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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CONTRACTING OFFICER
REPRESENTATIVES, SURVEILLANCE, AND CONTRACTOR
PERFORMANCE

ABSTRACT

The Air Forcehas found itself expanding contracted services at the installation
level due to a decrease in manpower across several specialties. These additional
requirements demand surveillance, but also bring into light the effectiveness of
contracting officer repremtatives (COR) when dealing with complex services. The
intent of this project is to analyze whether the COR experience, training, and surveillance
frequency have an impact on contractor performance. This analysis includes a review of
COR training and expince retrieved from the Contracting Officer Representative
Tracking Tool (CORTT). Moreover, it includes a review of Quality Assurance
Surveillance Plans (QASP) and the frequency of reports in the same system. It also
includes a review of policy surroumdj surveillance, training, and experience
requirements. Finally, the results are compared with Contractor Performance Assessment
Reporting System (CPARS) data that states the performance of service contracts. The
intent is to determine whether statistigadignificant relationships exist between quality

assurance programs and contractor performance.
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INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

The installatiodevel support requirementsuch as aircraft maintenance or
communicationshave significantly increasedcross the Air Force. The Air Force has
incorporated these increased requirements into dwntracts for these services. The
increase in the contracting of these support req@ngsnresults in the importance of

contractor performance for these requirements.

In fiscal year(FY) 2016 the Department of DefensBdD) spent close to $150
billion in contractedservices Government Accountability OfficeJAQO], 2018). This
number has steadily increassidce 2016 with a recorded $163.7 billion spent on services
compared to the $163.8 billion spent on produotii¢e of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technologyand LogisticsfOUSD(ATL)]), 2017). The $163 billion
enconpassed several categoragsontracted servicethe largest of which atenowledge
basedservicesresearch and developmeaetvicesfacility servicesand equipmentelated

services (WSD[ATL], 2017), which all support installations across the DoD.

Theincrease in services performed by contractisinges an increase in contractor
surveillanceperformed by the governmerithe level of experience, training, surveillance
frequency, andjuality plan of government monitorgive the contracting officer critid
informationto managehe performance of DoD contractors. Determining tilogvoverall
guality assurance progranelates to contractor performance is critical in the contract

management process.

B. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The level of experience, training, surveillance frequency, gumality plan of
government monitorsliffers based on the contracted servicethatinstallation. These
differences may lead to different levelsaointractor performance. Several standards have
beenimplemented to standardize training, experience, and surveillaote,is not yet
clear whether there isralationshipbetween these factors acohtractor performance. The

success of contracted services depennlsthe effectiveness of the quality assurance
1



program,which consist of thegovernment monitor experience, training, surveillance
frequencyand plan Thequestion is whether the quality assurance progsagifective in

managingcontractor performance.

C. PURPOSEOF RESEARCH

The pupose of thisesearch is to determine how tp@vernmenguality assurance
program(experience, training, surveillance frequency, and qualltly) impacts contractor
performance.Determining the impact could lead to an increased level of contract

management capabilityithin the DoD.

D. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This research answ&the following questions:

1. What is the relationship between the government moekperience and

contractor prformance?

2. What is the relationship between government monitoning and

contractor prformance?

3. What is the relationship between the surveillance frequenality plan,

and contractor performance?

E. METHODOLOGY

This is a quantitative research projedihe research methodology encompass
collecting dataabout the government monitoasd contractor performanckr services.
Government monitor information comdérom the Contracting Officer Representative
Tracking Tool (CORTT) and contractor performance cofren Contractor Performance

Assessment Reporting System (CPARS).

Extracting datarbm CORTT depictshe level of experience and trainifgy the
contracting officer representativEQR). The data set also prov&lmonthly surveillance
frequency along with the adequacy of Qualitysv@nce Surveillance Pla(@ASP) The
CPARS data provideinformation about yearly contractor performantee CORTTis



comparedvith CPARS data. The two data sets revekdtionshipsand lack thereothat

exists between the quality assurance program and contractor performance.

F. BENEFITS AND LIMITATIONS

The purpose of this research is to determine how the goversnpmlity
assurance program (experience, training, surveillance frequency, and plan) impacts
contractor performancesindings from this research will providéhe DoD with mare

effective ways tananage contractor performance on services contracts.

For example, if the research revetilat COR contractexperience is positively
related to contractor performanceis research casupport anincreaseof contract
experience requementswhen selectingCORs. Furthermore, a positiveelationship
betweenCOR experience and contractor performaney allow the DoD to focus on
appointing more CORs who have superior technical experience relating to the particular
servicerequirementAdditionally, astrong correlation between surveillance frequearay
contractor performancenay lead organizations to increase surveillance of contracted

services.

On the other hand, a negatinadationship between thguality assurance program
and contractor performance can help guide the denedofmf new mamagement priorities
to manage contractor performance. Findings of this research can also aid in the structure
of quality assurance progms to more adequately manage contractor performance.

Limitations of this research include the sample size of the data collected.
Furthermore, the quality of data obtained between installations differs due to differing

willingness to grant access to source selection sensitive information.

Moreover, the saple size islimited to contractsfrom three U.S. Air Force
installationswith varying missions. This effectively excluda$other DoD organizations.
Furthermore, narratives from the CPARS system are excluded due to their Source Selection
Sensitive naturand due to the lack of time available to translate narratives into qualitative
data. The contracts used also excludétary construction MILCON) projects and

weapon system or supporting contracts.



G. ORGANIZATION OF REPO RT

This research is organized iritee distinct sectionso revealhow the governmeig
guality assurance prograf@OR experiencetraining surveillance frequency, aiguality
Assurance Surveillance PIgQASH) impacts overall contractor performance. The
research comprisean introduction, diterature review, theesearch methodology, an
analysisof the findings and aconclusion, containing aummary and areas for further

research.

Chapter lintroducesthe researchit also discussethe background of thquality
assurane program and the management of contractor performance. Furthermore, it
presents the problem statement, purpose, and research questions for this research, followed
by the methodology, benefits and limitatigrend organization of the report. Finally, it

summarizes the direction of this research.

Chapter I, be literature reviewconsistf academic theory describing interactions
between the government and the contraatowell asa detailed overview of the service
contracting process. It also inclda review of the service contracting team members
pertinent to this researcAnd a discussion ofurrent COR training and experience
requirementsFurthermore,it discuses the DoDs methods of contractor surveillance
along with policy and guidance for ddaping Quality Assurance Surveillance Plans
(QASP). Moreover,this chapteraddresse€PARS and current issues the DoD faces in
recording contractor performance. Finallit, presentsprevious studies regarding

management of contractor performance.

The regarch methodology chapteZhapter lllincludes adiscusfon of how this
research was conducted. It exptadata collection methods and the manner in which
gualitative data was converted into quantitative data. Moreover, it reWevprimary
model usedor analysis data to determine if there is a relationship between the quality

assurance program and contractor performance.

Chapter 1V, bhe analysis and implications of findingbapter apples linear

regression and correlation formulas to determineréhationship between the quality



assurance program and contractor performahadso provides additional findings that

were not necessarily part of the model yet relevant to the research.

The summary, conclusions, and areas for further reseaecin ChapterV and
make critical implications and statements about how the quality assurance pfG@BRmM
training, experience, surveillance frequency, and QASPs) impacts overall contractor

performance. Additionally, it makescommendationfor further reseatt

H. SUMMARY

This chapterintroduced how this research intends to determine hovgulaéty
assurance program (COR experience, trainisgyveillance frequecy, and QASPS)

impacts contractor performance.

The chapterintroduceda problemfaced by the DobDDoes itsquality assurance
program effectively manag contractor performan@eThe chapterintroduced research
guestions along with the methods used in answering those questions. The purpose of this
research is to determine how the governnfgeqtality asstance program (experience,

training, surveillance frequency, and plan) impacts contractor performance.

Additionally, this chapter included a discigss of the benefits and limitations of
the research along with the overall organization of the report. dllmving literature
review discuses the current literature, guidance, and availapldicy relevant to

determining how the quality assurance program impamtgractor performance.
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I. LITERATURE REVIEW

A. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of thisesearch is to determirfew thequality assurance program
(experience, training, surveillaa frequency, and plan) impacts contractor performance.
This chapter presesd theoretical basesnd how it relates tihhe quality assurance pragn
and themanagement of contractor performanchis chapteralso suppogthis research
by discussing the DoB’servicecontractmanagement process. Additionaltiiis chapter
discusss the members of the service contracting team, COR traimind expeence
requirements. Moreover, this chapteviewsregulations that enable the management of
contractor performance, the methods used to manage contractor performance, and the
QASP. Furthermore, dliscussefiow the government uses CPARS to record comtract
performance. Also, this chapter discesthie challengesbserved by thBoD and external
agencies, whicliurther reinforce the need to answer the research questions surrounding
the DoD’s quality assurance prograend contractor performancEinally, this chapter
offers a review ohcademic work completed on the topic of the quality assurance program

and contractor performance.

