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The Naval Sea Systems Command Source Selection Guide (SSG) provides streamlined guidance to our headquarters and field acquisition personnel involved in the source selection process.  Its purpose is to provide a practical reference tool to explain the processes and techniques that can be used to achieve best value products and services through source selection.

The information contained in the SSG is derived from statutory and regulatory requirements and practical experience.  The SSG is not a stand-alone document but must be used in conjunction with the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), the Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS), and the Navy Acquisition Procedures Supplement (NAPS).
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Part 1 -- Overview
Purpose

The purpose of this Source Selection Guide is to provide assistance in the source selection process for competitively negotiated acquisitions where selection is based on best value to the Government.  However, many of the procedures discussed in this guide would also be useful in other source selections.  Best Value (http://www.arnet.gov/far/) is the expected outcome of an acquisition that, in the Government’s estimation, provides the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement.  In negotiated acquisitions, best value can be obtained by using any one or a combination of source selection approaches.  In different types of acquisitions, the relative importance of cost or price may vary.  For example, in acquisitions where the requirement is clearly definable and the risk of unsuccessful contract performance is minimal, cost or price may play a dominant role in source selection.  The less definitive the requirement, the more development work required, or the greater the performance risk, the more technical or past performance considerations may play a dominant role in source selection.

Objectives

The objectives of the source selection process are to:

•  Ensure the impartial, equitable, and comprehensive evaluation of offerors’ proposals;

•  Maximize the efficiency and minimize the complexity of the proposal evaluation and contractor selection process so as to minimize the cost of the process to Government and industry;

•  Select the offeror whose proposal is the best value to the Government considering cost/price, technical factors, and past performance;

•  Document the basis for the selection decision;

Application and Scope

The source selection process must satisfy procurement statutes and the acquisition regulations including Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), Defense FAR Supplement (DFARS), and the Navy Acquisition Procedures Supplement (NAPS).  FAR Part 15 specifically addresses procurement by negotiation.  The process is also subject to the continuous scrutiny and decisions by the Comptroller General and Court of Federal Claims.  The FAR and the case law allow discretion in evaluation and selection methods, permitting them to be tailored to the particular acquisition.  This guide applies to competitively negotiated best value acquisitions.  Various kinds of negotiated acquisitions may be involved, such as (but not limited to):

•  Major systems that meet the Department of Defense (DOD) criteria (see DoD 5000.2-R, paragraph 1.3.1) for major acquisitions, including ship acquisitions;

•  Other than major systems and ship acquisitions;

•  Ship overhauls, by ship or ship lot;

•  Contractor support services.

For competitively negotiated acquisitions covering the prime development and/or production contractors for all Acquisition Category (ACAT) I and ACAT II programs, the procurement process must comply with the policy and procedures of DoDD 5000.1 (paragraph 1.3), DoD 5000.2-R, and SECNAVINST 5000.2B (Paragraph 5.9).

The intended source selection process must be planned and documented in a Source Selection Plan (SSP) for high dollar value procurements.  For all other procurements, doing an SSP is within the discretion of the PCO (DFAR 215.303).  The SSP must be consistent with the Acquisition Plan (AP), if applicable.  Both the AP and the SSP must be approved before the formal solicitation is issued.  For those programs that do not require an AP, the SSP must be consistent with the Acquisition Strategy.

Source Selection Process Summary

The following steps are normally taken in the source selection process:

Step
Action

1
Designate Source Selection Official.

2
Establish evaluation groups.

3
Develop and approve the SSP.

4
Develop, review, and issue the solicitation.

5
Receive and evaluate proposals.

6
Conduct discussions and request, receive, and evaluate final proposal revisions, if necessary.

7
Prepare the supporting documentation for the selection decision.

8
Select the source.

9
Brief the principal results of the source selection decision to appropriate officials.

10
Award contract(s).

11
Debrief unsuccessful offerors.

12
Report lessons learned.

Part 2 -- Source Selection Organization

General

The source selection process described in this manual is applicable to all negotiated best value acquisitions that require formal decision-making.  A Source Selection Authority (SSA), Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) and Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) are the personnel and panels used to evaluate proposals during major system acquisitions (or other acquisitions specifically directed or approved by ASN(RDA), COMNAVSEA, PEOs, or DRPMs.  For other than major acquisitions (as defined by DoD 5000.2-R http://web.deskbook.osd.mil/reflib/MDOD/001DR/001/001DR001doc.htm, paragraph 1.3), an Acquisition Manager is generally substituted for the SSA, a Contract Award Review Panel (CARP) is generally substituted for the SSAC, and a Technical Evaluation Review Panel (TERP) is generally substituted for an SSEB.

Essentially, there are three levels of authority prescribed for the source selection organization:

Source Selection Authority (SSA)

The SSA is the Government official in charge of selecting the source.  At NAVSEA, the SSA is often the Program Executive Office (PEO) or the program manager.  However, the contracting officer is designated as the source selection authority, unless specified otherwise in DoD 5000.2-R http://web.deskbook.osd.mil/reflib/MDOD/001DR/001/001DR001doc.htm or SECNAVINST 5420.188E http://web.deskbook.osd.mil/reflib/MDON/005NN/005NNdoc.htm (see FAR 15.303(a)). http://www.arnet.gov/far/

Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC)

The SSAC consists of a Chairperson, appointed by the SSA, and other senior military and civilian personnel who act as advisors to the SSA throughout the source selection process.  The SSAC normally includes representation from the various functional areas involved in the procurement.  Personnel with experience in source selection should be appointed to this Council.  The SSAC usually has its own legal counsel.

Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)

The SSEB consists of a Chairperson, appointed by the SSAC Chairperson, and other experienced Government contracting, technical and administrative/management personnel.  Members are appointed by the Chairperson of the SSEB to perform the technical evaluation of proposals and to produce facts and findings required in the source selection process.

The SSEB generally consists of a team that evaluates technical and other non-price factors.  The technical team may consist of factor teams which are assigned the responsibility for evaluating a specific factor in the proposals; i.e., technical, management, past performance or facilities, etc.  The factor teams report their evaluation scores and documentation to the SSEB Chairperson who consolidates all the Factor Team reports into one consolidated SSEB Report.

Personnel on the SSEB and those who assist it should have previous experience in similar or related programs in order to provide mature judgement and expertise in the evaluation process.  For restrictions on the use of support contractor personnel in proposal evaluation, see FAR 37.203 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(d).  Legal counsel, generally different from the SSAC legal counsel, should be available to provide consultation and advice.  The source selection duties of SSEB members shall take precedence over normal job assignment duties.

The membership of the SSAC and the SSEB should be mutually exclusive, where separate boards are used, resulting in two unbiased independent groups.  Others directly involved in the source selection process are the:

Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG)

The PRAG is a group of experienced Government personnel that are appointed by the SSAC Chairperson to assess performance risk.  They conduct a structured risk assessment of past performance, following the guidelines of Appendix 1\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 1. doc, in an attempt to predict the offeror’s likelihood of performing the proposed effort.  The PRAG may be a stand-alone group of experienced functional personnel, or it may be individuals from the SSEB who conduct performance assessments as an additional duty during the source selection.

Cost/Price Analysis Team

A Cost/Price Analysis Team is often formed in order to evaluate the proposed cost or price of the proposals.  Typically the team is headed by the Contracting Officer or his/her representative.  Usually, the Cost/Price Analysis Team reports directly to the SSAC in order to ensure that offerors’ proposed costs/prices have not been considered by the SSEB during its proposal evaluation process.  If the Cost/Price Analysis Team anticipates the need for SSEB members or other technical experts to assist it in its cost/price analysis, the SSP should be written to specifically provide for this possibility.  It is often possible for these SSEB members or technical experts to review proposed labor hours, without having to be given access to proposed rates.

Program Manager (PM)

The PM initiates the preparation of all required program documentation, including the ASR (Acquisition Strategy Report), AP (Acquisition Plan) and SSP (Source Selection Plan), and is responsible for obtaining the approval of these documents prior to issuance of the formal solicitation.

Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO)

The PCO assists the PM in developing the AS, AP, and SSP and is responsible for preparing the solicitation and contract(s).  The PCO serves as the focal point for inquiries from actual or prospective offerors and, following receipt of proposals, controls exchanges with offerors in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.  The PCO awards the contract(s).

Legal Advisor

The legal advisor provides legal review and advice throughout the acquisition process.  For major acquisitions, separate legal advisors for the SSAC and SSEB are preferred.  The legal advisors are not voting members of the SSAC or SSEB.

Duties and Responsibilities of the Source Selection Organization

Source Selection Authority

•  Ensure that the entire source selection process, encompassing proposal solicitation, evaluation, selection and contract award, is properly and efficiently conducted.

•  Appoint the Chairperson of the SSAC.

•  Ensure that people with the requisite skill and experience to execute the SSP are appointed to the SSAC and SSEB and that an evaluation group structure has the minimum number of members compatible with the complexity of the procurement.

•  Approve the SSP and ensure that the proposed program approach is in compliance with the approved AS and AP, and is compatible with the applicable decision memorandum, and the evaluation factors for award are consistent with the requirements of the solicitation.  The order of importance of the evaluation factors and major significant subfactors are the responsibility of the SSA.

•  Ensure, with the assistance of counsel, that conflicts of interest, and the appearance thereof, are avoided and that premature or unauthorized disclosure of source selection information is avoided.

•  Ensure that cost, technical, past performance, and other factors are appropriately considered in accordance with the relative order of importance of the evaluation factors for award.

•  Provide the SSAC and SSEB with appropriate guidance and instructions as may be necessary for the conduct of the evaluation and selection process.

•  Authorize release of source selection data and information.

•  Select the source(s) whose proposal(s) is (are) the best value to the Government after an in-depth review and consideration of all data and recommendations available from the SSAC and the SSEB, ensuring that the final source selection decision and supporting rationale are documented before the contract award is announced.

•  Ensure that ASN (RDA), USD(A&T), and ASD(C31) as required, are briefed on the principal results of the source selection decision prior to contract award(s) and prior to the public announcement of such award(s).

•  Authorize award of the contract(s).

Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC)

The SSAC Chairperson will appoint SSAC personnel who will act as advisors and make recommendations to the SSA throughout the source selection process.  Appendix 2\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 2. doc provides samples of SSAC letters of appointment.  The SSAC Chairperson will also appoint the Chairperson of the SSEB.  The duties and responsibilities of the SSAC are as follows:

•  Review the SSP prior to its submission to the SSA for final approval, and approve the Source Selection Handbook (if used).

•  Develop the factors and significant subfactors for evaluation in a relative order of importance.

•  Review the final solicitation to ensure that all aspects of the procurement are clearly and properly addressed.

•  Provide the SSEB with appropriate guidance and instructions as may be necessary for the conduct of the evaluation process.

•  Receive such briefings, confirmations, reports of pre­award surveys, audits, etc., as may be necessary throughout the source selection process.

•  Review the source selection evaluation report prepared by the SSEB to ensure that the evaluation was performed consistently and in accordance with the SSP and solicitation and contains adequate rationale and justification.

•  Prepare a proposal analysis report for submission to the SSA.  The proposal analysis report will normally be a summary of the findings of the SSEB, which may be modified by the findings and judgement of the SSAC.  All members of the Council who concur will sign the report.  Irreconcilable differences shall be the subject of a minority report to the SSA.

•  Make a source selection recommendation to the SSA unless otherwise directed by the SSA.  Document, for the SSA’s signature, the justification for the source selection decision.

•  Prepare a lessons learned report.

Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB)

The SSEB Chairperson will appoint experienced personnel to the SSEB representing the various functional and technical disciplines related to the acquisition.  Appendix 2\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 2. doc provides a sample SSEB letter of appointment.  The duties and responsibilities of the SSEB are as follows:

•  Assist in the preparation of the SSP including Source Selection Handbook (if used).

•  Where a draft solicitation is to be released, review the draft solicitation to ensure it is as complete as possible and allows sufficient time to permit prospective offerors to provide meaningful feedback.

•  Perform the evaluation in accordance with the SSP and the solicitation.

•  Ensure that the proposals are safeguarded against unauthorized disclosure.

•  Use the established evaluation factors for award to make a consistent and integrated assessment of each offeror’s ability to satisfy the requirements of the solicitation.  Individually evaluate the proposals against the requirements of the solicitation and do not evaluate the merits of one proposal against another.  Each evaluator must support the rating assigned with a concise narrative that addresses strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and risks in the proposal, creating a record that demonstrates that the evaluation was fair, comprehensive, and performed in accordance with the solicitation and SSP.

•  If not performed by the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG), review the offeror’s recent and relevant past performance to assess the probability of successfully accomplishing the proposed effort in a timely and cost-effective manner.  Available past performance information must be retrieved from the Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) http://www.nslcptsmh.navsea.navy.mil/cparmenu.htm, when authorized by the PCO.

•  Prepare a source selection evaluation report which clearly and concisely describes the results of the proposal evaluation including the strengths, weaknesses, deficiencies, and risks associated with the competing proposals in terms of the approved evaluation factors for award in the SSP and solicitation.  The report shall include the technical ratings, if any.

•  All members of the Board will sign the Source Selection Evaluation Report.  If approval is not unanimous, a minority report shall be submitted to the SSAC via the SSEB Chairperson.

•  Provide such briefings and consultations concerning the evaluation as may be required by the SSA or SSAC.

•  Participate in debriefing of unsuccessful offerors as requested by the PCO.

•  Prepare SSEB lessons learned report and submit to PCO.  Provide recommendations for conducting future source selections.

Cost/Price Analysis Team

•  Ensure that the RFP requests the necessary cost/price data needed to meaningfully evaluate proposals.

•  Ensure that offerors’ cost proposal and cost data is safeguarded and kept separate from the technical  data.

•  Evaluate the proposed cost or prices in accordance with the RFP and SSP guidelines, which may include contact with the Defense Contract Audit Agency, or others, necessary to verify proposed rates or cost history.

•  Prepare a Cost/Price Report that documents the reasonableness or realism of proposed price and cost, and the basis of any determinations or adjustments made to proposed prices and costs.

•  Provide such briefings and consultations concerning the evaluation as may be required by the SSA or SSAC.

•  Participate in debriefing of unsuccessful offerors as requested by the PCO.

Program Manager (PM)

•  Develop a list of recommended members and advisors, if applicable, for the SSAC and the SSEB.

•  Prepare the SSP.  The PCO, Legal Advisor, and SSEB Chairperson should assist in the preparation of the SSP.

Procuring Contracting Officer (PCO)

•  Serve as an advisor to the SSA, SSAC, and SSEB.

•  Assist in the preparation of the SSP, including the Source Selection Handbook (if used).

•  Ensure that the source selection evaluation factors for award set forth in the SSP approved by the SSA, are consistent with the solicitation.

•  Ensure that all portions of the solicitation clearly inform offerors of the relative order of importance of the evaluation factors for award.

•  Issue solicitation.  Where a draft solicitation is to be released, it should not include the evaluation factors for award unless the factors and their release have been approved by the SSA.

•  Following release of solicitation, serve as focal point for exchanges with actual or potential offerors.

•  Brief the SSAC and SSEB prior to receipt of proposals on rules and regulations applicable to the conduct of the evaluation process.  Review financial disclosure forms of all source selection participants.

•  Evaluate cost or price in accordance with the solicitation, and, if applicable, serve as chairperson of the cost or price team.

•  Determine responsibility of offerors in accordance with the FAR and DFARS.

•  Authorize SSEB and PRAG access to the CPARS http://www.nslcptsmh.navsea.navy.mil/cparmenu.htm.

•  If required, conduct presolicitation or preproposal conference, and control exchanges with offerors in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

•  Jointly resolve with the SSA areas of disagreement regarding the SSAC Recommendation of Award (ROA).

•  Conduct negotiations in accordance with the requirements of the FAR
http://farsite.hill.af.mil/VFFARa.htm, DFARS
http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfars/dfars.html, and NAPS
http://www.abm.rda.hq.navy.mil/naps.

•  Prepare the contract award document(s) and the necessary business clearance(s).

•  Maintain a contract file with material adequate to support a review of all decisions, fulfill contract file requirements, and contractor debriefings.

•  Establish competitive range and obtain business clearance approvals.

