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	Reply to Attn of:
	CHA( FORMDROPDOWN 
)                                                                                  June 28, 2004


	
	

	TO:
	CH(0610)/Chief, Procurement Division

	
	

	FROM:
	CHA(0611)/ FORMDROPDOWN 
, Acquisition Support Branch

	
	

	SUBJECT:
	Glenn Research Center (GRC) Internal Review of Awards Placed Between 

11-1-03 and 4-30-04.

	
	


PREFACE

The substance and structure of this internal review was based on:  1) The requirements and guidance in the NASA Self-Assessment Guide, 2) The procedures identified in Work Instruction GRC-W0610.005, Procurement Division Post-award File Review, 3) The results of the 5-1-03 through 10-30-03 Internal Review, 4) The results of recent OIG and ISO audits, and 5) The results of recent “in-process” reviews conducted by the Branch Chiefs per Work Instruction GRC-W0610.013, In-Process Branch Chief File Reviews.
The sample for the order review consisted of 28 purchase and GSA delivery orders between $2500 and $25K (5%), 6 orders between $25K and $100K, and 3 orders over $100K (8%).  Also selected for review were 2 interagency agreements (5%), and 2 task orders under IDIQ contracts (5%).
The sample for the contract review consisted of 9 files.  Five (5) of the files were new (1 traditional award, 1 NRA award, and 3 SBIR awards) and represented 6% of contract awards between $100K and $5M.  In addition, 4 older contracts were selected for administration review only.  The sample represented a reasonable cross section of:  1) all contract types used at GRC, 2) all acquisition methods used for the dollar range specified above, 3) supplies, services and R&D, and 4) all of the buying branches within the Procurement Division.
A list of the specific documents reviewed is available from the Division Reviewer. 
EXECUTION

Reviews were conducted in February, 2004 (Awards from 11-1-03 through 1-31-04) and May, 2004 (Awards from 2-1-04 through 4-30-04).  File documentation reviews were conducted by the Division Reviewer.  In-depth contract clause analysis was conducted on 2 awards by the division’s IDGS Expert (Bruce Shuman).  All results were recorded on C-152 forms and have been distributed to the appropriate branches for response and resolution.
RESULTS

The results of this Internal Review are as follows:
Purchase Orders/Delivery Orders/Interagency Agreements/Task Orders
The previous review addressed 5 recurring focus areas and 1new issue of concern.  The current analysis revealed the following relative to those 6 items:
1. Sole Source Justifications.  Of the 41 orders reviewed, 17 were sole source acquisitions.  All 17 (100%) contained sole source justifications, and all but 2 (12%) were determined to be adequate.  This 88% adequacy rate and no omitted sole source justifications represent a significant improvement in performance from last review’s results (75% adequate, 25% inadequate, 0% omitted).

2.  Price Reasonableness Determinations.  During this review, 31 of the 41 orders (76%) had adequate statements and rationale.  There were 10 files (24%) with inadequate or omitted determinations.  Compared to the numbers from the last time around (70% adequate statements/rationale, 30% inadequate or omitted determinations), we seem to be getting back on track in this area.  
3.  Order Document Deficiencies. Please beware!  The statistics themselves are going to look very bad here, but there is an explanation!  Thirty (73%) of the 41 orders reviewed contained deficiencies in the order document itself.  The deficient orders are further broken down as follows:

a)  Ten (10) orders contained multiple problems such as conflicting/omitted information, incomplete requirement descriptions, and missing clauses (33% of the deficient orders).

b)  Twenty (20) orders contained missing clauses only (67% of the deficient orders).

In previous self-assessments, the proper application of clauses to orders has received only the most cursory of reviews.  The more intense scrutiny applied during this review was driven by:  a) The Division’s implementation of the Headquarters-maintained RFQ and Order Attachment Templates on an exclusive basis, and b) The Purchase Agents’ 12-03 

re-assumption of responsibility for including the appropriate clauses in their orders.

In light of this expanded focus, a comparison of the current results with previous performance percentages is not appropriate.  Further, I believe there is a learning curve in operation here, and improvement will be shown in the near future. 

4.  Economy Act D&Fs.  Two (2) interagency agreements were analyzed.  One file did not require a D&F.  It contained an exemption based on the award’s status as resulting from a Broad Agency Announcement – in this case, an NRA.  The other file did contain a D&F which was determined adequate.  Therefore, 100% of the sample was adequate.  This is an excellent result when compared to the previous review (40% adequate, 40% inadequate, and 20% absent).
5.  EIT Accessibility Statements.  Good news!  Performance in this area has gone from very poor to outstanding!  Apparently, the latest revision to the C-122 form eliminated the confusion that caused the problem. There was only 1 file (2%) with missing/incorrect EIT accessibility statements in this review.  This is a vast improvement over the previous review results (39 % missing).   