B. THEORETICAL BASIS (AGENCY AND AUDITABILITY THEORY)

The governmens use of a quality assurance program to manage contractor
performance stems from agency theory. Agency theory is an economic theory that can be
applied tocontracts between principal and agent the government and a contractor
(Rendon, 2015). The theorgduses on the presence of competing objexzbeéveen the
principal and the agent (Rendon, 2015). For example, the government is charged with
ensuringthat dollars spent are producing acceptable services, while the contractor is

concerned with meeting dibobjectivesand increasing shareholder va{&endon, 2015)

Matters between the principahd agent are further complicated due to information
asymmetry (Rendon, 2015). The government tends to have more information about their
mission while the contctor has more information on whaist drivers are involved in
meeting a particular requirement (Rendon, 2015).

7



The presence of competing objectives and information asymmetry leads to
discretionary behavior (Rendon, 201%endon further elaborates that discretionary
behavior can result in either consummate or perfunctory decisions that lessen the likelihood
of both the principaland agent meeting their objectiveBhe principal can establish
mechanisms to mitigate adverse selection, such as conductikgtmesearch (Rendon,
2015).Also, the principal canset up mechanisms to counter the effects of moral hazard
during contract performance, such as the establishment of a quality assurance program
(Rendon, 2015).

A quality assurance program can be usefulcountering the effects of moral

hazard but only if the principaincorporates the concepts of auditability theory.

Auditability theory leverages governance conceplslst highlighting effective
internal controls, capable processes, and competent personnel (ReRéodon,2015).
When referencing quality assurance programs and contractor perfornfiarieenal
controls refers to the governméstability to report material weaknesses and enforce

compliance with laws and regulations (RendoRendon, 2015).

“Capable processésefers tothe services contracting teamability to perform
contract administration and closeout functions, includinganaging contractor
performancgRendon, 2015)Finally, an aspect of auditability theory calleddmpetent
personnel focuses on ensuring that personnel arejadeely trained and experienced
perform their assigned responsibiliti/®endon, 2015)In this research, competency is
applied to whether members of the service contracting team have the adequataaxper

and training.

Agency theoryand auditability theoryrovide a theoretical basis from which to
analyze the quality assurance program and management of contractor performance.
Furthermorethe theories create a basis from which to discussetinainirg sections in

this chapter.

The following section discussdise service contracting procetbe DoD usesto
achieve itobjectives.



C. SERVICE CONTRACTING PROCESS

The service contract management process is desanibezlContract Management
Body of KnowledgéCMBOK) as consisting athreephasespre-award award, and post
award (National Contract Management AssociatioNCMA], 2017) Several
competencies existithin the three phases. The remainder of this sectiondsomsthese
three phases antd activities performed in each phaaequisition planningrequesting
offers, and source selectioNCMA, 2017). The remainder of this sectifatuseson the

preaward, award, and peatvard phases and the activities in each

The preaward phase incluge aquisition planning which involves the
coordination and integration of multiple efforts to satisfy an organiZatioeeds in a
timely and reasonableanner NCMA, 2017). Acquisition planning includes definition of
requirementsas well aspreparation for all necessary acquisition actions to include
negotiation(NCMA, 2017) It also includes the discussion of acquisition constraints,
performance requirements, tibschnical/shedule risksand tradeoffs (NCMA, 2017)
Furthermore, the acegition plan discusses theontract type ffrm fixed or cost
reimbursement) that would best suit the busyeeeds (NCMA, 2017 hesesteps support

the development of an actual solicitation that can be sent to offerors (NCMA, 2017)

The preaward phase also includes a solicitatipiCMA, 2017) A solicitation
constitutesheintentional selectio of standardized documents to aid in offerors submitting
proposals(NCMA, 2017). NCMA(2017)also states that trdocuments include template
contracts, standard forms, description of needs, and terms and conditions that adequately

protect both parties

Thefinal steps in the praward phase amequesting offerandconductingsource
selection, which ultimately lead to a contract (NCMA, 20NGMA states thatequesting
offers begins by validating the solicitation package and then publidizengpportunity
through approved methods to obtain proposals and incite competition. Giving offerors
sufficient time and information leads to increisempetition which suppou the success
of the acquisition (NCMA, 2017)



The award phase begins with source selection, which is the process of determining
which company wins a contra@dCMA, 2017) Source selectiooonsiderghe evaluation
of factors stated in solicitation packages and sometimes irsiudgmtiations with offerors
(NCMA, 2017) Source selection alsmnsidershe past performance of a contractor along
with their ability to successfully meet the requiremennfcactor responsibilityCMBOK,
2017). Once source selection is completed, a contract is awarded and the fingdgdtase
award, begins (NCMA, 2017)

The postaward phase consists of critical functions: contract administration,
ensuring quality, subcorstct management, managing changes, and contract closeout
(NCMA, 2017)

Contract administration begins with strong and effective communic@iGMA,
2017) Strong and effective communication includes havingwag dialogue that enables
contract performace (NCMA, 2017) This can be achieved through meetings, written

reports and verbal methods of communication (NCMA, 2017)

Contract administration also includes observing, monitorargl documenting
performancéNCMA, 2017) Observation and monitoring lpghe buyer verifythat parties
are either acting consummately or perfunctofNlCMA, 2017) This can then activate
different terms and conditions within the contract to correct beh&MGMA, 2017)
Observation and monitoring reveal any issues that might exist ioogte scheduleor
performance of the contract (NCMA, 201Recording performance is also an important
aspect because it can serve as a written record that can assist with future actions between
the buyer and seller (NCMA, 2017)

Contractadministration also includes resolving any disagreements between both
parties(NCMA, 2017) Disagreements are usually in the manner of claims against parties

or requests of equitable adjustments (NCMA, 2017)

Ensuring quality focuses on making sure that products or services received by the
buyer are meeting particular industry or contract standards (NCMA, ZT4ig)includes
the implementation ofuglity assurance tools such as continuous process improvement, six

sigma, and International Standards Organization (NCMA, 20f7)also includes

1C



acceptance testing and inspection of specific articles and seiNICBHA, 2017) Ensuring

quality also emphasizes the recording of any iseussccesses so that the buyer can have

an accurate performance record for future actions between the buyer and the seller (NCMA,
2017)

Subcontractor management is usually a function performed by the(BEIIBTA,
2017) The buyer appoints the seller #s single point of contact for managing
subcontractor@NCMA, 2017) The sellers responsibility to manage subcontractors means
that the buyer if this researchthe governmenthas noprivity of contract with
subcontractor§NCMA, 2017) The lack of prvity makes it difficult to enforce sanctions
and incentives for subcontractor behaldCMA, 2017) The lack of privity ultimately
creates issues when trying to manegetractomperformancéNCMA, 2017) Fortunately,
flow-down clauses that apply to subcontractors are enforceable by the buyer (NCMA,
2017).

Terms and conditions between the buyer and seller may change throughout the life
of the contrac(NCMA, 2017) These changes are defined through changeagement
(NCMA, 2017) Change managemegncompases preessing modifications to terms and
conditions in a manner that adequately defihesrequirement and contract performance
(NCMA, 2017) Changes can be eithleitateral (both parties must agreahd unilateral
(only one party has to agre@CMA, 2017). The type of change is mostly dictated by its
nature(NCMA, 2017) Equitable adjustments were money has to be exchanged tends to be
bilateral while administrative changes end up being unilat@@MA, 2017).

Contract closeout is the final step irefbostaward phasef contracting (NCMA,
2017) Closing out a contract relies heavily on the quality and quantity of work performed
during contract administration in order to valeldhatall terms and conditions of the
contracthave been mgNCMA, 2017) Closing out a contract includes verifying receipt
and acceptance of all servig@CMA, 2017) Thisincludes verifying thaall payments to
the contractor have been ma(ldCMA, 2017) It also involves returning or disposing of
exchanged property, closimybcontractsand obtaining final patent and royalty reports

(NCMA, 2017) Furthermore, closing out a contract includes closing out any open disputes

11



or claims, signing documentation stating contract complegioth deobligating any funds
that may still be allocated to the effort (NCMA, 2017)

The remainder of this chaptes focused on specific governmenfunctions
performed post award that compose the quality assurance program and encompass
management of contractor performance. These functions acerped by members of the
services contracting teanfihe following section introdus&key members of the service

contracting team.

D. SERVICE CONTRACTING TEAM

The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) states that the intent ofsattqniis to
obtain the best value for the organization in a way that achieves public policy objectives,
retains the publis trust, and meets requirement in a timely manner (FAR, 2018). To do
so, the FAR also establishes the need for integrated teams and empowers them to make

sound deisions within their scope of responsibilities (FAR, 2018).

