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Preface

The purpose of this guide is to familiarize the reader with the Performance Price Tradeoff (PPT) technique for source selection, to explain when and how to use it, and to provide samples of provisions and documents for use when the PPT technique is used.  This guide does not provide any formulas for trading off price and performance.  Each situation is unique and requires the use of the Source Selection Authority's (SSA) judgment.  What is required is that the SSA use good business judgment and that a clear explanation of the tradeoff be included in the solicitation and decision document.

PPT can be applicable in A-76 efforts.  For additional information on A-76, access the following web sites:

http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pko/outsorce.htm 

http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/polvault/05may/99/990527a.doc
1.0 FAR 15.101-1 - Tradeoff Process [Link] 

In PPT the only factor being traded off with cost/price is past performance. You may evaluate technical factors, but they are NOT traded off.  You might want to consider the following language to meet the intent of the public law, yet not be misleading;

“For the purposes of the past performance price trade-off, the past performance and price factors are approximately equal (or past performance is significantly more important than price, or less important than price).”

2.0 Performance Price Tradeoff (PPT)

PPT is one technique in the best value continuum.  It is more flexible than Lowest-Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) [Link] method and less complex than AFFARS 5315.3 source selection and is a subset of the tradeoff process.  The AFFARS supplements FAR 15.3 [Link] with a description of this technique in AFFARS 5315.101-1 [Link].

3.0 When to Use Performance Price Tradeoff Procedures

3.1 When PPT Can be Used

3.1.1 The PPT technique is an alternative to sealed bidding, full trade off and LPTA acquisitions.  It can be used for any competitive negotiated acquisition (including A-76) for which it is unnecessary to distinguish levels of technical merit among the proposals to make an award decision.

3.1.2 Once technically acceptable proposals are determined, tradeoffs may be made between price/cost and past performance evaluation to determine the successful offeror. 

3.1.3 Evaluation of price and past performance may be concurrent with evaluation of technical acceptability, but once technical unacceptability is discovered, price and performance evaluation must cease.

3.1.4 The award could be made to other-than-the-lowest-priced technically acceptable offeror.  (Remember this is not the LPTA method.)

3.1.5 There is no requirement that technical proposals be submitted.  Offerors could be determined to be technically acceptable, for example, by submitting a proposal that affirms the offerors intent to build a part in accordance with the required drawings (i.e. offeror fills in the prices in Section B).
3.2 Examples of appropriate PPT acquisitions

a. Replenishment spares

b. Operational contracting acquisitions

c. Some types of construction contracting

d. Non-developmental, noncomplex service or supplies

e. Service contracts where we only have threshold requirements

f. Low technical complexity "build to print" contracts

3.3 When not to use PPT Technique

a. Sole Source Buys

b. Sealed bidding

c. Technically complex acquisitions

4.0 How to use PPT

4.1 Technical Compliance Must be Acceptable

The technical compliance must be acceptable prior to proceeding to the integrated assessment of price and past performance.  An offer/proposal rated unacceptable cannot be considered for award and will not be evaluated further.

4.1.1 Technical acceptability is determined on an “acceptable/unacceptable” basis, and technical acceptability may be broadly defined by factors and subfactors.

4.1.2 No proposal risk assessment is made using this streamlined procedure.

4.1.3 Consider the risk associated with the offeror's technical approach when evaluating compliance and making the "acceptable/not acceptable" assessment.  The technical evaluation approach must clearly include how risk will be considered and how it will be integrated into the overall assessment.

4.2 Technical Evaluation

If a technical evaluation is required, it should not have more than two or three subfactors to evaluate (in order of importance).  Subfactor evaluation should not be rolled up to an overall factor rating.  If a subfactor is important enough to be separately identified in the solicitation, an unacceptable subfactor assessment should determine an overall technical unacceptable rating. 

4.2.1 Each offeror should submit a technical proposal describing the proposed approach for meeting each factor or subfactor.

4.2.2 Technical evaluators then rate the proposals as “acceptable,” “not acceptable,” or “reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable.”

4.2.3 Proposal weaknesses and deficiencies are identified and documented in the form of Evaluation Notices (ENs).  Unless award is made without discussions, discussions are held with all “acceptable” and “reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable” offerors within the competitive range.  Discussions are not held with offerors deemed unacceptable or outside the competitive range.

