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FOREWORD

This guide is designed to articulate the key techniques and practices for the use and collection
of past performance information. It provides guidance to encourage the use of innovative
techniques in acquiring best-value goods and services. Its purpose is to serve as a practical
reference tool regarding the Department of Defense (DoD) past performance policy.

This guide is designed for use by the entire acquisition workforce in both Government and
industry. It explains best practices for the use of past performance information during the
periods of source selection, ongoing performance, and collection of information. The guide is an
ongoing joint effort of members from the DoD Past Performance Integrated Product Team. The
IPT also led an effort that resulted in a distance learning course based on this guide. The
distance learning course is hosted on the Defense Acquisition University (DAU) continuous
learning web site (http://clc.dau.mil). Once on the web site, course access is available by
selecting “Log In”, “Learning Center”, “Course Information and Access”, and “Past Performance
Information.” Alternatively, select “Go” from the top of the screen, then “Search” from the pull-
down menu, then type in “past performance.”

Readers are advised that since the last version of this guide was issued in May 2001, the Past
Performance Automated Information System (PPAIS) has evolved into a federal-wide database
called the Past Performance Information Retrieval System (PPIRS). PPIRS can be found at
http://www.PPIRS.gov.
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(PPI). In November 1997, the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology)
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PAST PERFORMANCE TOP TEN TIPS

The following list contains the 10 most important tips on working with past performance.
Following each tip is a page reference for more information.

1.

10.

Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation
Supplement (DFARS) rules apply to all past performance information (PPI), however and
whenever collected. This includes ensuring that contractors have the opportunity to
comment on adverse PPI on report cards as well as on other PPI gathered under less
formal collection methods. (Page 1)

PPI is “For Official Use Only” and “Source Selection Sensitive Information” and should be
so marked. (Page 1)

The performance assessment process continues through contract performance
assessments of award fee and past performance. Normally this assessment continuum
should be consistent as to form and content throughout the contract performance period,
to ensure successful performance. (Page 2)

The narrative is the most critical aspect of PPl assessments. (Page 3)

Performance assessments are the responsibility of the program/project/contracting team,
considering the customer’s input. No single office or organization should independently
determine a performance assessment. (Page 5)

Performance assessments should be developed throughout the period of contract
performance and not held to the end of the performance period. (Page 5)

The use and evaluation of PPI for a specific acquisition should be tailored to fit the needs
of that acquisition and clearly articulated in the solicitation. (page 6)

Source selection officials should use the most relevant, recent PPI available in making the
source selection decisions. They must consider updated information provided by the
contractor regarding relevant PPI. (Page 8)

Personnel collecting PPI for use in a particular source selection should consider whether
the data comes from reputable and reliable sources. (Page 11)

The Government must share adverse PPl on which contractors have not had the
opportunity to comment. (Page 13)

THE KEYS TO EFFECTIVE PPI ARE FAIRNESS, OPENNESS, AND A COMMITMENT TO
USING THE INFORMATION AS A TOOL TO IMPROVE CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE.

Vi



INTRODUCTION

Confidence in a prospective contractor's ability
to perform satisfactorily or better is an important
factor in making a best-value source selection
decision. One method of gaining this confidence
is the evaluation of a prospective contractor’s
performance on recently completed or ongoing
contracts for the same or similar goods or
services. The collection and use of past
performance information (PPI) motivates
contractors to improve their performance
because of the potential use of that information
in future source selections. PPI is equally useful
as a means of communication providing
feedback and additional performance incentives
for ongoing contracts. Exceptional past
performance also indicates a heightened
probability of the delivery of high-quality
products and services that are on time and
within cost. In addition, Section 804 of the Fiscal
Year (FY) 2003 National Defense Authorization
Act requires that source selection for software-
intensive acquisitions address past
performance. Definitions of terms and
references used in this guide are set forth in
Appendix A.

PPI Objectives

The objective when collecting PPl is to employ a
consistent evaluation methodology to identify
and describe the performance of the wide array
of Department of Defense (DoD) contractors and
suppliers—including foreign companies,
educational and non-profit institutions, and other
Federal agencies—in source selections.

PPl is critical for source selections and essential
to ensure enhanced performance on existing
contracts.

Business Sectors

To enable the effective sharing of PPl between
Government buying activities, a reasonable
degree of uniformity in assessments of
contractor performance is essential. This
consistency should be applied to report card
(annual) assessments as well as to award fee
evaluations or other PPI collection methods.

Federal Acquisition Regulation and Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement
rules apply to all PPIl, however and whenever
collected. This includes ensuring that
contractors have the opportunity to
comment on adverse PPl on report cards as
well as on other PPl gathered under less
formal collection methods.

DoD policy is to collect PPI using a consistent
management approach across the designated
business sectors. This approach includes
tailored dollar thresholds, consistent elements
used to assess contractors or other Government
agencies, and consistent ratings applied to
those elements. DoD’s four key business
sectors (Systems, Services, Information
Technology, and Operations Support) and three
unique business sectors (Architect-Engineering
Services, Construction, and Science and
Technology) are defined in Appendix B.

