
required J&A. 


 Non-DOD Acquisitions 2.6
Contracting Officers must determine that fees associated with the acquisition are fair 
and reasonable. Notify the customer of any fees associated with the acquisition, and 
the total costs prior to sending funds to a non-DoD agency. The Acquisition Strategy, 
Acquisition Plan, Business Clearance Memorandum, or Memo to File is used to 
document the business decision to use Non-DoD/Interagency contract vehicles. 
Documentation must include name of person and date contacted. 
 
3. RESPONSIBILITIES 


 Program Director/PM/Technical Code has overall responsibility for 3.1
acquisition planning. 


 PMW/Technical Code forms a team consisting of all those responsible for any 3.2
significant aspects of the acquisition (i.e., contracts, fiscal, legal, other 
technical). The PMW/Technical Code has life-cycle management responsibility 
and cognizance over the technical aspects of the program.  The PMW/Technical 
Code ensures: 


1. The AP preparation effort is coordinated with the PCO at the earliest possible 
date to ensure appropriate strategy is pursued. When acquisitions are 
planned early, there is time to critically review the previous procurement to 
assess what made it successful or not. 


2. APs are coordinated, reviewed and approved by the appropriate signature 
authority. 


 Contracting Officer  3.3
1. Ensures all applicable regulations and procedures have been satisfied and the 


business aspects are appropriate to achieve technical objectives in the most 
cost effective manner. The submitted AP is in the proper format and all 
required information has been accurately presented.  


2. Apprises PMWs/Technical Codes of changes in AP requirements. In the case of 
follow-on contracts, employ lessons learned from the previous contract. 


3. Resolves any differences of opinion are resolved before submitting the AP for 
approval. 


4. For non-DoD vehicles, determine whether the fees associated are fair and 
reasonable; notify customer of interagency acquisition fees and costs; 
document in the AS, AP, BCM, or Memo to File. 
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 SPAWAR Director of Office of Small Business  Programs (OSBP) 3.4
reviews the AP against the proposed acquisition strategy. 


1. Approves the acquisition strategy being provided (if the AP is acceptable).
2. Provides insight into the requirements of the small business programs.


4. PROCEDURE
1. The Program Director/PM/Technical Code determines whether a


Program-wide AP, a single contract AP, or a group of individual acquisitions
under one AP will cover all of its procurements and inter/intra-agency
acquisitions. Where practicable, each PMW or comparable SSC organizational
unit will submit a Program-wide AP covering all of its acquisitions or a single
contract AP for actions above thresholds described in the Policy section.


2. The PMW/Technical Code obtains AP number from the contracting office.
All AP numbers are five digits consisting of the FY and sequential number of
the AP (e.g., first AP of FY14 is 14-001).
a. HQ AP numbers are maintained by SPAWAR 2.3.1


(HQ_Contracts_Policy@navy.mil).
b. SSC-Pacific control numbers for all procurements may be obtained from


the Electronic Procurement Log Book at N:\\LOGS\Procurement Action
Log.xls.


3. The PMW/Technical Code properly formats the AP to:
a. Be concise (generally less than 25 pages in length);
b. Include all known acquisitions, including those to be obtained from other


activities or agencies; and
c. Follow AP templates and samples found in the Toolbox.


4. The PMW/Technical Code prepares AP contents to include:
a. The rationale for selection of contract type IAW FAR 16.103(d). This


requirement applies to all new contracts and task orders. See CMPG
1.2.2.1 Determine Contract Type.


b. The selection of the Source Selection Authority for the acquisition(s).
c. Additional Toolbox AP content resources.


5. The PMW/Technical Code obtains necessary concurrences and Approvals
are recorded in the Route Sheet. AP contents are reviewed prior to
submission to the PEO or HCA:
a. Representatives of SPAWAR 2.0, SPAWAR 05-2 IT & Net-Centric


Standards, SPAWAR 08-B IT Oversight, OSBP, and the cognizant PMW/PD
shall concur with AP contents.


b. Field APs
i. Are coordinated within their perspective management chain. SSC


Pacific and SSC Atlantic APs include a Brief Sheet recording internal
approvals, which shall include OSBP and the cognizant HQ PM (as
applicable).


ii. Field APs and Brief Sheets shall be sent to SPAWAR 2.3.1 Policy
(HQ_Contracts_Policy@navy.mil) for applicable HQ review, logging,
and concurrences before they are sent for SPAWAR 2.0 approval.


iii. SPAWAR 2.0 approves, signs, and dates the AP.
SPAWAR 2.3.1 Policy Review/log-in of AP  
SPAWAR 2.0 For Approval, Signature, and Date 
Field Activity For Return of Original AP 


6. The PMW/Technical Code reviews the AP annually (FAR 7.104(a)) and
revises it to incorporate changes since issuance or last review. Major revisions
are re-approved as documented in the Brief Sheet (with all previous signatory
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positions signing again), and include a statement of facts as to the 
circumstances of the revision. 