•  Execute the contract(s).

•  Conduct debriefings of unsuccessful offerors in accordance with FAR 15.505
http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/far/15.htm and 15.506
http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/far/15.htm.

Legal Advisor

•  Assist in the preparation of the SSP, including Source Selection Handbook (if used).

•  Provide background and opinions on the legal aspects of the source selection process to the SSA, SSAC, and SSEB.

•  Participate in the review of the SSP and the solicitation to ensure that the solicitation adequately addresses the relative order of importance of the evaluation factors for award.

•  Review all evaluation documentation, including SSEB, SSAC, and cost or price reports.

•  Review the proposed contract(s) for legal sufficiency prior to award.

•  Review all Conflict of Interest and Nondisclosure statements submitted by members of the SSEB and SSAC, advisors, and independent evaluators in conjunction with the PCO.  Work with members of the Source Selection Organization to resolve all conflict of interest problems and any breaches of source selection regulations.

Staffing the Source Selection Organization

The PM should initiate actions to identify Navy and other Government personnel who are considered qualified to act as members of the SSEB or SSAC.  The individuals selected should have backgrounds in one or more of the factors or significant subfactors covered in the solicitation.

Contractor personnel generally shall not be members of any evaluation council or board.  In those specific instances where the Government does not have the requisite expertise available among its own employees, contractor personnel may be utilized in an advisory capacity provided the procedures of FAR 37.203 http://www.arnet.gov/far/are followed and the proper determination is made.

If known at time of solicitation that contractor personnel are to be involved as advisors, the solicitation shall advise prospective offerors of the name of the contractor.  In the event the solicitation did not provide for this, and it is determined after receipt of proposals that contractor personnel are required to assist in the evaluation, a written release from all offerors will be obtained prior to releasing any proposal information to the contractor personnel assisting in the evaluation.  In the event that such a release is not obtained from any offeror, the contractor personnel shall not be used to evaluate any offeror.

Advisory contractor personnel shall not rank or recommend one proposal over another or otherwise act in a decision-making capacity.  Where technical expertise is used, the expert shall report to the evaluation Chairperson, who will determine the evaluation rating to be accorded each proposal in the area where contractor expertise was used.

The PCO shall ensure that members complete SF 450s and non-disclosure agreements.  Contractor personnel shall complete the same financial interest and nondisclosure statements as other members of the source selection organization.  (See DoDD 5500.7 http://web.deskbook.osd.mil/reflib/MDOD/032DD/032DDdoc.htm Standards of Conduct, and DoDD 5500.7-R http://web.deskbook.osd.mil/reflib/MDOD/003DR/001/003DR001doc.htm, Joint Ethics Regulation).

Indoctrinating the SSAC and SSEB

At the time the SSAC and SSEB are established, the following documents should be available:  the ASR, AP, Operational Requirements Document (ORD), Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM), PM Charter, and the statement of work and/or specification.  All participants in the evaluation should be very familiar with these documents.

The effectiveness and integrity of the source selection process requires that all data and information received or developed during the source selection process be handled with utmost discretion to avoid compromise.

Caution shall be exercised to avoid even the appearance of a conflict of interest through exposure or dissemination of proprietary, source selection, or business sensitive data to contractor personnel when such personnel are performing in a technical advisory capacity.

Part 3 -- The Source Selection Plan

General

The SSP describes in detail the plan for the conduct of the entire source selection process.  The SSP and the solicitation must adhere to the acquisition strategy and contract methodology documented in the approved AP.

The PM has the overall responsibility for the preparation of the SSP.  The SSEB Chairperson, PCO, and Legal Advisor assist the PM in the preparation and review of the SSP.  After final review and approval by the PCO and Legal Advisor, members of the SSAC review and sign the plan indicating concurrence.  The Chairperson of the SSAC then submits the plan to the SSA for approval.  The SSP must be approved by the SSA prior to issuing the formal solicitation.  After issuance of the solicitation, the evaluation factors for award (and their relative importance) reflected in the SSP cannot be changed without formal amendment to the solicitation and SSP.

At a minimum, the SSP should contain the following items:

•  A statement of the general and specific objectives of the plan.

•  Background of the program.

•  List of members and a description of the source selection organization structure, with specific discussion on the duties and responsibilities of the SSA, SSAC, SSEB, PCO, PM, and Legal Advisor.

•  Proposed presolicitation activities; e.g., solicitation review and approval.

•  A brief summary of the acquisition strategy.  The acquisition strategy must be consistent with that contained in the AP.

•  The factors for award to be used in the evaluation, listed in relative order of importance, along with any additional language necessary to fully describe the relative importance of the factors including weights, if applied.  If certain factors are equal, or substantially equal in importance, they should be so noted.

•  Methods for rating/scoring the proposals should be included.

•  A description of the evaluation process, methodology, and techniques to be used, including a description of how cost will be evaluated.

•  Identification of significant source selection milestones.

•  When applicable, guidelines for making tradeoff decisions among and within the various factors (particularly among the performance characteristics of the system).

•  The procedures for obtaining from all participants in the source selection process financial disclosure statements.

•  A plan for obtaining adequate secured facilities for all evaluation material and ensuring that adequate security provisions will be in effect in all areas where proposals will be reviewed, discussed, and evaluated.

Evaluation Factors for Award

Evaluation factors and significant subfactors must flow from the solicitation’s statement of work and must be consistent with FAR 15.304 http://www.arnet.gov/far/and DFARS 215.304 http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp/dars/dfars/dfars.html.

____________________________________________________
Limit evaluation factors and significant subfactors to those areas
that will reveal substantive differences or risk levels among
competing proposals.
____________________________________________________

There are no restrictions on the kinds of evaluation factors that may be used, as long as they are reasonably related to the Government’s requirement and tailored to each acquisition; include only those factors and significant subfactors that will have an impact on the source selection decision; and are disclosed in the solicitation.  Evaluation factors must include cost or price to the Government (FAR 15.304 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

The evaluation factors also may fall into the following functional disciplines:  technical (for example, design and production approach), management and business, past performance, and schedule.  However, the factors should be designed to permit evaluators to distinguish among offerors.  Sample tasks may be used to better demonstrate the offeror’s capability to perform the required tasks.

The evaluation may necessitate a further breakdown of the factors into significant subfactors.  The use of too many factors and significant subfactors should be avoided as it leads to dilution of the ability to differentiate between the significant subfactors.  Appendix 2\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 2. doc contains sample evaluation worksheets.  Evaluation factors may differ substantially among different types of acquisitions and among various phases of an acquisition program, and should be tailored accordingly.

Each proposal is compared and measured as objectively as possible by the SSEB against the solicitation and its stated evaluation factors for award.  Proposals should not be compared and measured against each other.  The SSAC and SSA shall conduct a comparative assessment of the proposals in accordance with FAR 15.308 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Standards

Standards provide a means for disseminating uniform guidance to the evaluators on how to rate an offeror’s proposal with respect to a given factor.  Standards are optional, and are used to further detail the relationship between the statement of work and the evaluation factors.  They focus the evaluation on each individual factor, and assist in achieving consistent and impartial evaluations.  A standard defines, describes, or otherwise provides a basis for considering a particular aspect of an evaluation factor.  Several standards may be developed to evaluate one factor.  When used, standards are developed by the SSEB and reviewed by the PCO and Legal Advisor.

Depending on the nature of the acquisition and a given factor, standards may be either quantitative or qualitative in nature.

Quantitative Standards

A quantitative standard can be defined in a readily measurable form or in the degree or percentage of attainment of a required threshold or stated goal.  For example, speed, range, endurance, and accuracy could be quantitative standards under a performance factor.

Qualitative Standards

Qualitative standards are attributes or questions that assist the evaluator in assessing whether the proposal meets the requirements of the solicitation.  Qualitative standards may be appropriate for some technical and most management areas, where quantifiable standards are much more difficult to define.

Establishing a Rating Method

A rating system helps evaluators assess a proposal’s merit with respect to the evaluation factors and significant subfactors in the solicitation.  A program should carefully consider how it intends to evaluate risk as well -- either as part of adjectival ratings or as a separate category.  It uses a scale of words, colors, numbers, or other indicators to denote the degree to which proposals meet the standards for the non-cost evaluation factors.  Some commonly used rating systems are adjectival, color coding, and numerical.

____________________________________________________
What is key in using a rating system in proposal evaluations, is
not the method or combination of methods used, but rather the
consistency with which the selected method is applied to all
competing proposals and the adequacy of the narrative used to
support the rating.
____________________________________________________

Narrative Descriptions

Narratives are used in conjunction with a rating system to indicate a proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, and risks.  Adjectival, color, and numerical ratings must be supported with narrative statements.

Narrative statements can describe the proposals’ relative strengths, weaknesses, and risks to the source selection authority in a way that adjectives, colors, and numbers alone cannot.  The narrative provides a reasonable and rational basis for the selection decision.

Adjectival Ratings

Adjectival ratings are a frequently used method of grading an offeror’s proposal.  Adjectives are used to indicate the degree to which the offeror’s proposal has met the standard for each factor evaluated.  Subsequent to, and consistent with, the narrative evaluation, an appropriate adjective rating may be given to each factor and sometimes to each significant subfactor.  Adjectival systems may be employed independently or in connection with other rating systems.

The following is a sample adjective rating scale that could be used to evaluate technical and management factors and significant subfactors.  A proposal need not have all of the characteristics of an adjectival category in order to receive that adjective rating.  The evaluators must use judgement to rate the proposal using these characteristics.

Outstanding:  An outstanding proposal is characterized as follows:

•  The proposed approach indicates an exceptionally thorough and comprehensive understanding of the program goals, resources, schedules, and other aspects essential to performance of the program.

•  In terms of the specific factor (or significant subfactor), the proposal contains major strengths, exceptional features, or innovations that should substantially benefit the program.

•  There are no weaknesses or deficiencies.

•  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is extremely low.

Good:  A good proposal is characterized as follows:

•  The proposed approach indicates a thorough understanding of the program goals and the methods, resources, schedules, and other aspects essential to the performance of the program.

•  The proposal has major strengths and/or minor strengths which indicate the proposed approach will benefit the program.

•  Weaknesses, if any, are minor and are more than offset by strengths.

•  Risk of unsuccessful performance is very low.

Satisfactory:  A satisfactory proposal is characterized as follows:

•  The proposed approach indicates an adequate understanding of the program goals and the methods, resources, schedules, and other aspects essential to the performance of the program.

•  There are few, if any, exceptional features to benefit the program.

•  The risk of unsuccessful performance is low.

•  Weaknesses are generally offset by strengths.

Marginal:  A marginal proposal is characterized as follows:

•  The proposed approach indicates a superficial or vague understanding of the program goals and the methods, resources, schedules, and other aspects essential to the performance of the program.

•  The proposal has weaknesses that are not offset by strengths.

•  The risk of unsuccessful contract performance is moderate.

Unsatisfactory:  An unsatisfactory proposal is characterized as follows:

•  The proposed approach indicates a lack of understanding of the program goals and the methods, resources, schedules, and other aspects essential to the performance of the program.

•  Numerous weaknesses and deficiencies exist.

•  The risk of unsuccessful performance is high.

The following is a sample adjectival rating scale that could be used to evaluate past performance factors and subfactors.

Outstanding -- The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements and exceeded many to the Government’s benefit.  The prior performance being assessed was accomplished with very few or very minor problems for which corrective actions taken by or proposed to be taken by the offeror were, or are expected to be highly effective.  Performance of completed contracts either was consistently of the highest quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an extremely strong expectation of successful performance.

Good -- The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements and exceeded some to the Government’s benefit.  The prior performance being assessed was accomplished with some minor problems for which corrective actions taken by or proposed to be taken by the offeror, were, or are expected to be effective.  Performance over completed contracts either was consistently of high quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to a strong expectation of successful performance.

Satisfactory -- The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) met contractual requirements.  The prior performance being assessed was accomplished with some problems for which corrective actions taken by, or proposed to be taken by, the contractor were, or are expected to be, for the most part effective.  Performance over completed contracts was consistently of adequate or better quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation of successful performance.

Neutral -- The offeror lacks a record of relevant or available past performance history.  There is no expectation of either successful or unsuccessful performance based on the offeror’s past performance record.

Marginal -- The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contracts did no meet some contractual requirements.  The prior performance being assessed reflected some serious problems, for which the contractor either failed to identify or implement corrective actions in a timely manner, or for which the corrective actions implemented or proposed to be implemented were, or are expected to be, only partially effective.  Performance over completed contracts was consistently of mediocre quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to an expectation that successful performance might be difficult to achieve or that it can occur only with increased levels of Government management and oversight.

Unsatisfactory -- The offeror’s performance of previously awarded relevant contract(s) did not meet most contractual requirements and recovery did not occur with the period of performance.  The prior performance being assessed reflected serious problem(s) for which the offeror either failed to identify or implement corrective actions or for which corrective actions, implemented, or proposed to be implemented, were, or are expected to be, mostly ineffective.  Performance over completed contracts was consistently of poor quality or exhibited a trend of becoming so.  The offeror’s past performance record leads to a strong expectation that successful performance will not be achieved or that it can occur only with greatly increased levels of Government management and oversight.

Color Coding

This system uses colors to indicate the degree to which the offeror’s proposal has met the standard for each factor evaluated.  For instance, the colors blue, green, yellow, orange, and red may indicate excellent, good, satisfactory, marginal, or unsatisfactory degrees of merit, respectively.

Numerical

This system assigns point scores (such as 0-10 or 0-100) to rate proposals.  This rating system generally allows for more rating levels and thus may appear to give more precise distinctions of merit.  However, numerical systems can have drawbacks as their apparent precision may obscure the strengths, weaknesses, and risks that support the numbers.  Therefore, some organizations do not permit the use of numerical rating systems.

Weighting

After determining the evaluation factors and significant subfactors, their relative importance to each other must be established, and generally described in the solicitation (FAR 15.304 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(d)).  The relative importance of factors and significant subfactors must be consistent with the stated solicitation requirements.

The relative importance of evaluation factors and significant subfactors is usually established by priority statements, numerical weighting, or a combination of these.

Numerical weighting involves assigning relative importance to the factors and significant subfactors using points or percentages.  It is normally used when numerical scores are applied to the non-price or non-cost factors.  Although numerical weights may be used in making the tradeoff analysis and decision, the weights themselves may, but need not be disclosed in the solicitation.  If the numerical weights are not disclosed in the solicitation, they must be described in terms of priority or tradeoff statements.  Failure to specify relative value means the factors or sub-factors are of equal importance.

Evaluation of Cost or Price

As a general rule, the higher the technical or performance risk, the greater the emphasis on non-cost factors.  Cost or price as an evaluation factor is generally not scored or rated as part of the evaluation.  But, like all the other factors and significant subfactors, the importance of cost or price relative to the other evaluation factors and significant subfactors and the overall evaluation must be disclosed.  The circumstances of the particular acquisition will indicate how important cost or price is to the source selection.

Price or cost to the Government shall be evaluated in every source selection (FAR 15.304(c)(1)).

__________________________________________________
In accordance with FAR 15.304(e), the relative importance
between all non-cost factors and cost or price shall be
described in the solicitation as follows:

All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined,
are --

•  significantly more important than cost or price;
•  approximately equal to cost or price; or
•  significantly less than cost or price.
__________________________________________________

Source Selection Handbook

For some procurements, the PM may find it desirable to develop a Source Selection Handbook.  The purpose of a handbook is to develop the detailed guidance and procedures that will be used to help evaluate the proposals; it is a supplement of the SSP.  If used, the handbook typically describes the standards and key questions to be used in the evaluation of the factors and significant subfactors.  The handbook must be consistent with the SSP, solicitation, and applicable regulations.

Part 4 -- Pre-Evaluation Actions

Development of the Source List

FAR 5.2 http://www.arnet.gov/far/requires that a synopsis of the procurement be published in the Commerce Business Daily (CBD) http://cbdnet.access.gpo.gov/index.html to permit interested firms to respond affirmatively prior to release of the solicitation.  The solicitation, once released, shall be posted on the internet http://www.contracts.hq.navsea.navy.mil/sol.  This ensures that Government procurements receive adequate publicity.

