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(3) The contractor should be re-
warded for meeting the estimated cost
of the contract, but not to the max-
imum score allocated for cost control,
to the degree that the contractor has
prudently managed costs while meet-
ing contract requirements. No award
shall be given in this circumstance un-
less the average numerical rating for
all other award fee evaluation factors
is 61 or greater.

(f) When an AF arrangement is used
in conjunction with another contract
type, the award fee’s cost control fac-
tor will only apply to a subjective as-
sessment of the contractor’s efforts to
control costs and not the actual cost
outcome incentivized under the basic
contract type (e.g. CPIF, FPIF).

(2)(1) The contractor’s performance
against the subcontracting plan incor-
porated in the contract shall be evalu-
ated. Emphasis may be placed on the
contractor’s accomplishment of its
goals for subcontracting with small
business, HUBZone small business,
women-owned small business, veteran-
owned small business, and service-dis-
abled veteran-owned small business
concerns.

(2) The contractor’s performance
against the contract target for partici-
pation as subcontractors by small dis-
advantaged business concerns in the
NAICS Major Groups designated by the
Department of Commerce (see FAR
19.201(c)) shall also be evaluated if the
clause at FAR 52.219-26, Small Dis-
advantaged Business Participation—In-
centive Subcontracting, is not included
in the contract (see FAR 19.1204(c)).

(3) The contractor’s achievements in
subcontracting high technology efforts
as well as the contractor’s performance
under the Mentor-Protégé Program, if
applicable, may also be evaluated.

(4) The evaluation weight given to
the contractor’s performance against
the considerations in paragraphs (g)(1)
through (g2)(3) of this section should be
significant (up to 15 percent of avail-
able award fee). The weight should mo-
tivate the contractor to focus manage-
ment attention to subcontracting with
small, HUBZone, women-owned, vet-
eran-owned, and service-disabled vet-
eran-owned small business concerns,
and with small disadvantaged business
concerns in designated NAICS Major
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Groups to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, consistent with efficient con-
tract performance.

(h) When contract changes are antici-
pated, the contractor’s responsiveness
to requests for change proposals should
be evaluated. This evaluation should
include the contractor’s submission of
timely, complete proposals and co-
operation in negotiating the change.

(i) Only the award fee performance
evaluation factors set forth in the per-
formance evaluation plan shall be used
to determine award fee scores.

(j) The Government may unilaterally
modify the applicable award fee per-
formance evaluation factors and per-
formance evaluation areas prior to the
start of an evaluation period. The con-
tracting officer shall notify the con-
tractor in writing of any such changes
30 days prior to the start of the rel-
evant evaluation period.

[62 FR 3478, Jan. 23, 1997. Redesignated and
amended at 62 FR 36706, 36707, July 9, 1997; 63
FR 12998, Mar. 17, 1998; 64 FR 25215, May 11,
1999; 656 FR 37059, June 13, 2000; 65 FR 46628,
July 31, 2000; 656 FR 58932, Oct. 3, 2000; 65 FR
70316, Nov. 22, 2000; 66 FR 53547, Oct. 23, 2001;
67 FR 7618, Feb. 20, 2002]

1816.405-275
scoring.

Award fee evaluation

(a) A scoring system of 0-100 shall be
used for all award fee ratings. Award
fee earned is determined by applying
the numerical score to the award fee
pool. For example, a score of 85 yields
an award fee of 85 percent of the award
fee pool. No award fee shall be paid un-
less the total score is 61 or greater.

(b) The following standard adjectival
ratings and the associated numerical
scores shall be used on all award fee
contracts.

(1) Ezxcellent (100-91): Of exceptional
merit; exemplary performance in a
timely, efficient, and economical man-
ner; very minor (if any) deficiencies
with no adverse effect on overall per-
formance.

(2) Very good (90-81): Very effective
performance, fully responsive to con-
tract requirements; contract require-
ments accomplished in a timely, effi-
cient, and economical manner for the
most part; only minor deficiencies.
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(3) Good (80-71): Effective perform-
ance; fully responsive to contract re-
quirements; reportable deficiencies,
but with little identifiable effect on
overall performance.