Members include subject matter experts, acquisition professionals, the customer,
and the contractors who meet the custompeeds (FAR, 2018). The Dabapproach is
not dissimilar from concepts adopted within commercial sectors. The benefit is that
integrated product teams (IPimprove efficiency within a team and therefore witthe

organization (Monczka, 2012).

The key members of the service contracting team thatabéarctfocuses on are

the contracting officer anthe contracting officer representative (COR).

“Contracting officers have authority to enter into, administer, or terminate contracts
and make related determinations and findingAR, 2018, Part . They aresolely
authorizel to bind the government into a contré€AR, 2018, Part)l They may not bind
the government beyond the authority which they arengiF&R, 2018, Part 1 When it
comes to contract administration, the government typically appoints an administrative
contacting officer. Administrative contracting officers are charged with executing contract
administration functionssuch as managing contractor performance (NCMA, 2009

ACO appoins a contractingofficer representative (CORp manage the contracter
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performance(NCMA, 2017) The COR is a technical expert dhe services being
contracted, such as an aircraft mechanic for an aircraft maintenance cOJCatA,
2017) They are not experts in the contracting field (NCMA, 2017)

The role of the COR is potal in the management cbntractor performand&AR,
2018) They provide technical guidance to the ACO in regard to statements of work and
contract specification$AR, 2018) CORs also keep the ACO updated oroerall status
of the contrac{FAR, 2018)

COR duties include reporting compliance with terms and conditions, the
contractotrs ability to perform the contracdnd security violations that may impact the
organization. CORs accomplish their duties through various surveillance methods and

recad their observationfor future use in acquisition.

The key members of the services contracting team are pivotal in building the quality
assurance program and managing contractor performance. Due to theiitgritte@DoD
establishesexperience andrdining requirements. The following section disassthe

experience and trainingquirements for CORSs.

E. COR TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE REQUIREME NTS

Having the proper amount opeople performing acquisition functions in an
organization is insufficienfRenan, Apte,& Apte, 2012) It is equally important tonake
sure people who are performing acquisition functions are trained appropriately (Rendon,
Apte, & Apte, 2012)As discussed in earlier sections, auditability theory demands that the
people performing antract management functions possess the correct experience and
training. The DoD has implemented standards for training and experience in order to select
successful CORs that contribute to a strong quality assurance program.

All CORs mustbe employees of the U.Sogernment or foreign government
partnersand they cannot be contractor persorfpelD, 2015). CORs must be assigried
all service contracts or in any other instance the contracting officer determines a COR is
necessaryDoD, 2015)
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CORs must also meet training and experience requirements that vary based on the
complexity of the requirement @D, 2015). These requirements include several courses
taught through th®efense Acquisition University and the local contracting office@D
2015). Requirements are also met through expersetizet showcase the needed
competencies for the complexity of the conti@D, 2015) The three generalized types
of work range from Type A to MED, 2015)

Type A contracts do ndiypically havetechnical or administrative complexity
(DoD, 2015) Furthermore, they are neéry risky and have a low likelihood of needing
renegotiation (DoD, 2015) Additionally, Type A contracts tend to be standing
requirements that have previously been met withlaimsontractdDoD, 2015) In these
scenarios, a CORs training and experience requirements are minimal. Experience
requirements include working in the agency for at least six months, relevant technical
experience in regard to the contracted sendnd,g@neral competencies with business and

performance managemgiioD, 2015)

DAU and DoD taining requirements for Type A contracts include the following
(DoD, 2015)

X Contracting Officers Representative with a Mission Focus
X COR in a Contingency Environmefwhen applicable)

X Wide Area Workflow (WAWF) Use

X componerdprovidedethics training

X anyadditional training required by the local contracting office (DoD,
2015, p. 27)

CORsare also required to complete refresher traifidgD, 2015) The refresher
mustinclude eight hours of COBpecific training every three years or before assuming the
role of a COR, or if they have not conducted COR roles for the previous twaRe&rs
2015) They must also complete additional refresher training as dictated by their local
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contracting office(DoD, 2015) Additional details on competencies, experience, and

training requirements are listed in Appendible 2

Type Bcontract requirements demand a higher level of training and experience for
CORs because of the increaserisk and technical and contractual compleXpD,
2015) Their technical expertise will guide them in interpreting technical deliverables and
executing complex contract surveillance. CORs in Type B contracts must possess a
minimum of 12monthsof experence in contract surveillance within the organization (e.g.,
U.S. Air Force), have relevant technical experience, and enbebader list of general
competencie¢DoD, 2015)

CORs in Type B contracts must meet all previously established training
requirement$or CORs assigned to Type A contradist the DAU course is replaced with
a course called Contracting OffiteiRepresentative (DoD, 2015)

Refresher training for CO$obn Type B contracts includes a minimumléfhours
every three years, before assngiresponsibilities, and if they have not served as a COR
within the previous two yearg¢DoD, 2015) Additional details on competencies,

experience, and training are articulated in Appefdaikle 3.

CORsassigned to Type Contracs are required to have the highest training and
experiencdecause of the unique nature of thesetracs (DoD, 2015) The most notable
difference is the requirement to complete specialized or technical training that will aid with
the management of the contr@obD, 2015) Additional information can be referenced in

Appendix Table 4

COR training requirements are clear and welinmunicatedvithin regulations as
instructins as demonstrated in Appendixd through the analysis within this section. The
same level of claijtand communication is also present for contract language enabling the
management of contractor performance. The following section prdsantthe Federal

Acquisition Regulatioi{FAR) enables CORs to manage contractor performance.

15



F. MANAGING CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE

The federalgovernmenthas guidance and clauses within the F&Rmanage
quality, which relates to contractor performanadien contracting for serviceIhe
guidance and clausgsve the governmergpecificrightsto inspect services a manner
that protects the governmésminterests (FAR2018,Part46). This section discusséle
types of contract quality requirements along viély clauseshat enable the government

to manage contractor performance.

Contract quality requirements fall into four general categories and are used as
appropriate for contracted services (FAR18, Parti6). First, for commercial itemsthe
government is directed to use customary market pragtioesontractds quality system;

FAR, 2018,Part46). The only timethe government should substitute the commercial
practices, in ways such aspnocess inspection, is when doing so would not interfere with
standard processes for the indugig, 2018, Part 46).

Second, gvernmentreliance on inspection by the conte@ctdirects that the
government will not inspect articles or services unless the contracting officer determines
that government inspections aretle best interests of the government (F2R18,Part
46). The determination of best interestlutes quantifing the expected losses for
defective work, the likelihood of the contractor replacing defective articles or services, and
the cost of conducting inspections (FAR18, Part 46).

Third, gandard inspection requirements requirguality inspection sysie that
both parties agree on (FAR, 2018, Part./B)ey must also allowhe government to
conductinspections and tests of items or services while in progFédR, 2018, Part 46)
Finally, the contractor has to keep complete records of their insp&atidnand make

them accessible to the government (FRB18, Part 46).

Fourth, higheflevelcontractqualityrequirements are normally reserved for critical
items and services. Hightvelcontractquality is typically reserved for items or services
that require attention to organization, planning, working instructions, documentation

control, and advanced metrology (FAED18, Part 46).
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The four types of contract quality requirements set precedence for terms and
conditionsto applyin contracts to managmntractor performance. The clauses used are

discussed in the following paragraphs.

The clause titledlhspection of ServiceBixed Pricegives the federal government
the ability to protect its interest when dealing with services acquired using fixaa pri
contracts(FAR, 2018, 52.246)It directs that the contractor implements an inspection
system that both parties can agree on (FARL8,52.246). The clause also describes the
governmerits ability to inspect work without causing delays (FAR, 2018, 52.24@)so
gives the government the right to perform iaspection on the contractor premises if
neededFAR, 2018, 52.246)The most potenpower the clause gives the government is
the right to demand reperformance of services if they do not meet stgndiinout an
increase of cost$~AR, 2018, 52.246)f the contractor cannot reperform the services, the
government has the right to modify the contract to account for the services not performed
and terminate the contract for default if needed (FARL8, 52.246).

The Defense Federal Acquisition Regulati®upplement (DFARS)ncludes
additional provisions for quality assurance on services as well. One of them includes
252.2367009, Option for Supervision and Inspection Services, which gives the
govenment the right to direct the contractor to perform any part or all of the supervisions
and inspection services related to a construction contract (DF2RS8,252.2367009).

The DoD also establishes the need to develop plans on how to conduct quatdan@ess
which should focus on areas that are inherently risky when being performed through
contract(DFARS,2018,237.1714).