The PM and the PCO should work together to develop a list of sources to whom the solicitation is transmitted.  The source list should include those potential offerors who have responded affirmatively to the CBD announcement and those potential offerors whose past and present experience -- in terms of performance capability, logistic support, financial status, production capacity, etc. -- have demonstrated that they could perform the contract and would be inclined to submit a proposal.  If in response to the CBD, a source who is not on the list requests a copy of the solicitation and has the necessary security clearance, it also will be furnished a copy of the solicitation.

Solicitations

The solicitation is used to communicate Government requirements to prospective offerors and to solicit proposals.  The solicitation should include the Government’s requirements for a specific acquisition and contain the information necessary to enable prospective offerors to prepare proposals properly.  In addition to the statement of work, specifications, data requirements, general provisions and special contract requirements, and the evaluation factors for award and their relative importance; the solicitation should provide guidance to offerors regarding proposal page limitations, number of copies required, and the structure of proposals into separate volumes (e.g., technical, cost, management, and other factors) to facilitate the evaluation.

Draft solicitations are encouraged to obtain feedback from prospective offerors.  A draft solicitation includes all the requirements (statement of work, specifications, data requirements, and general and specific provisions).  It is provided to prospective offerors for comment.  An offeror’s response to a draft solicitation is not an offer and cannot be accepted by the Government to create a binding contract.  Draft solicitations should be as complete as possible.  Sufficient time should be allowed to permit prospective offerors to respond meaningfully.  Feedback for consideration in preparing the final solicitation should include identification of cost drivers, non-cost effective contract requirements, and any other changes that would enhance the acquisition program by improving system performance or by reducing life cycle costs.

Section L of the solicitation (see FAR 15.204 http://www.arnet.gov/far/for Uniform Contract Format) is entitled “Instructions, Conditions, and Notices to Offerors.”  The purpose of this section is to request information from the offerors that can be used to evaluate their proposals in accordance with Section M.  It includes the provisions and other information and instructions not required elsewhere in the solicitation to guide offerors in preparing their proposals.  It specifies the form and content of the proposals, proposal page limitations, number of copies required, number of volumes, use of electronic commerce, facsimile proposals, oral presentations, etc.

Section M of the solicitation (See FAR 15.204 http://www.arnet.gov/far/for Uniform Contract Format) is entitled “Evaluation Factors for Award.”  It notifies offerors of the evaluation factors against which all proposals will be evaluated.  All factors and significant subfactors that will affect contract award and their relative importance shall be stated clearly in the solicitation.  These factors should be carefully structured to ensure that they represent the key areas of importance and emphasis to be considered in the source selection decision (see FAR 15.304 http://farsite.hill.af.mil/reghtml/far/15.htm (b) (1)).  The rating method need not be disclosed in the solicitation.  The general approach for evaluating past performance information shall be described.

Sections L and M of the solicitation are developed from input provided in the SSP.  The evaluation factors set out in Section M shall be identical to the evaluation factors set out in the SSP.

The quality of the product or service shall be addressed in every source selection through consideration of one or more non-cost evaluation factors such as past performance, compliance with solicitation requirements, technical excellence, management capability, personnel qualifications, and prior experience.

The SSAC should review the final solicitation to ensure that the solicitation:

•  Is properly structured (reflecting a one­to­one relationship with the SSP).

•  Stresses factors that support the program objectives and the acquisition strategy.

•  Properly ranks evaluation factors and defines the relationship and relative order of importance of the significant subfactors required to support each evaluation factor.

•  Specifies the level of detail desired for those items requiring special information.

•  Contains sufficient performance requirements and schedule data to allow offerors to properly estimate and schedule the required work.

If at any time after the solicitation is released but prior to final proposal submission, the requirements or conditions change to negate or modify the evaluation factors for award established in the solicitation, the SSA must ensure that:

•  Each competitor is informed by the PCO of the adjusted factors and basis for award, and

•  Sufficient time is provided for modification of the offerors’ proposals.

Pre-Proposal Conference

A pre­proposal conference may be held for complex acquisitions.  This conference allows prospective offerors to gain a better understanding of the objectives of the acquisition.  It also offers the SSEB an opportunity to stress the importance of significant elements of the solicitation.  The PCO will make the necessary arrangements and conduct the pre­proposal conference.

Prospective offerors normally expect a general presentation followed by the opportunity to ask specific questions.  These questions should be submitted in writing prior to the conference, and NAVSEA personnel should be available to answer them.  Questions may be answered orally, but it should also be emphasized that the official answers will be distributed in writing.

A summary of the conference proceedings may be issued to all interested parties.  It is essential that attendees be informed that the provisions of the solicitation are not to be changed in the course of the conference; the terms of a solicitation can be changed only by a formal written amendment to the solicitation, which has been signed by the PCO.  FAR 15.201 http://www.arnet.gov/far/addresses other exchanges with industry before receipt of proposals.

Work and Storage Area

A secured work area and associated storage space (preferably in Government space) is needed for source selection procedures.  Reserve a work area that will be large enough to hold all members of the evaluation team.  Check to make sure adequate utilities will be available at the location, and recognize that site location may impact the evaluation.  Sites close to the workplace may cause difficulties with evaluators separating themselves from their normal job functions.  Sites distant from the workplace may create transportation problems and transportation may have to be furnished.

Arrange to have desks, file cabinets, conference tables, computers, copy machines, telephones, and other supplies are available to meet the needs of the evaluation team members.  The PCO may have information on the availability of electronic source selection facilities.

Ensure adequate storage space is available for storage of proposals and all evaluation materials.  At a minimum, there should be lockable file cabinets to store proposals and all evaluation materials, and the room should be lockable with strictly limited access.

Part 5 -- Conducting the Evaluation

General

The procedures governing the conduct of evaluations may differ slightly according to the nature and scope of the acquisition.  The SSP, solicitation and AP (if applicable) should be provided to each evaluator in advance of the receipt of proposals and prior to the evaluators’ attendance at the offerors’ oral presentations (if such presentations are held).

Rules of Conduct

The following rules of conduct apply the source selection process:

•  Following receipt of proposals, the PCO must control all exchanges with offerors.  Refer any inquiries to the PCO.

•  Avoid the appearance of actual or potential improprieties or conflicts of interest with any offeror or proposed subcontractor or vendor who may have a potential interest in the award.

•  Any inquiries pertaining to the source selection from sources other than the SSAC or SSEB members or advisors should be redirected to the PCO or PCO’s Representative.  If at any time during the evaluation proceedings an unauthorized disclosure is discovered, it shall be brought to the attention of the PCO and SSA.

Documentation

The source selection process and decision must be carefully documented and reviewed by legal counsel.  Specifically, it is very important that individual proposal evaluators, SSEBs, and SSACs prepare complete, coherent, and fully supported written narrative justifications for the findings and conclusions reached during the source selection process.  All documentation shall be marked “Source Selection Information -- See FAR 3.104 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.”

No documentation in any form should be removed from the secured work area for any purpose without specific permission of the SSEB Chairperson.  At the conclusion of the evaluation process, members of the teams may not retain work papers or any part of the proposals received without first obtaining authorization from the PCO.  Working papers and rough drafts which are not retained should be placed in burn bags and destroyed.

Oral Presentations

Oral presentations may be used in accordance with FAR 15.102 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Coordination Between Team Members

Status and progress report sessions between individual evaluators and their team leaders and between team leaders and the SSEB are encouraged.  These sessions provide a valuable exchange.  They enable team leaders to assess progress and provide feedback to the individual evaluator.  In this manner, each evaluator will be progressively reassured that his or her part of the evaluation is responsive to the requirements of the SSP and that the narratives are clearly understood.

Information, including past performance information, may be shared between the cost or price and technical teams to the extent provided for in the SSP.

Evaluation Procedures

Actual procedures to be used in a given source selection should be tailored to both the circumstances and the source selection organizational structure that is used.  In brief, the scheme for these procedures is as follows:

•  Evaluate proposals and prepare narrative reports, identifying strengths, weaknesses, risks, and deficiencies.

•  Assign ratings.

•  Prepare evaluation report.

•  Make recommendations to the SSA.

Narrative Evaluation

In order for an acceptable evaluation to be conducted, the evaluator must know what the solicitation requires, and be thoroughly familiar with the SSP.  The evaluator then must review and analyze each offeror’s proposal and compare the offer to the solicitation requirements.  The evaluator must use expert knowledge and experience to determine the feasibility, logic, and reasonableness of the offeror’s proposal.  In some instances, aspects of the data that are outside the evaluator’s technical skills or experience may require verification through discussions with advisors, consultants, or other SSEB members.  However, contact with those outside the evaluation teams shall be done only after approval and authorization from the SSEB Chairperson and the PCO, and with the concurrence of the SSAC Chairperson.  Evaluators should be cautioned that the evaluations are to be based on the proposals at hand and their own expert knowledge of what is required to successfully perform the contract.  An evaluator’s possible intimate knowledge of particular offerors, personnel, facilities, etc., should be discussed with the PCO and legal counsel.

Following the detailed procedures set forth in the SSP or the Source Selection Handbook, each evaluator must develop a complete, concisely written narrative description of the evaluation with respect to each factor, identifying strengths, weaknesses, risks (identifying the relative magnitude of each), and deficiencies in accordance with the definitions found at FAR 15.301 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.  And in all cases, findings should be associated with specific references to the proposal text.  It is a common practice to provide evaluation worksheets that outline the foregoing.  Where weaknesses or deficiencies exist in a contractor’s proposal, the evaluators should prepare draft discussion questions as part of the narrative evaluation.

Rating

Based on review of the presentations, discussions, and narrative evaluations provided by the evaluation teams, and its own review of the proposals, the SSEB assigns a rating to the evaluation factors (and significant subfactors, if appropriate) as provided by the SSP.  Rating worksheets are useful for organizing, guiding, drafting the SSEB report, and documenting the results of the SSEB rating effort.

The SSEB and subsequently, the SSAC, should take advantage of the full range of ratings if circumstances warrant, so that the variances among proposals may be readily apparent.  The evaluation process does not attempt to classify all proposals as either fully acceptable or as fully unacceptable.  Rather, the evaluation should strive for a realistic rating, which represents the offeror’s ability to satisfy the requirement.  It should also be recognized that ratings are communication techniques and that they are only one aspect of what must be considered by the SSA in reaching a final decision.  The relative importance of ratings must be kept in proper balance with all other aspects of the evaluation and must be fully supported with narrative rationale.

Assessing Risk

The core of a successful strategy for ensuring a best value source selection is effective assessment and management of risk.  Certain risks may be inherent in a program by virtue of the program objectives relative to the available technology.  Risks may occur as a result of a particular technical approach; a manufacturing plan; the selection of certain materials, processes, equipment, etc.; or as a result of the costs, schedules, and economic impacts associated with the approach.  Certain risks may be known to exist in major programs at the time the solicitation is issued.  In this case, offerors must not be penalized merely because of the existence of such risks in their proposals.

The evaluation should address the acceptability of the proposed solution, rather than placing undue emphasis on the existence of the risk.  The evaluation of acceptability must consider both the approach proposed and the alternatives available to manage the risks.  Further, the evaluator must determine when success or failure will become apparent and the impact the correction of the problem will have at that time.  It is the responsibility of all evaluation teams to ensure that the cost/price team is informed of the risk area and to assist the cost/price team in arriving at a judgement of any cost impact that may result.

Cost or Price Evaluation

Cost or price must be an evaluation factor in all acquisitions; however, the evaluation will vary depending on the specific circumstances of each acquisition.  For fixed price contracts, comparison of the proposed prices usually satisfies the requirement to perform a price analysis, and a cost analysis need not be performed.  Cost or price analysis shall be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.305 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(a)(1).

When a firm fixed price contract is contemplated, the offeror’s proposed price is evaluated.  When a flexibly priced contract (e.g., fixed price incentive, cost-reimbursement) is anticipated, evaluations may include a cost realism analysis for certain purposes in accordance with FAR 15.404 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Cost reimbursement contract evaluation shall include a cost realism analysis to determine what the Government should realistically expect to pay for the proposed effort (FAR 15.305(a)(1) http://www.arnet.gov/far/).  A cost realism analysis usually includes the following:

Audit of Rates.  This requires a determination by personnel from the Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA) whether proposed labor and overhead rates, as well as other pricing elements are reasonable, allocable, and consistent with acceptable accounting and estimating systems.

•  Determination of cost or price realism.  After an offeror’s final proposal revision has been evaluated, all resultant cost or price impacts should again be considered by the cost or price team in its determination of cost or price realism.

•  Determination of Cost or Price Risk.  Based on the data developed in technical risk assessments, the proposed cost should be adjusted to reflect any quantifiable impact.

Site Visits

Visits to the offeror’s site by the SSAC and/or SSEB may be beneficial during the source selection process.  Visits should be scheduled for a specific, clearly understood purpose and should be approved by the SSAC.  The SSAC Chairperson should ensure that all visits are made on an impartial basis and that inadvertent discussions do not occur as a result of the visit.

The SSEB Report/Presentation

When the evaluation team has completed its assessment, the SSEB Chairperson compiles and presents the SSEB’s overall evaluation to the SSAC in a written report and an oral presentation, if desired.  This report and presentation must convey the results and significant points of the evaluation.  The written report should include the evaluation factors and significant subfactors and a narrative assessment for each of the factors and significant subfactors.  Each assessment should be precise and highlight the strengths, weaknesses, risks, and deficiencies of each proposal and fully and convincingly substantiate the recommended rating.  (Appendix 2\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 2. doc provides a sample SSEB Report.)  The report should be signed by all members of the SSEB.  The report may be amended following discussions and final proposal revisions.

The SSAC Report and Presentation

Upon receipt of the final SSEB Report, the SSAC will review and analyze the report.  The SSAC will also review the report from the Cost/Price Team.  After the SSAC members have completed their review and analysis of these reports, the SSAC Chairperson will prepare a SSAC Proposal Analysis Report and present it to the SSA; an oral presentation may also be given, if desired.  The SSAC Proposal Analysis Report should be a summary of the SSEB report and outline the significant findings of the SSEB evaluation as modified by the findings and judgement of the SSAC.  (Appendix 2\\CONTRACTS_B\DATA\SHARED\028\02C\Source_Selection\Source Selection Guide Sept 00\ssg appendix 2. doc provides a sample SSAC Report.)  All members of the Council who concur sign the report.  Irreconcilable differences should be the subject of minority reports to the SSA.  The SSAC should also be prepared to present additional information as may be requested by the SSA.  Presentation charts may be developed to clarify complex areas and graphically display the results of the evaluation.

SSA Source Selection Memorandum

Upon receipt of the SSAC Proposal Analysis Report, the SSA will review and analyze the report.  Based on the analysis, the SSA will select the source whose proposal is considered the best value to the Government.  The SSA shall prepare a memorandum which states the basis and reason for the decision, and include a comparison of the combination of strengths, weaknesses, risks, and deficiencies in each proposal, and judgment as to which provides the best combination See FAR 15.308 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Part 6 -- Exchanges With Offerors

Exchanges with offerors following receipt of proposals must be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.  Such dialogue provides information needed to better understand proposals and make best value decisions.  Exchanges must be conducted in a fair and impartial manner; the nature and extent of exchanges will vary depending upon when it occurs after receipt of proposals.

Controlling Exchanges

The PCO remains the focal point for all exchanges with prospective contractors from release of a solicitation through contract award.  Once proposals are received, the PCO also controls all exchanges with offerors.  The PCO is assisted by a team of contracts, legal, and technical personnel.

Establishing the Ground Rules

Before exchanging any information with offerors, the PCO shall instruct the team members who may participate in such exchanges (see FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(e)) to not:

•  Favor one offeror over another (i.e., provide the offeror with suggested ways to correct its proposal relative to other offerors);

•  Reveal an offeror’s solution, technology, or intellectual property to another offeror;

•  Reveal an offeror’s price without that offeror’s permission;

•  Reveal the name of individuals providing past performance information; or

•  Knowingly furnish source selection information in violation of FAR 3.104 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Exchanges With Offerors to Obtain Clarification

Clarifications are limited exchanges between the Government and offerors that may occur when award without discussions is contemplated (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(a)).  See Part 6 -- Exchanges with Offerors and Award for more information on communications.