4.2.4 Offerors within the competitive range determined “reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable” are then asked to furnish proposal revisions reflecting necessary changes during discussions, unless the competitive range is reduced for efficiency (see FAR 15.306(c)(2)) [Link].  At the conclusion of discussions, final proposal revisions are requested from offerors determined acceptable and within the competitive range.

4.2.5 The results of the technical evaluation are documented depicting each offeror’s proposal rating.  Supporting narrative is required to sufficiently explain why each offeror is rated “acceptable”, “reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable” (if awarded without discussions) or “not acceptable.”  Each offer determined “not acceptable” or outside the competitive range should be notified promptly that their proposal is no longer being considered for award per FAR 15.503 [Link].

4.3 Price Evaluation

The solicitation's Section L (see Attachment 1) must specifically state what pricing information must be submitted by offerors.

4.3.1 Section M (see Attachment 2) evaluation provisions must explicitly state how the total evaluated price will be calculated.

4.3.2 Price will be evaluated as required by FAR 15.305(a)(1) [Link] and FAR 15.404 [Link].

 4.4 Terms and Conditions

4.4.1 Whether or not there is no requirement to submit a technical proposal, the Contracting Officer still reviews the proposal for compliance with the terms and conditions of the solicitation.

4.4.2 Small Business/Small Disadvantaged Business Subcontracting Plan (if required) evaluation will normally be considered as a subfactor under the technical factor.  If no technical proposal is required, this must be addressed under terms and conditions (see DFARS 215.304) [Link].

4.5 Past Performance Evaluation

4.5.1 The purpose of the past performance evaluation is to assess the confidence in the offeror’s ability to successfully accomplish the proposed effort based on the offeror’s demonstrated present and past work record.

4.5.1.1 If a technical evaluation is performed, performance risk is normally assessed at the subfactor level.  A single confidence rating is assigned for the mission capability factor.  A separate confidence rating is assigned for the cost/price factor.

4.5.1.2 The solicitation should specifically state what information is required from the offerors regarding past performance data.  Offerors should be requested to submit recent and relevant present and past performance information that will demonstrate their ability to perform the proposed effort.

4.5.1.3 The Government may use the Contractor Performance Assessment Report (CPAR) data base and/or past performance questionnaires to obtain information from sources provided by offerors as well as other sources known to the Government.  If a formal PRAG is not used, the contracting officer should act as the CPAR focal point.  Questionnaires may be provided to the offeror to send out, or may be sent out to organizations provided by the offeror directly by the Government.  In the former case, questionnaires should be included as a solicitation attachment, with a caveat reserving the right to make changes without further notice to offerors.  The questions should be short, formulated to avoid yes/no answers, and relate directly with technical and cost requirements (see Attachment 4).

4.5.1.4 Section L (see Attachment 1 for details) should include limits (if any) as to the number of contracts allowed and the currency and relevancy of the contracts and a requirement for inclusion of significant subcontractor/teaming partners’ contracts for consideration. 

4.5.2 When requiring offerors to track questionnaires, prepare and attach to the solicitation a sample client authorization letter, a questionnaire transmittal letter, and a questionnaire tracking sheet.  Section M (see Attachment 2) must explicitly state how performance confidence and relevancy will be assessed.  The performance confidence ratings and definitions set forth in AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2) [Link] should be used.

4.5.2.1 A formal Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) is not required; however AFMC Pamphlet 64-113, Volume I, PRAG Guide, [Link] should be used as a reference in the assessment of past performance.  Document the results of the performance evaluation in a report.  The Rating Team Worksheet and Sample Proposal Evaluation Report (Attachments 1-1 and 1-2 to Air Force Source Selection Procedures Guide) [Link], with appropriate modifications, can be used to document the PPT source selection.

4.5.3 The performance confidence assessment considers such areas as contractor personnel, quality of the product or service, and contractor’s quality control procedures.  This data will be used in making the award decision as discussed in the following paragraphs.

4.5.4 If award without discussions is possible, perform the following:

Step 1. Make an initial decision on the technical acceptability of each offeror’s technical proposal, if required (see paragraph 3.1.5).  Only offerors determined to be technically acceptable (after conducting any clarifications), on a “acceptable/unacceptable” basis will receive further consideration for award.  (“Unacceptable” is defined to include proposals that are either unacceptable or are reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable.)