The Air Force has developed a thorough instruction to guide the prescriptions in
the FAR and DFARSAIr Force Instruction63-138, Acquisition of ServiceS'The main
objectiveof this instruction is to highly leverage the contrad@uality management @h
or inspection systenDgpartment of the Air ForceDAF], 2017). They implemented a
four-step model to evaluate the effectivenaiss contractdis quality management system.
The steps in the model atetectionidentification correction and followup (DAF, 2017).
Detection focuses onfinding problems and defects within the contracoquality

management program. Identification focuses on the root causes to the aforementioned
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issues. The correction step is designed to solve root catigeslity issuesFinally, the
follow-up step is designed to ensure qualélated problems and defects do not reoccur

(DAF, 2017. Figure 1 demonstrates the process discugsadously

Detection
,/'/ \\\\\
// \\
Identification
N \\\ Y b
Correction

Figure 1. Quality Management SysterAdapted fromDAF (2017, p. 34)

Quality
Management

System

According to the Department of the Aiorceinstructions on contract management,
that the primary responsibility of qualiggsuranceind oversight is to assetbe Quality
Management Syste(@MS)and inform pogrammanagers andontractingofficers of any
deviation in quality(DAF, 2017) This begins with praward actionssuch as aligning
service summary performance objectives withniCactor Performance Assessment
Reporting System rating areas and making sure the performance objectives are measurable
andale to be surveilledAF, 2017).The AFlalsodirects that performance objectives
can be adequately evaluated by government personnel and contractor quality management
systems. The government personnel evaluation methodology is described within a Quality

Assurance Surveillance Pladiscussed in greater detail later in this report.

After contractaward, the focus shifts on v@dtingwhetherthe contractds QMS
is detecting performance issues before the GORetcting those performance issues.
Postaward quality assurance also validates the balance between inspections being
performed by the government and the contra@ét, 2017)
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Significant importance is placed on making sure the government is not replacing
the contractds own quality assurance system while retaining the right to refuse or request
reperformance of defective servicdie government implements their righn the form
of a Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP). The following section destirdbes

purpose and contents of a QASP.

G. QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN

“The purpose of a QASP is to provide a planned process for surveilling the
contractors actual performance and comparing that performance against the contractual
requirements to determine conformity with the technical requirements of the contract.”
(DAF, 2017, p. 43). ThBepartment of the Air Forcgintent is to encompasise following
(DAF, 2017)

X Performance planning and preparation

X performance assessment surveillance

X performanceesuts analysis and reporting

X performancdollow-up with all partis to correct performance issues

The QASP also contains the minimum required surveillance requirements which
will vary based on the risk associated with the contracted seripeds, 2017) It also
specifically lists the surveillance methods that will be yakxhg with the frequendpAF,

2017) This plan is normally approved by the contragtofficer, program manager dfor

unit commander, and tlggiality assurance program coordinaldAg, 2017).

The Defense Acquisition GuidéDAG), as hosted by Defense Acquisition
University (DAU), provides a general set of questions that the document should answer
once completed:

X Is the value of evaluating the contratsoperformance on a certain task

worth the cost of surveillance?

X Has customer feedback been incorporated into the QASP?
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X Have assessment tools, i.e., methods of surveillance, sampidegsgetc.,
been provided in the QASPRAU, 2018)

The DAG also provides templates in order to facilitate the creation of documents
These templates include listing the guiding principielsind surveillance (mission, vision,
and purpose). Moreover, thaylude the authority for development of a QASP and the
specific roles and responsibilities of the program managetracting officer COR, other
key government personnel, and contractor provided representatives. The templates also list
the definition of performance as displayed in the contract and CPARS, which typically
range from unsatisfactoryo excellet/outstanding(DAU, 2018) Finally, the QASP
discusses how performance will be reported and documebred,(2018).

The QASP ensures all key personnel are aware of the methods through which the
governmentevaluatescontractor performance. The following section describies

methods used by the government when evaluating contractor performance.

H. GOVERNMENT SURVEILLANCE M ETHODS

The government retains the right to inspect all services performed by a contractor
to the extent that is practicable for both parti2&F, 2017). This can be done through four
main types of surveillance: 100#spections, periodic surveillance, tarmer complaint,
or audit reviews DAF, 2017). The methods chosen for specific service contracts should

aim to implement adequate risk managembB#tR, 2017).

The 100% inspectionmethod should primarily be used for contracts that do not
occur frequently, are critical to the mission, or have stringent performance requirements
(DAF, 2017) The CORs job is to inspect the contract®mperformance every time they
are performing service®AF, 2017).

Periodic surveillance methods involve any method in which the COR inspects less
than100%of the time(DAF, 2017) This may include monthly or quarterly inspections or
methodghatencompass target ared®AF, 2017. It can also include spot inspections or
random samples of specific performance objectives witlipénformance work statement
(DAF, 2017) Special care should be taken to analyaeproces$ performancgDAF,
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2017) Even though it is not 100%he goal of this surveillance method is to adequately

verify that the contractor is meeting all required performance obje¢iAs, 2017)

Thecustomer complaint method is srexpensive method to conduct surveillance
but requires additional investment in training of persofD&F, 2017) Customers who
receive services should receive training on what the contractor should be(ldgiRg
2017) Not doing so may generate customer complaints that do not necessarily identify
performance issue®AF, 2017). Additional training can also lessen the likelihood of a
customer inadvertently asking the contractor to provide services that are not part of the
contract (DAF, 2017) CORs must be cautious in making sure the use of customer
complaints does not turn into a delegation of their duties to perform surveil@A€e (
2017).

The audit review method is focused omveéraging the contracter Quality
Management SystenDAF, 2017) by using their own process outpuiBhis involves
inspecting audits conducted by the contractor and making sure they are meeting
performance requirements, identifying quality issues, anddalkitiative to correct any
deviations in qualityDAF, 2017).The COR should make every effort to schedule their
surveillance in a period where the reports and metrics would already be prepared by the
contractor DAF, 2017).

Regardless of the methodsedsfor surveillancethe COR should establish a
schedule to adequately capture the contrextoverall performance in accordance with
their contract DAF, 2017).The schedule can include monthly or quarterly surveillances
(DAF, 2017) The frequency shoulde dictated by the time needed to evaluate all critical
performance measurements and 120%o of non<critical performance measurements
(DAF, 2017) The actual schedule itself must also be treaté&@sOfficial UseOnly’ in
order to avoid skewing resul®AF, 2017).

Once a surveillance is complete, the contractor should have the opportunity to
respond to discovered performance issiz&F, 2017) Any lack of correction can be
documented for future collection in CPARBAF, 2017) Furthermore, the COBhould
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documenthereasoningehind not conducting surveillance in accordance with completed
schedulegDAF, 2017)

The methods describgateviously along with the remaining components of the
QASP, areessential for managing contractor performari¢e following section discuss

the governmens tool for recording contractor performance.

l. CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT REPORTING SYSTEM

Organizationsneed a structured way of evaluatisgppliers, such as scorecard
(Monczka, 2012). Scorecardeeaused to make sure certaimppliercriteria are met prior
to awarding a contract and to track supplier performance over time (Monczka, 2012).
Criteria can include cost contralelivery, quality management, and other qualitative and
guantitative factorgMonczka, 2012). The government has developed a scoregstein
for its suppliers and records their ongoing and final performance thtbegBontractor

Performance Assessment Reporting Sys(lePARS.

CPARS encompass a wide array of data to incbaidract type, contractor name,
complexity of effort, value of contract, period of performance, and locaG@mnéral
Services Administration3SA], 2017). CPARS is used for suppliers delivering supplies,
large assets (airplanes), systems engineering, cotistruand services. The following
discussion focuesson the performance ratings for servic@sice entries are recorded, the

informationis usedo determine past performance for a contractor.

CPARSassesses suppliperformance using five different ratings acrgss or
more areas of performance (GSA, 2017). These ratings are bolstered with quality and easily
discernable narratives that support ratings (GSA, 2017he General Services

Administration has established five ratings as described below:

X Exceptional: Performance meets contractual requirements and exceeds
many to the governméstbenefit. The performanaement or sub
elements had few minor problems for which corrective actions were

highly effective.
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X Very Good: Performance meets contrattequirements and exceeds
some to the governméatbenefit. The performaneement or sub
element being evaluated was accomplished with minor errors for which

corrective actions were effective.

X Satisfactory: Performance meets contractual requirements. The contractual
performance of the element or selemenicontains some minor problems
for which corrective actions taken by the contractor appear or were

satisfactory

X Marginal: Performance does not meet some contractual requirements. The
contractual pgormance of the element or sebement being evaluated
reflects a serious problem for which the contractor has not yet identified
corrective actions. The contract®proposed actions appear only

marginally effective or were not fully implemented

X Unsatishctory: Performance does not meet most contractual requirements
and recovery is not likely in a timely manner. The contractual performance
of the element or sublement contains a serious problem(s) for which the
contractors corrective actions appear oen® ineffective. (GSA, 2017,

adapted from table on p.48)

The ratings listed must always be justified through events that generated significant
proof of the respective level of performance (GSA, 2017). For example, if the contractor
was rated exceptionaho significant weaknesses must exist in their performance. If
performance was unsatisfactory, negative results from a management tool should support
the rating (GSA, 2017). Ratings apply to six or more categories: quality, schedule, cost
control, management, use of small businesses, regulatory compliance, and other areas
unique to the contract (GSA, 2017).