If award will be made without conducting discussions, offerors may be given the opportunity to clarify certain aspects of proposals such as the relevance of an offeror’s past performance information and adverse past performance information to which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to respond, or to resolve minor or clerical errors.

Establishing the Competitive Range

After initial proposals have been evaluated in accordance with FAR 15.305 http://www.arnet.gov/far/, a decision must be made as to which offerors are in the competitive range and will be selected for discussions.  The PCO should work closely with the SSEB Chairperson and the SSAC, and obtain concurrence of the SSA, to determine the competitive range and decide how much review and documentation are required of the various teams to support the determination prior to entering discussions.

The competitive range is established in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(c).  It consists of all the most highly rated proposals, unless the range is further reduced for purposes of efficiency (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(c)(2)).  The solicitation must notify offerors that the competitive range can be limited for purposes of efficiency.  Establishing the competitive range results in greater efficiency by limiting the number of offerors with whom the Government must hold discussions to the most highly rated contenders for contract award.  Consider the following points when establishing the range:

•  Determine the competitive range only after an initial evaluation of each proposal in accordance with all cost or price and non-cost or non-price factors in the solicitation.

•  Limit the competitive range to all of the most highly rated proposals unless the range is further reduced for purposes of efficiency, considering the initial evaluation of both cost and non-cost factors and FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(c).  Predetermined cut-off ratings cannot be used to exclude a proposal from the competitive range.

•  Include all proposals in the competitive range if there are very few highly rated proposals.

•  If there are too many highly rated proposals to evaluate efficiently, the competitive range may be limited further, provided offers were notified of the Government’s intent to do so in the solicitation and in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(c)(2).

•  It may not always be necessary to further limit the competitive range for efficiency.  When faced with the need to limit the range, consider factors such as the expected dollar value of award, complexity of the acquisition and solutions proposed, the extent of available resources and other relevant matters consistent with the need to obtain the best value.

•  The PCO may remove from the competitive range any proposal that, during or after discussions, is no longer considered to be among the most highly rated offerors being considered for award (FAR 15.306(c)). http://www.arnet.gov/far/

__________________________________________________
The objective is an efficient competitive range that does not
string offerors along, wasting their time and money and the
Government’s resources.
__________________________________________________

•  The PCO documents the competitive range determination and supporting rationale which will be placed in the contract file.  The PCO shall prepare a prenegotiation business clearance in accordance with existing requirements and FAR 15.406-1 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

•  For proposals excluded from the competitive range, the PCO shall promptly notify unsuccessful offerors in writing of their exclusion in accordance with FAR 15.503 http://www.arnet.gov/far/and FAR 15.306(c).  Excluded offerors may request and receive a preaward debriefing which explains the basis for the Government’s decision (FAR 15.505 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

Communications

Once a decision is made to open discussions, communications may be necessary with some offerors to determine whether or not to include a proposal in the competitive range.  Such communications will be conducted in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b).  The objective of these precompetitive range exchanges is to enhance the Government’s understanding of the proposal, allow reasonable interpretation of the proposal, or facilitate the Government’s evaluation process; it is like fact-finding.

Communications must be held with any offeror who will be excluded from the competitive range because of adverse past performance information to which it has not previously had an opportunity to comment (see FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b)).  This ensures that offerors are not excluded from the competitive range on the basis of incorrect past performance information that they had not had a prior opportunity to address.  Communications in accordance with FAR 15.306(b) may be held only with those offerors who are neither clearly in nor clearly out of the competitive range.  If an offeror’s inclusion in the competitive range is certain, then wait until discussions are opened to address concerns.

Communications do not permit proposal revisions (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b)(3)).  However, the communications may be considered in rating proposals for the purpose of establishing the competitive range.  Information obtained during communications may not be used to revise a proposal, correct any deficiencies or material omissions, or change any technical or cost elements of a proposal, except for correction of mistakes.

Once enough information to determine the competitive range is obtained, then stop.  Never accept a revision before opening discussions.

Conducting Discussions

Negotiations are held after establishment of the competitive range, and are called discussions.

Discussions are exchanges between the Government and offerors that are undertaken with the intent of allowing the offeror to revise its proposal (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(d)).  They may include bargaining, which includes persuasion, alteration of assumptions and positions, give-and-take, and may apply to price, schedule, technical requirements, type of contract, or other terms of a proposed contract.

Discussions shall not reveal information that favors one offeror over another, reveals an offeror’s technical solution or price without permission, reveals the names of persons providing past performance information, or knowingly provides source selection information (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(e).

The PCO may conduct either written and/or oral discussions, as appropriate under the circumstances.  Discussions may be either oral or written:

With written discussions, there is little chance of inadvertent modification of the solicitation requirements and a written record is available for incorporation into any resultant contract.  Oral Discussions may be taped by the Government or confirmed in writing.

In some complex procurements, the deficiencies and uncertainties are numerous and complicated.  In such cases, combined written and oral discussions are appropriate.  Written questions may be prepared by each evaluation team and provided by the PCO to the offerors in advance of the meeting; written questions ensure that specific issues are clearly communicated.  They should confirm the basis for the actual oral discussions.

__________________________________________________
The primary purpose of discussions is to maximize the
Government’s ability to obtain the best value, based on the
requirements and factors set forth in the solicitation.
__________________________________________________

The PCO may request or allow proposal revisions to clarify and document understandings reached during negotiations (FAR 15.307 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

The content and extent of discussions are matters entirely within the discretion of the PCO (FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(d)).  Discussions should be tailored exclusively to each offeror’s proposal relative to the solicitation requirements and evaluation factors and significant subfactors.  Identify those aspects of the proposal which clearly limit an offeror’s award potential.  The PCO may consider releasing those portions of the report that applies to each offeror.  Seek the advice of legal counsel during the discussion process in order to maximize litigation position.

__________________________________________________
Discussions must meet fundamental requirements to be
meaningful and fair.  At a minimum, the following shall be
discussed with all offerors remaining in the competitive range,
in accordance with FAR 15.306 http://www.arnet.gov/far/ (d)(3):

Deficiency:  Material failures of a proposal to meet a
Government requirement or a combination of significant
weaknesses in a proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful
contract performance to an unacceptable level (FAR 15.301
http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

Significant Weakness:  A flaw in the proposal that appreciably
increases the risk of unsuccessful contract performance
(FAR 15.301 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

Aspects of the proposal that could, in the opinion of the PCO,
be altered or explained to enhance materially the proposal’s
potential for award, such as cost, price, technical approach, past
performance, and terms and conditions (FAR 15.306
http://www.arnet.gov/far/(d)(3)).
__________________________________________________

Obtaining Proposal Revisions

The PCO may request or allow proposal revisions to offerors’ proposals to clarify and document understandings reached during negotiations (FAR 15.307 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b)).  As the depth and range of discussions among offerors differs, discussions shall be tailored in order to resolve all significant issues before the final cutoff date for proposal revisions.  At the point where an offeror’s proposal is eliminated or otherwise removed from the competitive range, no further revisions to that offeror’s proposal shall be accepted or considered.

At the conclusion of discussions, each offeror still in the competitive range shall be given an opportunity to submit a final proposal revision by a common cutoff date and time, as established by the PCO (FAR 15.307 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b)).  After receipt of final revised proposals, minor irregularities may be clarified without any additional request for final proposal revisions from all offerors.  However, if further negotiations are needed, a second final revision opportunity must be extended to all offerors.

Part 7 -- Award

Making the Cost/Technical Tradeoffs

For solicitations under FAR 15.101-1 where award may be made to other than the lowest cost technically acceptable offeror, making a cost/technical tradeoff is appropriate.  Ratings are merely guides for decision making.  The source selection authority is responsible for independently determining whether non-cost advantages are worth the cost/price that might be associated with a higher rated proposal.  The decisive element is not the difference in ratings, but the SSA’s rational judgment of the significance of that difference, based on an integrated comparative assessment of proposals (FAR 15.308 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).

To determine which proposal provides the best value, the SSA must analyze the differences between competing proposals.  This analysis must be based on the facts and circumstances of each acquisition and must be consistent with the solicitation.

This analysis ensures a disciplined and documented process for an integrated comparison of proposals and a rational basis for the SSA’s ultimate decision.

__________________________________________________
There is no magic formula for making the cost/technical
tradeoff.
__________________________________________________

The cost/technical tradeoff and the source selection decision, which must be consistent with the solicitation, require that the SSA exercise reasonable business judgment in selecting the offeror for contract award.  The information considered should include an analysis of the following:

•  The proposals’ total evaluated price(s) or cost(s).

•  The significance of the differences in the non-cost ratings as indicated by each proposal’s strengths, weaknesses, risks, and deficiencies.  The strengths, weaknesses, risks, and deficiencies for each factor must be considered in light of the relative importance of each factor stated in the solicitation.

•  Whether any perceived benefits are worth the associated price premium (if any) and why.

__________________________________________________
A price premium must be justified, regardless of the superiority
of the rating.
__________________________________________________

It is essential to document cost/technical tradeoff judgments with detailed narrative explaining the relevant facts and supporting rationale (FAR 15.101 http://www.arnet.gov/far/-1and 15.308 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).  Mere statements of conclusion based on ratings or scores alone are not acceptable.  The cost/technical tradeoff documentation must explicitly justify a price premium regardless of the superiority of the selected proposal’s technical or non-cost rating.  This justification is required even when the solicitation indicates that non-cost factors are more important than cost/price.  The justification must clearly state what benefits or advantages the Government is getting for the added cost/price and why it is in the Government’s interest to expend the additional funds.

Where it is determined that the non-cost benefits offered by the higher priced, technically superior offeror are not worth the price premium, an explicit justification is also necessary.  In this case, the documentation must clearly show why it is reasonable in light of the significance of the differences to pay less money for a proposal of lesser technical merit.

Postnegotiation Business Clearance

Following the source selection decision by the SSA, the PCO will prepare the postnegotiation business clearance in accordance with agency procedures and FAR 15.406 http://www.arnet.gov/far/-3.  This document provides the rationale for and results of the final negotiation and source selection.

Contract Award

Consistent with all requirements of law, regulations, and other applicable procedures, the PCO shall award a contract to the successful offeror by furnishing the executed contract or other notice of the award to that offeror in accordance with FAR 15.504 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.

Public Information Release

The PCO will ensure contract award information is submitted to the Navy Chief of Information (CHINFO) for public announcement in accordance with NAPS 5205.303 http://www.abm.rda.hq.navy.mil/naps/index.html.

Part 8 -- Postaward Activities

Postaward Notices

The PCO shall send postaward notices within three days to each offeror whose proposal was in the competitive range, but was not selected for award, in accordance with FAR 15.503 http://www.arnet.gov/far/(b).

Debriefing

Unsuccessful offerors may request a debriefing after exclusion from the competitive range or contract award.  The request for a debriefing must be in writing and received by the Government within three days of the offeror receiving notification of its exclusion from competition or award of contract (FAR 15.506 http://www.arnet.gov/far/).  Unsuccessful offerors must be debriefed upon request and furnished the basis for the selection decision and contract award.  Untimely debriefing requests may be accommodated.  A debriefing may also be provided to the successful offeror upon request.

A Debriefing is…

…meeting between government personnel and an offeror who has been eliminated from the competition either prior to or after contract award.  There are two types of debriefing:  preaward and postaward.  Preaward guidance is found in FAR 15.505 http://www.arnet.gov/far/; postaward guidance is found in FAR 15.506 http://www.arnet.gov/far/.  The purposes of a debriefing are to:

•  Explain the rationale for exclusion from the competition.

•  Instill confidence in the offeror that it was treated fairly.

•  Assure the offeror that proposals were evaluated in accordance with the solicitation and applicable laws and regulations.

•  Identify weaknesses in the offeror’s proposal so the offeror can prepare better proposals in future government acquisitions.

•  Reduce misunderstandings and protests.

•  Give the offeror an opportunity to provide feedback regarding the solicitation, discussions, evaluation, and the source selection process.

A Debriefing is Not…

•  A page-by-page analysis of the offeror’s proposal.

•  A comprehensive point-by-point comparison of the proposals of the debriefed offeror and the successful offeror(s).

•  A debate or defense of the Government’s award decision or evaluation results.

__________________________________________________
Debriefings enhance understanding of the selection process.
__________________________________________________

Preaward Debriefings (FAR 15.505)

What must be disclosed?

•  The evaluation results of significant elements in the debriefed offeror’s proposal.

•  Summary of the rationale for eliminating the offeror from the competition.

What must not be disclosed?

In addition to the information that may Not be disclosed in postaward debriefings (see below), by law the following information may not be disclosed in a preaward debriefing:

•  The number of offerors;

•  The identity of other offerors;

•  The content of other offeror’s proposals;

•  The ranking of other offerors;

•  The evaluation of other offerors.

Postaward Debriefings (FAR 15.506)

What must be disclosed?

•  The deficiencies and significant weaknesses of the debriefed offeror’s proposal.

•  The evaluation ratings of the debriefed offeror and awardee -- but only to the factor level.

•  The Government’s total evaluated cost or price of the debriefed offeror’s proposal.

•  The total evaluated costs/prices of the awardee’s proposal.  DO NOT disclose the specific Government cost/price adjustments to the awardee’s proposed cost/prices.

•  Overall ranking of all proposals, if applicable.

•  Rationale for award decision.

•  The make and model of any commercial end items proposed by the awardee.

What must not be disclosed!

•  By law a debriefing may Not include point-by-point comparisons of the debriefed offeror’s proposal with the other proposals.

•  Also by law, debriefings may Not disclose information that is exempt from release under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) relating to:

••  Trade secrets;

••  Privileged or confidential manufacturing processes and techniques;

••  Commercial and financial information that is privileged, proprietary, or confidential, including cost breakdowns, profits, indirect cost/rates, and similar information; and

••  Names of individuals providing reference information about an offeror’s past performance.

Lessons Learned Report

Capturing the lessons learned on each source selection and sharing them with others benefits future source selections.  The form provided as Appendix 3 ssg appendix 3. doc makes it easy for each member of the source selection team to find and share lessons learned.  This simple means of collection requires only a few minutes to complete.  Submissions should occur after completion of any protest or other litigation action, and  describe any pertinent, positive, or negative issues, such as new approaches or streamlining efforts that may help others learn what worked or did not work.  The forms should be provided to the PCO, who should transmit them to 02C electronically.  If the source selection decision is successfully protested and this resulted in a lesson learned, input should address what was learned as a result.

Transfer/Disposal of Files

During the course of the selection process, data and documentation in various forms, including electronic, will accumulate.  Documentation required by existing procedures and regulations must be preserved in the manner specified, and must retain all designations (such as “source selection sensitive” or “proprietary”) throughout the life of the document.  At the conclusion of the selection process, excess material will be destroyed.  The PCO will retain the official contract file in accordance with 10 U.S.C. 2305.

Appendix 1

Evaluation of Past Performance

Foreword

The quality of a contractor’s performance on previous contracts is a good indicator of how they will perform in the future.  Therefore, past performance should be an evaluation factor (or criterion) on most competitively negotiated contracts.  To maximize the benefits associated with using past performance information, we should not be constrained by the references contractors provide in their proposals-we should use other sources of past performance data and develop disciplined methods of collecting and sharing data among DoD services and agencies.

The information contained in this guide is based on the lessons learned from years of source selections.  We do not intend for the guide to be “written in stone.”  Acquisition practices evolve over time in response to changes in the contracting environment.  Therefore, we will review the guide periodically and update it as necessary.

Policy and procedures, no matter how well intentioned and carefully crafted are not substitutes for the exercise of good business judgment within the source selection process.  Therefore, this desk guide is provided as a roadmap to help you obtain products and services that represent the best value to your customers and the American taxpayer -- to select contractors who will deliver quality products and services on time at reasonable prices.

