PERFORMANCE CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENT GROUP(PCAG)REPORT
 (Program Name)
(RFP Number)
(Rev 27 Jan 06)

1.0.  GENERAL.

1.1.  BACKGROUND.

This requirement covers the (include summary description of the program and the deliverables).

1.2.  EVALUATION METHODS.

The offerors were requested to submit, in their Past Performance Volume of the proposal, information that they considered relevant in demonstrating their ability to perform the (describe efforts/functions of the current requirement that are being evaluated) required by subject acquisition.  The contractors were requested to provide data on (insert number of contracts) previous or present efforts performed within the last (insert period of time) by their firm as well as any critical subcontractor.  A critical subcontractor is defined as a subcontractor who (insert from RFP).  

The PCAG performed an assessment of relevancy of the data provided and obtained.  The PCAG considered contracts in aggregate as stated in M-900 where the offerors’ present and past performance lent itself to this approach.  (Add if appropriate – Relevancy per contract was determined for the offeror and each critical subcontractor based on their role in the current acquisition.)  Relevancy was defined in the RFP as follows:

(These definitions are to be taken from section M of the RFP)
· VERY RELEVANT:  Present/past performance efforts involved essentially the same magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.  Examples may include such things as… 
· RELEVANT:  Present/past performance efforts involved much of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.  Examples may include such things as…  
· SOMEWHAT RELEVANT: Present/past performance efforts involved some of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires. 
· NOT RELEVANT:  Present/past performance efforts involved little or none of the magnitude of effort and complexities this solicitation requires.



The PCAG utilized the information provided by the contractors along with available Contractor Performance Assessment Reports (CPARS), information obtained from other performance data bases, and information obtained from other sources in evaluating the performance of the contractors.  Also, questionnaires were sent to and interviews conducted with appropriate personnel regarding the selected contracts (also state if the questionnaire was included as an Attachment to the RFP).  The responses received to the questionnaires and interviews were utilized in evaluating the past performance of each offeror.  

The PCAG review was based on the offeror’s past and present performance as it relates to the probability of successfully accomplishing the current proposed effort.  The confidence assessment was accomplished in accordance with M-900, Evaluation Basis for Award.  The PCAG’s evaluation and assessment of each offeror is addressed in Sections 2.1 through (fill-in will be dependent on the number of offers being evaluated) of this report.  Confidence assessment ratings and definitions are as follows:

Rating							Definition

High Confidence						Based on the offeror’s performance record, 
the government has high confidence the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Significant Confidence 	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has significant confidence the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

Satisfactory Confidence 	Based on the offeror’s performance record, the government has confidence that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  Normal contractor emphasis should preclude any problems.

Unknown Confidence 	  				No performance record identifiable 
(see FAR15.305(a)(2)(iii) and (iv)).

Little Confidence 	Based on the offeror’s performance record, substantial doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.  

No Confidence	Based on the offeror’s performance record, extreme doubt exists that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.

1.3.  CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENT RATING.

In accordance with M-(insert provision number) of the Request for Proposal, a rating has been assigned to each offeror based on a subfactor assessment (or for PPT/TAPPT/TA-RPPT,  state … an overall rating has been assigned to each offeror.)
      
CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENT RATING:

2.0. CONFIDENCE ASSESSMENT ANALYSIS.

Past Performance data was received from and evaluated on the following offerors:

(List offerors and critical subcontractors and division name if applicable and indicate if any of them were eliminated from the competitive range.)

2.1.  OFFEROR: 

(List the name and address of offeror and any critical subcontractors).

2.1.1.  Offeror’s Proposed Present and Past Performance Information.

(Offeror’s name), provided information on (insert number) contracts which they considered relevant to this effort.  The PCAG determined that (insert number) of these contracts are very relevant, (insert number) of these contracts are relevant and (insert number) of these contracts are semi relevant to the current effort.  

If a critical subcontractor is assessed, provide the following:  (Offeror’s name) also provided information on (insert number) contracts for their subcontractor (Critical Subcontractor’s name) which they considered relevant to this effort.  The PCAG determined that (insert number) of these contracts are very relevant, (insert number) of these contracts are relevant and (insert number) of these contracts are semi relevant to the current effort.   