Quality, as it pertains to services, typically involves evaluating operations support
along with design contracts and construction (GSA, 20ArBas ofconsideration include
whether reports delivered are accurate, services meet specifications or standards laid out in
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the contract, professional standards are met, and the level of government direction that was

required when performance problems arose dyperformance (GSA, 2017).

Schedulgocuses on evaluating the suppléeetimeliness on completing tasks or
overall contracts. This includes management of work along with meeting particular
milestones aaor deadlines (GSA, 2017). It also includes contraatorsecting schedules
without government intervention to meet requirements. Finally, the schedule category
includes whether the contractor communicated schedules and changes via deliverables per
contract termgGSA, 2017)

Cost controlfocuseson assessing the supplerability to forecast, manage, and
control costs within a particular contract (GSA, 2017). Furthermore, cost control assesses
what efforts the contractor takes to effectively manage resources. Specific articles to
evaluate includeccuracy of billing, internal budgetary controls, innovative efforts that
decrease costs, and whether the contractor notified the government about cost overruns
(GSA, 2017).

Managementocuses on assessing all integration and coordination efforts to ensure
a contract is properly execut€@SA, 2017) This includes determining th@ntractors
orientationwith all stakeholdersalong withinitiative in fixing issues, management of
property, and management of subcontrd@SA, 2017) There are also subcgtwies

within the management sectigBSA, 2017) General Services Agen¢2017)describes

them as:

X Management responsiveness: The measure of responsive and cooperative
behavior with the customer and government to ensure positive contract
outcomes.

X Subcontract managemeiiihe measure of integration of subcontractors

with prime contractorsefforts to rectify subcontractor problems and to
prevent them from impacting overall performanaed he compliance of

subcontractors with regulatory and safety statsla

24



X Program management anther managementhe extent to which the
contractor empowers program managers to complete contbartg with
the manner in which the contractor handles risk to include mitigation

plans.

X Management of keygrsonnel: The asssment of the contracterability
to select, retain, support, and replace key personnel for contract efforts.
This includes using adequate qualification factors for personnel, the
effectiveness of key personnel, and the adequate replacement of personnel

by using the same qualifications or exceeding them (GSA, 2017, p. 64).

Use of small businessés somewhat unique to the government. Téasegory
focuses on making sure the contractor is complying with F#dpart 19.7 and 15 U.S.C
§ 637, which contain statutory requirements for including small buseseiss some
contracts (GSA, 2017Yhis also includes evaluating a contracdgelan to include small
businesssin their effort(GSA, 2017)

Regulatory compliancéocuses on making sure tleentractor monitors, reports,
and corrects any issues relating to things like human trafficking, nonpayment of
subcontractors, tax delinquency, defective cost or pricing data, terminations, and
suspensions and debarments (GSA, 2017). This also includes the assessment of compliance
with the Clean Air Act, the Clean Watact, safety and labor regulations (GSA, 2017).

The other areassection is focused on assessing factors that only apply to the
particular contract an sometimes to cover areas that ddigiotwath the intent ofother
sectionsof the report(GSA, 2017). Incentive oaward feejustifications are usually

captured in this area along with things such as security compliance (GSA, 2017).

The governmens implementation of a scorecard system igogal in the
management atontractor performance to guide future procuremémné most important
factor of their scorecard system is the fact that the contractor has an opportunity to provide
input about their ratings in a manner to object or concur (GEA7). Contractor
comments ensure that ratings are fair, accurate, and transparent for all parties involved

(GSA, 2017)
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The completion of evaluations in CPARS is a critical component of the quality
assurance program. CPARS makes it possible to manage contractor perfoffin@nce.
following section descrilsthe issues that the DoD has encountered in managing contractor

performance due to failures within their quality assurance program.

J. CURRENT ISSUES WITH THE MANAGEMENT OF CONTRACTOR
PERFORMANCE

The DoD IG and GAO revealed several flaws irpDs implementation of
contractorsurveillance and quality assurance of contractors. DbB IG considers
contractor management and oversight to be one of itsmeopgement challenges (DoD
IG, 2017b) Furthermorethe GAO concludethat the DoDs contract management, [zeat
of its High-Risk Seriescould be done more effectivglgAO, 2017b)

In FY2015,the DoD IG identified that challenges still exist in having adequate
contractor oversight on service contraetgen though they represent ove?&of contract
spend (@D IG, 2015).Furthermore, they discovered that theDs lead agency for
contractmanagement, thBefense Contract Management Agency (DCMA), did not have
an overarching quality management policyhat same year @D |G, 2015b). ThéoD
IG also discovered that the feedback mechanisms to implement process improvement did
not exist at the department head level othie individual branches of the milita(ipoD
|G, 2015b).

TheGAO discovered signifant issues in the way CPARS is used across the DoD
GAO discoveredhat Army leadership failed to use CPARS data to determine the quality
and impact contractors delivered tooserational forces (GAO, 2017a). The justification
was that the Armiyg percepbn was a lack of trust in adequate use of CPAR other
words, inaccurate contractor ratingsAO, 2017a) TheDoD IG also discovered that the
DoD did a poor job of preparing narratives to support CPARS ratings between 2013 and
2016 (DoD 1G, 2017). e DoD was lsonegligent in rating all required assessnfaotors
and accurately describing contract efforts within CPARSODIG, 2017 More
importantly,the DoD IG discovered that CPARS entries were on averagday8 late

effectively barring sourceselection officials from having accurate contractor past
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performance data (@ IG, 2017 One of the main reasons for the aforementioned
findings isa lack of effective CPARS training within the workforceo@IG, 2017

The DoD finds itself struggling with contractor oversight even though it has
established COR training and experience standards. One of the most significant
deficienciesdiscovered byhe DoD IG was that CORdid not have sufficient training in
completing ®@ARS reports (DD IG, 2017 Insufficient training lead$o inadequate
reporting which hindergheuseof past performance, through CPARS, for source selection.
Additional issues are prevalent when monitosegvices For example, operationshS.
African Command(U.S. AFRICOM did not adequately account for its contraict
personnel, nor did it do a proper job of mitigating operational risks when selecting
contractors (GAO, 2015). THBAO also discovered that AFRICOM did not have proper
operational contract suppo@CS training, which includes government oversight, and the
subordinate command levels (GAO, 2015). Lack of OCS training significantly damages

the capability of the COR to plan and perform oversight for service contracts.

The issues the Dolzurrently experiences with contractor oversight have a
significant impact on itability to manage service contracts in the futée.a result of
these issues, the DoD is more vulnerable to contractor fraud waste and abuse due to lack
of oversight as well as thegotential for adverse selection of contractors because of

untimely and improperly prepared past performance information.

The issues discussed in this section were identified by government agencies. The
following section discussprevious studies conducted by the academic sector.
K. PREVIOUS STUDIES

Several studies have been conducted on i £contract management processes
All have had a limited scope due to time and lack of.dat@n so, many have yielded

positive results.

A Navy-centric study focused on tkkentract management procesevided results
demonstrating that therergom for improvement in contract administration and closeout

(Rendon, 2015). The research was conducted through qualitative means and involved
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surveying process maturity via surveys to 185 Navy contracting officers. Based on the
ContractManagement Maturity ModglICMMM), contract administration and closeout
processes were rated at the low end of process matoasyc(evel). In other words, the

level of maturity of the process would not necessarily guarantee planned results (Rendon,
2015). Recommendations from this studyclmded institutionalizingprocesses and
increased training for contraeidministration personnel, includinge COR (Rendon,

2015)

An Army-centric studythatfocused on the contract administration process yielded
results that amplified the differences in quality assurance between Contiguous U.S. and
Outside Continental U.SCONUS and OCONUSenvironmers (Peel& Acevedq 2016).

The study revealed that most OCONUS CORs focused extensively on quality assurance
and technical oversight while CONUS CORs were more focused on completing
administrative duties (Pee& Acevedq 2016). Both technicalsurveillance and
administrative proficiencies are required to prodwamequate records of contract
performancgPeel & Acevedo, 2016)The study also discovered that COR training and
allotment of time for duties was not universal across the Aiegl(& Acevedo, 2016)
Recommendations from this study included improving overall COR human capital,
training, and communication among staff and contractors. It also concluded that oversight
and leadership supportngeded to increase both CONUS and OCONRER| & Acevedo,

2016).