Source selection authorities must be given
maximum latitude to focus on those specific
areas of contractor performance that will be the
best predictors for successful performance for
each specific acquisition.

Public versus Private
Competitions

For public—private competitions performed in
accordance with OMB Circular A-76,
solicitations are not required to include a
requirement for past performance information
unless the agency tender (public offer) has been
implemented as a most efficient organization
resulting from a public—private competition with
the private sector.

OBTAINING PPI

DoD has established common assessment
elements within individual business sectors and
ratings to standardize the methodology used to
rate contractor performance under Defense
contracts. Government buying activities should
share PPl among themselves, while ensuring it
is managed as source selection information. PPI
collection should be efficient and effective.




PPl is “For Official Use Only” and “Source
Selection Sensitive Information” and should
be so marked.

PPI Collection
Approaches

PPI can be obtained through a number of
methods, including:

Government assessments or report
cards

Published commercial evaluations
References submitted by the contractor

Surveys or questionnaires, verbal or
written, conducted by Government
personnel

PPI from a variety of sources should be
considered, including:

Government contracts
State, local, or foreign governments
Commercial companies

Information regarding predecessor
companies, key personnel, and
subcontractors

Performance
Assessment Reports

Annual performance assessment reports, or
report cards, may be written more frequently
during contract performance but must be written
after the end of the annual performance period.
Although not mandatory, interim reports written
during contract performance are valuable in
improving performance as well as providing
contemporaneous documentation. Report cards
are prepared by either the Program or
Requirements Manager or the Contracting
Officer according to agency procedures and
should reflect a team assessment of contract
performance. This guidance does not apply to
procedures used by agencies in determining
fees under award or incentive fee contracts.
However, the fee amount paid to the contractor
should be an indicator of the contractor’s
performance, and the past performance
evaluation should complement the award fee
determinations. In short, the goal is to ensure

that all performance assessments, award fee
determinations, incentive allocations, or any
other performance measures be evaluated
consistently throughout the contract
performance.

The performance assessment process
continues through contract performance
assessments of award fee and past
performance. Normally this assessment
continuum should be consistent as to form
and content throughout the contract
performance period, to ensure successful
performance.

Contractor assessments should not be written
by support service contractors. Integrity in this
assessment process is essential. Contractors
must be given the opportunity to comment on
their own assessment reports at the time they
are written, and those comments shall be
maintained as part of the Government record.

Collection Thresholds

The mandatory DoD PPI collection thresholds by
business-sector are set forth in Appendix C. The
FAR requires that PPI be collected for
negotiated competitive acquisitions valued over
$100,000. However, by class deviation from the
FAR, DoD has established the thresholds shown
in Appendix C. (Also see Appendix C for a copy
of the deviation.) Buying activities may choose
to collect and use performance assessments for
contracts under these thresholds.

Performance Assessment
Elements

The mandatory performance assessment
elements for the DoD business sectors are set
forth in Appendix D. Construction and Architect-
Engineering (A-E) sector assessment elements
and ratings are established under FAR Part 36
(see Appendix E).

For the Science and Technology sector, no
dollar threshold has been established, nor is
there a requirement to maintain an automated
database. Collection of PPI for the Science and
Technology sector must be limited to relevant
information as determined by the source
selection team and must be collected at the time
of the particular acquisition. Requests for PPI
must be tailored to each procurement during the
source selection process. As always, contractors




must be given the opportunity to comment on
any adverse reports.

Annual Performance
Assessment Reports

Annual performance assessment reports must
be completed for contracts with performance
periods exceeding one year and in accordance
with the thresholds articulated above. These
assessments must be made as close as
practicable to each anniversary of the effective
date of the contract. However, the agencies
shall determine the specific dates. A best
practice is to include performance expectations
in the Government’s and contractor’s initial post-
award meeting.

data). No annual assessment for the period of
time between contract performance completion
and contract close-out is required, regardless of
whether an addendum assessment is prepared.
Again, any adverse reports must be provided to
the contractor for comment, and those
comments must be part of the official records.

Narrative Rationales

Draft Performance
Assessment Reports

The use of draft performance assessment
reports provided to the contractor prior to the
official Government assessment is encouraged.
The reports can improve information flow and
encourage dialog between the parties.

Final Assessment Reports

Supporting narrative rationales for all
performance ratings assigned are mandatory in
DoD. The narratives are critical to any PPI
assessment and necessary to establish that the
ratings are credible and justifiable. These
rationales need not be lengthy. But if there were
performance successes or problems, they
should be documented. Include a description of
the problems or successes experienced; an
assessment of whether the problems were
caused by the contractor, the Government, or
other factors; and how well the contractor
worked with the Government to resolve the
problems (including problems with
subcontractors or “partners” in joint venture or
teaming arrangements). The narrative rationale
is also useful in future acquisitions; it helps
assessing officials to establish the relevancy of
the work covered to the instant requirement.