Overview

Introduction

An offeror’s relevant current (as of the date of the proposal) and prior experience and  performance record are considered as a part of every award decision in the Department of Defense.  In our private lives, we make source selections every day.  This can be as mundane as selecting the brand of toothpaste we use or a selection that represents a much greater portion of our private resources, such as purchasing a new car.  If we can consider how a product worked (or didn’t work) for us in the past, get advice from our friends, read Consumer Reports to see how a product was rated, and check the contractor out with the Better Business Bureau, would it not make sense to give the same credence to past performance when spending taxpayer dollars?

Using the contractor’s past performance as a significant evaluation factor that will be traded off with price and other non-price factors will benefit the Government in at least two ways.  First, it is impossible to convey completely within the four corners of a proposal how the contractor will actually perform the requirement and what the Government’s actual costs will be (not just the instant contract costs, but the total life cycle costs associated with obtaining the system, supply, or service).  A useful tool for predicting how a contractor will perform in the future is to examine its past track record on contracts for similar requirements of the same scope and complexity.

Second, it permits us to reward the good performer.  In the commercial market, poor performers are weeded out as consumers select vendors that live up to the consumer’s expectations.  Those contractors that provide what is perceived as the best value in supplies or services are the ones that survive.  A contractor that delivers what the contract requires without extensive follow-up effort on the part of Government personnel is clearly delivering better value than a contractor that charges the same price, yet needs Government surveillance to ensure performance.  It also shifts the emphasis from writing the best proposal to performing the best work -- coming through as promised.

Role of Past Performance in Source Selection

Use of Subjective Criteria

The first hurdle to get over is using subjective criteria.  Past performance information is based partially on personal observations in many cases.  It usually can’t be confined to “yes or no” answers on a questionnaire or to information recorded on a checklist.

The best way of dealing with subjectivity is to acknowledge that it exists early in the source selection planning process.  Tell prospective offerors in the Request for Proposal that you intend to use subjective judgment in performing your source selection evaluation.  Explain to offerors how subjective judgment will be involved in the decision process.

Past Performance vs. Experience

Another important issue is the difference between a contractor’s experience and its past performance.  Experience reflects whether the contractor has performed similar work before.  Past performance, on the other hand, describes how well the contractor performed the work.  In other words, how well did it execute what was promised in the proposal/contract.  Both of these areas are considered when making a responsibility determination.  Either area can be considered as a source selection criterion, where they can either stand alone or be considered under “performance risk.”

It is important to differentiate between two types of risk usually assessed in the source selection environment:  Proposal risks are those associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into the analysis of each specific evaluation subfactor under the technical and cost factors.  Performance risks are those associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by that offeror’s record of past performance.  Performance risk is assessed by the PRAG and is assigned a narrative assessment in the performance risk factor of the evaluation.

It is also important to distinguish past performance assessments from pre-award surveys.  Pre-award surveys help PCOs determine whether a contractor is responsible.  Responsibility is a broad concept that addresses whether a contractor has the capability to perform a particular contract based upon an analysis of many areas including financial resources, operational controls, technical skills, quality assurance and past performance.  These surveys provide a very specific information related to the instant procurement to help the PCO determine whether a contractor is responsible.

A past performance assessment during the source selection process is a very specific endeavor that seeks to identify the degree of risk associated with each competing offeror, thereby permitting a comparative assessment of offers.  Rather than asking whether an offeror can do the work, a past performance assessment asks, will it do that work successfully?  In short, it describes the degree of confidence the Government has in the offeror’s likelihood of success.  If properly conducted, the past performance assessment and the pre-award survey will complement each other and provide a more complete picture of an offeror than either one could by itself.

Objectives of the PRAG

The Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) is a group of experienced Government personnel that are appointed by the SSAC Chairperson to assess performance risk.  They conduct a structured risk assessment of past performance in an attempt to predict the offeror’s likelihood of performing the proposed effort.  The PRAG may be a stand-alone group of experienced functional personnel, or it may be individuals from the SSEB who conduct performance assessments as an additional duty during the source selection.

The PRAG uses information that is outside of the offerors’ proposals to assess past performance.  The offeror’s proposal is often the starting point for the PRAG in evaluating the offeror’s past performance -- with the proposal acting primarily as a source of reference.  PRAG members use independent sources of information to determine how well those contractors performed in the past.  A thorough assessment of past performance identifies the relative performance risks associated with competing proposals and thereby serves to increase the chances that awards are made to good performers rather than to just good proposal writers.

The PRAG conducts an analysis of past performance to determine the degree of risk involved in accepting a contractor’s promises of performance.  This analysis results in a performance risk assessment.  The PRAG documents these performance risk assessments and identifies strengths and weaknesses in each offeror’s past performance.

The PRAG structure should enhance its ability to assess performance risk.  The PRAG may operate separately from the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) and report through the SSEB Chairperson to the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC), or it may operate as a separate SSEB subgroup that reports to the SSEB Chairperson.  A PRAG assessment plan, like the sample attached, should be developed early in the process and made a part of the source selection plan.

PRAG Membership and Training

Each SSAC Chairperson determines the appropriate membership and structure of the PRAG.  Ideally, the membership should include individuals who have procurement, cost, contract administration, supportability/logistics, and technical/program management expertise, as well as some with PRAG experience.  The individuals selected should also be capable of making sound and impartial judgments.

The heart of the PRAG assessment is the information gathering process.  Through questionnaires, telephone interviews, and site visits, and by tapping existing data sources including Contractor Performance assessment Reporting System (CPARS), the PRAG can obtain a detailed and useful picture of an offeror’s past performance.  Because of the importance of the information gathering process, it is absolutely critical that PRAG members have the ability to conduct meaningful telephone interviews.  They should also be able to assimilate voluminous data, exercise sound judgment, arrive at conclusions that make common sense, and communicate those conclusions effectively both orally and in writing.

The size of the PRAG should reflect the anticipated workload during the source selection -- the number of contractors and subcontractors expected to respond to the solicitation as well as the nature and complexity of the solicitation requirements.  The best practice is to have at least three members, one with procurement expertise and one with technical expertise, and one with program management experience.

Sources of Past Performance Data

CPARS

The Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS) is an electronic database that provides detailed information and an assessment of the on-going performance of contractors.  Each report in the CPARS consists of a narrative assessment by the project manager, the contractor’s comments, if any, relative to the assessment, and the overall performance assessment (exceptional, very good, satisfactory, marginal or unsatisfactory) assigned by the CPAR approving official.  The primary purpose of the CPARS is to provide a data base of contractor performance information that is current and available for use in source selections.  The CPARS can be used to effectively communicate the strengths and weaknesses of contractor performance on past programs to source selection officials.

The program manager assesses a contractor’s performance on a given contract during a specific period of time.  It is a “snapshot.”  Each assessment, therefore, must be based on objective facts and be supportable by program and contract management data, such as cost performance reports, customer comments, quality reviews, technical interchange meetings, reviews of contractor internal operations, and earned contract incentives.  However, subjective assessments concerning the causes and ramifications of the contractor’s performance are also provided.

Questionnaires

Sometimes the only way to find out past performance information is to generate a list of potentially similar contracts using the DD Form 350 database, which is normally used to report contract information or request that the offeror identify similar contracts and respective points of contact for work it has performed or is performing.  The cognizant contracting office is identified by a code on the form.  The list of contracting offices addresses and their codes is located in Appendix G of the DFARS.

A standardized questionnaire, such as the one attached, should be used to obtain information on relevancy and performance from contracting officers, program managers, and the cognizant contract administration office associated with such contracts.  It provides the most thorough method of collecting information for use on the instant acquisition.  Typically, the questionnaires are mailed to the attention of the contracting officer for each contract, and a response is requested within ten days.

Interviews
If you do not receive completed questionnaires back from the contracting officer or program manager, it is time to follow-up with a telephone interview.  You should also use telephone interviews to fill in any missing or questionable information from CPARS, or the questionnaires.

Commercial Data

The best practice is to rely on Government sources of information.  However, the PRAG may use non-Governmental sources such as contractor provided references or Dun and Bradstreet, when necessary.

Past Performance Volume

The past performance volume contains the offerors’ past performance source data (contract number, program, PCO, ACO, etc.).  It is the best starting point for researching for past performance data to evaluate.

Risk Assessment Process

Definition of Risk Categories

No acquisition program is risk-free.  The PRAG must assess the probability of an offeror executing the requested performance, given their demonstrated past performance.  In doing so, the following definitions are used to define performance risk:

•  High (H) -- Significant doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can perform the proposed effort;

•  Moderate (M) -- Some doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can perform the proposed effort;

•  Low (L) -- Little doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can perform the proposed effort; and

•  Not Applicable (N/A) -- No significant performance record is identifiable.  This is a neutral rating.

Assessing Performance

Each performance risk assessment will consider the number and severity of problems, the effectiveness of corrective actions taken, and the overall work record.  Consider also the offeror’s demonstrated ability to effectively identify and take actions to abate requirement risks.  The assessment of performance risk is not intended to be a simple arithmetic function of an offeror’s performance on a list of contracts.  The assessment team should place the greatest consideration on the information deemed most relevant and significant.

Use only clearly described criteria that were contained in the solicitation to assess contractors and maintain detailed documentation supporting adverse past performance findings in the source selection files, to avoid the common pitfalls of source selection evaluation.  The contractor’s most recent performance is often a better indicator of its ability to perform your requirement than older information.  Prompt corrective actions by contractor management can be a positive indication of their commitment to customer satisfaction, rather than an indication of potential performance problems.

__________________________________________________
No contract ever runs perfectly smoothly -- each one
can experience problems of one kind or another.
__________________________________________________

Be careful when defining what a “contractor” is when requesting or collecting past performance information.  The best way to describe the concept to DoD acquisition personnel is as an operating location with its own Commercial and Government Entity (CAGE) code.  Others may choose to use the Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS) or taxpayer identifier codes to determine when an offeror is a separate profit center from sister organizations within a given corporation.  Groups that have completely separate management teams but happen to belong to the same corporation are not adequate predictors of each other’s behavior, as they are independent of each other, and corporate offices generally have little impact on the day-to-day performance of contracts.  Exercise care when an organization has gone through a merger or acquisition.  Be sure to identify the correct cost center and try to obtain information on any significant organizational change.

Be particularly careful when assessing an incumbent’s past performance.  They shall be held to the same standards as other offerors.  Assess only efforts actually completed (not planned) on the current contract.  If the work effort was in the Statement of Work, but they didn’t actually complete it, their ability to perform that type of work has not been demonstrated.

The PRAG team should assemble the data gathered concerning each contract for each offeror and for each offeror’s critical subcontractor(s) and perform an analysis of the data.  The objective of the analysis should be to identify those key pieces of data concerning the offeror’s (and subcontractor’s) past performance that should be highlighted in the PRAG briefings and in the final written PRAG report.  The analysis should include a comprehensive interpretation of the information gleaned from the questionnaire responses, from any staff interviews, CPARs, and from the other sources of offeror past performance data.  The objective is the assignment of a risk assessment of high, moderate, low or not applicable (N/A) at the highest level at which proposal assessments and proposal risk assessments are assigned; performance risk assessments may also be assigned at lower assessed levels.  A performance risk assessment may be assigned for the cost area.

These assessments should be arrived at independently after consideration of all relevant past performance data received and of the complexities and unique features of the instant program.  This consideration must include an assessment of the efforts accomplished by the contractor to resolve problems encountered on prior contracts.  While assessments are arrived at independently for each offeror, the PRAG Chairperson should review the assessments from one offeror to the next to ensure consistency overall.  Merely having problems should not automatically equate to a moderate or high risk assessment, since an offeror may have subsequently demonstrated the ability to overcome the problems encountered, thereby making it a low risk candidate.

Use of Outside Data or Commercial Data

The usual practice is to rely on Government sources of information.  However, it is permissible to use non-Government references when necessary.  The PRAG should verify information received from commercial and foreign Government sources to ensure accuracy.  The use of non-Government references for one offeror does not require the use of non-Government references for all offerors so long as sufficient Government information is available for those offerors.

The following quote highlights one of the more controversial aspects of past performance -- using information from outside the proposal to verify contractor performance.  Mr. Carl Peckinpaugh addressed this issue in his 23 November 1993 article in the Federal Contracts Report:

__________________________________________________
“A contracting agency may consider evidence obtained from
outside of the proposals, if this is consistent with established
procedures.  Therefore information obtained within the
Government and from other sources such as consumer
protection groups and better business bureaus may be
considered, even if the offeror did not furnish these references
as part of their proposal.  An agency’s failure to consider its
own negative experience with a contractor has been found to
be irrational by the GAO (G.  Marine Diesel).”
__________________________________________________

Questionnaires

A questionnaire will be sent to Government and/or non-Government sources to:

(1) verify past performance information contained in the offeror’s proposal; and

(2) obtain information about other contracts not mentioned in the offeror’s proposal, but which are believed to be similar to the on-going source selection effort.

The questionnaire should be structured to avoid yes/no answers and obtain both historical and current contract status information as well as elicit detailed information about the offeror’s performance as it relates to the specific assessment areas and factors for award (Section M) of the solicitation.

A single page form letter that is complete except for the date and addressee information should be prepared to accompany the verification/fact-finding questionnaire.  This letter should clearly explain why and when the requested information is needed as well as to whom and how the information should be returned as the completed questionnaire contains source selection information.  A copy of the signed letter and the questionnaire should be sent to the appropriate addressee and point of contact.  Signature on the cover letter shall normally be the PRAG Chairperson

Using the information furnished by the offerors, the PRAG should confirm by telephone at least one point of contact (POC) for each referenced contract, preferably the Program Manager.  The POCs should, wherever possible, be Government employees with personal knowledge of the past performance of the contractor in question.  In addition to Program Managers, POCs could include equipment specialists, systems engineers, contract administration personnel, program integrators, logisticians and/or supportability engineers, ACOs, or pre-award survey monitors.  POCs may also include private contractor personnel only when reference contracts are commercial/non-Governmental.  Use the initial telephone contact to determine a fax number for questionnaire transmission.  Include the name of the referenced contract and contract number so that the respondent can identify the related past performance activity.  In addition, be sure that the questionnaire includes instructions about protecting the completed form as source selection information.

A few days after faxing the questionnaire, the PRAG should make a follow-up telephone call to confirm that the POC received the questionnaire and will be able to meet the requested suspense date.  If a questionnaire has not been returned by the suspense date indicated in the transmittal letter, a follow-up telephone call should be made to the POC to ensure that a response is forthcoming and confirm the new suspense date.  Such follow-up calls should be made promptly to encourage timely completion and delivery of the questionnaires.

For those POCs in the local area, the PRAG may choose to conduct personal interviews to complete the questionnaire for each of the referenced contracts.  Such interviews may elicit additional information concerning the past performance of the offeror or subcontractor not readily apparent through the use of the questionnaire alone, particularly since information can be easily obtained from more than just the single POC.  Personal interviews may also be desirable outside the local area (resources permitting).  In such cases it may be advisable to in-brief and interview the organizational commander.  The commander can then ensure that the most knowledgeable personnel are available for interview.  Such visits often provide the PRAG with information concerning other contracts not referenced in the offeror’s proposal.  Personal and telephone interviews should be conducted individually to assure the interviewees responses are not improperly influenced by someone else.

Telephone Interviews

Following the screening of previous contracts for further in-depth review, each PRAG member should send questionnaires and/or initiate telephone calls to the identified references for those efforts.  The interviewing and reporting of results are usually individual efforts conducted by each PRAG member.  However, it is sometimes helpful for the PRAG to collect information as a group through the use of conference calls.  In any event, the environment in which this work is done significantly impacts both the time required to complete this portion of the process and the quality of the results.  These activities are hampered severely if each PRAG member attempts to conduct telephone interviews at their normal work site with all of its attendant interruptions, distractions, and security risks.

If, on the other hand, the PRAG members are able to assemble as a group for telephone interviews, they will be able to provide considerable reinforcement and instant feedback for one another.  Each PRAG member should be able to devote their undivided attention to this initial assessment process.  Although this approach requires a secure area that is large enough to accommodate all of the PRAG members, the resulting benefits are significant.

The telephone interview process is an art form.  Until a smooth conversation pattern is developed, it is an inherently uncomfortable situation for many people.  There will be some difficulty learning how to start a telephone interview, keep it moving, and cover all important areas.  As the interviewing process continues, the PRAG member usually uncovers special items of interest that he or she will want to pursue through follow-up calls.