Additional research has shown that tikes of individuals tasked with monitoring
contractor surveillance isot the same across the board. For example, the placgs
contracting offices in charge of surveillance instead ©ORs, while the Amy and Air
Force used CORs instead of contracting offi¢Basndon, Apte, & Apte, 2012). The same
study revealedthat the Air Force had CORs with less thhnee years of experience
performing surveillance dutiesvhile the Navy had CORs with over thrgears of

experience performing surveillance duties (Rendon, Aptap&e, 2012).

Another studyfocused on the Navy, was conducted using an interview and survey
format to determine the definition of service contract suc@dgdker, 2012). The study

revealed hat there was not a uniform definition of success across the three naval
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contracting commands (Miller, 2012). The study also concluded that CORs were not
significantly involved in the praward phase of the acquisition procest were expected

to be the eyes and ears of the taxpayer to ensure contractor compliance (Miller, 2012).
Furthermore, the program managers interviewed in the study plaeegpéiasis on quality
assurancen reporting, yet DoD institutional goals only required the completion of QASPs
for contractsover simplified acquisition threshold and CPARS for contracts over $1
million, which was only a little over 20 of the spend analyzed in the stytiiller, 2012).

The study revealed that even though quality assurance is important, itisromdyly used

for a small portion of the total money spent on contrédilier, 2012)

Another Armyfocused study attempted to determine a relationship beteeeice
types contract types, levels of competitioand recorded contractor performance in
CPARS (Hart, 2013). The study revealed that the dollar amounts and levels of competition
highly affected ratings in CPAR@&art, 2013) More importantly, they discovered that
failure rates were not high within CPARBart, 2013). The study discovered that using
cost reimbursement contracts had a much higher failure rate than others. Furthermore, lack
of competition further increased the likelihood of a canitfailing (Hart, 2013) Even
thoughthis was an extensivéusly, the studgid not find any relationships between quality

assurance systems and overall contractor ratings in CRARE 2013)

Thus, previous studies have attempted to fndelationshipbetween contract
managemenfto include quality assurancend CPARS ratings. The remainder of this

researcldiscusgsthe impact of the quality assurance progmameontractor performance.

L. SUMMARY

The purpose of this research is to determine how the quality assurance program
(COR experience, trainingsurveillance frequency, and QASPs) impacts contractor
performanceThis chapter set the foundation for this research by discussribedoretical
bass for analyzing the governmeést quality assurance prograand contractor
performance. Furthermore, the chaptercassed the service contracting process.

Additionally, this chapter introduced key members of the service contracting team along
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with training and experience requirements for CORs. Moreover, this chapter introduced

the clauses and guidance that enables the management of contractor performance.

This chapter also discussed how the QASP and included surveillance methods make
up the quality assurance program. Additionally, this chapter introduced CRAR§ with
current issues thedD faces in managing conttar performance. Finally, this chapter
discussed previous studies conducted in an attempt to define the relationship between the

governmerits quality assurance program and contractor performance.

The following chapteexplainsthe research methodology used to determine how
the quality assurance program (COR experigt@ning, surveillance frequency, and

QASPs) impactsontractor performance.
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.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

A. INTRODUCTION

The purposeof this research is to determine how the quality assurance program
(COR experience,training surveillance frequency, and QASPs) impactsitractor
performance. This chaptdiscusseshe sample and sampling method used when data was
extracted from recorded U.S. Air Force services contr&aighermore, this chapter
discusseshe operationalization of response, exytory, and control variablesigbre 2

provides a concept of the proposed research methodology.

Figure 2. Conceptual Model of Research Methodglog
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B. SAMPLE

The unit of analysis for this research was the quality assurance program and
contractor performancdata for installatiorservice contracts. A sample of Ifuality
assurance programs acohtractor performance data for installats®rvice contracts was
taken from the U.S. Air Force contracted installation services portfohe. sample
contains sufficient information about the quality assurance program and contractor
performance to conduct research on how a quality assurance program impacts contractor

performance.

1. Data Collection

Datacollectionbegan by identifying the systems that could provide the data needed
to determine th@anpact of the quality assurance program on contractor performénee
CORTT system provided data for the governriequality assurance system. The CPARS
system provided data for contractor performar@ace systems were identifiethree
military installations were chosen to provide data. Each installation providedrii@e
corntracts with corresponding@RTT and CPARS da.

The first set of data was collected in person ftbmQuality Assurance Program
Coordinator (QAPC)ithin a contracting squadron. This was done to validate that the
systems and the manager of those systems could provide all necesaaAdditional sets
were collected via a data call using arc@ spreadshegthich is available for review in

Appendix4.

The CORTT system wasised to derive information about the CQRurveillance
and technical experience, training, and surveillaftequency Furthermore, CORTT

provided access to the QAS#es eachcontracted service.

The CPARS provided contractor performance det&. data includedachservice
contracts complexity, total dollar value, and respective performance ratings foroéach
the threemain categories listed in CPARS: qualsgheduleand managementost was
not assessed because the samiplg contained firm fixed price. Firm fixgarice contracts
do not typically have cosis a performance of measuUt®ARS also providia description

of each contracted servicAdditional categories existed within CPARS, such as small
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businesandregulatory. hey were excluded from the study due to the lack of uniformity

across the data senot all contracts were evaluatadthose areas

Finally, the sample included sensitiveusce selection information(SSI), which
required sanitation. All contractor, COR, and contracting officer names were removed to
protect SSI. Furthermore, tinelitary installationsfrom which the data was extractack
not named within this research. This section discussed the methods used to take a sample
from the population of installation contracted services. The following section will provide
additional details about the sample.

2. Additional Sample Details

This section describeadditional details about the sample. Tlksisction also

includes data means, standard deviations, and correlations.

The sample contained a wide variety of installation services in order to avoid bias
toward one particular service type. The sangi® included common services such as
grounds maintenance, custodaid laundry. The sample also consisted of unique services
such as corrosion control, architectd engineeringand demolition services. Additional
unique servicesincludad courseware development for space operations, teleradiology

network, Inear accelerator servicandsoftwaremaintenance.

Despite the DoDs approach to standardizatitimee grounds maintenance services
had different variablesThe one grounds mainteree contract that scored a satisfactory in
CPARS had the COR with the most surveillance experience (20 years). The remaining two
grounds maintenance contracts had C@RIs relatively high surveillance experience (9

and 13 yeargespectively)yet their ontracts were scored as exceptional

Even though the contract requirements were different, they all held one attribute
constant: contract type. The sample only inclddasfixed price contracts. The exclusion
of other contract types was a deliberateichdo avoid large variation available in
independent variables (Quality Assurance Program attributes). Contracts other than firm
fixed price tend to have CORs assigned along with quality assurance personnel that

significantly impact their ability to surilecontract performance.
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The overall dollar value of services had a widegewith a mean of $20.9 million

and a standard deviation of about $60 million.

Another strange distribution for the sample included performance ratings which
consisted mostly of vergood or exceptional ratings with zero unsatisfactory ratings.
Furthermore, every CPARS rating contained d¢betractors concurrencewhich meas
that the contractor, although part of a bilateral decision, gave concurrence every time
regardless of the rating given. The histogram in Figure 3 displays the current performance
averages within the sample.

Note: 3= Satisfactory, 4 Very Good, 5= Exceptional in terms of contractor performance.

Figure 3. CPARS Average Current Performance

Moreover, several CORs performsdrveillance on contracts for which they did
not have the necessatgchnical experiencetechnical experience idescribed in the
following section). Even so, CORs who were performing quality assurance functions had

a wide range of surveillan@ahtracting experience ranging from oyear to 20years.
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Additionally, surveillance frequency was listed as monthly. Even so, the quantity
of reports in CORTT varied significantly. Some contracts had asagsix surveillance
reports while the max in the sample was 32. The variance in the number of reports was
significant because alhe contracts had a otyear period of performance with monthly
sunwillance schedulesThis is significant because it demonstrates how well CORs
followed their QASPs

A careful review of QASPs also demonstrated that most contracts had an equally
thoughtout approach to managing contractor performance. There were zercs QAP
did not meet DoD standards (operationalization described in the following section).
Unfortunately, only seven contracts had sufficient detail to demonstrate purposeful

planning that aligned with the specific contract.

Finally, the following variables, although likely to influence contractor

performance, were excluded from the principaldel:

X contract dollar alue

X complexity

X acquisition nethod

X specific surveillance nethods
X contract ype

X contractorexperience

Table 1 includes means, standard deviations, and correlations for diridileles
used in determining the impact of the quality assurance program on contractor

performance.
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Table 1. Descriptive $atisticsfor Variables in Model

*Note: n=30
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C. OPERATIONALIZATI ON OF VARIABLES

Deciphering the impact that the quality assurance program (COR experience,
training, surveillance frequency, and QASP) has on contractor performance required
establishing response and explanatoryaldes. Furthermorejt required implementing
statistical controls. Model development also required the transformation of qualitative data
into quantitative data. This section will describe the applicable variables along with their

transformation, statistical controls, and transformation of data.