Final assessment reports must be prepared
upon contract performance completion. For
contracts with performance periods exceeding
one year, final reports will address only the last
period of performance. They must not be used
to summarize or “roll up” the contractor’s
performance under the entire contract. In short,
each annual report, together with the final
assessment report, will comprise a total picture
of the contract performance. The exception is
that source selection evaluation teams will
determine an overall performance assessment
based on these performance snapshots.
Contractor comments on each of these reports
must be maintained as a permanent part of the
record.

The narrative is the most critical aspect of
PPl assessments.

Retaining Performance
Assessment Reports

Addendum Assessment
Reports

Addendum assessment reports may be made at
the assessing official’s discretion to record the
contractor’s performance relative to contract
close-out and other administrative requirements
(e.g., final indirect cost proposals, technical

Performance assessment reports must not be
retained longer than three years after completion
of the contract performance (except for
Construction and A-E reports, which are to be
retained for six years). The timeframes for
retention do not start until contract completion.
The completion of the contract—not the age of
the annual contract reports—determines the
retention period for those reports. Data older
than three years may be available on long-term
contracts. While such data may be meaningful in
developing performance trends in certain source
selections, its use should be limited to
circumstances in which more current, equally
relevant data is not available.




Independent Government
Review

Agencies must provide for an independent
review of performance evaluations at a level
above the Contracting Officer or assessing
official, as determined by the head of agency, to
consider disagreements between the parties
regarding the evaluation. The ultimate
conclusion on the performance evaluation is a
decision of the Government.

Administrative
Information

Each PPl assessment must include, as
appropriate:

Contractor Name and Address
Company Name:
Division Name:
Street Address:
City, State, Zip Code:

Commercial and Government Entity (CAGE)
Code:

Data Universal Numbering System (DUNS)
+4 Number:

Federal Supply Code (FSC):

North American Industry Classification
System (NAICS) Code:

Report Type:
Period of Performance Being Assessed:

From to:

Contract Number:
Order Number:
DoD Business Sector and Sub-Sector:
Location of Contract Performance:
Contracting Office:
Contracting Officer:
Name:
Phone:
Contract Award Date:

Contract Completion Date:

Contract Percent Complete:
Awarded Dollar Value:
Current Dollar Value:
Basis of Award:
Type of Contract:
Program Title and Phase of Acquisition:
Contract Effort Description:
Key Subcontractor(s):
Contractor Name:
CAGE Code:
DUNS+4 Number:
Effort Performed:
Assessing Official:
Name:
Title:
Organization and Code:
Phone: Fax:
E-mail:
Date:
Contractor Representative:
Name:
Title:
Organization and Code:
Phone: Fax:
E-mail:
Date:
Reviewing Official:
Name:
Title:
Organization and Code:
Phone: Fax:
E-mail:

Date:



Team Assessment
Inputs

DoD buying activities should ensure that their
PPl assessment procedures provide for input as
appropriate from:

Program management offices
End users

Contracting offices

Iltem managers

DoD Small Business Specialists

Defense Contract Management Agency
(DCMA) administration offices

Defense Contract Audit Agency (DCAA)
field audit offices

DCMA will notify buying activities whenever it
identifies deficiencies or problems in contractors’
technical and management systems (e.g.,
quality control, engineering and systems
management, purchasing, small business
subcontracting, accounting, billing, and
estimating) that it believes will present risks to
satisfactory contract performance.

Performance assessments are the
responsibility of the program/project/
contracting team, considering the
customer’s input. No single office or
organization should independently
determine a performance assessment.

assessed below a rating of “satisfactory” for not
performing beyond the requirements of the
contract. When rating contractors, performance
“beyond the requirements of the contract” refers
to the quality level of the performed work—not
the scope. A performance assessment may not
be used to elicit the performance of tasks or to
reflect a failure to perform tasks that are not
required by the contract.

Contractor Review and
Comment on PPI

Contractors must be allowed to review and
comment on any past performance
assessments, and assessments must be
available as soon as practicable after they have
been prepared. This requirement may be
satisfied by giving contractors limited access to
the automated systems in which the
assessments are stored so that the contractors
can download their own information. Contractors
then have 30 days to submit comments,
rebutting information, or other information for the
buying activity’s consideration before the
assessments are made final. Any disagreements
between the DoD assessing official and the
contractor must then be reviewed at a level
above the assessor. The original assessment,
the contractor's comments, and the reviewer’s
independent assessment of those comments
must be retained together on file. Completed
assessments are available to contractors
through the PPIRS automated system.

Feedback to contractors regarding ongoing
performance should be developed through
discussions and reviews on a regular basis. A
best practice is to provide feedback early and
often after initial contract award.

