COR Past Performance Information Instructions

Required Action:

As the COR, you are responsible for providing the Contracting Officer with feedback on contractor performance.  Formal performance assessment reports (PARs) are required for service contracts over $1M and construction contracts over $500k.  These assessments are to be entered into the PPIMS on an annual basis.  

In addition, you will need to inform your Contracting Officer regarding exercise of contract options (for contracts with multiple years).  You must provide documentation indicating your desire to exercise the option 60-90 days prior to expiration of the current contract period.  You must indicate that current performance is acceptable, it is in the best interest of the government to exercise the option and indicate that there is or will be sufficient funding for the requirement.

Past Performance Data Systems:

PPIMS--The Past Performance Information Management System is the Army's central repository for the collection and utilization of Army-wide contractor Past Performance Information (PPI). Available to authorized Government personnel, PPIMS is used to support both the Contracting Performance Review process and future award decisions. 

Beginning in FYO4, the retrieval application of the Army’s PPIMS will be transitioned to the federal government’s PPIRS.  We will continue to use the PPIMS system to input performance assessment reports (PARs) but will access PPIRS for source selection purposes.

https://apps.altess.army.mil/ppims/prod/ppimshp.cfm
PPIRS--The Past Performance Information Retrieval System is the government-wide past performance retrieval database supporting E-Government initiatives to unify and simplify.  It consolidates the various agency past performance databases utilized in the past.  This allows for a uniform central point of retrieval for past performance information, which is now a critical evaluation element in the source selection process supporting best value contracting.

http://www.ppirs.gov/  

POC’s for assistance on PPIMS (expired or lost passwords, technical problems/questions)

Your Contracting Officer

RCO Site Administrator:  RCOS, Rebecca Eden, 375-3161

HQ USACCE Site Administrator:  Mike Gallagher375-3244

Performance Assessment Report:
The COR is responsible for completing the evaluation elements in Section V of the PAR.

The Assessment Elements are as follows:

Quality of Product or Service:  

Assess the contractor’s conformance to contract requirements, specifications, quality of software product and development and standards of good workmanship (e.g. commonly accepted technical, [professional, environmental, or safety and health standards).

Schedule: 

 Assess the contractor’s timeliness against the completion of the contract, task orders, milestones, delivery schedules, and administrative requirements (e.g. efforts that contribute to or effect the schedule variance).

Cost Control (NOT required on firm fixed price or fixed price economic price adjustment contracts):

 Assess the contractor’s effectiveness in forecasting, managing and controlling contract cost, including reporting and analyzing variances.

Business Relations:  

Assess the integration and coordination of all activity needed to execute the contract, specifically the timeliness, completeness and quality of problem identification, corrective action plans, proposal submittals, the contractor’s history of reasonable and cooperative behavior, customer satisfaction, timely award and management of subcontracts.

Management of Key Personnel: 

 Assess the contractor’s performance in selecting, retaining, supporting and replacing—when necessary—key personnel.

The Color Rating System is as follows:

(Ref AFARS 5142-90)
(1) Exceptional (Dark Blue) - Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds many to the Government's benefit. The contractual performance of the element or sub-element being assessed was accomplished with few minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were highly effective. 

(2) Very Good (Purple) - Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds some to the Government's benefit. The contractual performance of the element or sub-element being assessed was accomplished with some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were effective.

(3) Satisfactory (Green) - Performance meets contractual requirements. The contractual performance of the element or sub-element contains some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor appear or were satisfactory. 

(4) Marginal (Yellow) - Performance does not meet some contractual requirements. The contractual performance of the element or sub-element being assessed reflects a serious problem for which the contractor has not yet identified corrective actions. The contractor's proposed actions appear only marginally effective or were not fully implemented.

(5) Unsatisfactory (Red) - Performance does not meet most contractual requirements and recovery is not likely in a timely manner. The contractual performance of the element or sub-element contains serious problem(s) for which the contractor's corrective actions appear or were ineffective. 

The rating assigned to an element/sub-element must be supported by narrative rationale.  Narratives are required for all ratings, and must clearly convey to the contractor, as well as to a Government source selection official who is not familiar with the instant contract, why the rating was assigned. This is especially important for any rating above or below "satisfactory." Narratives should be supported by quantifiable or verifiable documentation. While larger or more complex efforts warrant greater detail, the guideline for any narrative is "clear and concise." 