At least two references should be contacted for each previous contract effort selected for in-depth review.  Additional references are often identified during the interviews.  Maximum effectiveness occurs when the expertise of the PRAG interviewer matches that of the person being interviewed.

Before initiating a telephone interview, a PRAG member should gather all available information on a specific effort and draft a list of questions.  There may be a common group of questions for all offerors and/or tailored questions for each offeror, depending upon the circumstances.  These questions can be sent as questionnaires to each reference or be used by the PRAG member during the telephone interview, or both.

At the start of each telephone interview, the PRAG member should explain the purpose of the call and request voluntary assistance from the person being interviewed.  The PRAG member should explain that he or she will document the results of the conversation and send a copy of the memorandum to the reference for verification.  There is usually no need to divulge the solicitation number, program description, or other identifying information to the reference.

In most instances the person being interviewed will willingly provide the information requested.  In those rare cases when the person refuses to participate, the PRAG member should request assistance from the contracting officer.

It is important to pursue the underlying facts supporting any conclusionary statements received for a contractor, particularly if they are unusually positive or negative.  The PRAG member can determine neither the magnitude of a reported problem nor its possible impact on the current risk assessment without first understanding the details surrounding the problem.  It is helpful for the PRAG members to meet periodically to share information and ideas.

In some cases, the facts may be in dispute.  The contractor may have submitted a claim or request for equitable adjustment alleging that the Government is partially or wholly at fault for the performance problems on the program in question.  The environment that the contractor performed in is an important aspect of past performance.  Raw performance data should not be divorced from the context of the performance.  The PRAG members must ensure that they take a balanced look at the overall situation and consider any contractor inputs/rebuttals or extenuating circumstances.

Immediately following a telephone interview, the PRAG member must prepare a narrative summary of the conversation and send it to the reference for verification preferably by certified mail, return receipt requested.  Fax transmissions are also acceptable.  The following step is extremely important.  Extra care must be taken to ensure accuracy, clarity, and legibility because these summaries often represent the only written back-up supporting the opinions and conclusions of the final PRAG assessment report.

In order to maintain accurate records and facilitate verification, the telephone record form should include the reference’s name, full mailing address and telephone number, the date and time of the call, and the description of the contract effort discussed.  A sample telephone record form is attached.  Any questionnaire used should also be attached.

The PRAG should send a copy of the telephone memorandum to the reference, stating explicitly that if the reference does not object to its content within the time specified, it will be accepted as correct.  The amount of time allowed for a response depends on the circumstances of each procurement.  A sample cover letter is attached.  Note that the reference need not sign a nondisclosure form if the PRAG member withholds the identity of the program and solicitation number.

If a reference indicates that the telephone memorandum is incorrect, then a corrected memorandum must be sent for verification.  Experience indicates that in most instances, changes are minor.  If, however, a reference expresses opposition to a telephone memorandum and satisfactory corrections cannot be agreed upon, the PRAG should not rely on the telephone interview.  Another source may provide the same information, however.

Once the telephone interviews are completed, the entire PRAG needs to assess all offerors and assign performance risk assessments.  The PRAG should note instances of singularly good or poor performance and relate it to the solicitation requirements.  Once again, it is helpful for the PRAG to review the statement of objectives or statement of work and specifications.  If the PRAG identifies performance problems on a prior contract, it should consider the role Government fault played in that result.

The PRAG should not limit its inquiry solely to the proposing entity if other corporate divisions, contractors or subcontractors will perform a critical element of the proposed effort.  The performance record of those organizations should be assessed in accordance with the solicitation.  Performance risk assessments should consider the number and severity of problems, the demonstrated effectiveness of corrective actions taken (not just planned or promised), and the overall work record.

The PRAG’s assessment is usually based upon subjective judgment.  It is not a precise or mechanical process.  The assessment should include a description of the underlying rationale for the conclusions reached.  As long as that rationale is reasonable, it will withstand scrutiny even if other reasonable conclusions exist.

Data Relevancy

The PRAG should screen the information provided for each of the referenced contracts to make an initial determination of its relevance to the current requirement.  Such aspects of relevance include the type of effort (production, repair, etc.).  The objective of the screening is to remove from consideration those contract references that are clearly unrelated to any assessment criteria.  It should be noted that valuable information can be obtained from seemingly unrelated prior contracts regarding technical capability, management responsiveness, proactive process improvements, ability to handle complex technical or management requirements, etc.  Other members of the source selection team may be consulted as necessary for assistance in determining relevancy.

Relevancy should not be described as a subfactor.  Relevancy is a threshold question when considering past performance, not a separate element of past performance.  Irrelevant past performance should not form the basis of a performance risk assessment.

Although the PRAG may consider data available from many sources, its main sources of information are often the references cited by offerors in their proposals.  Upon receipt of proposals, the PRAG will determine which of the offeror’s past contract efforts relate to the solicitation requirements.  Although these determinations of relevancy are judgment calls, it is helpful to consider the offeror’s explanation of relevancy contained in its proposal.

In some cases, previous contracts as a whole may be similar to the current contract while in others only portions of previous contracts may be relevant.

The PRAG should consider the most recent data available.  The best practice is to select efforts that are either still in progress or just completed, and that have at least 1 year of performance history.  The actual cut-off time is left blank in the attached sample Section L provisions because it should be determined by the contracting officer on a case-by-case basis.

Discussion of Past Performance Data

Past performance should be treated just like any other technical or managerial criteria during discussions.  If a deficiency has been noted, the contractor should be given the opportunity to present its side of the story.  This is done in the interest of fairness.  However, if award is made without discussions, past performance is not discussed with the offerors (just as all other criteria are not addressed).

Should questions come up about how to handle past performance as a source selection criterion, consider what you would have done if it were a technical criterion.  Treat it as such, including whether you discuss perceived performance weaknesses with a contractor during discussions.  Since you normally discuss technical weaknesses, discuss performance weaknesses at that time.

During discussions with offerors in competitively negotiated procurements, the contracting officer must disclose deficiencies in the offerors’ proposals.  The contracting officer must also provide offerors with the opportunity to comment on negative past performance information on which offerors had not had a previous opportunity to comment.  This practice ensures fairness for the competing offerors.  The validation process is particularly important when the negative information is provided by only one reference, or when there is any doubt concerning the accuracy of the information.  It is noted, however, that while the Government must disclose past performance problems to offerors it shall not disclose the names of individuals who provided information about an offeror’s past performance.

A special problem arises with respect to subcontractors.  Past performance information pertaining to a subcontractor cannot be disclosed to a non-Government entity without the subcontractor’s consent (OFPP Policy Letter 92-5, Dec.  30, 1992).  Because a prime contractor is a non-Government entity, the Government needs to obtain the subcontractor’s consent before disclosing its past performance information to the prime during discussions.  There are a variety of ways to obtain subcontractor consent.  For example, the solicitation could require the prime to submit its subcontractor’s consent along with the prime’s proposal to the Government.  Subcontractor past performance information can be provided separately from the prime’s if the subcontractor desires.

Evaluating Contractors with No Past Performance Record

In most cases the PRAG will find some related past performance information for each contractor and subcontractor, especially if the PRAG applies a broad interpretation of relevancy.  Occasionally, however, a PRAG cannot find any relevant information.  In those cases, contracting activities should treat an offeror’s lack of past performance as an unknown performance risk that is neutral, having no positive or negative evaluative significance.  This approach allows the Government to assess past performance in a manner that is fair to newcomers.

Evaluating Incumbent Contractors

It is necessary to consider an incumbent contractor’s performance when you are considering the past performance of all offerors.  To simply ignore it is not sensible, as it provides the best predictor of future performance, since it is obviously current and relevant to the instant acquisition.  However, when considering an incumbent’s performance, address only the work that was actually performed.  Do not give credit for work that was on contract, but not performed or extrapolate their ability to perform other work.  Remember that considering past performance of an incumbent contractor is not necessarily beneficial to the contractor.  The contractor may be performing poorly and need to be replaced by another contractor that can deliver better value.

Administrative Issues

The first action of the PRAG Chairperson should be to meet with the cognizant Procuring Contracting Officer.  This individual will provide the latest guidance with respect to conducting performance risk assessments, local briefing formats, and lessons learned.  The focal point can also identify sources of performance data that are available locally and explain how this information can be obtained.

The PRAG will require a secure work area with access to telephones, a fax machine and locking file cabinets.  If dedicated source selection facilities are not available, the PRAG Chairperson must ensure that the necessary resources and safeguards are obtained.  When the PRAG is located away from a dedicated source selection facility, members should be reminded of their responsibility to protect all source selection information received or generated throughout the process.  The PRAG Chairperson must also ensure adequate clerical support is available to the PRAG team.  This may require coordination with the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC) or Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) Chairperson.

A review of all current source selection regulations, supplements and instructions should be conducted before the PRAG effort begins as specific PRAG guidance and RFP language are included in these documents.  A review of the key RFP documents and provisions such as specifications, statements of work/statements of objectives, and Sections L and M is essential to get a working knowledge of the primary objectives of the acquisition.

Developing Source Selection Criteria

Focus on Key Discriminators

After you have generated a list of potential candidates for source selection criteria, the number of criteria used to assess past performance in a source selection should be limited to a few key discriminators.  Too many or inappropriate assessment criteria may not provide the basis for determining significant distinctions among proposals because it results in too much granularity.  Assessments against such criteria typically level the proposals and obscure how the offeror’s past performance was in areas that are the best predictors of performance under the instant acquisition.  It may hinder assessments of the significant strengths and weaknesses of the proposals.  When selecting which of the possible discriminators will be used as a selection criterion, consider how the team will obtain information about the contractor.  What types of questions will you ask references about the contractor’s past performance that will give you information that can then be used to rate the contractor’s past performance regarding that criteria?  If you can’t come up with a good, practical way to assess a potential discriminator, eliminate it from the list.

The following are some things to keep in mind when developing source selection criteria.  Do not just use past experience and performance as a general criteria.  Think about how it impacts the instant acquisition -- Does it affect the public heath and safety, specialized equipment, mission critical tasks, or downtime aspects of the statement of work/statement of objectives?  Were there questions that you wish you had asked the incumbent contractor that would have prevented performance problems?  Think about the types of questions you will ask references -- for example, has the contractor produced and delivered the product before?  Does the contractor have a proven ability to meet schedules and a satisfactory record of performance?  Does the contractor have a favorable reputation, a customer orientation, and a proven history of meeting long-term commitments?  Is the contractor’s record free from instances of overpricing, underpricing, post-award cancellations, unauthorized substitutions of materials, and requests for price increases or waivers?  The answers to these questions should generate a list of criteria that describe the overall quality of work completed by the contractor on past projects of similar size and scope.

Past Performance Inputs for Section L and Section M of the RFP

Section L of the solicitation should instruct offerors to submit information concerning contracts and subcontracts which are in any way similar to the work required by the solicitation, or which offerors consider relevant in demonstrating their ability to perform the proposed effort.  Offerors should identify the portions of the contracts/subcontracts that they feel are relevant.  Also, it is important that the offeror specifically describe the work that its subcontractors will perform so that the PRAG can conduct a meaningful performance risk assessment on each significant subcontractor (as defined in Sample Section L # 2).  Presolicitation or preproposal conferences should explain the performance risk methodology to ensure that offerors understand the process and its overall significance.

Section M should clearly state that:

(1) the Government will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the past performance of the offerors and their proposed subcontractors as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the work required by the solicitation;

(2) in conducting the performance risk assessment, the Government may use data provided by the offeror and data obtained from other sources including CPARS;

(3) while the Government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of providing thorough and complete past performance source data rests with the offeror.

Section M should also explain how the performance risk assessments will be considered in the integrated evaluation of proposals.

What is Needed in Contractor Past Performance Volume

The past performance volume of the proposal should contain enough information on the offerors’ past performance to enable the PRAG to determine how closely the work performed relates to the assessment areas and factors.  Offerors should submit information on contracts they consider relevant in demonstrating their ability to perform the proposed effort.  Offerors should include a description of why the proposed contract is considered relevant.  Relevant information may include data on efforts performed by other divisions, corporate management, critical subcontractors or teaming contractors.  The offerors should explain how such resources will be brought to bear or significantly influence performance of the proposed effort.  The offerors should also identify knowledgeable points of contact for each listed contract.  Offerors should focus their input on the source selection areas and factors identified in Section M, Evaluation Factors for Award.

Note that the RFP may request that this volume be submitted earlier than the rest of the proposal.  This gives the PRAG an opportunity to get any questionnaires completed on time.  If an offeror does not get the past performance volume in early, but turns in the entire proposal before the closing date, they can not be deemed non-responsive on the basis of failing to submit the past performance volume early.

The required content and format for the past performance data submission is included in the Section L instructions.  Offerors can enhance the quality of the past performance portion of their proposal by clearly identifying which past contracts are relevant indicators of performance against specific source selection factors (or areas if factors are not used).  As a minimum, the original schedule and cost/price, the current schedule and cost/price, and the reason for any differences should be discussed.  Offerors must ensure that points of contact listed as references are current.  The page limitation on this volume should be clearly stated.

PRAG Output

SSA Briefing

The PRAG must accomplish its efforts in a timely manner in order to meet source selection schedule objectives.  Communication with the PCO and SSEB Chairperson is critical to that end.  If discussions with offerors are conducted, the PRAG must have all clarification requests (CRs) and/or discussion questions prepared in time for the initial evaluation briefing.  In the context of past performance, CRs and/or discussion questions are formal requests to the offeror for clarification on any performance data gathered that is contradictory, unclear or could lead to a moderate or high risk assessment.  Subsequent CRs and/or discussion questions may be necessary as additional data is uncovered or becomes available.  However, all communication between the Government and offerors must be completed with the issuance of the request for Best and Final Offers (BAFOs).

In the event award without discussions is contemplated, the PRAG must be able to demonstrate at time of business clearance approval that discussions regarding past performance are not necessary in order to make award.  Questionnaire data which cannot be independently verified cannot be used in the PRAG’s analysis if award without discussions is being made.

It may be advantageous to provide an “in-process” presentation of PRAG findings at the initial evaluation briefing(s) (if held).  This presentation should show what the PRAG has done to date and any preliminary analysis of data collected.  If there is a problem with the PRAG’s approach, this presentation allows the PRAG to correct its approach and provide the analysis needed in the PRAG’s final report.  This may also provide insight into either additional contracts or points of contact for the PRAG to check concerning an individual offeror’s past performance.

Following the analysis and assessment of the performance data, the PRAG should prepare a draft briefing presenting its summary of the data gathered and the performance risk assessments assigned.  The PRAG Chairperson may conduct a “dry run” of the briefing prior to the presentation to the SSEB OR SSAC.

A draft of the final written PRAG report should be prepared after the completion of the draft briefing.  The final report should summarize the PRAG effort and the assessment of performance risk and address, as a minimum, sources and type of performance data gathered, relevance and significance of the data, and risk assessments and supporting rationale for each.

The PRAG briefing should be presented to the SSEB or SSAC at the decision briefing dry-run.  Any suggested additions, changes or other modifications to the briefing should be incorporated into the final briefing and report as necessary.  The briefing must be supported by clearly documented facts, and a logical development leading to your conclusion.

Input to Debriefings

The PRAG Chairperson should be prepared to support debriefings to offerors as requested by the Contracting Officer.  The content of the debriefing will be substantially the same as that presented to the SSA at the decision briefing.

Lessons Learned and Feedback

At the conclusion of each source selection, “lessons learned” will be collected from those participating in the source selection process.  PRAG members should contribute their honest impressions of the process and suggestions for improvement which will be forwarded to the appropriate office.  This information will help ensure the continuous improvement of the source selection process.

Samples

The following two examples of RFP language are offered as points of departure -- Do Not Blindly Copy Them.  Any RFP language should be tailored to reflect the requirements in the Statement of Work/Statement of Objectives and the key performance characteristics that the agency will use to assess offerors.

