GUIDELINES FOR CPARS RATINGS AND NARRATIVE

The ratings assigned the CPARS areas of evaluation must meet the criteria set forth in the CPAR System rating definitions and must be supported by the accompanying narratives, which contain specific instances in which standards were exceeded or not met.

This outline may be useful in assuring that the assigned rating meets the criteria established in the CPARS definitions.  Following each rating is the definition from the CPARS for that rating, some words that may be appropriately used in the narrative to express the quality of performance, and some sentences from actual reports used to support the rating.

For purposes of this guideline, assume that the word “many” means “more than two”, and the word “some” means “more than one”; since we may presume that if the definition writers had meant “one” they would have said “one” and not “some”.  It would also follow that since Exceptional is better than Very Good, “many” must be more than “some.”

In establishing ratings, always begin with Satisfactory as a baseline; and move up or down from there, depending on the number and nature of specific examples of exceeding or not meeting contract requirements.  Examples should, when possible, use as benchmarks standards which are objective and set forth in the contract (i.e. Service Delivery Summary), or are established Air Force or other organizational standards.
EXCEPTIONAL:
(1) meets contractual requirements

(2) no significant weaknesses or a few minor ones which have been corrected


(3) exceeds many (at least three*) requirements to the government’s benefit

(a) example 1

(b) example 2 

(c)  example 3 (at a minimum)

* Exception: unless there is one event with a benefit to the government that is of such magnitude that it alone constitutes an Exceptional rating.
VERY GOOD:
(1) meets contractual requirements

(2) no significant weaknesses or few minor ones which have been corrected


(3) exceeds some (at least two) requirements to the government’s benefit

(a) example 1

(b) example 2 (at a minimum)

The only difference between an EXCEPTIONAL and a VERY GOOD rating is the number of examples of performance that exceed the contractual requirements.  Some words which may be used to describe performance are excellent, extensive, exceed, outstanding, superior, pro-active, aggressive, dynamic.  Avoid terms such as “out of scope” and “beyond contract requirements” which could lead to requests for equitable adjustments.  There’s a fine line.  Avoid terms such as appeared, in our opinion, we believe, it is our hope, we were not happy, we did not like, we think, could be.

Following are some sentences extracted from actual reports that demonstrate appropriate narrative support for either of the ratings above Satisfactory:

“…averaged an aircraft ground handling time of 36% of the maximum time allowed by the statement of work.”

“…resulted in a gauge variation gain/loss of only 0.027%, which is well below the AFSPC and DESC limit that allows a gain of loss of 0.50%”

“…response time is 1.2 minutes versus the 30 minutes allowed by the SOW.”

“…innovative in utilizing reclaimed parts to repair vehicles, saving $68,700 in FY 2001.”

“…averaged a 99.95% equipment availability rate, exceeding the command standard of 96.67%”

“…returning $54,000 in critical assets to the AF”

“…met small business goals and exceeded women-owned small business goals”

“…through aggressive market research, the contractor located two HUBZone businesses to provide…”

“…distributed earned Award Fee to employees improving morale, retention, and initiative.”

“…rose to the occasion when required to perform recovery actions following a devastating flood…”

“…is the only contractor in the Wing that takes advantage of Value Engineering Change Proposals…that save the USAF’s limited funding.”

“…pro-active cross-feed program…benefits the Government by sharing problem resolutions with other sites.”

“Repeat problems with the lack of qualifications of personnel backfills lowered this rating from the FY2000 Exceptional to the current Very Good.”

To differentiate between EXCEPTIONAL and VERY GOOD:

“Generally superb operations support.  Some impacts when lines of responsibility blurred with other entities, but now improving.”

“Basic support excellent, but greater initiative needed to meet system accreditation requirements.”

SATISFACTORY:  Meets requirements or has implemented satisfactory corrective actions for any identified discrepancies or weaknesses.

Words which may be used to describe Satisfactory performance are adequate, good, average, satisfactory, and sufficient.  A rating of Satisfactory doesn’t require much in the way of specific justifying examples, unless the rating is a change from the previous period of performance.

Following are some sentences extracted from actual reports that demonstrate appropriate narrative support for the rating of Satisfactory:

“…has provided satisfactory customer support and operations services with few minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were highly effective.”

“Turnover of LAN personnel has been somewhat disruptive but not a significant weakness”

“Given the nature of the services performed for this refuse collection contract, it would be difficult to obtain above a Satisfactory rating for performance.  The contractor adhered to all required schedules, and there were no incidents of improper disposal.  Therefore, the rating of Satisfactory indicates performance within the requirements of the contract and that there were no problems encountered during this reporting period.”

“The contractor has since initiated its own audit/self inspection schedule to prevent this problem from recurring.”

MARGINAL:  Does not meet some (2 or more*) of the contract requirements and no satisfactory corrective actions have been implemented:

(1) example 1

(2) example 2 (at a minimum)

*Or may identify just one significant deficiency for which no satisfactory corrective actions have been implemented or are only marginally effective.