Performance Ratings

The DoD Components have agreed that there
are five mandatory performance rating levels for
use in evaluating all performance elements in
periodic assessments of contractor
performance. These ratings, provided in
Appendix F, are mandatory for use by the
Science and Technology business sector as
well. The only exceptions to these mandatory
ratings are for the Construction and A-E
contracts (see Appendix E). A fundamental
principle of rating is that contractors must not be

Performance assessments should be
developed throughout the period of contract
performance and not held to the end of the
performance period.

Handling PPI

All PPI evaluations and assessments may be
used to support future award decisions and
should therefore be marked with the legend “For
Official Use Only” and “Source Selection
Sensitive Information, see FAR 3.104.” The
completed evaluation must not be released to
other than Government personnel and the
contractor whose performance is being
evaluated. Past performance evaluation
information is privileged source selection
information. It is also protected by the Privacy
Act and is not releasable under the Freedom of
Information Act. Past performance evaluations




may be withheld from public disclosure under
Exemption 5 of the Freedom of Information Act.

Automated PPI Systems

The federal Government has a central retrieval
system for all past performance assessments—
the Past Performance Information Retrieval
System (PPIRS) (see Appendices G and H and
the PPIRS web site at http://www.ppirs.gov).
Completed performance assessments should be
incorporated into PPIRS in a timely manner.

Orders Issued under
Contracts or Ordering
Agreements

For orders placed against contracts or ordering
agreements (e.g., provisioned items orders, task
orders, and orders under indefinite-
delivery/indefinite-quantity type contracts), DoD
buying activities should decide whether to
assess contractors’ performance on an order-by-
order or “total” contract/agreement basis. This
will depend on which approach they believe will
produce more useful PPI. In either case, the
assessment procedures to be followed should
be specified in the basic contract or agreement,
particularly when other buying activities may
also place orders against those instruments.

USING PPI'IN
SOURCE SELECTION
EVALUATIONS

Source selection authorities should be given
maximum latitude to focus on those specific
areas of contractor performance that will provide
the best predictors for successful performance
of a specific acquisition.

The use and evaluation of PPI for a specific
acquisition should be tailored to fit the needs
of that acquisition and clearly articulated in
the solicitation.

Deciding to Use PPI in
Source Selection

Past performance must be included as an
evaluation factor or subfactor in competitively
negotiated acquisitions unless the Contracting

Officer determines that its use is inappropriate
and documents the rationale. Appendix C sets
forth the mandatory thresholds for the collection
and use o PPI in source selections. The use of
PPI is encouraged in source selections below
those thresholds when the source selection
team considers it to be appropriate for the
acquisition. PPl should be used for acquisitions
of software-intensive systems.

Past Performance
versus Experience

There is an important distinction between a
contractor’'s experience and its past
performance. Experience reflects whether
contractors have performed similar work before.
Past performance, on the other hand, describes
how well contractors performed the work—in
other words, how well they executed what was
promised in the proposal. Experience can be
considered a source selection factor or
subfactor. Both experience as a factor or
subfactor and past performance should be
evaluated under performance risk.

The terms “experience” and “past performance”
must be clearly defined in the solicitation. This
helps to avoid the potential for double counting
by asking for the same information under both
factors. It is proper, however, to distinguish
company experience from personnel experience
and evaluate both.

Proposal Risk versus
Performance Risk

It is important to differentiate between risk types
when choosing to evaluate different types of risk
in each proposal. The two types of risk typically
evaluated in a source selection are proposal risk
and performance risk. These terms are defined
in Appendix A.

Past Performance
versus Responsibility
Determinations

It is important to distinguish comparative past
performance evaluations used in the tradeoff
process from pass/fail performance evaluations.

Responsibility is a broad concept that addresses
whether an offeror 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. Pre-award
surveys and pass/fail evaluations provide a
“yes/no,” “pass/fail,” or “go/no-go” answer to the
guestion, “Can the offeror do the work?” and
thus help to determine whether the offeror is
responsible.

Referral to the Small Business Administration
(SBA) may be necessary if a small business is
eliminated from the competitive range as not
responsible solely on the basis of past
performance. SBA referral is not required as
long as the use of PPI requires a comparative
evaluation with other evaluation factors and not
a pass/fail decision. The comparative evaluation
of PPI is separate from a responsibility
determination required by the Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR).

A comparative past performance evaluation
conducted using the tradeoff process is a very
specific endeavor that seeks to identify the
degree of risk associated with each competing
offeror. Rather than asking whether an offeror
can do the work, the evaluation considers
whether the offeror will do that work
successfully. In short, the evaluation describes
the degree of confidence the Government has in
the offeror’s likelihood of success. If properly
conducted, the comparative past performance
evaluation and the responsibility determination
will complement each other and provide a more
complete picture of an offeror than either one
could by itself.