Step 2. Determine the performance confidence assessment rating for each proposal under consideration.  The rating will be one of the following:

Exceptional/High Confidence

Very Good/Significant Confidence

Satisfactory/Confidence

Neutral/Unknown Confidence

Marginal/Little Confidence

Unsatisfactory/No Confidence

(See AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2)(S-92) [Link])

Conduct clarifications as necessary to provide the offerors an opportunity to address any adverse past performance, or clarify the relevancy of the offerors past performance information or address minor clerical issues.

Step 3. Make an award decision based on the following:

The Government will make an integrated past performance/price tradeoff assessment and award to the technically acceptable offeror determined to provide the best value to the Government.  In other words, a technically acceptable offer other than the one with the lowest-evaluated price may be awarded the contract.

Step 4. Document the decision and award the contract.

4.5.5 If award will be made after discussions, perform the following:

Step 1. Make an initial decision on the technical acceptability (if a technically acceptable determination is required (see paragraph 3.1.5)) of each offeror’s technical proposal.  Conduct discussions with those offerors “reasonably susceptible of being made acceptable” and those that are “acceptable.”  This might include clarification of adverse past performance upon which the offeror has not previously had an opportunity to comment, price discussions, or technical discussions to make their proposal acceptable.  Offerors will then be requested to furnish proposal revisions reflecting necessary changes.

Step 2. The price for each of the technically acceptable proposals (if a technically acceptable determination is required) will be evaluated for price reasonableness.  Rank them by the total evaluated price to determine the low offeror.

Step 3. Determine the  performance confidence assessment rating for each proposal under consideration.  Per AFFARS 5315.305(a)(2) [Link], the rating will be one of the following:

Exceptional/High Confidence

Very Good/Significant Confidence

Satisfactory/Confidence

Neutral/Unknown Confidence

Marginal/Little Confidence

Unsatisfactory/No Confidence

Step 4. Make an award decision based on the following:

The Government will make an integrated past performance/price tradeoff assessment and award to the technically acceptable offeror determined to provide the best value to the Government.  In other words, a technically acceptable offer other than the one with the lowest-evaluated price may be awarded the contract.

Step 5. Document the decision and award the contract.

4.6 Award Decision

Award is made in the PPT procedure to the technically acceptable offeror (if a technically acceptable determination is required) whose performance assessment and price provides the best value to the Government.  A Decision Document should be written in accordance with FAR 15.308 to document the award decision (see Attachment 3).  Any tradeoffs in price for greater past performance confidence must be documented.

ATTACHMENT 1 - SECTION L

PROVISION FOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Instructions to Offerors

If the solicitation requires the offeror to send out, track and follow-up on the questionnaires, Section L should state:

(i) To whom the questionnaires will be sent and the order of priority.

(ii) The offeror will make its best effort to ensure return of at least two completed questionnaires on each recent and relevant program.  The Government reserves the right to obtain questionnaires from recipients.

(iii) The offeror will not delegate the tracking responsibility to its subcontractor or teaming partner.

(iv) The completed questionnaire will be sent directly to the PCO on (or before if desired) the solicitation closing date if possible.

(v) The offeror will stop tracking once it submits its proposals.

Additional guidance provided by Section L Template. 

[http://www.afmc-mil.wpafb.af.mil/HQ-AFMC/PK/pkp/polvault/guides/ltemp.doc]

ATTACHMENT 2 - SECTION M

Additional guidance provided by Section M Template.

[Link]

ATTACHMENT 3 - SAMPLE DECISION DOCUMENT 

SOURCE SELECTION INFORMATION - SEE FAR 3.104
INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT BEST VALUE DECISION

REQUIREMENT NAME

SOLICITATION NUMBER

1.0 Determination

As the Source Selection Authority for this acquisition, I have determined the proposal submitted by (Insert Successful Offeror) provides the best overall value to satisfy the Air Force needs.  This selection was made based upon the factors, subfactors, and elements (if used) established in Section M of the Request for Proposal (RFP), an integrated assessment of the proposals submitted in response to the RFP, the terms and conditions agreed upon during discussions (if conducted), and the capability (i.e., Technical (if required), Past Performance Confidence, and Price) of (Insert Successful Offeror) to fulfill the subject requirement.

