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	SUBJECT:
	Improving the Procurement Process – May, 2004 Internal Review and Self-assessment

	
	


Another semi-annual quality review has been conducted, and the complete results have been made available electronically for your information.  This review confirmed that our Division’s overall performance is at a satisfactory level, with reasonably low vulnerability in most areas.  Thanks for your good work and any extra effort to create improvements in the areas of D&Fs for interagency agreements, sole source determinations, NF 533 reviews, and Market Research Reports.
However, there are still several areas of concern for which we must maintain a high level of awareness.  This memorandum addresses those items and you are requested to make this information a part of your processing of solicitations and awards.

Contracts with Missing, Outdated, Improper, and/or Incomplete Clauses

While still a major concern, the results of this review were somewhat better than the previous analysis.  The IDGS Expert stated that, while 2 of the 5 new contracts 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).  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 the impact of these reviews on awards made from April 2004 forward.  In addition to continuing the more rigorous review requirements, the IDGS Expert will soon be reinstituting our user-friendly and locally maintained Speedy Document Generation System (SDGS) to serve as our lead document creation tool. 

You are reminded to utilize IDGS/SDGS (and the services of the IDGS Expert) as often as needed to prepare solicitations and contracts.  If you must use a previously-created document to prepare a new solicitation or contract, the “Clauses Changed Since…” feature of IDGS/SDGS must be run prior to finalization of the document.  Finally, you are reminded to follow the file review requirements in Work Instruction .002 when processing solicitations and contracts. 



No/Inadequate Price Reasonableness Determinations for Actions Below $100K
During this review, 76% of the orders reviewed had adequate statements and rationale.  Compared to the numbers from the last time around (70% adequate statements/rationale), we seem to be making progress.  100% is the requirement, however, so the issue of incomplete rationale/support for the determination still needs to be emphasized.  In all of the deficient statements, the rationale got off to a good start by identifying the basis for reasonableness (“price list”, “previous purchases, “cost breakdown”, or independent Gov’t estimate).  However, it would then fall short of providing the next reasonably expected piece(s) of information to really solidify the support (date of price list, order numbers and prices of previous buys, analysis of cost breakdown, or copy of Gov’t estimate).  FAR 13.106-3(a) discusses the need for determining the proposed price fair and reasonable and describes the various bases for that determination.

You are reminded to follow the FAR requirement identified above to ensure that appropriate and fully supported determinations of price reasonableness are documented on the NASA C-122 form prior to award. 

No Posting of Acquisitions to the Consolidated Contracting Initiative (CCI) Website
The results of this review were no better than the last time.  Therefore, the guidance presented in the previous Reminder Memo will be repeated here with the hope of improved performance prior to the August 2004 Procurement Management Survey.  Your attention is drawn to the following high points of Work Instruction GRC-W0610.024, entitled “Consolidated Contracting Initiative”:

1. Awards under $100K and awards under AOs, NRAs, SBIRs, and STTRs are not subject to CCI.  All other awards, regardless of acquisition method, must consider the requirements of CCI.

2. Posting of solicitations on the CCI site will be concurrent with, and for the same duration as the appropriate synopsis required by FAR Parts 5 or 12.
3. Posting is not required when:  a) a synopsis is not required, b) the acquisition appears on GRC’s Annual Acquisition Forecast, or 3) the Procurement Officer grants a waiver to the requirement.
4. Complete CCI guidance, posting instructions, and forms may be found on-line, at the CCI link in the NASA Procurement Library.
You are reminded to refer to the requirements of Work Instruction GRC-W0610.024 and Headquarters’ CCI website when the value of an acquisition exceeds $100K and does not result from an AO, NRA, SBIR, or STTR.



No/Inadequate Documentation for Contract Modifications
Like the last time, 50% of the reviewed contracts with modifications lacked adequate documentation to support the action(s).  Specific problems included:  1) No evaluation of contractor’s proposed cost adjustment before issuing mod, 2) No description of the revised SOW in the modification, even though SOW revision was the main purpose of the mod, and 3) Inadequate option exercise determination.  With respect to option exercise determinations, appropriate guidance and regulatory references are presented in our Work Instruction GRC-W0610.026, Contract Options.  The rest of the problems can be solved simply by keeping in mind the need to provide an adequate audit trail from Point A to Point B.  That is, include the minimum amount of documentation necessary to explain the changes that will be made as a result of the modification, and evaluate and determine that those changes (and any associated adjustments in the cost/price) are reasonable and appropriate.  The amount of documentation will vary, depending on the type of the modification being processed, the complexity of the changes, and the estimated dollar value.  This common-sense approach will ensure that your modification back-up effectively “tells the story” behind the action taken. 
You are reminded to utilize the reference and guidance set forth above to ensure adequate documentation in support of modifications issued under contracts/orders.
Purchase and Delivery Orders with Omitted Clauses
Almost 75% of the orders reviewed were found to be missing one or more required clauses.  This looks very bad on the surface, but there is a reasonable explanation.  Between the Division’s implementation of the Headquarters-maintained RFQ and Order Attachment Templates on an exclusive basis, and the Purchase Agents’ 12-03 re-assumption of responsibility for including the appropriate clauses in their orders, there is obviously a learning curve in operation here.  It is expected that improvement will be shown in the near future as the PAs become more comfortable using Headquarters’ PO templates and our Simplified Acquisition Poor Man’s Guide (both instituted in 12-03). 
You are reminded to utilize the templates and guide set forth above (and the services of the Policy Officer as needed) to ensure the inclusion of all required clauses in purchase and delivery orders.
Orders Numbered Improperly

During this review, it was noted that 5% of the orders examined had been improperly numbered.  Specific errors were:  1) assigning a purchase order number (suffix “P”) when the award should have received a delivery order number (suffix “D”), and 2) assigning a purchase order number to an interagency agreement (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. 
You are reminded to thoroughly review and carefully utilize the award numbering logs to ensure that your orders contain the proper suffixes.  You are also directed to NFS Part 1804.71, that covers solicitation and award numbering in detail. 
Maintaining Professional Files
While there were only a few instances of rather inefficient filing practices identified during this review, a general reminder is warranted in light of the impending Procurement Management Survey.  We do not want their reviews to be hampered by things like documents loose in the file, proposals not filed, reports not filed consistently, empty tabs, etc.  It is understood that between our primary goal of satisfying our customers in a timely manner, and the ever-increasing administrative burdens placed on us, we sometimes feel fortunate just to get the action completed, regardless of the condition of the file.  However, at some reasonable point in time, the disorganized jumble of information needs to be turned into a properly arranged, orderly file.  This will allow for faster and more productive use of the file, not only by the CO, but by anyone else who has a need to see it, such as expediters, supervisors, internal and external reviewers, and close-out personnel. 

You are reminded to use proper filing techniques in all award files to ensure ease in navigation and comprehension of the contents by all parties.  







Conclusion

Generally, we are doing a good job, but there are always opportunities for improvement.  Your continued attention to these reminders, as well as the entire area of document and file quality, will help to maintain our reputation as a competent and low-risk procurement organization.  If you have any questions, please discuss them with me or your Branch Chief.  
Bradley J. Baker
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