6.  Delinquency Follow-up.  Another success story!  None of the orders reviewed (0%) had delivery/completion dates that had passed 30 days prior to this review without delinquency follow-up. A new monthly expediting/closeout procedure was finalized in early 2004.  This procedure has virtually eliminated the problem of orders on the shelves that appear to be active (and delinquent), but are really complete and just waiting for closure in SAP so they can be boxed for storage.  After expediting results are received, complete orders are clearly marked with a sticker so they will not be mistaken for delinquencies.  




Based on the foregoing results, numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 will be carried over to the next review as recurring focus areas.

One new area of concern arose during this review – Awards Improperly Numbered.  Two (2) awards (5% of the sample) had been improperly numbered.  The first award was given a purchase order number (suffix “P”) when it should have received a delivery order number (suffix “D”).  The second award was given a purchase order number, but should have received an interagency agreement number (suffix “I”).  In a 4-30-04 message to all Centers, Headquarters expressed its concern about such discrepancies and emphasized the need to properly code awards to ensure proper tracking in AMS.  This message was forwarded to all Division personnel on 5-10-04.  Because this particular issue was not tracked previously, this review will serve as the starting point.  

The following is a breakdown of all the deficiencies identified:
	Calendar Year of Review
	‘01
	‘02a
	‘02b
	‘03a
	‘03b
	‘04a

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Orders Reviewed
	100
	100
	29
	39
	70
	41

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Acquisition Planning
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No/inadequate option justification memo
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Missing C-4 Checklist when required (Over $100K)  
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Missing C-122 form  when required ($2500 to $25K)
	3
	8
	0
	3
	2
	0

	Use of C-4 form instead of required C-122 form
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Inadequate/conflicting item description/specifications/SOW
	1
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0

	No/inadequate market research report (Over $100K)
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1

	No C-8095 form (SAD Review of SOW) processed
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Missing/inadequate Economy Act D&F for IAs
	0
	0
	4
	1
	3
	0

	Sole source justification absent
	4
	4
	2
	0
	0
	0

	Sole source justification inadequate 
	4
	2
	3
	6
	9
	2

	No evidence of pre-solicitation synopsis
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0

	Outdated forms used (C-122, C-4, C-8095, etc.)
	---
	---
	---
	19
	14
	1

	No CCI posting or explanation of exemption/exception
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Solicitation and Evaluation 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No copy of solicitation in file
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	First page of C-122 inadequately completed
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	1

	No/incorrect Reps. & Certs. obtained
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	No/Incorrect vendor size marked on C-122 and/or Order 
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2

	No/inadequate price reasonableness determination and/or 

No/inadequate price or cost analysis 
	10
	13
	12
	8
	21
	10

	No determination of contractor responsibility
	1
	5
	7
	6
	7
	0

	No debarment check on contractor
	*
	*
	*
	14
	10
	0

	Missing/incorrect EIT accessibility statements on C-122
	0
	0
	2
	6
	27
	1

	Missing/incorrect Affirmative Proc. statements on C-122
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	0

	No/inadequate technical evaluation of quotes 
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No “best value” explanation when higher-price offeror selected
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	No GSA FSS determination
	---
	---
	---
	---
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Award
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Inadequate file review before award
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/incomplete/inaccurate AMS Input Sheet
	0
	0
	3
	6
	3
	1

	COTR/ACOTR without required training
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0

	No copy of order in file
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Incorrect order award form used
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Order content/clause deficiencies (Includes omissions, incorrect inclusions, conflicting information, inappropriate requirements, etc.) 
	2
	1
	8
	14
	19
	30

	Outdated forms used (C-4015, C-4015 Reverse, SF 1449, SAP Order Templates)
	---
	---
	---
	3
	5
	3

	Award improperly numbered (PO vs. IA, PO vs. DO, etc.)
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mod issued without proper supporting documentation
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Mod content deficiencies (Same as order content deficiencies above)
	0
	0
	2
	0
	
	0

	No evidence of follow-up on delivery/performance delinquency
	---
	---
	---
	---
	15
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Miscellaneous
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sloppy filing of documentation (Includes documents loose in file, misfiling, signed order and/or mods not in file, copy of solicitation and/or solicitation amendments not in file, empty tabs, etc.)
	0
	0
	5
	2
	4
	2


---    
Not previously tracked

*
Previously combined with Determination of contractor responsibility 


Note:  The deficiency entitled “No PR in file or referenced on award” (Acquisition Planning) was removed from the above list due to our procedure of preparing orders through SAP, which automatically prints the PR number on the order.