5. APPROVALS
 Initial AP 5.1


Approvals are documented in the Brief Sheet. 


Type 
SPAWAR 2.3.1 


Review Approval Authority 


 $100M* < x N/A DASN(AP) 


APs in support of PEO C4I, PEO Space, 
PEO EIS, or JPEO JTNC 


PEO/JPEO Director 
of Contracts 


All other APs. APs originating from SSC-
Pacific or SSC-Atlantic are signed by the 
Chief of Contracting Office before 
submission. 


SPAWAR Director of 
Contracts 2.0 


* Acquisition value for all years (including options) is over $100M.
 Major Revisions to AP  5.2


Require re-approval, documented in the Brief Sheet with all previous signatory 
positions signing again, and a statement of facts as to the circumstances of the 
revision. 


6. TOOLBOX
 Acquisition Plans 6.1
1. AP Sample - 2008
2. AP Brief Sheet
3. AP Route Sheet – 2010
4. DON AP Guide (DRAFT) – May 2011
5. SPAWAR AP Guide – Jan 2012
6. Submission/Review Tips for Acquisition Plans – Jan 2014
7. Improving Milestone Process Effectiveness – Oct 2011
 AP-Related Policy and Guidance 6.2
1. OCI SCPPM
2. PEO C4I Guidance on SSA Selection – Aug 2010
3. Technology Development Strategy and Acquisition Strategy – Aug 2010
4. Naval Open Architecture Guidebook – v2.0 for PMs
5. DASN (AP) Risk Narratives for Acquisition Plans and Strategies Guide


7. CHANGE HISTORY


Updated material is highlighted by purple text and an Alert/New  icon. 
Date Description of Changes 
December 2015 Removed obsolete SSC-Pacific INST 4205.2 from Toolbox 
August 2015 Added guidance related to risk consideration. 
August 2014 Content converted to new SCPPM format; reorganized content; 


and add content related to non-DoD Acquisitions.  
July 2014 Last version created in old format. Most recent change was the 


inclusion of interagency/non-DoD acquisitions. 



https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/1.2.5%20Acquisition%20Plan.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/1F7071ED378CE26488256A2400772BC6/$file/Acquisition%20Plan%20Sample.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/command/02/acq/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/1F7071ED378CE26488256A2400772BC6/$file/AP+BRIEF+SHEET.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/1F7071ED378CE26488256A2400772BC6/$file/AP%20Route%20Slip%20rev%2005%202010.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/DRAFT%20Department%20of%20the%20Navy%20AP%20Guide%20May%202011.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/SPAWAR%20Acquisition%20Planning%20Guide.doc

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/AP%20Submission%20rev%20tip%201-22-2014.docx

http://www.secnav.navy.mil/rda/Policy/2011%20Policy%20Memoranda/ImprovingMilestoneProcessEffectiveness.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/C0ACD1A60560357586257AED007B52FC/$file/Organizational_Conflict_of_Interest_(OCI).pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/PEO%20C4I%20Source%20Selection%20Authority%20and%20Delegation%20August%202010.pdf

https://acc.dau.mil/adl/en-US/393722/file/53250/Kendall%20Memo--TDS%20and%20AS%20Business%20Strategy.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/85FFB659233FFB91862575D00076A648/$file/NOA%20Contract%20Guidebook%20V2.0_Statement%20A_FINAL.pdf

https://e-commerce.sscno.nmci.navy.mil/Command/02/ACQ/navgenint.nsf/policydocs/2EB2D16BC75A85BB862578D800636186/$file/DASN(AP)_Risk_Narratives_for_APs_and_Strategies.pdf



		1. Purpose

		2. Policy

		2.1 AP Submission Thresholds (DFARS 207.103):

		2.2 AP Contents and Process

		2.3 Protecting Procurement Integrity

		2.4 Annual AP Review

		2.5 APs for IDIQ Service Requirements

		2.6 Non-DOD Acquisitions



		3. Responsibilities

		3.1 Program Director/PM/Technical Code has overall responsibility for acquisition planning.

		3.2 PMW/Technical Code forms a team consisting of all those responsible for any significant aspects of the acquisition (i.e., contracts, fiscal, legal, other technical). The PMW/Technical Code has life-cycle management responsibility and cognizance ov...

		3.3 Contracting Officer

		3.4 SPAWAR Director for Office of Small Business Programs (OSBP) reviews the AP against the proposed acquisition strategy.



		4. Procedure

		5. Approvals

		5.1 Initial AP

		5.2 Major Revisions to AP



		6. Toolbox

		6.1 Acquisition Plans

		6.2 AP-Related Policy and Guidance



		7. Change History