1. Response Variables

The purpose of this research is to determine how explanatory variables impact
contractor performance. Contractor performance is gained from determining overall ratings
in CPARS. The variables ed for this research include contragh@rformanceegarding
quality, schedule and managemenihese variables were transformed into quantitative
data by assigning a numerical valoa€ through fivebased on the rating recorded within
CPARS.One was asigned for unsatisfactory performand¢eo for marginal, three for
satisfactory, four for very good, afide for exceptionalFurthermorein order to facilitate
linear regression, the response variables are combined into one averageeobttied

perfdman ceareas

2. Explanatory Variables

Explanatory variables that represent the quality assurance system and contribute to
contractor performance included COR technical experience, surveittantactting

experience, training, surveillance frequenayd the quality of the QASP

COR regulations and policy listed in the literature review identify the need for
CORs to have technical experience. Even so, it is not always likely that a technically savvy
COR will be assigned to a corresponding contract. Daltaoted from CORTT revealed
the Air Force SpecialtyCode (AFSC) of the respective CORf the AFSCwas closely
associated with theesvicedescription, a one was assigned to the vagiadbinot, a zero

was assigned.
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Another factor that was taken into plavas the number of years of experience a
COR had in fulfilling contracting and surveillance related actions. This was determined
based on overall nomination and renewals in COR@&bng with short phone
conversations validating the information in the egst The variable was assigned a
corresponding integer based on the total years they had performed COR duties.
Additionally, the frequencgf surveillances completed for the contract were extracted from

CORTT and tallied numerically.

The final COR variablextracted from CORTT was whether they had completed
the required training; the majority of the CORs within the sample had completed training.
This was becauseis not likely a COR will be assigned without trainirigzen so, three

observations within the sample had CORs with no training.

The remaining variabldrom CORTT the quality of the QASP, underwent
additional consideration before converting into qualitative data. Based on the discussion
within the literature reviewa ong two, or threewas awarded to the QASP the QASP
outlined the minimum surveillance requirements to address specific risks ianas
awarded a one. If the document demonstrated additional considerations for the contract,
such as a specific surveillance schedule, or exclusiemphasis on a certain surveillance
method, clear list of responsible parties, it was awarded a two. If the QASP demonstrated
meticulous and specific examples of how surveillance would be conducted, it was awarded

a three.

3. Controls

One of the most notable controls in the model is contractor concurrence and
comments against ratings. The CPARS system currently allows for a bilateral exchange to
happen prior to ratings being finalized. Although highly unlikely, the contractor may not
concur with ratings. @ control for this, all of the samplesal in this studyincluded

contractor concurrence of the CPARS report.

D. MODEL SPECIFICATION
The following is the model specified for the purpose of this research:
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Y KT_PRFMC= Q;+ @(CORE + (Q(CORTE + GXCORTRNG+ LP(SF + Q;XQASP_Q
KT_PRFMC = Contractor Performance
CORSE = COR Surveillance Experience
CORTE = COR Technical Experience
CORTRNG = COR Training
SF = Surveillance Frequency

QASP_Q= QASP Quality

E. SUMMARY

The purpose of this research is to determine how the quality assurance program
(COR experience, training, surveillance frequency, and QASPS) impacts contractor
performanceThis chapterdiscussed the data collection methods used to determine how
the qualiy assurance program (COR experience, traingwgveillance frequency, and
QASPs) impacts overall contractor performantieis chapter also discussed additional
sample details that give clarity to the scope of the study. The chapter also discussed the
metlods used to operationalize variablsgch as the quality of a QASP. Furthermore, it
discussed the proposed model for analysis. The following chaygsens and analyzes

the results of the operationalization of the data.
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IV. ANALYSIS

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter presenénd analyzethe sample collected in order to determine how
the quality assurance program (COR experience, training, surveillance frequency, and
QASPs) impacts contractor performandediscuses an overvew of results from a
statistical perspectivendpresers answers to the research questions. Finally, the chapter
provides some implications based on the research.

B. OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

The sample of quality assurance programs and contrperdormanceratings
consisted of 30 unique contracts. Th&@uaredvalue shows that 36.85% of variation
within the line are explained by the explanatory variables. The majority of explanatory
variables had significantly high P>|t| valtesults which are explainedin the following

sections. Figure 4 displays the summary of the linear regression.

Figure 4. Regression Analysis
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C. ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

The purpose of this research is to determine how the government quality assurance
program (experience, training, surveillance frequency, and quality plan) impacts contractor

performance. The regression analysis displayed above led to the folfovdimgs

1. Impact of COR Experience on ntractor Performance

The regression conducted above showstdaistically significant relationg,
within the samplebetweenCOR technical experience on contractor performance. The p-
value was .014, which is less ththe typically accepted .05 for statistically significant
information.The regression further reveals that average contractor paricemnncreases
.629 if the COR has technical experience in the requirement compared to no experience

within the sample.

COR surveillance experience, although varied, resulted inaduye- of .680. The
value demonstrates that surveillance experience aaespresent a statistically significant
impact on contractor performance within the sample. The higdyedemonstrates that
there is no conclusive evidence on how COR surveillance experience affects contractor

performance.

2. Impact of COR Training on Contractor Performance

The regression analysis conducted revealed/alye of .879 for the sample. The
results indicate that there is no statistically significant evidence that @®ig directly
impacts contractor performanedthin the sampleThe hidh p-value does not provide
sufficient information to determine the impact that COR training has on contractor

performance within the sample or the population.

3. Impact of Surveillance Frequency on ntractor Performance

The regression analysis conducted revealed/alye of .196 for the sample. The
results indicate that there is no statistically significant evidenceuhadiancefrequency

directly impacts contractor performana&hin the sample. Furthermore, the results are
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inconclusive as to whether surveillance frequency negatively or positively impacts

contractor performance within the population.

4. Impact of Quality of Surveillance Plan on Contractor Performance

The regression analysis conducted revealed/alye of .173 for the sample. The
resultsindicate that there is no statistically significant evidence tiraedlancefrequency
directly impacts contractor performanegthin the sampleThe high pvalue does not
allow for conclusions to be made about how the quality assurance surveillance plan impacts

contractor perfo rmance.

Based on the high yalues associated with most variables, it is difficult to
determine how the factors listed above impact contractor performine®. so, the
research has pertinent implications that are discussed in the next section.

D. IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

The statistical significance discovered in COR technical experience reveals
important factors to consider when aséngg CORs to post award functions, such as
managing contractor performandeerhaps selecting CORs with technical experience
could result in the identification and correction of issues prior to the reporting period for
CPARS. A COR with technical experience is more likely to understand the mechanics with
performing a contract requirement alongside the actual performance objective. For
example, if a contractor is asked to maintain a readiness level of 95% for vehicles, a
technically experienced COR may ungtand that doing so requires rotation of vehicles,
and a diverse skibet among mechanics (electrical, fuel systems, mechanical, etc.). This
could assist the COR in validating performance by focusing on observing the labor force
makeup and knowledge base more so than paper records of performed maintenance. In a
perfect world, the COR would be able to physically validate a maintenance task due to their

technical experience.

Another critical implication, although outside of this model, is how COR technical
experience can impachultiple phases of thecontractingcycle. A COR's technical

experience can have significant benefit during theagrard phase. The CORtechnical
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experience could lead to developing Performance Work Statements (PWS) anstgASP
enable contract success. Technical experience could ensure that product, exchange, and
governance rules are adequately incorporated for a specific contract. For example, a
technically experienced COR could outline specific methods for completing grounds
maintenance tasks. A COR would also be able to select the appropriate surveillance method

to validate contractor performance, such as in process inspections vs. random sampling.

A COR's technical experience can also result in benefits during the award phase.
Technical experience could aid in technical evaluatiohsofferor proposals Their
technical expertise could help the procurement team avoid adverse selection by having the
COR critically analyze technicablutions proposed by the offeror. The C®Rechnical
expertise could also assist in discussions by being able to translate technical information
into language that contracting can use to create a negotiation position.

Speculation can be made about the remaining variables even though the regression
did not demonstrate statistically significant results. For example, QASP quality and
surveillance frequency did not result in a low enougfaloie; even so, agency theory states
that well-defined governance rules tend to reduce discretionary behavieduction in
discretionary behavior makes it possible for both the principal and agent to reach a win-
win outcome after contract completion. QASP quality and surveillance frequency are both
products of governance rules. On the other hand, QASP quality and surveillance frequency
could arguably lead to the identification of more issues with contractors, which would

lower contractor performance, as recorded in CPARS.