Pass/Fail Strategies

Though such a strategy is not often utilized,
source selection teams may want to consider
choosing a strategy where technical proposals
are evaluated on a pass/fail basis and the final
source selection decision is based on the overall
tradeoff between past performance and price, or
a performance price tradeoff (PPT). A PPT
permits tradeoffs between price and the past
performance evaluation of technically
acceptable proposals. This technique may be
applied to acquisitions that include evaluations
for technical acceptability, as well as negotiated
acquisitions for which price and past
performance are the only differentiators. The
PPT technique is similar to the lowest price
technically acceptable (LPTA) strategy.
However, with LPTA, tradeoffs are not

permitted. Instead, the past performance
evaluation is rolled into technical acceptability; it
is a “go/no go” determination and not a rated
evaluation. The source selection team is
encouraged to seek guidance from legal counsel
to ensure the evaluation of past performance on
a “pass/fail” basis is applied appropriately.

De Facto Debarment

During source selection, PPl should not be used
to automatically exclude a company (otherwise
known as a de facto debarment). The General
Accounting Office (GAO) has determined that as
long as there is no indication that the procuring
agency intends to automatically exclude the
offeror from future procurements based on PPI,
there is no de facto debarment.

Planning the Past
Performance Evaluation

Forming an Evaluation
Group

In complex acquisitions it may be necessary to
establish a formal group to specifically evaluate
past performance. In smaller dollar value
acquisitions that do not involve complex
requirements, the evaluation may be
accomplished with only one or two people. The
evaluator(s) may operate separately from the
proposal evaluation team or as a separate
subgroup of that team.

The following discussion focuses on the
structure, composition, and evaluation process
of a formal evaluation group; but bear in mind
that while the functions of informal evaluations
are basically the same, they should be less
complicated.

Objectives of the Evaluation
Group

The evaluation group is responsible for
conducting the past performance evaluation to
determine the degree of risk involved in
accepting each offeror’'s proposal. This analysis
results in a performance risk evaluation. The
evaluation group documents these performance
risk evaluations and identifies strengths and
weaknesses in each offeror’'s past performance,
focusing on those areas of performance most



relevant to the source selection. A plan for
evaluating past performance should be
developed early in the process and made a part
of the source selection plan.

Evaluation Group
Membership

The membership and structure of the evaluation
group should be tailored to each acquisition.
Ideally the membership should be reasonably
diverse, representing different disciplines. It is
highly recommended that group membership
include individuals with previous past
performance evaluation experience.

A best practice is to limit the size of the group
to as small a number as is realistic for the
specific circumstances of the acquisition. A
group of at least two members of different
functional disciplines enhances opportunities for
dialogue, brainstorming, and in-depth fact-
finding.

determine which of the offerors’ past contract
efforts relate closely to the solicitation
requirements. The evaluation group should
screen the information provided for each of the
referenced contracts to make an initial
determination of its relevancy to the current
requirement. However, the source selection
authority may make an independent relevancy
determination.

Source selection officials should use the
most relevant, recent PPl available in making
the source selection decisions. They must
consider updated information by the
contractor regarding relevant PPI.

Factors versus Subfactors

The past performance factors and subfactors, if
any, should be designed to evaluate the key
performance requirements of the solicitation. At
a minimum, the solicitation should request the
offeror’s record for on-time delivery, technical
quality, cost control, and past performance on
subcontracting plans/programs.

PPl Relevancy

Source selection officials have broad discretion
to determine which PPI to consider relevant for
an individual procurement. Relevancy is a
threshold question when considering past
performance, not a separate element of past
performance. Relevancy, as defined in Appendix
A, should not be described as a subfactor.
Irrelevant past performance must not form the
basis of a performance risk evaluation. PPI with
applicable but limited relevance may be used for
evaluation but should be given less weight.

The source selection team may consider data
available from any source. One source is
PPIRS, which provides access to a central data
repository containing PPI from all of the DoD
Services and other federal Agencies. The team
should also attempt to obtain information from
references cited by offerors in their proposals.
Upon receipt of proposals, the team must

Some aspects of relevancy include the type of
effort (e.g., development, production, repair) and
the business sector. The objective of the
screening is to remove from consideration those
contract references that are clearly unrelated to
the type of effort sought. Other members of the
source selection team may be consulted as
necessary for assistance in determining
relevancy.

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. One example of focusing on only a
portion of a previous contract is for the
evaluation of the contractor’'s management,
planning, and scheduling of subcontractors on
an evaluation of a requirement calling for
subcontract management skills.

The evaluation group should consider the most
recent data available. A best practice is to
select similar efforts that are either still in
progress or just completed and that have at
least one year of performance history. While the
actual cut-off time should be determined by the
Contracting Officer on a case-by-case basis, the
currency of the information requested should be
determined by the commaodity or service and the
specific circumstances of the acquisition.

The Comptroller General recommends the use
of solicitation language that evokes the phrase
“for the same or similar items,” which may
ensure that the Government does not overly
restrict its ability to consider an array of
information.