Contracts
The previous review addressed 6 recurring focus areas and 2 new issues of concern.  The current analysis revealed the following relative to those 8 problem areas:
1. Contracts with missing, inappropriate, and/or incomplete clauses.  The results of this review were better than the last time.  The IDGS Expert stated that, while 2 of the 5 new contract reviewed (40%) contained some clause deficiencies, they were fewer in number and less significant than those identified in the previous review (where 83% of the contracts reviewed had significant preparation improprieties and numerous clause deficiencies).   IDGS was utilized appropriately on the new awards and it appeared that the COs did not have problems understanding the system’s questions or editing and updating functions.
2. No memorandum justifying the inclusion of options in the solicitation.  As it turned out, none of the 5 new contracts reviewed included options.  Therefore, a comparison with the previous review is not possible.
3.  CCI Webpage Posting Deficiencies.  Of the 5 new contracts reviewed, only 1
required posting to the CCI webpage or documentation citing an appropriate exemption.  Unfortunately, neither action was accomplished, dropping the results of this review (0% compliance) even lower than the last time (25% compliance). 
      4.  No/inadequate documentation supporting contract type.  Again, only 1 of the 5 new 
contracts reviewed required this documentation.  The file did address this area by memo, and the document was determined to be adequate in terms of regulatory requirements.  This is much better than the results of the previous review, where none of the files adequately addressed this requirement.  
       5.  No evidence of NF 533 review by COTR or CO.  Two of the 9 contracts 

reviewed required NF 533 reporting.  The forms were received, reviewed, and filed 
appropriately in both files (100%).  This represents a significant improvement
over the previous review results (100% receipt and filing/ 34% review).

       6. NF 1680 (Contractor Performance) not in file.  All 4 contracts reviewed for 

           administration required the completion of at least one NF 1680 and posting of

           information to the PPDB.  Only one of the files (25%) met both parts of this  

           requirement, a poorer showing than the last review (50%).  Two of the files

           contained completed NF 1680s, but the information had not been posted to the 

           PPDB.  One file did not meet either part of the requirement.

       7. No/inadequate Market Research Report.  Two of the 5 new contracts reviewed 

           required the preparation of a Market Research Report, and both of the files (100%) 


ontained one.  This is excellent progress over the results of the previous review 

           (0%).
       8. Modifications/Task Orders/Delivery Orders issued without proper documentation.
           Four of the 9 contracts reviewed had modifications of various types.  Two of them 
           (50%) had one or more modifications processed without proper documentation (e.g.

           no offer evaluation, no determination of price reasonableness, no description of 
           change to SOW requirements, inadequate option exercise determination, etc.).  This 

           s identical to the results of the previous review.  Two of the contracts reviewed 
           involved the issuance of task orders.  All were processed with appropriate 
           supporting documentation.
Based on the foregoing results, numbers 1, 2, 3, 6, and 8 above will be carried over to the next review as recurring focus areas.

No “new” areas of concern arose during this review, but I would like to highlight one issue that will be important for the upcoming Procurement Management Survey:  Sloppy Filing.  Only 2 of the 9 contracts examined needed some cleanup and organization, but the message is worth including in the Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo that will result from this review. 
The following is a breakdown of all deficiencies identified: 
	Calendar Year of Review
	‘01
	‘02a
	‘02b
	‘03a
	‘03b
	‘04a

	Number of Contracts Reviewed
	23
	27
	21
	7
	10
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACQUISITION PLANNING
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No/inadequate Market Research Report
	1
	2
	2
	1
	3
	0

	No posting to CCI webpage and no identification of exemption
	0
	0
	5
	0
	3
	1

	No/incomplete C-8095 (SOW Review by SAD)
	11
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1

	MidRange not set aside for SB/SDB without CO determination
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Questionable MidRange evaluation factors
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate documentation supporting selection of contract type
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PROCUREMENT REQUEST AND SOLICITATION DEVELOPMENT 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government property documentation deficiencies (No evidence of property screening or review, no/inadequate rationale in support of providing GFP to contractor, etc.)
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0

