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Benchmark Candidate, Lesson Learned,

Outstanding Performer Candidate 


	

	SUBJECT: Performance Management


- A "Benchmark Candidate" is defined as a superior  method or innovative practice that contributes to improved performance and has command-wide applicability.

- A "Lesson Learned" is defined as an area for improvement based on recorded experience which left uncorrected, could impact mission effectiveness.  It must be generic without identifying a particular unit or individual.

- An "Outstanding Performer Candidate" is defined as an individual or team at any level within the organization whose actions are considered well above their peers and who have significantly contributed to the accomplishment of the unit's mission.
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  LESSON LEARNED           FORMCHECKBOX 
  OUTSTANDING  performer                                    

                                                                                                                                         CANDIDATE                                                                                                                                  

	DESCRIPTION:  Specifically, as applied to the J-Tech Contract (AFPEO/CM-managed, over $100 Mil), performance management strategies and processes were developed by the Joint Program Management Office (JPMO); they are extremely effective, key processes (including training) of how the government ensures it gets what it pays for is submitted for Benchmark Candidate as follows:

Performance Management and Assessment: In general, Functional Specialist (FS) Performance Monitoring Reports through Functional Area Evaluators (FAEs), Functional Area Chiefs (FACs) and the JPMO-level assessments highlight the contractor’s performance across each of the ranges relative to each of the award fee evaluation criteria and provide the appropriate feedback; real-time verbally with the contractor’s management and by formal feedback meetings during and after the performance period – totally with the customer in mind while complying with core contractual requirements.  All performance documentation inputs serve to facilitate performance/Award Fee feedback between the government and contractor Program Managers at the end of the 6-month award fee period.  Documented assessments include strengths, weaknesses, performance trends, areas requiring improvement, any areas that could result in potential negative impact to the task/program if not appropriately addressed, tracking of concerns from previous surveillance periods, and notable achievements (areas where the contractor exceeded contract requirements, particularly if yielding cost, time, energy, or process-related savings to the government).  When documenting how the contractor performed, specific examples of contractor performance that substantiate the overall narrative are required.  Contractor’s progress in showing demonstrated performance trend improvement from previous Monthly Performance Reports are indicated if necessary.  Any special conditions, which may have influenced that month’s performance are described.  Special conditions considers the technical, economic, and schedule environment under which the contractor was required or unable to perform and what affect it had on the contractor’s performance.  If any action initiated by the government or outside source that resulted in the contractor’s inability to perform their designed functions IAW the contract, it shall be considered a special condition.  The contractor shall not be held accountable or liable for conditions that are outside their span of control.  In many cases, the contractor’s contingency and ability to deal with those situations has the potential to yield significant benefit to the government beyond their expectations. 

Performance Monitor Training and Benefits:  Detailed training developed and provided by the JPMO gives all Performance Monitors/raters a well-rounded overview of how to rate the contractor’s performance, and presents only enough detail they need to effectively rate the contractor’s performance.  JPMO training is specifically tailored for the J-Tech Contract; Phase 1 and Phase II Training IAW AFI 63-124 are combined into approx 2-hour sessions as opposed to the 3 to 5-day training local PK offers. This translates into huge dollar savings to the government as trainees normally rank from GS-12 to GS-15, and are direct customer holders of up to million-dollar purse strings on individual tasks.   Key areas discussed during training are as follows:  contract overview and structure, Performance Monitor responsibilities, LOTD/tasking process, financial process, contract administration process, legal requirements, performance monitoring methods/strategies, and award fee/term processes.  Key benefits/outputs of performance training are as follows: close connection between all raters and the JPMO for any guidance/support requested or anticipated, education given regarding the most effective/cost saving strategies on how to monitor the contractor’s performance, issuance of a key personnel listing (containing both government and contractor key players) to enhance communication, the latest Technical Requirements Document (TRD) for up-to-date knowledge of requirements, the Performance Monitoring Training Guide, the Award Fee/Term Plan, templates and instructions for completing the task-specific Performance Monitoring Plan/Performance Monitoring Report, a certificate of training and Letter of Designation from the Contracting Officer (CO) citing specific responsibilities (issued upon completion of training).  This approach to training has yielded the best value to the government; i.e., less interruption of the contractor’s duties, improved customer satisfaction, better teamwork between government and contractor personnel, and overall program success.  Included in the training is the JPMO’s authored roll-up of Performance-Based Services Acquisition (PBSA) which is the cornerstone of the JPMO’s success in overseeing and teaming with the contractor. 

PBSA: The JPMO uses a a fluent process to ensure effective performance monitoring is being accomplished, adequate performance measurements are in place, and uses a balanced insight and oversight approach to ensure the government gets what it pays for.  Insight is an assurance process that generally uses performance requirements and metrics to ensure process capability, product quality and end-item effectiveness. Insight also relies on gathering a minimum set of data that clearly reveals the integrity of the product or process. Insight relies heavily on evaluating contract deliverables, existing contractor processes, procedures and working documents. The data may be acquired from contractor records by trend analysis and tracking, internal process metrics, Service Delivery Summary (SDS) submissions, and similar non-intrusive methods. The government’s goal is to follow an insight-driven, performance-monitoring strategy, allowing the contractor to assume increased responsibility and accountability for the integrity of processes. However, the government reserves the right to use an oversight or hybrid approach to more closely scrutinize and monitor questionable areas due to actual or perceived poor contractor performance until the contractor gets back on their feet – in either case, once issues are resolved, the government “backs off” and resumes operation using the insight strategy. This approach has eliminated the need for numerous “QA inspectors” to conduct needless over-the shoulder inspections because the customer who knows most are assessing the contractor’s performance.  Under PBSA, the government effectively “teams” with the contractor while maintaining contractual boundaries.  As applied to the J-Tech Contract, there is a non-adversarial environment and trend-setting joint efforts that was lauded by the AFPEO/CM during the last Program management Review (PMR) at the AFFTC in July 2004.



	MISSION IMPACT:

Performance Management and Assessment:  If the government did not adequately provide the appropriate feedback with the contractor’s management, there could be direct negative mission impact to the customer.  Feedback includes strengths, weaknesses, trends, improvement areas, areas that could get worse with the task/program if not appropriately addressed, tracking of concerns from previous surveillance periods, and notable achievements (areas where the contractor exceeded contract requirements, particularly if yielding cost, time, energy, or process-related savings to the government).  
Performance Monitor Training and Benefits:    If the JPMO did not develop and tailor the training directly for the contract needs, there would be a huge dollar  loss by several hundred performance monitors attending classes from 3 to 5 days and being taught extraneous details not required to manage the acquisition.  In short, frustration for the government customer, less satisfaction, less prepared to surveill the contractor, less teamwork with the contractor, and possible delay of acquisition milestones from being met that were contracted for.
PBSA:   Traditional contractor oversight must not get it’s hands on this first-of-a kind bundled contract involving joint Air Force Commands and other Services.   The traditional QA approach of  mandatory government inspections (duplication of contracted effort) would most likely drive the bundled contract to failure.  Currently the J-Tech Contract performance monitors “back off” after issues are resolved and resumes operation using the insight strategy.  If this were not allowed, the need for numerous  QA inspectors would increase to conduct needless over-the shoulder inspections, and would drive up costs significantly to the customer.  
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