Once the CO or PPIMS Site Administrator registers you in the system, you will receive a system-generated e-mail with your userid and password to use to access PPIMS—Save this E-mail. 

When it is within 30 days of the end of an annual performance period, the system will generate an e-mail message to the COR notifying him that he is the COR on a specific contract (see below)  

_____________________________________________________________________

Notification E-mail:

Subject: PPIMS PAR Evaluator Notification

This is a system generated Email message from the Past Performance

Information Management System (PPIMS).

You have been designated as an evaluator on the following PPIMS Performance

Assessment Report (PAR):

Contract Number: DAJA02-01-C-0048

Delivery Order: 

Modification Number: 

Please use the link below to log-in to PPIMS and provide your evaluation on

the contract.

https://apps.altess.army.mil/ppims/prod/
The COR then needs to access the PPIMS site under “LOGIN—production—not training” and enter his userid and password.  Do not use the ”REGISTRATION” tab if you already have a password.  If you forget your password or cannot access the system, please contact your CO or RCO Site Administrator.   You will only have access to contracts for which you are the assigned COR.  If you need to be added or deleted from a particular contract, please notify your CO. 

Click on Modify PAR and then List All PARs.  Your assigned contract #(s) should appear.  Click on the contract # you wish to modify.  You should only make entries in section V.  You may view other sections, for example, Section I will indicate the time period you are rating.  Click on Section V to enter the evaluation.  Use the drop down menus to enter a color rating and type in your narrative.  Make sure you hit the Save or Submit button every time you leave a particular screen.  When complete hit the button eval complete and use the drop down menu to enter today’s date.  Then indicate that you want to send it to the CO.  You are done!

Attached are some performance rating guidelines and sample narratives:

    
[image: image1.wmf]Atch 4 Performance Ratings.pdf

                   
[image: image2.wmf]Atch 5 PAR Sample Narratives.pdf


Apr 2004  RCOS COR Training—Past Performance
Page 3 of 4

_1142424706/Atch 4 Performance Ratings.pdf
Rtch
APPENDIX III

PERFORMANCE RATING GUIDELINES

These are suggested guidelines for assigning ratings on a contractor’s compliance with
the contract performance, cost, and schedule goals as specified in the Statement of Work.
The guidelines for Business Relations are meant to be separate ratings for the areas
mentioned. All the areas do not need to fit the rating to give the rating for the category.
Ensure that this assessment is consistent with any other Agency assessments (i.e., award
fee assessments).

Technical Performance (Quality of Product/Service)

Exceptional

e Met all performance requirements / Exceeded 20 % or more

e Minor problems / Highly effective corrective actions / Improved performance/quality
results

Very Good
e Met all performance requirements / Exceeded 5% or more
e Minor problems / Effective corrective actions

Satisfactory
e Met all performance requirements
e Minor problems / Satisfactory corrective actions

Marginal
e Some performance requirements not met
e Performance reflects serious problem / Ineffective corrective actions

Unsatisfactory
e Most performance requirements are not met
e Recovery not likely

Cost Control

Exceptional

o Significant reductions while meeting all contract requirements

e Use of value engineering or other innovative management techniques

e Quickly resolved cost issues / Effective corrective actions facilitated cost reductions
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Very Good

e Reduction in overall cost/price while meeting all contract requirements

e Use of value engineering or other innovative management techniques

e Quickly resolved cost/price issues / Effective corrective actions to facilitate overall
cost/price reductions

Satisfactory
e Met overall cost/price estimates while meeting all contract requirements

Marginal

e Do not meet cost/price estimates

e Inadequate corrective action plans / No innovative techniques to bring overall
expenditures within limits

Unsatisfactory
e Significant cost overruns
e Not likely to recovery cost control

_ Schedule (Timeliness)

Exceptional

e Significantly exceeded delivery requirements (All on-time with many early deliveries
to the Government’s benefit)

e Quickly resolved delivery issues / Highly effective corrective actions

Very Good
e On-Time deliveries / Some early deliveries to the Government’s benefit
e Quickly resolved delivery issues / Effective corrective actions

Satisfactory
e On-time deliveries
e Minor problems / Did not effect delivery schedule

Marginal

e Some late deliveries

e No corrective actions

Unsatisfactory

e Many late deliveries

e Negative cost impact / Loss of capability for Government
o Ineffective corrective actions / Not likely to recover
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Business Relations