	No/ inadequate JOFOC
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate presolicitation synopsis
	1
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0

	No/inadequate sources sought synopsis and/or evaluation of responses
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate option justification memo
	0
	3
	3
	1
	1
	0

	Solicitation review deficiencies (No evidence of  review by Legal, SEMO, SBO, Branch Chief, Division Reviewer, and/or Procurement Officer as required) 
	2
	7
	8
	2
	1
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SOLICITATION AND EVALUATION
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Solicitation missing one or more required provisions and clauses
	0
	1
	4
	*
	*
	*

	Letter RFP not in compliance with FAR
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No list of offerors
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate memo addressing single response to competitive solicitation
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No Small Business Plan received from offeror(s)
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	No/incomplete Safety and Health Plan received from offeror(s)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0

	No/incomplete Reps. & Certs. Received from offeror(s)
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	No/inadequate determination of contractor responsibility
	5
	3
	1
	0
	2
	0

	No/inadequate technical evaluation of technical portion of offer(s)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate cost or price evaluation of offer(s) (No/inadequate technical evaluation of cost proposal elements (C-266 form), no/inadequate evaluation of costs and rates related to those elements, or no/inadequate price analysis)
	23
	13
	12
	1
	2
	0

	Evaluation criteria in solicitation not followed or addressed in evaluation memos.
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/incomplete structured approach (NF 634)
	0
	6
	2
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate competitive range determination
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No documentation of communications with offerors
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate source selection statement
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	0

	Source selection statement not reviewed/approved at proper level(s)
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate Prenegotiation Position Memo(PPM)
	3
	5
	3
	1
	0
	0

	PPM not reviewed/approved at proper level(s)
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No certificate of current cost or pricing data
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	No/inadequate Price Negotiation Memo (PNM)
	8
	10
	7
	1
	0
	0

	No/inadequate debarment check
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AWARD
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Small Business Plan not reviewed/approved by SBO before award
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Safety and Health Plan not approved by SAD prior to award
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Award review deficiencies (no evidence of review by Legal, SEMO, Branch Chief, Division Reviewer, and/or Procurement Officer as required)
	8
	8
	5
	1
	0
	0

	No/inadequate notice of award letters
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/incomplete/inaccurate AMS input sheet
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Contract missing required information (omitted signature, SOW, value, effective date, mins and maxs, PR no., attachments, etc.)
	2
	10
	5
	1
	2
	0

	Contract clause deficiencies (omitted, inappropriate, outdated, and/or incomplete) 
	4
	12
	10
	3
	5


	2

	Potentially “unpriced” options in contract
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	SAD-recommended R&QA requirements not included in contract SOW
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0

	Inconsistencies, ambiguities, incorrect or conflicting information in contract
	0
	4
	1
	2
	2
	0

	No evidence of resolution of review comments in contract.
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mod (SF30) deficiencies (Missing info, improper authority cited, ambiguous or conflicting info, missing signatures, etc.)
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Deficiencies in delegation for audit/administration (Missing delegations, incomplete delegations, no evidence of delegation acceptance, etc.)
	6
	5
	2
	0
	0
	0

	No evidence of COTR training before appointment and no temporary appointment by the Procurement Officer
	0
	9
	6
	0
	0
	0

	No evidence of NF 533 review by COTR or CO 
	1
	2
	0
	3
	2
	0

	Progress payments made improperly
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	NF 1680 (Contractor Performance) not in file or PPDB
	12
	1
	0
	2
	2
	1

	NF 1680 in file, but not in PPDB 
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	2

	Mod/Task Order/Delivery Order issued without required, adequate, and complete file documentation.
	6
	0
	1
	0
	5
	2

	No evidence of completion or follow-up on delinquencies in performance
	---
	---
	---
	1
	1
	0

	Required reports not in file
	---
	---
	---
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MISCELLANEOUS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unsigned memos in file
	2
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0

	No/inappropriate/outdated file checklist (NF 1098 or C-4)
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Sloppy filing (Documents loose in file, misfiling, signed contract and/or modifications not in official file, reports filed in different places, copy of solicitation and/or solicitation amendments not in file, empty tabs, etc.)
	15
	13
	12
	2
	1
	2


*    Not reviewed.  See contract review results under “Award” section.

---  Not previously tracked.