Section L # 1

Offerors shall submit the following information in Vol.  XXX of their proposal:

A.  A list of the last five relevant contracts completed by the offeror, including the following information about each contract:

(1) Name of the contracting activity

(2) Contract Number

(3) Contract Title

(4) Face value at award, including all options

(5) PCO name and telephone number

(6) Program Manager name and telephone number

(7) ACO name and telephone number

(8) Contract type

(9.  Basic contract award amount

(10) Current contract award amount

(11) Final project contract amount (including all unexercised options that may still be exercised)

(12) Original delivery schedule

(13) Current delivery schedule

(14) Short description of the requirement

(15) Description of your performance to date, including corrective actions taken, in the (following areas:  cost, delivery, technical

(16) Description of major subcontracts

(17) Description of why contract is considered relevant

B.  The information as set forth in A above, for any current contract that has been underway for 6 months or longer.

C.  The information as set forth in A above, for any other contract completed in the last two years or current contract that demonstrates your commitment to customer satisfaction.

Section L # 2

(Caution:  Proposals that fail to contain the information requested in this paragraph may be rejected by the Government.)

Performance Risk:  The offeror shall submit a description of its previous Government contracts (all prime and major subcontracts received, or in performance, during the past ____years) which are in any way relevant to the effort required by this solicitation.  Commercial or state and local contracts may be included if necessary.  The description shall include the following information in the following format:

1.  Identify in specific detail for each previous contract listed, why or how you consider that effort relevant or similar to the effort required by this solicitation

2.  Your (and/or your subcontractor’s) CAGE and DUNS numbers

3.  Government or commercial contracting activity, address, and telephone number

4.  Procuring Contracting Officer’s (PCO’s) name and telephone number

5.  Government or commercial contracting activity technical representative, or COR, and telephone number

6.  Government or commercial contract administration activity, and the name and telephone number of the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO)

7.  Contract number

8.  Contract award date

9.  Contract type

10.  Awarded price/cost

11.  Final, or projected final, price/cost

12.  Original delivery schedule

13.  Final or projected final, delivery schedule

14.  A narrative explanation on each previous contract listed describing the objectives achieved and any cost growth or schedule delays encountered.  For any Government contracts which did not/do not meet original requirements with regard to either cost, schedule, or technical performance, a brief explanation of the reason(s) for such shortcomings and any demonstrated corrective actions taken to avoid recurrence.  The offeror shall also provide a copy of any cure notices or show cause letters received on each previous contract listed and a description of any corrective action by the offeror or proposed subcontractor.

The offeror shall also provide the above required information for any and all contracts it has had terminated in whole or in part, for default during the past 10 years, to include those currently in the process of such termination as well as those which are not similar to the proposed effort.  The contractor shall list each time the delivery schedule was revised and provide an explanation of why the revision was necessary.

New corporate entities may submit data on prior contracts involving its officers and employees.  However, in addition to the other requirements in this section, the offeror shall discuss in detail the role performed by such persons in the prior contracts cited.

Offerors shall provide an outline of how the effort required by the solicitation will be assigned for performance within the contractor’s corporate entity and among proposed subcontractors.  Information required in the above paragraphs shall be provided for each proposed subcontractor who will perform a significant portion of the effort.  “Significant” is defined for these purposes in terms of estimated dollar amount of the subcontract (e.g., $_________ or _________% of the contract value, whichever is greater) and/or in terms of criticality of the subcontracted work to the whole.  With regard to prime contract assignments that will be performed by you and not a proposed subcontractor, you shall indicate:

(1) what internal corporate bodies/divisions will accomplish which portions of the effort,

(2) whether or not those divisions were responsible for performance under the previous con-tracts cited for the instant proposal, and

(3) if those divisions have relocated since the accomplishment of previous cited contract efforts, a description of any changes arising from that relocation in terms of key personnel, processes, facilities and equipment.

Offerors shall include in their proposal the written consent of their proposed significant subcontractors to allow the Government to discuss the subcontractor’s past performance assessment with the offeror during negotiations.

Note:  Offerors are reminded that both independent data and data provided by offerors in their proposals may be used to assess offeror past performance.  Since the Government may not necessarily interview all of the sources provided by the offerors, it is incumbent upon the offeror to explain the relevance of the data provided.  The Government does not assume the duty to search for data to cure problems it finds in proposals.  The burden of providing thorough and complete past performance source data remains with the offerors.  Proposals that do not contain the information requested by this paragraph risk rejection or high performance risk assessment by the Government.
Sample Sections M

The following examples are offered as points of departure -- Do Not Blindly Copy Them.  Any RFP language should be tailored to reflect the requirements in the Statement of Work/Statement of Objectives and the key performance characteristics that the agency will use to assess offerors.

Section M #1

A.  Offers will be assessed on the basis of price, quality of the technical proposal, and the offeror’s past performance and experience, which are of equal importance.

B.  Past performance will be assessed as follows:

(1) The Government will consider the offeror’s record of conforming to  specifications/commercial product descriptions and to standards of good workmanship; the offeror’s adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of performance; the offeror’s record of managing subcontractor delivery and performance; the offeror’s record of controlling costs under cost-type contracts; the offeror’s record of number and type of change orders under similar contracts; the offeror’s reputation for reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction; and, generally, the offeror’s business-like concern for the interests of the customer.

(2) The assessment of the offeror’s performance will be used as one means of evaluating the credibility of the offeror’s proposal.  A record of marginal or unacceptable past performance may be considered an indication that the ability of the contractor to perform the contract as proposed may be questionable.  This increased performance risk may be reflected in the overall assessment of the offeror’s proposal.

(3) The assessment of the offeror’s past performance will be used as one means of evaluating the relative capability of the offeror and other competitors to meet the performance requirements of the proposed contract.  Thus, an offeror with an exceptional record of past performance may receive a more favorable assessment than another whose record is acceptable, even though both may have otherwise equally acceptable proposals.

(4) In reviewing an offeror’s past performance, information in the offeror’s proposal will be considered along with information obtained from other sources, such as past and present customers, cognizant contract administration offices, other Government agencies (including state and local Governments), consumer protection organizations, better business bureaus, and others who may have useful information.

(5) Assessment of past performance will be a subjective assessment based on consideration of all relevant facts and circumstances.  It will not be based on absolute standards of acceptable performance.  The Government is seeking to determine whether the offeror has consistently demonstrated a commitment to customer satisfaction and timely delivery of quality goods and services at fair and reasonable prices.  This is a matter of judgment.

(6) If discussions are held, offerors will be given an opportunity to address especially unfavorable reports of past performance and the offeror’s response, or lack thereof, will be taken into consideration.  In particular, recent contracts will be examined to ensure that corrective measures have been put in place to prevent the reoccurrence of past performance problems.  Prompt actions taken to correct performance problems will be a reflection of management concern for customer satisfaction; however, such action may not mitigate all negative performance trends.

Section M #2

M1 Evaluation Factors For Award

(a) Selection of an offeror for award will be based on an evaluation of proposals in three factors:  Technical, Cost, and Performance Risk, all of which are equal in importance.  The technical, cost, and performance risk factors will not be numerically scored but rather will be rated in an adjectival and narrative manner.  The ultimate objective of the evaluation is to determine which proposal offers the best prospect for optimum attainment of the objectives of this program.  Negotiations may be conducted with those offerors determined to be in a competitive range by the contracting officer.

(b) All other evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined are significantly more important than price.  The technical factor is equal to the cost factor which is equal to the performance risk factor.  However, to be considered for award an offeror must be determined to be acceptable in the technical factor.  A deficiency could constitute a basis for rejection of a proposal.  Award will be made to that offeror whose proposal represents the best overall buy for the Government.  The Government reserves the right to award to other than the low offeror.

(c) Offerors are urged to ensure that their proposals are submitted on the most favorable terms in order to reflect their best possible potential, since less than the best potential could result in exclusion of the proposal from further consideration.

Offerors are reminded that unsupported promises to comply with the contractual requirements will not be sufficient.  Proposals must not merely parrot back the contractual requirements but rather must provide convincing documentary evidence in support of any conclusionary statements relating to promised performance.

(d) The offeror’s proposal is presumed to represent its best efforts to respond to the solicitation.  Any inconsistency, whether real or apparent, between promised performance and price should be explained in the proposal.  Unexplained inconsistencies resulting from the offeror’s lack of understanding of the nature and scope of the work required may be grounds for rejection of the proposal.

M2 Technical Factor

M3 Cost Factor

M4 Performance Risk Factor

(a) During the source selection process, the Government will assess the relative risks associated with each offeror and proposal.  It is important to note the distinction between proposal risk and performance risk.

(1) Proposal risks are those associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into the analysis of each specific evaluation subfactor under the technical and cost factors.

(2) Performance risks are those associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by that offeror’s record of past performance.  Performance risk is assessed by the PRAG and is assigned a narrative assessment in the performance risk factor of the evaluation.

(b) The Government will conduct a performance risk assessment based upon the quality of the offeror’s past performance as well as that of its proposed subcontractors, as it relates to the probability of successful accomplishment of the required effort.  When assessing performance risk, the Government will focus its inquiry on the past performance of the offeror and its proposed subcontractors as it relates to all solicitation requirements, such as cost, schedule, and performance, including the contractor’s record of conforming to specifications and to standards of good workmanship; the contractor’s record of containing and forecasting costs on any previously performed cost reimbursable contracts; the contractor’s adherence to contract schedules, including the administrative aspects of performance; the contractor’s history for reasonable and cooperative behavior and commitment to customer satisfaction; and generally, the contractor’s business-like concern for the interests of its customers.

(c) A significant achievement, problem, or lack of relevant data in any element of the work can become an important consideration in the source selection process.  A negative finding under any element may result in an overall high performance risk assessment.  Therefore, offerors are reminded to include all relevant past efforts, including demonstrated corrective actions, in their proposal.  The lack of a performance record will result in a neutral performance risk assessment.

(d) Offerors are cautioned that in conducting the performance risk assessment, the Government may use data provided by the offeror in its proposal and data obtained from other sources including CPARS.  Since the Government may not necessarily interview all of the sources provided by the offerors, it is incumbent upon the offeror to explain the relevance of the data provided.  Offerors are reminded that while the Government may elect to consider data obtained from other sources, the burden of providing thorough and complete past performance source data rests with the offerors.

Sample Telephone Interview Format

PRAG I.D.  Number:

Contractor:  (Name & Address)

Person Contacted:  (Name, Address, Phone)

Date & Time of Contact:

I am (name).  I am calling in reference to contractor xx.  My questions will concern that contractor’s record of past and current performance.  The information that you provide will be used in the evaluation of a proposal for the potential award of a federal contract.  Therefore, it is important that your information be as factual and accurate as possible.  A summary of this discussion will be sent to you for your records.  If that summary is inaccurate or incomplete in any way, please contact me immediately.

Summary of Discussion:

Signature of PRAG Member:

Telephone:  703-602-xxxx

Reminders for PRAG Member:
Discuss recency and relevance of information.
Read summary to person contacted.
Send copy to person contacted.

Sample Format for Telephone Interview Cover Letter

4200
SER

Interviewee Address

Dear _______:

Please review the attached summary of your telephone conversation regarding the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) on xx month.  If you have any questions or comments for revision, please fax them to 703-602-xxxx or call me at 703-602-xxxx.  If this office does not hear from you by xx month, we will assume that the summary of the discussion is correct.  We thank you for your time and assistance in this matter.

Chairperson, PRAG

Other Ideas for Telephone Interviews

Because the word “PRAG” is new, it may not be recognized by the references.  To avoid confusion, simply state that the contractor’s past performance is being assessed for a source selection.  There is usually no need to divulge the solicitation number, program description, or other identifying information to the reference.

Confirm the following data received from the contractor:

•  Contract number and type

•  Award amount and final or projected final amount

•  Nature of the effort (i.e., the scope of the effort, the types of tasks involved and the product to be delivered)

•  If the award amount or delivery schedule has changed, find out what caused the change.  Discover what role the reference played (e.g., COR (Contracting Officer’s Representative), contract specialist, ACO, etc.) and for how long.

•  If a problem is uncovered, discuss what the Government and contractor did to resolve it.

•  Ask for a description of the types of personnel (skills and expertise) the contractor used and the overall quality of the contractor’s team.  Did the company appear to use personnel with the appropriate skills and expertise?

•  Ask how the contractor performed considering quality of performance, responsiveness, schedule, overall management, technical performance, and financial/cost management.

•  Ask whether the contractor was cooperative.

•  Ask if there are any outstanding requests for equitable adjustment claims, or disputes.

•  Inquire whether there were any particularly significant risks involved in performance of the effort.

•  Ask if the company appeared to apply sufficient resources (personnel and facilities) to the effort.

•  Ask if the company used subcontractors.  If so, what was the relationship between the prime and the subcontractors?  What was the management role of the prime and how well did it manage the subcontractors?  Did the subcontractors perform the bulk of the effort or just add breadth or depth on particular technical areas?  If the subcontractors worked on specific technical areas, what were those areas and why were they accomplished by the subcontractors rather than the prime?

•  If a problem is uncovered that the reference is unfamiliar with, ask for another individual who might have the information.

•  Inquire whether there are other past efforts by this firm with the reference’s agency.

•  Inquire what the company’s strong points are or what the reference liked the most about them.

•  Inquire what the company’s weak points are or what the reference liked least about them.

•  Inquire whether the reference has any reservations about recommending a future contract award to this company.

•  Inquire whether the reference knows of anyone else who might have past performance information on the offeror.

Sample Questionnaire

Program Name:
Contract Number:

1.  Please specify the contract requirements, purpose, and technology.

2.  Did the contractor meet the original equipment performance requirements?  Please explain:

3.  Did the contractor request specification relief.  If so, was there an impact on system performance, cost or delivery?  Was it a justified or reasonable request?

4.  Did the contractor meet test schedule requirements?  Please explain:

5.  Were any Quality Deficiency Reports (QDR) or corrective action requests submitted to the contractor due to quality deficiencies?  Please explain:

6.  Opinion:  Quality, reliability and maintainability of equipment delivered.  Very Good ( ) Good ( ) Acceptable ( ) Marginally Acceptable( )?  Please explain:

7.  Was the contractor’s engineering management effective in controlling costs, schedule and performance requirements?  Please explain:

8.  Did the contractor successfully manage its subcontractors?  Please explain:

9.  Was human engineering/manprint a requirement?  If so, was it satisfactory?  Please explain:

10.  Was logistics support satisfactory in meeting contract requirements?  Please explain:

11.  Throughout the contract and at completion of the contract, was the contractor committed to customer satisfaction?  Please explain:

12.  Rate the contractor’s overall performance:  Excellent ( ) Good ( ) Fair ( ) Poor ( ) Would you recommend this contractor for other contracts?  Please explain:

13.  Were there any problems with Engineering Change Proposal, Requests for Waivers, or Requests for Deviations?  Please explain:

14.  Were there any problems with Logistics Support Documentation?  Please explain:

15.  During technical meetings was the contractor cooperative and receptive to government concerns affecting production and/or performance requirements?  Please explain:

16.  With respect to design, engineering capability, and overall performance, would you recommend this contractor for similar Government contracts?  Please explain:

17.  Do you know of anyone else who might have relevant information concerning this contractor’s past performance?  Please explain:

18.  Please provide any additional comments you wish here:

Sample PRAG Assessment Plan

Definitions

Performance Risks:  Performance risks are those associated with an offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the solicitation’s requirements as indicated by that offeror’s record of past performance.  Performance risk is assessed by the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) and is assigned a narrative analysis in the Performance Risk Factor of the evaluation.

Performance Risk Assessment Group:  A PRAG is the source selection entity that assesses performance risk.  The PRAG may either be separate from the SSEB and report directly to the SSAC, or operate as a separate group within the SSEB and report through the SSEB Chairperson to the SSAC.  Each SSAC Chairperson determines the appropriate composition and structure of its PRAGs, depending upon the size, nature, and complexity of a particular procurement.

Proposal Risks:  Proposal risks are those associated with an offeror’s proposed approach in meeting the Government’s requirements.  Proposal risk is assessed by the proposal evaluators and is integrated into the assessment of each specific evaluation subfactor under the technical and cost factors.

The Performance Risk Assessment Group

Responsibilities:

The PRAG shall perform an in-depth review and assessment of the performance data provided by offerors and obtained from other sources to:

Assess each offeror’s past performance as it relates to the solicitation requirements.  The PRAG should consider the relevancy, recency and accuracy of the data in arriving at its overall assessment.