PPI relating to the recent or ongoing production
of a transport aircraft, for example, would be
relevant for the source selection for production
of a new transport aircraft of similar range or




payload. When considering the relevance of PPI
to be used in making a source selection
decision, similarities in the following should be
considered:

Location of the work to be performed
Nature of the business area(s) involved
Required levels of technology

Contract types

Materials and production processes
Type of work (product/service)

Scope of work or complexity/diversity of
tasks

Skills required to provide the service

One specific relevancy issue that should always
be clearly articulated in the solicitation is
relevancy of the proposed performance
location. When procuring commodities, the PPI
for work performed at the proposed performance
location will be considered relevant for
assessing the performance risk for the work to
be performed. Mergers and acquisitions should
be considered when determining what
information may be considered relevant. Past
performance evaluations are typically conducted
only for the specific site where work is proposed
for future performance. Performance within
companies may vary widely from site to site or
specific address. When evaluating the
performance of services or commercial items,
however, corporate past performance may be a
consideration. The PPI criteria should be tailored
in the solicitation to clarify whether evaluating
global corporate capability really evaluates
company experience instead of past
performance. If more than one site is proposed
for performance, each site should be evaluated
for the type of effort proposed for performance at
that site. The DUNS+4 is a good way to
distinguish between contractor segments when
searching PPI.

offeror may get additional credit for breadth or
depth of the experience.

Giving Weight to Past
Performance

Past performance should be given sufficient
evaluation weight to ensure that it is
meaningfully considered throughout the source
selection process and will be a valid
differentiator among the proposals received.

Rating Categories

Relevancy versus
Experience

To a slight degree, experience is inherent in the
relevancy determination of a past performance
evaluation. Relevancy in general is a threshold
determination, not a quantitative analysis.
Experience is a comparative analysis when an

The group may use the following definitions of
performance risk to describe the results of its
evaluation:

Unsatisfactory/Very High
Performance Risk. Based on the
offeror’s performance record, extreme
doubt exists that the offeror will
successfully perform the required effort.

Marginal/High Performance Risk.
Based on the offeror’'s performance
record, substantial doubt exists that the
offeror will successfully perform the
required effort.

Satisfactory/Moderate Performance
Risk. Based on the offeror’s
performance record, some doubt exists
that the offeror will successfully perform
the required effort. Normal contractor
emphasis should preclude any
problems.

Very Good/Low Performance Risk.
Based on the offeror’s performance
record, little doubt exists that the offeror
will successfully perform the required
effort.

Exceptional/Very Low Performance
Risk. Based on the offeror’s
performance record, no doubt exists that
the offeror will successfully perform the
required effort.

Unknown Performance Risk. No
performance record is identifiable. See
“Evaluating Contractors with No
Relevant Past Performance” below.

Rather than “performance risk,” some
organizations use “confidence levels” in their
rating categories.



Evaluating Contractors with
No Relevant Past
Performance

In most cases the evaluation group will find
some related government or other public or
private PPI for each contractor and
subcontractor. Such information will usually
surface if the evaluation approach allows a
broad interpretation of relevancy or takes into
account information regarding the past
performance of predecessor companies, key
personnel who have relevant experience, or
subcontractors that will perform key aspects of
the requirement. This flexibility will take on
increasing importance as the Department
modernizes through the use of commercial
items.

Occasionally, however, an evaluation group may
not find any relevant information. In this case, an
offeror’s lack of past performance must be
treated as an unknown performance risk, having
no positive or negative evaluation significance.
This allows the Government to evaluate past
performance in a fair manner. The method and
criteria for evaluating offerors with no relevant
PPI should be constructed for each specific
acquisition to ensure that such offerors are not
evaluated favorably or unfavorably on past
performance.

The solicitation must clearly describe the
approach that will be used for evaluating offerors
with no relevant performance history.
Solicitations should encourage offerors to
identify PPI that may be judged related or
relevant to the specific acquisition.

What to Include in the
Solicitation

At a minimum, the solicitation must clearly
describe the approach that will be used to
evaluate past performance. This includes what
PPI will be evaluated (including the anticipated
method of PPI collection), how it will be
evaluated, its weight or relative importance to
the other evaluation factors and subfactors, the
PPI that is anticipated to be relevant, and how
offerors with no past performance history will be
evaluated. The amount of information you
request should be tailored to the circumstances
of the acquisition and should be reasonable so
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as not to impose excessive burdens on offerors
or evaluators. At a minimum, the proposal
evaluation information should clearly state that:

The Government will conduct a
performance risk evaluation based upon
the past performance of the offerors and
their proposed major subcontractors as
it relates to the probability of
successfully performing the solicitation
requirements.

In conducting the performance risk
evaluation, the Government may use
data provided by the offeror and data
obtained from other sources including
PPIRS.

The Government may elect to consider
data obtained from other sources that it
considers current and accurate, but it
should ensure the solicitation contains a
request for the most recent information
available.

At a minimum, the proposal submission
instructions must instruct offerors to submit
recent and relevant information concerning
contracts and subcontracts (including Federal,
State, and local government; and private) that
demonstrate their ability to perform the proposed
effort.