Note:    The deficiency entitled “No cage code in file” (Award) was removed from the above list due to the required procedure of preparing awards through SAP, which blocks creation of award unless cage code is properly input into the system.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RESOLUTION OF SIGNIFICANT DEFICIENCIES

Purchase Orders/Delivery Orders/Interagency Agreements/Task Orders
My first recommendation is for all managers to congratulate their branches on the extra attention paid to sole source justifications and price reasonableness determinations.  Also, the continuous improvement in the areas of contractor responsibility determinations, use of current forms, and debarment checks is very admirable.  Finally, I would personally like to thank the COs for their good work relative to D&Fs for interagency agreements!  After nearly 1 ½  years of training sessions, reminder memos, and most recently, Branch Chief reviews of all interagency agreements, there has been distinct improvement in this area!   
Now, on to the less positive results:  With regard to Order Document Deficiencies, the main problem is the omission of required clauses. As mentioned earlier in this report,  I feel that  improvement should occur in the near future as the COs become more familiar with using Headquarters’ PO templates and our Simplified Acquisition Poor Man’s Guide (both instituted in 12-03).  I also noticed that certain clauses were missed in almost every order, so I did some research on the prescriptions provided to the COs.  Based on the results, I revised the Poor Man’s Guide on 6-18-04 to clarify those prescriptions that still seemed a little convoluted.  Considering the above, I proposed only that this issue be covered in the Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo to the Division.

With regard to Awards Numbered Improperly, I don’t recommend any intensive corrective action at this time.  Given the fact that we just reminded everyone about Headquarters’ focus on this issue in May, 2004, I feel that a mention in the Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo would be sufficient. 
Contracts
The managers should commend their COs for the progress made in the areas of NF 533 reviews, documentation supporting the selection of contract type, and market research reports.  As always, however, there is room for improvement…

Contracts with missing, outdated, and/or incomplete clauses are still a concern. The results of this review are better than the previous analysis, but there is still some distance to go to correct the problem.  The February 2004 implementation of lower Branch Chief Review thresholds didn’t affect the contracts found to have problems during this review because they had been awarded before the implementation.  The reviews conducted during the August 2004 Procurement Management Survey will provide a better opportunity to assess what we hope to be the positive impact of these reviews on awards made from April 2004 forward.  In addition to the more rigorous review requirements, the IDGS Expert is calling our Speedy Document Generation System (SDGS) up from the “minors” to make some improvements and return it to our lineup at the “starting” document creation system.  It is expected that the more user-friendly nature of SDGS and the ability to maintain and revise it locally will make it an attractive choice for the COs and will promote continued improvement in the quality of our solicitations and contracts.  Based on the foregoing, I recommend only that we mention this topic in the Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo.
Posting acquisitions to the CCI Website and Mods Issued Without Proper Documentation were addressed for the first time in quite a while in the February 20, 2004 Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo.  That message had no effect on the contracts found to have problems during this review, however, because their award dates were prior to February 20.  The reviews conducted during the August, 2004 Procurement Management Survey will provide a better opportunity to evaluate the impact of the February document.  Therefore, I recommend only that these topics be included in the upcoming Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo to keep them fresh in everyone’s minds.
To address the issue of NF 1680s omitted from file and/or not posted to PPDB, I recommend a three-pronged approach in the Procurement Officer’s Reminder Memo.  First, the COs will be reminded to review and comply with the regulatory requirements for performance of contractor evaluation.  Next, they will be asked to refresh themselves on the procedure outlined in Work Instruction .028 to ensure that timely evaluation is conducted and evidence of the evaluation (i.e. the completed NF 1680) is ultimately placed in the contract file.  Finally, because 2 COs vowed they had placed the completed NF 1680s in the 1680 Center’s mailbox, but no performance information appears in the PPDB, a final reminder will be directed to the 1680 Center to check their mailbox frequently and post the information from retrieved forms to the PPDB within a few days to guarantee the required and timely update of that database.
ADDITIONAL ATTACHMENTS FOR INFORMATION
1.  Incentive Fee Metrics for Period 10-1-03 through 3-31-04 (No electronic copy available).  Per a Code H memorandum dated October 15, 2002, we are required to collect this data and include it in our self-assessment reports.
2.  Individual JOFOC and sole source justification reviews conducted between 11-1-03 and 4-30-04.  (No electronic copies available).  In June, 2003, the Procurement Officer made a specific request to include copies of these reviews in this self-assessment, given the current visibility of and problems with documents of this type.  Of the 17 sole source/JOFOC documents reviewed, 14 were determined sufficient and 3 were found to be insufficient.       
Robin H. Strohacker  