Exceptional

Highly professional / Responsive / Proactive

Significantly exceeded expectations

High user satisfaction

Significantly exceeded SB/SDB subcontractor goals

Minor changes implemented without cost impact / Limited change proposals / Timely
definitization of change proposals

Very Good

Professional / Responsive

Exceeded expectations

User satisfaction

Exceeded subcontractor goals

Limited change proposals / Timely definitization of change proposals

Satisfactory

Professional / Reasonably responsive

Met expectations

Adequate user satisfaction

Met subcontractor goals

Reasonable change proposals / Reasonable definitization cycle

Marginal

Less Professionalism and Responsiveness

Low user satisfaction / No attempts to improve relations

Unsuccessful in meeting subcontractor goals

Unnecessary change proposals / Untimely definitization of change proposals

Unsatisfactory

Delinquent responses / Lack of cooperative spirit

Unsatisfied user / Unable to improve relations

Significantly under subcontractor goals

Excessive unnecessary change proposals to correct poor management
Significantly untimely definitization of change proposals
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PAR Sample Effort Description and Narratives (sec. 17)
Sectiv OL . ‘
B%CkllR Sample : Description ot Q@gwfe'"e/‘{“

The Contractor is to provide DoD-oriented professional level engineering and technical
support in executing analytical studies and/or experimental investigations involving
vulnerability and hardening of ship and submarine structures and equipment subjected
to conventional or nuclear weapons effects, above or under water. Task efforts range
from routine application of vulnerability assessment and hardening design methods to
development and application of state-of-the-art damage prediction algorithms and
analysis methods to evaluate ship and submarine systems response to weapons loads.
This includes development of improved vulnerability assessment computer codes,
application to evaluate new ship designs against postulated threats, and formulation of
hardening options to enhance ship survivability. Design and testing of ship hardening
concepts and prototype passive protection systems are also included.

Blocks . /4B Sample Narrative Showing Consistency with Other Program
Metrics

The Contractor has done an excellent job in keeping the program on schedule. The
Contractor has implemented a new project management system which allows for
advanced placement of subcontracts to ensure early subcontract delivery. Since the kits
being produced by the Contractor rely heavily on the cables and radios provided by the
subcontractors, this new project management system has resulted in a major positive
impact to the program. Component parts are received at the Contractor early, thus
allowing for early discovery of any component defects and prompt part replacement, as
well as early starts on production runs. The Contractor’s efforts have resulted in a
Schedule Performance Index (SPI) of 1.10. In addition, the Contractor was commended
for this effort at the most recent program review.

Block I¥# Sample Green/Satisfactory Narrative

Quality of Pradyct or Service: Green/Satisfactory — This contract is for the collection of

refuse at XXX Air Force Base located near Anytown, USA. As part of its services,
Contractor XXX is required to pick up 87 dumpsters across an approximate 30 square
mile area, 12 hazardous waste containers, and 7 bio-hazardous waste material
containers at the Medical Clinic located at the base. Given the nature of the services
performed for this contract and the schedule for refuse collection, it would be difficult to
obtain above a Satisfactory rating for performance on this contract. During this
evaluation period, Contractor XXX met all of its refuse collection requirements on time
as stated in the contract. Further Contractor XXX ensured that all of the tops of the
dumpsters were closed after dumping to ensure that no foreign object debris (FOD)
entered the flight line area despite the locale being in an area prone to high winds.
There were no incidents of improper storage or disposal of the hazardous waste or bio-
hazardous waste material during this reporting period. Therefore, the rating of
Satisfactory indicates performance within the requirements of the contract and that
there were no problems encountered during this reporting period with Contractor XXX.
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Block /) Sample CPAR Narrative

Insufficient Narrative:

Business Relations: Dark Blue/Excellent - Contractor has exhibited excellent business
relations with all customers during this reporting period. The Contractor has a positive
history of reasonable and cooperative behavior with this office. They have assessed the
proposal submittals and initiated corrective action plans in an adequate manner. The
integration and coordination activities that the Contractor has taken to execute the
contract have been excellent. All deliverables have been on time.

The example above clearly conveys that the Government was very pleased with the
Contractor’s performance. However, it fails to provide specific examples of performance
and does not detail single or multiple events of benefit to the Government as required
by the Dark Blue/Excellent definition. This narrative would be of limited direct use in a
source selection.