UNSATISFACTORY:  Does not meet contractual requirements and recovery is not likely in a timely manner.  Deficiencies identified are serious and any corrective actions to date are ineffective.  These deficiencies could be grounds for default, depending on the nature and scope of the contract.

(1) example 1

(2) example 2* (at a minimum)

(3) description of failed corrective action(s)

*A singular problem could be of such serious magnitude that it alone constitutes an Unsatisfactory rating.

Words, which may be used to describe performance that does not meet contract requirements, are poor, limited, minimal, incomplete, failed, deficient, bad, lacking, inadequate, incorrect.  Avoid terms such as appeared, in our opinion, we believe, it is our hope, we were not happy, we did not like, we think, could be.

.”  The difference between Marginal and Unsatisfactory performance is the nature and effectiveness of corrective actions in regards to the number of performance deficiencies.  For either rating, the narrative should reference the means by which the contractor was notified of the deficiency(s).

Following are some sentences extracted from actual reports that demonstrate appropriate narrative support for either of the ratings below Satisfactory:

“…inaccurate documentation caused a sample for bacteria to be take improperly.  The QAE was not notified.  Procedures were put in place to insure the QAE is notified with a positive result.”

“Deliberate planning of a water filter project was not accomplished, resulting in the purchase of new filters that did not become fully functional.”

“A series of unfortunate, high-visibility safety incidents have forced the commander to question the contractor’s emphasis and pro-activeness with regard to maintaining a safe and healthful environment…While the AF QAE does believe that the contractor’s remedy plans should resolve the problems, it is too soon to make that conclusion.”

“While the contractor vehicle mishaps have declined from last year, he is still responsible for over $92,000 in vehicle damages.”

 “…technicians failed to record the range data …resulting in a contractor liable outage in excess of 25 hours.”

“Since the problems weren’t identified until relatively late in the fiscal year, and the corrective measures are still in the initiation phase, the success of the corrective measures is not yet known, but the Government is confident that the contractor will take whatever actions are necessary to correct these problems.

“Key personnel lacked the depth to perform back-up responsibilities for other functional personnel.  To mitigate this situation, the Site Manager is developing a new organizational structure…”

For BOS contracts, consider evaluating individual functional area performance under the “Other Areas” evaluation area, evaluating each function separately.  If using this evaluation structure, each example of exceptional or deficient performance could be categorized as applicable to one of the other rating areas.  Then these ratings could be rolled up by category to form the basis for an overall rating for each of the pre-designated categories.

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS:

- Be sure that the criteria for ratings is the same from one year to the next.  The contractor will notice.

- At the beginning of each performance period, discuss the areas to be evaluated and the rating definitions at a BRAG meeting, which includes the contractor, the evaluators, and the Assessing Official.  However, do not make “deals” regarding specific performance, which will lead to guaranteed ratings.  These discussions should also include the aspects of performance to be considered under each evaluation area.  The BRAG may determine that some evaluation area(s) are not applicable to the requirement.  These areas would then be marked N/A on the CPAR.  

- Communicate with the contractor, via BRAG meetings or directly, about problems all during the performance period BEFORE the CPAR is input.  The CPARS rating should not come as a surprise to the contractor.  Both parties (government and contractor) benefit if the contractor is afforded opportunities to correct deficient performance as it occurs throughout the performance period.

- Performance must be documented all during the performance period, not just toward the end in preparation for CPARS reporting.  The results of this performance evaluation should be communicated to the contractor on a continuing basis.

- Contractor efforts in the final month or two or the performance period cannot completely change a year of poor performance.

- Any change in rating from one year to the next should be fully documented and addressed.

- The best way to measure the level of performance is to compare the contractor’s level of performance to that required by established (preferably numeric) standards, i.e. contract statement of work Service Delivery Summary (or comparable statement of standards), published Air Force or DoD standards, published commercial or industry standards.  These may be expressed by such things as a percentage of operational readiness (i.e. 98% available), downtime (no more than 2 hours per month), numbers of customer complaints (no more than 3 per month), or dollars saved.

- The significance of deficiencies may be determined by assessing the impact to the government, either in dollars or mission impact.  The timeliness and effectiveness of the contractor’s corrective actions must also be considered, particularly the likelihood of recurrence.

- Ratings and narratives must be consistent with any other performance reports, i.e. CMAV, IG, Award Fee, etc.  

- A contractor may not be rated lower than Satisfactory solely for not performing beyond the requirements of the contact.

- Be SURE the rating and the narrative support each other with numbers and types of examples (positive or negative).  Unless the rating given is Satisfactory, the narrative must give details of the areas in which the contractor exceeded or did not meet the contract performance standards.

- Keep in mind that the primary audience for your narrative is other source selection officials outside your organization.  Your narrative should therefore be detailed enough to enable them to understand the work being performed under your contract and should avoid the use of acronyms.

- Plus or minus signs may be used with the ratings to indicate an improving or worsening trend insufficient to change the actual rating.