(4) Satisfactory (70-61): Meets or
slightly exceeds minimum acceptable
standards; adequate results; reportable
deficiencies with identifiable, but not
substantial, effects on overall perform-
ance.

(5) Poor/Unsatisfactory (less than 61):
Does not meet minimum acceptable
standards in one or more areas; reme-
dial action required in one or more
areas; deficiencies in one or more areas
which adversely affect overall perform-
ance.

(c) As a benchmark for evaluation, in
order to be rated ‘‘Excellent,” the con-
tractor must be under cost, on or ahead
of schedule, and have provided excel-
lent technical performance.

(d) A scoring system appropriate for
the circumstances of the individual
contract requirement should be devel-
oped. Weighted scoring is rec-
ommended. In this system, each eval-
uation factor (e.g., technical, schedule,
cost control) is assigned a specific per-
centage weighting with the cumulative
weightings of all factors totaling 100.
During the award fee evaluation, each
factor is scored from 0-100 according to
the ratings defined in 1816.405-275(b).
The numerical score for each factor is
then multiplied by the weighting for
that factor to determine the weighted
score. For example, if the technical
factor has a weighting of 60 percent
and the numerical score for that factor
is 80, the weighted technical score is 48
(80x60 percent). The weighted scores for
each evaluation factor are then added
to determine the total award fee score.

[62 FR 3478, Jan. 23, 1997. Redesignated and
amended at 62 FR 36706, 36707, July 9, 1997; 63
FR 13134, Mar. 18, 1998]

1816.405-276 Award fee payments and
limitations.

(a) Interim award fee payments. The
amount of an interim award fee pay-
ment (see 1816.405-273(b)) is limited to
the lesser of the interim evaluation
score or 80 percent of the fee allocated
to that interim period less any provi-
sional payments (see paragraph (b) of

48 CFR Ch. 18 (10-1-02 Edition)

this subsection) made during the pe-
riod.

(b) Provisional award fee payments.
Provisional award fee payments are
payments made within evaluation peri-
ods prior to an interim or final evalua-
tion for that period. Provisional pay-
ments may be included in the contract
and should be negotiated on a case-by-
case basis. For a service contract, the
total amount of award fee available in
an evaluation period that may be pro-
visionally paid is the lesser of a per-
centage stipulated in the contract (but
not exceeding 80 percent) or the prior
period’s evaluation score. For an end
item contract, the total amount of pro-
visional payments in a period is lim-
ited to a percentage not to exceed 80
percent of the prior interim period’s
evaluation score.

(c) Fee payment. The Fee Determina-
tion Official’s rating for both interim
and final evaluations will be provided
to the contractor within 45 calendar
days of the end of the period being
evaluated. Any fee, interim or final,
due the contractor will be paid no later
than 60 calendar days after the end of
the period being evaluated.

[63 FR 13134, Mar. 18, 1998]
1816.406 Contract clauses.

[62 FR 3478, Jan. 23, 1997. Redesignated at 62
FR 36706, July 9, 1997]

1816.406-70 NASA contract clauses.

(a) As authorized by FAR 16.406(e),
the contracting officer shall insert the
clause at 1852.216-76, Award Fee for
Service Contracts, in solicitations and
contracts when an award fee contract
is contemplated and the contract deliv-
erable is the performance of a service.

(b) As authorized by FAR 16.406(e),
the contracting officer shall insert the
clause at 1852.216-77, Award Fee for End
Item Contracts, in solicitations and
contracts when an award fee contract
is contemplated and the contract
deliverables are hardware or other end
items for which total contractor per-
formance cannot be measured until the
end of the contract. When the clause is
used in a fixed-price award fee con-
tract, it shall be modified by deleting
references to base fee in paragraphs (a),
and by deleting paragraph (c)(1), the
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