Source selection teams may want to limit the
information requested to a summary of the
offeror’s performance for each contract or
subcontract. The summary should include
contract numbers, contract type, description and
relevancy of the work, dollar value, and contract
award and completion dates; and hames, phone
numbers, and e-mail addresses for references in
contracting and technical areas.

In addition, offerors should be given the
opportunity to explain why they consider the
contracts they have referenced to be relevant to
the proposed acquisition. The instructions
should also permit offerors to provide
information on problems encountered on such
contracts and the actions taken to correct the
problems. Also, it is important that the offerors
specifically describe the work that major
subcontractors will perform so that the
evaluation group can conduct a meaningful
performance risk evaluation on each major
subcontractor.

One best practice is to use presolicitation
exchanges of information with industry (e.g.,



draft solicitations or presolicitation/preproposal
conferences) to explain the approach the
Government will use to evaluate performance
risk. Although the solicitation must contain all
evaluation factors and subfactors and describe
the approach to the evaluation, presolicitation
exchanges can help to ensure that potential
offerors have a clear understanding of how their
past performance will be evaluated.

Another best practice involves collecting PPl in
advance of the proposal receipt, in order for the
Government to begin working with the
information. The solicitation can request that
offerors provide summary past performance
early (e.g., weeks in advance of the proposal
due date). This allows the Government to begin
downloading PPIRS data.

To obtain timely completed questionnaires, a
best practice is to have offerors send the
Government’'s questionnaires to all references
that do not have information in the automated
database. By having the offerors send the
guestionnaires to references in advance of
submitting their proposals, the completed
guestionnaires may arrive at the same time as
the proposals. The Government—not the
offeror—is responsible for follow up (e.g.,
ensuring the reference completes and returns
the questionnaire).

The Past Performance
Evaluation Process

If the solicitation states that past performance
will be an evaluation factor, the Government has
broad discretion regarding the type of data to be
considered. The Government may consider a
wide array of information but is not compelled to
rely on all the information available.

Solicitations should also communicate what the
Government’s actions will be relative to the
various sources of PPI. For example, if a
solicitation requires submission of references as
an evaluation criterion, it should also clearly set
forth what the Government will do to contact
those references, including addressing
situations where a reference cannot be reached.
The solicitation should also encourage offerors
to be proactive in ensuring that the contact
information on references is correct and that the
individuals are available for the Government to
contact.
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The heart of the performance risk evaluation is
the information gathering process. The first
place to check is PPIRS. Through tapping
existing data sources such as PPIRS, and by
using questionnaires, telephone interviews, and
site visits, the evaluation group can obtain a
detailed and useful picture of an offeror’s past
performance. It is absolutely critical that group
members have the ability to conduct meaningful
telephone interviews, assimilate data, exercise
sound judgment, arrive at conclusions that are
reasonable and well documented, and
communicate those conclusions effectively both
orally and in writing.

The Government should reserve the option in
the solicitation to consider other information that
may be evaluated. While the evaluation group
may want to consider information over a
specified time period, the group may want to
evaluate only the most recent information.

A best practice is to limit the past performance
evaluation to a few most recent and relevant
contracts.

Evaluating PPI

PPl is one indicator of an offeror’s ability to
perform the contract successfully. The currency
and relevancy of the information, source of the
information, context of the data, and general
trends in contractor’s performance must be
considered.

Personnel collecting PPI for use in a
particular source selection should consider
whether the data comes from reputable and
reliable sources.

Government evaluators are cautioned to ensure
that the information submitted by an offeror is
verified with some other source. Evaluators
should also ensure that they consider
information known to them that conflicts with the
offeror’s information and resolve apparent
discrepancies prior to assigning a final
evaluation rating.

The evaluation group must ensure an offeror
has had the opportunity to comment on all
adverse PPI before presenting the adverse
information to source selection officials.

Past performance is one of the defined areas of
clarification that a Contracting Officer may
explore with offerors even when planning to
award without discussions. Contracting Officers




may address any concern about an offeror’s
past performance, including relevancy and any
adverse PPI on which the offeror has not
previously had an opportunity to comment. This
does not constitute discussions.

Currency of PPI

If the contractor submits information during the
source selection process, either as part of the
proposal or during exchanges, it should be
considered by the Government, particularly if it
is more current than the available Government
information.

On the other hand, agencies are under no duty
to seek out more current information that may

exist outside the proposal, unless it is known by
the evaluators at the specific buying command.

Additionally it is appropriate for the evaluation
group to use recent and relevant information that
was gathered under an earlier solicitation to
evaluate a contractor’s past performance.