Identify strong and weak points for use during negotiations and/or contract administration.

Performance Risk Assessment:

The performance risk assessment conducted by the PRAG assesses each offeror’s record of performance to determine the offeror’s likelihood of success in performing the required effort.  The PRAG must focus its inquiry on the offeror’s record of performance as it relates to the performance of the solicitation requirements.  Therefore, the PRAG must become thoroughly familiar with the statement of work, the statement of objectives, and the specifications.

The PRAG’s performance risk assessment is not solely limited to the prime contractor division submitting the proposal when other divisions, corporate entities, critical subcontractors, or teaming contractors perform a critical element of the required effort.  In such cases, the PRAG should assess the other organization’s performance record.

Each performance risk assessment will consider the number and severity of problems, the effectiveness of corrective actions taken, and the overall work record.  The PRAG should also consider the offeror’s demonstrated ability to effectively identify and take actions to abate program risks.  The assessment of performance risk is not intended to be the product of a mechanical or mathematical analysis of an offeror’s performance on a list of contracts, but rather the product of subjective judgment of the PRAG after it considers all available, relevant and recent information.  The PRAG should place the greatest consideration on information deemed most relevant and significant.  The following definitions of performance risk should be used:

•  High (H) -- Significant doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can satisfactorily perform the proposed effort;

Moderate (M) -- Some doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can satisfactorily perform the proposed effort;

Low (L) -- Little doubt exists, based on the offeror’s performance record, that the offeror can satisfactorily perform the proposed effort; and

Not Applicable -- No significant performance record is identifiable.  This is a neutral assessment.

Note:  Each of the high, moderate, and low risk categories may be further subdivided to enhance the comparative analysis of offerors.

[Insert Section M of the Solicitation here]

Documentation:

The PRAG’s performance risk assessment report will be provided directly to the SSEB or SSAC Chairperson.  The results of the PRAG assessment will also be briefed to the Contracting Officer by the PRAG Chairperson.

•  The PRAG’s documentation and presentations should address the following:

•  The sources of the performance data

•  The relevancy of the data to the program requirements

•  The currency of the data

•  The performance risk assessment of each offeror

•  The supporting rationale for each performance risk assessment

•  The strong and weak areas of each offeror for use during negotiations and/or contract administration

•  Any other matters deemed relevant

Gathering Performance Data

The primary sources of performance source data is the contractor references contained in the past performance volume of the offeror’s proposal.  The primary formal pieces of past performance information or data are the CPARS.

The CPARS is an electronic database system that provides detailed information and an assessment of the on-going performance of contractors.  Each report in the CPARS consists of a narrative assessment by the program/project manager, the contractor’s comments, if any, relative to the assessment, and the overall performance assessment (exceptional, very good, satisfactory, marginal or unsatisfactory) assigned.  It should be noted that if current CPAR data is available for a particular contract, use of a questionnaire is normally unnecessary as the CPAR provides all needed data relevant to the contract in question.

Questionnaires may be used to verify past performance information contained in the offeror’s proposal and obtain information about other contracts believed to be similar to that of the ongoing source selection effort.

There is usually no need to divulge the solicitation number, or other identifying information to the reference.

The PRAG should also exercise its judgment in determining which, if any, of the contractor supplied references should be called for additional information or verification.  Both negative and positive information should be corroborated before it is relied upon to any significant degree to ensure accuracy in the final PRAG report and fairness in the overall process.  PRAG Telephone Interview Report Forms should be completed for these contacts as well.

The key to the success of each performance risk assessment is the PRAG’s willingness and ability to seek out the most relevant, recent, and accurate information available.  Should a PRAG member be unable to obtain information from a reference, the member may contact the PRAG Chairperson who should seek assistance through the source selection hierarchy.

Appendix 2

Samples:

Letters of Appointment

Sample Letter Appointing Members of the
Source Selection Advisory Council

4200
SER

From:
Source Selection Authority

To:
SSAC Chairman Appointee

Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSAC) FOR XXX PROGRAM

Ref:
NAVSEA Source Selection Guide

Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement
(2) OGE Form 450

1.  You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSAC for the XXX Program.

2.  The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSAC:

3.  ___________ will serve as the recorder for the SSAC.

4.  Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSAC.

5.  Each member and advisor of the SSAC will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.

6.  You are authorized to modify the membership of this Council if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.

7.  Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Council is terminated.

 
Source Selection Authority

Sample Letter Appointing Members of the
Source Selection Evaluation Board

4200
SER

From:
Chairman, Source Selection Advisory Council

To:
SSEB Chairman Appointee

Subj:
APPOINTMENT OF SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD (SSEB) FOR XXX PROGRAM

Ref:
NAVSEA Source Selection Guide

Encl:
(1) Non-Disclosure Statement
(2) OGE Form 450

1.  You are hereby appointed as Chairman of the SSEB for the XXX Program.

2.  The following individuals are hereby appointed as members of the SSEB:

3.  will serve as the recorder for the SSEB.

4.  Name of Contracting Officer and Name of Legal Counsel will serve as advisors to the SSEB.

5.  Each member and advisor of the SSEB will be familiar with the referenced source selection guide and will provide current copies of enclosures (1) and (2) to the Contracting Officer.

6.  You are authorized to modify the membership of this Board if necessary.  Documentation effecting such modifications will include the reason for the change and will be provided to the Source Selection Authority.

7.  Upon completion of all official source selection actions for this program, this Board is terminated.

 
SSAC Chairman

CERTIFICATION STATEMENT
CONFLICT OF INTEREST/NONDISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION

To:
Source Selection Authority

From:
Individual

Subj:
CERTIFICATION -- CONFLICT OF INTEREST, NONDISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION REGARDING SOLICITATION N00024-YY-C-XXXX

Ref:
NAVSEAINST 4295.2B dated 4 Dec 1991

In accordance with all current laws, regulations, directives, and instructions including that which is referenced above, I hereby certify:

 
•  Based on my current status, I have executed an OGE Form 450.

 
•  I have notified my supervisor and the Contracting Officer of any possible, real, or apparent condition, situation, or affiliation that may constitute a conflict of interest under current laws, regulations, directives, and instructions.

 
•  I, nor any member of my immediate household, do not have any interest in, affiliation or association with, any individual, firm, or organization which may benefit from the outcome of these proceedings.

I further certify that I understand my obligations and responsibility under the applicable laws, regulations, directives, and instructions not to discuss, divulge, or otherwise disclose any information, procedure, correspondence, documentation, evaluation or other data pertaining to this acquisition, except as approved by the Contracting Officer, or as otherwise authorized by law.

I understand that this document is a part of the source selection record and official contract file.

 
______________________________________
Signature and Date

 
______________________________________
Signature and Date
Source Selection Authority

Evaluation Worksheets

__________________________________________________________________
EVALUATOR NARRATIVE REPORT SAMPLE

Offeror:

Factor or Subfactor Title:

I.  Summary Comments:

II.  Evaluation

A.  Strengths:

B.  Weaknesses:

C.  Risks:

III.  Deficiencies:

IV.  Proposed Discussion Questions:
_________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________
SAMPLE FACTOR/SUBFACTOR RATING SHEET

OFFEROR:
FACTOR:

SUBFACTOR
RATING

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

OVERALL RATING
 

SSEB Report

SAMPLE SOURCE SELECTION EVALUATION BOARD REPORT

PROGRAM

02/01/01

FOREWARD

This report covers the evaluation of proposals by the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB) for the ________ Program.  See FAR 3.104 for distribution and security guidelines.  The following are members of the SSEB:

_____________________________________
(Name, Chairperson)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Chairperson)

_____________________________________
(Name, Member)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Member)

_____________________________________
(Name, Member)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Member)

_____________________________________
(Name, Member)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Member)

_____________________________________
(Name, Member)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Member)

_____________________________________
(Name, Member)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Member)

_____________________________________
(Name, Legal Advisor (non-voting)
_____________________________________
(Signature, Legal Advisor)
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Exhibit I – Chairperson, SSAC Letter of
Subj:  Appointment of SSEB for ________ Program

1.  Purpose.  This report provides a detailed discussion on the evaluation and findings of the SSEB.  The evaluation was conducted on those proposals received in response to solicitation.

2.  Authority.  The SSEB was established on (date) by the Chairman SSAC (see Exhibit I).  This Board consists of representatives from various functional and technical areas.

3.  Scope.  This report presents the evaluation factors used to evaluate the proposals; the methodology used in the evaluation; the strengths, weaknesses, and risks of each offeror’s proposal; and the summary and findings of the SSEB.  The evaluation was conducted on the basis of the solicitation, in accordance with the Source Selection Plan (SSP) approved by the Source Selection Authority (SSA) on (date).

4.  Program Background
a.  The objectives to be accomplished by this acquisition are as follows:

(1) (List major objectives of XYZ Program.)

b.  The specifications and drawings were prepared by _____________.  The solicitation was prepared by _________________.

c.  Etc., etc.

5.  Requirements of the solicitation.  Provide summary information on significant aspects of the solicitation which have a bearing on the selection process.  It should include the following items, as appropriate:

a.  Major elements and peculiarities.
b.  Limitations imposed.
c.  Summary of the system concept.
d.  Etc., etc.

6.  Offeror Information
a.  Offeror Interest.  Provide pertinent information concerning offeror interest in the acquisition, such as:

(1)
Solicited.....................
XX

(2)
Affirmative responses to letters of interest....
XX

(3)
Furnished solicitation...................
XX

(4)
Declined to submit proposals...........
XX

(5)
Submitted proposals................
XX

(6)
Nonresponsive to requirements...........
XX

(7)
Deficient proposal, but was given the opportunity to revise the proposal as a result of discussions...
XX

(8)
Remained in competitive range throughout the entire process......................
XX

b.  Receipt of Proposals.  Identify the offerors who submitted proposals, including information as follows:

(1) Whether the proposals were generally configured according to the solicitation.

(2) Whether the proposals were received prior to the established deadline (specify the time and date of the deadline).  State disposition made of proposals received after the deadline.

(3) Etc., etc.

c.  Nonacceptable Proposals.  Identify the offerors who have been determined to be nonacceptable.  State the reasons for their being ruled nonacceptable and make direct reference to applicable portions of the solicitation (including addenda and supplements) which pertain in each instance.  In all instances, the reasons should include:

(1) Dates of occurrences.

(2) Dates and references to pertinent correspondence involved in the matter, including the fact that the offeror was allowed to revise his proposal, but was unable to do so.

(3) Etc., etc.

d.  Acceptable Proposals.  Identify the offerors whose proposals have been determined to be acceptable.  State the reasons for their being considered acceptable.

Note:  A summary of the analysis of the acceptable proposals should be covered under the “Summary of Findings” paragraph.
7.  Methodology
a.  State the guidance, factors, and criteria for the evaluation provided by the SSAC.

b.  Indicate the general approach taken by the SSEB in the review and study of the proposals (i.e., team assignment to each area, independent analysis of selected areas by two different groups, cost data not made available to others to assist in objective analysis in other areas, etc.).

c.  Explanation of the methodology will include coverage of the following items:

(1) The SSEB

(a) Composition

(b) Team Breakdown

(c) Etc., etc.

(2) Proposal Evaluation Actions

(a) Review of Proposals

(b) Offerors’ Presentations:

1 Permitted questioning of portions of proposals requiring clarification.

2 Allowed the offerors the opportunity of adding emphasis to the more important aspects of their proposal.

3 Gave the offerors the opportunity to ensure their capabilities are understood.

4 Etc., etc.

8.  Evaluation.  This part of the report is intended to provide summary information on the factors evaluated.  The evaluation of proposals is conducted by starting with the lowest level of the hierarchy of factors and aggregating upward; i.e., sub­subfactors (if any), then subfactors, and finally factors.  Thus, sub­subfactors (if any) should be discussed first of which the aggregated results become the basis for evaluating the respective subfactor.  Then the individual subfactors should be discussed of which the aggregated results become the basis for evaluating the factor.  And finally, the factors should be discussed.

9.  Summary of Findings.  Summarize the findings of the SSEB.  Findings must be supported by the Evaluation Worksheets (attached) which show the ratings for each offeror.

SSAC Report

Sample
Source Selection Advisory Council
Analysis Report

Note:  The outline of the analysis report is as follows:
I.  Introduction
II.  Description of Proposals
III.  Analysis of Proposals
IV.  Cost to the Government
V.  Evaluation Summary
VI.  Contractual Considerations
VII.  Risk Analysis
VIII.  SSAC Findings
IX.  Recommendations
X.  Signature page

I.  Introduction.

Information included in this section should consist of the following:

a.  The authority for the source selection action.

b.  Data pertaining to the Source Selection Plan (SSP), its date of approval, who prepared the plan, and so forth.

c.  “Evaluation factors for award” (normally included complete, as an attachment to the report).

d.  The composition of the Source Selection Advisory Council (SSAC), with the list of commands and organizations who participated as SSAC members.  (The SSAC membership can be shown as an attachment to the report.)

e.  The basic composition of the Source Selection Evaluation Board (SSEB), what representation composed the board (engineers, procurement and production specialists, logisticians, etc.).

f.  Data pertaining to the solicitation, including its salient points and listing the sources to whom the solicitation was provided.

g.  The release of the solicitation, citing when the release occurred, when the responses were received, and listing offerors responding.

II.  Description of Proposals
This section contains a description of proposals submitted by each offeror.  It is normally brief and contains a paragraph for each offeror submitting a proposal.

III.  Analysis of Proposals
This section is used to show strengths, weaknesses, and risks inherent in each proposal by factor and rating elements.  It is written so that direct comparisons between proposals can be made.  (Since “cost to the Government” and “risk analysis” are evaluated on a different basis, these sections are separate.)  In the technical area, a list of the items evaluated should be included.  Following the list, each item evaluated should be discussed, first individually, then comparatively.  The major strengths, weaknesses and/or risks should be included for each proposal.  If a strength, weakness, or risk for an item appears in one proposal and is noteworthy, comments pertaining to similar strengths, weaknesses, or risks should be included for every offeror.  The same treatment is given to the remaining areas:  operations, logistics, management, and so forth.

IV.  Cost to the Government
The reasonableness, realism, and completeness of each offeror’s proposal should be fully explained.  This section normally includes data pertaining to the cost/price analysis, independent cost estimates, total costs to the Government, most probable cost, impact of technical uncertainty on cost/price, etc.  This section will also include an explanation of the relative importance of costs in relation to other aspects of the program and any special assessments made in relation to unrealistic cost/price proposals.

V.  Evaluation Summary
A brief summary of the overall evaluation results is presented in this section.  The significant strengths, weaknesses and risks which are identified in broad terms for each offeror’s proposal are presented here.  This summary should be prepared in brief, terse statements.

VI.  Contractual Considerations
The following should be addressed in this section:

a.  The objectives of the contractual aspects.

b.  The definitive contract arrangements negotiated with each offeror in the competitive range, if applicable.

c.  The type of contract to be used and what the contract covers.

d.  Significant special contract provisions.

e.  The results of final cost/prices negotiated with all offerors.

VII.  Risk Analysis
Discuss the overall impact of all significant risks and/or “soft spots” associated with each proposal.  These will include:

a.  Technical risks inherent in the offeror’s proposal, including technical capability (whether demonstrated or not).

b.  Considering technical risk, confidence that can be placed in the cost/price estimate provided by each offeror.

c.  Schedule risk as assessed against the technical approach and the prevailing economic environment (material shortages, manpower shortages, etc.).

d.  The financial risk to each offeror in relation to the type of contract and task involved.

e.  Production risks relating to make­or­buy decisions, anticipated new manufacturing technologies, availability of production facilities and overall production competence.  Any design trade­offs made by the offerors and their impact on costs should also be discussed.

VIII.  SSAC Findings
Present the SSAC findings in this section.  This is normally in the nature of very brief statements aligned to cover each of the items discussed in previous sections.

IX.  Recommendations
If requested, provide recommendations to the SSA in this section.

X.  Signature Page
A final page bearing the signature of the Chairman and members of the SSAC.
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