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Statement A: Approved for Public Release. Distribution is unlimited (05 January 2015).  



3 

CPARS Basics 

▼ Applicability 

 Acquisitions > $1 Million - primarily task / delivery orders and C-type 
contracts (no longer applicable at the ID/IQ basic contract level).  

 

▼ Government Players 

 Assessing Official’s Representative (AOR) – COR  

 Assessing Official (AO) – IPT Lead 

 CPARS Focal Point – LaVerne Brown 
 

▼ Reporting Frequency 

 The entire CPARS process MUST be complete within 120 days of 
evaluation period ending. 

 

▼ Key to Success 

 Continuous and effective communication 
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Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) 
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Evaluation Ratings 

▼ Satisfactory – (3) 

 

 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.  

 

 To justify a Satisfactory rating, there should have been only minor 
problems, or major problems the contractor recovered from without 
impact to the contract/order. There should have been NO significant 
weaknesses identified. A fundamental principle of assigning ratings is 
that contractors will not be evaluated with a rating lower than 
Satisfactory solely for not preforming beyond the requirements of the 
contract/order. 

Statement A: Approved for Public Release. Distribution is unlimited (05 January 2015).  



6 

Evaluation Ratings 

▼ Very Good - (4) 

 

 Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds some to 
the Government’s benefit. The contractual performance of the element 
or sub-element being evaluated was accomplished with some minor 
problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were 
effective.  

 

 To justify a Very Good rating, identify a significant event and state 
how it was a benefit to the Government. There should have been NO 
significant weaknesses identified. 
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Evaluation Ratings 

▼ Exceptional - (5) 

 

 Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds many to 
the Government’s benefit. The contractual performance of the element 
or sub-element being evaluated was accomplished with few minor 
problems for which corrective actions taken by the contractor were 
highly effective.  

 

 To justify an Exceptional rating, identify multiple significant events 
and state how they were of benefit to the Government. A singular 
benefit, however, could be of such magnitude that it alone constitutes 
an Exceptional rating. Also, there should have been NO significant 
weaknesses identified. 
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Evaluation Ratings 

▼ Marginal – (2) 

 

 Performance does not meet some contractual requirements. The 
contractual performance of the element or sub-element being evaluated 
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.  

 

 To justify a Marginal performance, identify a significant event in each 
category that the contractor had trouble overcoming and state how it 
impacted the Government. A Marginal rating should be supported by 
referencing the management tool that notified the contractor of the 
contractual deficiency (e.g., management, quality, safety, or 
environmental deficiency report or letter).  
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Evaluation Ratings 

▼ Unsatisfactory – (1)   
 

 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 a serious problem(s) for which 
the contractor’s corrective actions appear or were ineffective. 
 

 To justify an Unsatisfactory rating, identify multiple significant events 
in each category that the contractor had trouble overcoming and state 
how they impacted the Government. A singular problem, however, 
could be of such serious magnitude that it alone constitutes an 
Unsatisfactory rating. An Unsatisfactory rating should be supported by 
referencing the management tool used to notify the contractor of the 
contractual deficiencies (e.g., management, quality, safety, or 
environmental deficiency report or letter). 
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CPARS Draft Approval Document (CDAD) 
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CPARS Draft Approval Document (CDAD) 

▼ The CDAD is incorporated into the QASP (Pages 9 & 10). 

▼When the Contracting Officer signs the QASP it locks but 
does not lock the CDAD. 

▼ The QASP is utilized by the COR when monitoring and 
overseeing the Task Order. 

▼The Contractor submits the CDAD monthly       
(if req. as a CDRL). 
 

▼The COR completes CDAD by providing an 
objective rating within 10 business days.  
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Myths Versus Facts 

▼ Contractors can never receive an evaluation rating higher than 
Satisfactory – (3). 
 

▼ The Government will never give an evaluation rating higher 
than Satisfactory – (3). 
 

▼ CORs are trained to only give an evaluation rating of 
Satisfactory – (3). 

 

ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS ARE FALSE 
 

FACT - NARRATIVES MUST MATCH RATINGS 
 

 Statement A: Approved for Public Release. Distribution is unlimited (05 January 2015).  



13 

CPARS Narrative Writing – Issues 
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Very Good The systems installed performed as expected and the level of craftsmanship was 

exceptional in all areas, minus furniture systems. (QoP/S) 

    

Very Good Cost stayed with budget, no issues. (CC) 

    

Exceptional The quality of business relations was exceptional.  We were always informed of any 

issues, requests for information or required changes to the design in a timely manner 

so that we could adjust and still make the deliverable dates. (BR) 

    

Very Good …monthly status reports and financial data were received free of errors…  The 

contractor also provided very good quality proposals that included minimal errors.  