(Offeror’s name) is responsible for (discuss the role of the offeror for the current acquisition).   (Critical Subcontractor’s name) as a critical subcontractor is responsible for (discuss the role of the subcontractor for the current acquisition).

Identification of contracts, rationale for determination of relevancy, and a synopsis of the data reviewed on each contract follows:

(For Each Contract, include the following:)
Contract Number:
Prime Contractor Name:  (Name prime contractor, if other than the offeror.)
Program Name and Description:
Period of Performance:  (Start-Finish)
Dollar Value:  (Current $/ Maximum $)
Relevance:  Include a narrative discussion of the significance and relevance of the contract.  If the contractor was a subcontractor or teaming contractor on this contract, so state and define the effort that was performed and its relevance to the current effort.  If this contract was performed by a proposed subcontractor to the prime contractor for the current effort, so state
and define the effort that was performed and its relevance to the current effort.

 (If contract is determined very relevant, relevant or semi relevant, the following information must also be completed:)
Questionnaires Sent:                
Responses Received:                 
Interviews Conducted:                   
Synopsis of Performance Information Received:  

Address compliance with FAR 52.219-8 and/or 9(Utilization of Small Businesses/Subcontracting Plan)   
Address compliance with FAR 52.219-24 (SDB Participation Program – Targets)


2.1.2.  Contractor Performance Assessment Reports (CPARs).

(If no relevant CPAR data is available, simply state:) 
No relevant CPAR data was available for this contractor.

(If  CPAR data is available, provide description of CPARs and rationale for relevancy to current effort.)

(Example:  
CPAR data was received on (insert number) contracts:                                 

Contract Number:
Under this contract (offeror’s name) performed (provide detail). The effort performed under this contract is relevant to the current requirement, in that (describe relevance).  CPAR period covered is (date to date). 

Insert a chart similar to the sample below providing the ratings for the specific contract.

	
	
	Contract #

	FACTOR
	
	PERIOD

	
	3/94-3/95
	3/95-3/96
	3/96-3/97

	Tech Perf of Prod
	G
	G
	G

	Sys Engineering
	G
	G
	G

	Schedule Control
	G
	G
	G

	Quality
	G
	G
	G

	Prog Data Mgmt
	N/A
	G
	G

	Log Support/Sus
	G
	Y
	G

	Mgmt Responsive
	G
	G
	G

	Subcontract Mgmt
	G
	G
	G

	Cost
	G
	G
	 G

	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	
	
	

	PERCENTAGES
	
	
	



The yellow rating in Logistic Support/Sustainment was based upon concern over technical data.  Contractor improved and a quality product was finally delivered.  Although the contractor had exceeded the ceiling amount, no additional funding was needed during this reporting period due to the fact that the contract was funded to the ceiling amount. The PCAG’s assessment is that the yellow rating in the cost performance area will not impact (offeror’s name) ability to adequately perform this program.  Although a new CPAR was in the works at the time the PCAG decision was made, it was unavailable.    

(Repeat this same type information for each CPARs report received)

2.1.3  Other Sources of Information.

(Cite any other sources of past performance information, such as DLA Contractor Alert List, Preaward Surveys, CAS Systems surveillance, other performance data bases, etc., state the relevance of the information and give a synopsis of information obtained.)

2.1.4  Evaluation Notices (ENs) Issued and Analysis.

(List any ENs that were issued, synopsize the contractor’s response to them, and give a synopsis of the analysis and conclusions of the PCAG. ENs should be issued on any negative information and to provide the relevancy determinations/confidence assessment rating.


2.1.5.  Assessment:   High Confidence

Based on the information cited above, the government has high confidence the offeror can perform the proposed effort.  

or:

Satisfactory Confidence
Contractor’s performance on previous contracts indicate that he frequently has experienced problems delivering on time.  Problems brought to the contractor’s attention were not responded to in a timely manner, and responsiveness to contract and program managers indicate that the contractor did not react in a timely manner to resolve issues.  Although improvements have been made on the deliveries of contract _____________, the initiative to improve was not self-generated and came about only after close Government monitoring and intervention.

2.1.6  Strengths.

(List strengths).

2.1.7.  Weaknesses.

 (List weaknesses).

2.2.  OFFEROR: 

(Provide the same information as presented above for each offeror evaluated.)