Ordinarily PPI that relates to less current
performance should be given less weight than
current PPI. However, guidance should be
tailored to the nature of the item or service being
acquired. On the other hand, trends may be
developed from PPI that are strong indicators of
risk associated with the future performance of
contracts. Buying activities and source selection
officials should consider the need to
appropriately weigh “older” PPI but also properly
evaluate its value when used in trend analyses
that extend to recent periods of performance.
Generally, all PPI older than three years beyond
the completion of contract performance should
be purged from DoD records. (Per Appendix E,
Construction and A-E use six years.) Any PPI
that should have been purged from the files
should not be used in source selection
evaluations.

Teaming Arrangements

When two or more offerors decide to team
together to perform a proposed effort they may
enter into a joint venture business arrangement.
To evaluate past performance in this situation,
each offeror’s proposed efforts should be
evaluated for the portion or type of effort that
firm will perform.
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Mergers and Acquisitions

GAO has upheld decisions that an acquiring firm
should share responsibility for an original firm’s
troubled reputation, if the acquiring firm wants to
capitalize on the original firm’s technical skills.
Common sense should rule the relevancy
determinations when mergers and acquisitions
are involved. If few changes have occurred at
the performance location (for example, the
management and employees remain relatively
the same), then the previous firm’'s past
performance record should be used to assess
performance risk.

Subcontractor Past
Performance

Common sense should govern the source
selection official’s choice to consider
subcontractor past performance. A special
problem arises with respect to subcontractors.
PPI pertaining to a subcontractor cannot be
disclosed to a private party without the
subcontractor’s consent. Because a prime
contractor is a private party, the Government
needs to obtain the subcontractor’s consent
before disclosing its PPI to the prime during
negotiations. There are a variety of ways to
obtain subcontractor consent. For example, the
solicitation could require the prime to submit the
consent of its principal subcontractors along with
the prime’s proposal to the Government.

It is risky to rely solely on the past performance
of a subcontractor to downgrade the predicted
performance of a prime contractor. Before
downgrading the predicted performance of a
prime contractor based on the poor past
performance of a subcontractor, the proposed
subcontractor’s contribution to the overall
proposed effort and the likely impact of the
predicted risky or poor performance should be
taken into account. Past performance of a
subcontractor that contributes positively or
negatively to the overall expertise of a prime
contractor should be considered.

Available Data Sources

The primary PPI data source is PPIRS. Other
PPI data sources include references cited by
offerors in their proposals, telephone interviews,
and surveys, as well as information otherwise
already in the possession of the Government.



Upon receipt of proposals and any information
on past contracts from Government or
commercial sources, the evaluation group will
determine which of the offeror’s past contract
efforts relate to the solicitation requirements.
These determinations of relevancy are judgment
calls.

When a solicitation requires submission of
references, the information may be considered
in evaluating past performance.

Using Commercial
References

It is permissible to use other public and private
references, such as Dun and Bradstreet,
commercial and foreign government sources,
and awards of excellence or vendor quality
certifications that reflect on companies
performing the work, when appropriate. These
references should be relevant to the effort set
out in the solicitation.

The evaluation group should verify information
received from all sources, whether contained in
Government evaluation reports on completed
work, a database, or other public or private
sources, to ensure accuracy. The verification
must seek to identify supporting rationale for any
evaluation report so that performance
evaluations always rely on supportable data.

Assigning Performance
Risk Ratings

Once the data gathering efforts are completed,
the entire evaluation group needs to evaluate all
offerors and assign performance risk ratings.
The evaluation group should note instances of
recent and relevant performance and relate
them to the solicitation requirements and
evaluation factors. Again, it is essential for the
evaluation group to review the statement of
work, specifications, and the evaluation
approach described in the solicitation. If the
evaluation group identifies past performance
problems, it should consider the context of the
problems and any mitigating circumstances.

The evaluation group 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 evaluated in accordance with the
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solicitation. Performance risk evaluations 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 evaluation group’s determination is usually
based upon subjective judgment of supportable
data. It is not intended to be a mechanical
process or a simple arithmetic function of an
offeror’s performance on a list of contracts.
Rather, the information deemed most recent and
relevant by the group should receive the
greatest consideration. The determination
should include a description of the underlying
rationale for the conclusions reached. The
rationale should be reasonable and adequately
documented to support the conclusion.

A word of caution is appropriate concerning
offeror promises to correct past performance
failures, as opposed to actions already taken to
correct such failures. A promise to improve does
not change past performance and should be
considered under proposal risk rather than
performance risk. However, demonstrated
corrective actions reflect a commitment to rectify
past performance problems and therefore can
reduce the risk of similar performance failures.

Exchanging PPI with
Offerors

The Contracting Officer must provide offerors
with the opportunity to comment on adverse PPI
on which offerors have not had a previous
opportunity to comment. This requirement has
already been accomplished for report cards
obtained via PPIRS. This practice ensures
fairness for the competing offerors. The
validation process is particularly important when
the adverse information is provided by only one
reference or when there is any doubt concerning
the accuracy of the information. Usually adverse
information reflects performance that was less
than satisfactory, although this is a judgment call
that will depend upon the circumstances of the
acquisition. Note that while the Government
must disclose past perfor