2.0 The areas of evaluation and their relative rank order

As stated in Section M, the Government will award a contract resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offeror whose offer conforms to the solicitation requirements, is considered technically acceptable (if technically acceptable determination is made), and will provide the best value to the Government considering cost or price and past performance.  The Government first evaluated all offers to determine which proposals were considered technically acceptable, i.e., offers determined acceptable in meeting the requirements stated in the solicitation (if technically acceptable determination is made).  This evaluation was conducted on a compliance (acceptable/unacceptable) basis.  An integrated assessment of those offers determined by the Government to be technically acceptable (if technically acceptable determination is made) was then accomplished considering performance confidence and evaluated cost or price (e.g. proposed total life-cycle cost).

3.0 Provisions

In accordance with provision (Insert Number & Para), the Government reserved the right to award a contract to other than the offeror with the lowest evaluated cost or price who is technically acceptable (if technically acceptable determination is made) if that offeror is judged in an integrated assessment to present the best value to the Government.  (Explain rationale for decision)

4.0 Competitive Range

While all proposals in the competitive range (if established) for the (Insert Name of Requirement) are adequate when measured against the above factors, subfactors, and elements (if used), (Insert Name of Successful Offeror)’s proposal is judged in an integrated assessment to provide the greatest overall benefit in response to the requirement (Address particulars of the Requirement). 

5.0 Summary

In summary, based on my assessment of all proposals in accordance with the Section M of the solicitation, it is my decision that the (Insert Successful Offeror)’s proposal represents the best overall value to the Government.




















(Source Selection Authority Signature and Signature Block)

NOTES:

(1)
 Each decision document must be written to describe the specific rationale including tradeoffs for the Source(s) Selected.

(2) Ensure that the decision document adequately addresses the impact of the Past Performance Assessment.

(3) This document is releasable to the public after award subject to redaction of any information or data falling under one of the FOIA exemptions with the exception of exemption (b)(5), internal memos, opinions or guidance.  FOIA exemption (b)(5) is not available for Source Selection Decision Documents.
 ATTACHMENT 4 - SAMPLE PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE
[Note: The questions must be specifically tailored to each acquisition. This sample is only a template. It is up to you to assure your questionnaires are appropriate to your program!]

4a - INSTRUCTIONS

SOLICITATION NUMBER  (CO enter before sending)

1. Please complete this questionnaire. Handwritten responses are sufficient. Explanation of codes:

CODE





PERFORMANCE LEVEL
E








EXCEPTIONAL - The contractor’s performance meets contractual 

requirements and exceeds many requirements.

VG







VERY GOOD – The contractor’s performance meets contractual 

requirements and exceeds some requirements.

S









SATISFACTORY - No problems exist or only minor problems for which 










solutions are in hand.

M








MARGINAL - Problems exist for which there is doubt whether the 














identified solution is adequate but the problem appears to be within the 












contractor’s ability to solve.

U








UNSATISFACTORY - Serious problems exist which may be outside the 










contractor’s ability to solve.  The contractor is in danger of not being able 










to satisfy contractual requirements and timely recovery is not likely.

N








NOT APPLICABLE - Unable to provide a score.

2. Circle the appropriate letter for each item on the questionnaire and provide narrative justification.

3. Fax completed questionnaires to:

XX-ALC/PKO

ATTN:            .

STREET ADDRESS

XXXX AFB XX, ZIP XXXXX-XXXX

Phone:

DSN:

FAX:

4b - SAMPLE FORM
PRESENT/PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION
SOLICITATION NUMBER    (CO enter before sending.)___

Evaluator please compete.

A. Contractor:
_____________________________________

B. Contract number:
________________________________

C. Estimated contract dollar amount:
____________________

D. Period of Performance:
___________________________
E. Describe product acquired________________________________________________

F. Contract type __________________________

[Note: Remarks are requested for any rating other than "satisfactory"]

EVALUATION AREAS
1. Contractor personnel.




















E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Contractor supervision



















E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Contractor quality control

















E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4. Quality of product/service

















E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

5. Major discrepancies, cure or show cause notices


E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

6. Overall rating of contractor’s performance






E



S




M



U



N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

7. Timely Delivery/Completed work Delivered on Time     E



S




M



U


N

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

If more comment space needed, write on back, or attach pages.

Name/title, address and phone of person completing questionnaire.

____________________________________________
____________________________________________
____________________________________________

Phone               FAX____________________
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