A Better Way To Write This:

Business Relatigns: Dark Blue/Excellent - The Contractor has exhibited excellent
Business relations with all customers during this reporting period; this is evident in the
Contractor’s communications with Government personnel, its own employees, and its
vendors/subcontractors. This is, in part, due to the Contractor instituting a monthly
team meeting between all evaluators of the mission team. In addition to the monthly
team meeting, the Contractor implemented semi-monthly working group meetings at
the functional levels which has garnered an exchange of information which has been of
benefit to the Government in allowing issues to be discussed and resolved at the
functional level. As a result, the Government has seen quicker notification of issues and
resolution of problems. The Contractor has a positive history of reasonable and
cooperative behavior with this office. They have assessed the proposal submittals (23
submittals in 12 months) and initiated corrective action plans (within 7 days of receipt)
in an adequate manner. The integration and coordination activities that the Contractor
has taken to execute the contract have been excellent. All 17 deliverables have been on
time with no need for rework or clarification, which has allowed the Government to
distribute them to their users in a timely fashion, thereby meeting the mission needs.

Fmet all of its small business contracting

During this;‘“evaluation per
f h, the Contractor was also able to locate

goals. Through its a

Block ¢, Sample Narrative Addressing Previous and Current Problems

XYZ Services has received a Very Good rating for Cost Control. While the Contractor
aggressively managed site supplies and equipment and continually looked for ways to
reduce costs and expenses, during the onset of this evaluation period, the Contractor
failed to identify items in the warehouse which could have been disposed of through





Defense Reutilization Marketing Offices. This oversight resulted in additional funds being
expended ($27,000) for warehouse storage fees. This problem was identified in a
random property audit and, although the additional storage funds had already been
expended, the Contractor worked over the weekend to ensure the items were ready for
disposal by the following week. This Contractor has since initiated its own audit/self
inspection schedule and inventory control log to prevent this problem from occurring.

Block /4 Sample Narrative Statements to Avoid

The Contractor’s performance in this area was exemplary. They were proactive in
satisfying Electrical Kit Product Performance requirements. They produced a superior
product for the customer. In many instances, they performed engineering tasks
outside the scope of the contract.

“Outside the scope of the contract” - This phrase should not be in a CPAR narrative. It
implies that the Contractor performed work not legally required and is eligible for an
equitable adjustment to the contract. An equitable adjustment means that the program
office/customer will have to come up with additional funds to pay for the additional
tasks.

In our opinion, the Contractor’s performance in the systems engineering area was very
poor. Kit hardware deficiencies were observed and it appeared that the Contractor
lacked systems engineering knowledge and expertise. We believe that some of the
contractual kit requirements will not be met. It is our hope that additional factory
testing will eliminate these hardware deficiencies. If management had responded in a
timely manner, the requirement might have been satisfied. Additionally, we were not
happy with the initial factory testing, and did not like their “fly and fix” philosophy of
testing.

“In our opinion” - This is a subjective phrase which gives the impression that there is no
firm evidence to prove poor performance.

“Appeared” - This is a speculative remark which does not prove that they lacked
systems engineering knowledge.

“We believe” - This is also a speculative remark. It does not prove that they did not
satisfy some kit requirements.

“It is our hope” — This statement does not belong in a CPAR narrative. The issue is
whether the Contractor will correct the deficiencies using factory testing. If so, the
narrative should indicate the pending corrections. If not, justification should be provided
as to why the factory testing failed to correct the problems.

“We were not happy” - This is an emotional and subjective statement which should be
avoided. The CPAR should reflect justification for the successes/failures from the factory
test.

“We did not like” - The customer should evaluate the results of the fly and fix tests in
detail, not their testing technique.





The Contractor was late in delivering all of the 100 electric kits. We think that one
reason is that their systems engineering effort was poor due to several electrical
component deficiencies. Another reason could be that their ability to manage the
electrical subcontracts left much to be desired. We established a 6 month extension to
the contract. We hope they can deliver the 100 kits without significant discrepancies.

“We think” — This phrase implies that the customer has not proven the Contractor’s poor
performance with evidence.

“Could be” - This phrase indicates that the customer is not sure that the reason for the
deficiencies is poor management. There is no proof of poor management here.

“We hope” - This phrase implies that the delivery of the kits without deficiencies in the
time period allotted is a desire, not a contractual requirement.