(QoP/S) 

    

Very Good …status reports were delivered in a timely and professional manner.  Project 

deliverables were delivered on time. (S) 
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CPARS Narrative Writing – Issues 
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Very Good Contractor performed a satisfactory job with their cost control measures. 

(CC) 

    

Very Good …contractor has met all required deadlines… (S) 

    

Very Good …contractor has continually met budgeted costs…  Contractor provided 

timely billings that were current, accurate and complete… (CC) 

    

Very Good …contractor has consistently been able to match the qualifications of 

required key positions… (MoKP) 

    

Very Good No significant errors were encountered during the PWS for the performance 

period (QoP/S). 
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CPARS Narrative Writing – Issues 
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Very Good Met deliverable as defined in the PWS (S). 

    

Very Good Contractor matched personnel with appropriate skill sets in support of the 

tasking (MoKP). 

    

Satisfactory Contractor received Letter of Corrective Action for not having enough role 

players to accomplish the task per the PWS (QoP/S). 

    

Very Good Contractor maintained an appropriate workforce to meet dynamic demands 

of the customer (CC). 

    

Very Good Since contractor re-structured their management for the delivery order there 

has been a marked improvement in meeting the requirements in the task 

order (MoKP). 
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CPARS Narrative Writing – Example 

Very Good The Contractor successfully executed the system recovery, exceeding 

requirements.  Deployments of new releases were on schedule for this 

period.  Per the Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP), the contractor had a 7 

day timeframe for full system restoration after sustaining the attack.  

However, the Contractor was able to recover and bring the system online 

within 4 days, resulting in cost and time benefits for not having to manually 

track data during the downtime.  This early recovery eliminated a work 

stoppage on engine configuration management at the customer sites.  

The Contractor experienced a turnover of the senior developer during the 

development phase of the first upgrade.  However, due to replacement with a 

highly skilled senior developer who was able to program more quickly and 

efficiently, the Contractor was able to bring the final release deployment back 

on track with no impact to the schedule (S). 
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CPARS Narrative Writing – Example 

Exceptional The Contractor has provided exceptional quality in support of VFED.  The contract 

required a system backup and disaster recovery plan that was put to the test after 

a malicious code/virus attack.  The Contractor was proactive with a successful 

recovery, implemented an innovative solution to prevent future attacks, and 

enhanced system security.  The Contractor also initiated a system analysis 

identifying a security loophole previously overlooked at the time of database 

development by the previous incumbent.  The Contractor was able to recommend 

a Commercial-Off-The-Shelf (COTS) product to resolve security issues saving 

custom development time and cost.  The Contractor staff assisted in conducting 

an analysis of alternatives, market research, and application acquisition package 

recommendations in finding the COTS bolt-on.  The Contractor experienced report 

generation errors resulting in unscheduled downtime after a three week period, 

however, they resolved the performance issue by scheduling report runtime 

during times of minimal system usage and optimized the reports to require 

less memory. 
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QASP – CDAD – CPARS Process 

▼When properly accomplished on a monthly basis, generating 
the CPARS submission simply requires consolidation of the 
ratings and commentary captured on the monthly CDADs.  

 

▼ CPARS Focal Point reviews all CPARS submissions verifying 
adequate narrative support for evaluation rating. 

 CPARS Focal Point and COR PM work with the AOR / AO when 
discrepancies are identified.  

 

▼ This process has all but eliminated late CPARS submissions 

 1,603 Active CPARS Assessments 

 0 Delinquent CPARS Assessments 
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Key CPARS Timeframes 

▼ All CPARS due 120 days after end of evaluation period 

▼ Contractor has 60 days to respond after evaluation is sent 

▼ Contractor has 7 days to request meeting to discuss CPARS 

▼ 15 days after evaluation sent it becomes available in PPIRS 

 Note: Evaluation is marked as “Pending” 

▼ At any time, if contractor provides comments the evaluation is 
returned to the AO and contractor cannot view again until closed 

▼ If contractor provides comments, PPIRS updates the next day 

 Note: “Pending” marking will be removed once evaluation closed by AO 

▼ After 60 days evaluation returns to AO for closing 

 Note: Contractor can no longer provide any comments 

▼ If contractor comments do no concur closeout is by RO 
Statement A: Approved for Public Release. Distribution is unlimited (05 January 2015).  



20 

3 Main Takeaways 

▼All evaluation ratings can be earned but  MUST 
be supported with objective evidence in the 
CPARS narrative 

 

▼Understand the evaluation rating definitions and 
be realistic in your evaluation rating expectations 

 

▼Communicate – Communicate – Communicate 
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