Similar speculations can be made about COR surveillance experience and training.
Even though botkxplanatory variabledid not result in @-value< .05, they are still likely
to impact contractor performance. Their impact on contractor performance can be
discerned from the fact that adequate training and experience by personnel form part of the
audtability triangle (Rendon, 2015). The auditability triangle makes it possible for
organizations to perform procuremertated activities such as contract administration
which includes management of contractor performance. Furthermore, surveillance
experence could lead a COR to be assigned to higher risk contracts, which would leave

lower risk installation level contracts with CORs who have less surveillance experience. A
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COR with less surveillance experience may miss particular contractor performaiese iss
On the other hand, a COR with additional surveillance experience is more likely to catch
errors in contractor performancehich could lead to a lower observed contractor

performance. Thisnay have been the cause of a higrajue within the model.

Additionally, training could result ia change ircontracor performance due to a
COR leveraging institutional and procedural knowledge wpieforming contractor
surveillance A COR without the requisite training may not understand how to adequately
fill out CPARS, which can give a contractor room to retagative ratings and achieve
higher contract performance. SimilarlyCOR with trainings more likely to understand
how to structure a CPARS narratiwghich could lead to a sustained low rating of a
contractor in CPARS.

The r-squaredvalue of the model also indicates that additional explanatory
variables may exist thdtave an impact on contractor performance. One of the variables
includes previous contractor performance. The correlation matrixi liste&Chapter il
demonstrated that previous and current performance were highly correlated within the
sample. It is likely that a contractor that does well in one period will do so in another.

A key implication is also that CPARS inputs may not be the amzirate measure
of contractor performance. As discussed in the previous studies section within @hapter
the government has been criticized for failing to complete CPARS and for the lack of detail
contained within the narratives (GAO, 201baD IG, 2017). This is demonstrated within
the sample, which didhot contain much variance withinontractor performance

averages-most of the contractors were rated as satisfactory.

The results of this research reveal that COR technical experience witeampée
had an impact on contractor performance. The results alsbttea multitude of
implications and speculationieduced from the data and linear regression. The following

section will summarize this chapter.
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E. SUMMARY

This chapter discussed and analythe sample collected in order to determine how
the quality assurance program (COR experience, training, surveillance frequency, and
QASPs) impacts contractor performance. The chagepresente@n overview of results
from a statistical perspective. Furthermore, the chapter discussed an analysis of the
findings. Finally, this chapter discussed implications offthdings. The following chapter
summarizesthe researchpresentinga conclusion and recommendations for future

research.
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V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSI ONS, AND AREAS FOR FURTHER
RESEARCH

A. SUMMARY

The purpose of this research vwagdetermine how the quality assurance program
(COR experience, training, surveillance frequency, and QASPS) impacts contractor
performance. The research began with a probleners@itand purposelt presengd
research questions surrounding the purpose of this resmatcbntinued by introducing
the methodology, benefits, limitations, and organization of the report.

This research continued with a thorough literature revievherstuibject of quality
assurance programs and contractor performance, including a discussion of agency and
auditability theory to set the theoretical framework. Literature surrounding the service
contracting process and key personnel was also presentetl ttee foundation for the
research. Furthermore, quality assurance methods and systems of record were discussed to
demonstrate how the DoD implements quality assurance programs. Moreover, issues with
the management of contractor performance were presented to demonstrate the need to
understand the impact of the quality assurance systems on contractor performance. Finally,

the literature review discussed previous studies surrounding the purpose of this research.

This research continued by discussing the ouiilogy used to determine the
impact of the quality assurance program on contractor performance. The chapter on
methodologyexplairedhow the sample was taken from the populatind then described
the 30 samples collected from three installatiohsalsodescribed the sample in detail to
include descriptive statistics, a histogram of contractor performance, and prevalent sample
details. Additionally, the research methodology presented the operationalization of
response (contractor performance) and contaslables (quality assurance program).
Finally, the methodology section described the model used to perform regression analysis

on the sample.

This research continued by presenting an analysis of the linear regression. The

analysis included an overview the linear regression outcomes to include a review of r
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squared of the regression,values of explanatory variables, and coefficients for
statistically significant variables. Thesguared for the overall model was .3685, which
demonstrated that over 60% of variables outside of the model may explain CPARS values.
Furthermore, only COR technical experience demonstrated statistically significant
information showing that if a COR has technical experience (instead of no experience) the
contractor performaris likely to increase by .629. The remaining explanatory variables

demonstrated no statistical significance due to highlpes within the model.

The analysisoncludedy discussing implications of the research resinttuding
the importance of agming technically experienced CORs to contract requirements.
Technical experience could support proper quality assurance of processes and technical
performance. Furthermore, a CBRechnical experience could assist in developing PWSs,
QASPs, and other acquisition documents that set up the contractor for success. The paper
also discussed how theory still suggests that the other explanatory variables may be

relevant.

The analysis ab included dditional information explaining high pvalues.
Discussion included potential impacts on contractor performdncther explanatory
variables were high or lownd how either value may have been cause for statistically
inconclusiveresults within the sampl&inally, the analysis concluded with an explanation
of how CPARS may not be the best measurement of contractor performance because it
incorporates contractor concurrence and issues brought up by the GAO in 2017.

In summary, the purpose of this research was to determine how the quality
assurance program (COR experience, training, surveillance frequency, and QASPS)
impacts contractor performance. The following section dissussnclusions of this
research.

B. CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this rearchwas to determine how the government quality
assurance program (experience, training, surveillance frequency, and quality plan) impacts
contractor performancdhis research revealed a multitude of findings that answer the
guestions proposed inh@pterl. The research also resulted in significant implications that
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may assist in improving the quality assurance system and contractor perforifiaace.
answers to the research questjadsng with additional findings and implicatigrare

discussed in this section.

X What is the relationship between the government monitor experience and
contractor performance@overnment monitgithe COR technical
experience has a positive effect on contractor performance. The results
from the model are inconclusive as to the impact of surveillance

experience on contractor performance.

X What is the relationship between government monitor training and
contractor performancerhe results from the model are inconclusive as to
the impact of government monitor trainjrige COR, on contractor

performance.

X What is the relationship between the surveillance frequency, quality plan
and contractor performance? The results from the model are inconclusive
as to the impact of surveillance frequency, quality pland contractor

performare.

The sample collected demonstrated thapttogposednodel shows that only COR
technical experience has a statistically significant impact on contractor performance within
the sample. The statistically significant impact demonstrates that technieekaxe may

produce benefits across paevard, award, and peatvard phases of the contracting cycle.

Higher COR technical experience in @eard include the likelihood of stronger
performance work statements and quality assurance surveillance plars cahidbe
structured to enable higher contractor performancea®ezd benefits derived from COR
technical experience can also lead to wéllictured product, exchange, and governance
rules that reduce room for discretionary behavior, which ultimatelgsléa higher

contractor perfo rmance.

A COR with higher technical experience during the award phase can help the

government avoid adverse selection. Higher COR technical experience could result in
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successful technical evaluationghich can lead to selenty a contractor who is more
likely to perform well. Higher COR technical experience can also result in productive
discussiondeading to the contracting activity being more prepared to negotiate and award

a contract.

Additionally, a COR with higher technical experience can have a significant benefit
to the post award phase of the contracting cycle. Technical experience can lead to more
thorough surveillance of contractors and the ability to adequately capture performance

issues.

Moreover, even though theemaining explanatory variables did not produce
statistically significant resultst is still likely that they impact the population based on
theories discussed within this research. For example, surveillance experience and COR
training are concepts uséd the auditability triangle, which assessas organizatiors
ability to perform procurementlated activities. The explanatory variables may yield

statistically significant results d larger sample is taken.

This section summarizes the findings bist research. The following section
discusesareas for further research.

C. AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

One of the most critical recommendations for further research is to conduet an in
depth analysis of why CPARS contains mostly positive ratings. This research could include
a comparison between departments in the federal government along with an analysis of

ratings over several years.

Another recommendation for further researcioisee how training, experience,
and contract type affect the narratives placed in CPARS. The study of narrative detail could
reveal why poor ratings may fail to be recorded once a contradtqut is given to the
contracting officer. For example, a lack of narrative for poor performance may give the

contractor room to artidate why they deserve very good or exceptional ratings.

Furthermore, research could be conducted with the same model vgtiifeantly

larger sample size. The larger sample can begin by capturing all Air Force installation
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contracts. An additional sample can be taken from other DoD entities. Finally, a sample o
the entire DoD population could also further this research. The results of a regression on a
larger sample may reveal a stronger relationship between explanatory and response

variables.

Otherresearch could include determining different ways in which the government
can record contractor performance, such asc¢hee card system discussed in the literature
reviewchapter A unilateral system such as a score card may lendtvsalmore accurate

representation of perceived performaneesusthe bilateral nature of CPARS.
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APPENDIX. COR TRAINING REQUIRE MENTS

Table 2. DoD Stamard for Certification of CORs-Type A Source: DoDZ015)
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Table 3. DoD Standard fa Certification of CORs-Type B. Source: DoDZ015)
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Table 4. DoD Standard for Certification of CORsType C Source: DoDZ015)
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