HOSC RFP 03-HAW-003
HOSC Supplemental L & M, ATTACHMENT A



MSFC HOSC Supplemental Proposal Instructions and Evaluation Criteria 

GENERAL INFORMATION:

The purpose of this document is to supplement the SMCDS solicitation sections L and M with additional detailed proposal instructions and evaluation criteria that are specific to the MSFC HOSC work package.  Listed below are additional HOSC attachments:

Attachment B
Cost Price Spreadsheet (Excel file)

Attachment C
Historical and Background Information

Attachment D
Job Description/Qualification Form

Attachment E 
Key Personnel Description and Resume Form

Your proposal should be based on a term of 3-years with two 1-year priced option years to extend the contract at one-year intervals, for a maximum period of five (5) years.

The Offeror's proposal shall be arranged in the following manner:



Volume I   - Mission Suitability Factor



Volume II  - Cost Proposal



Volume III - Past Performance Factor



Volume IV - Contract (Completed RFP and Signed SF33)
The cover sheet on each volume/copy shall indicate “Volume ___, Original” or “Volume ___, Copy ___ of 20”.
The offeror is cautioned that provisions may include blocks that must be completed by the offeror and submitted with its quotation or offer.  In lieu of submitting the full text of those provisions, the offeror may identify the provision by paragraph identifier and provide the appropriate information with its quotation or offer.  

The Offeror shall complete the following sections of the RFP in Volume IV:

Section

Fill-in Required
B.2

Estimated Cost, Award Fee and Performance Incentive Fee 

B.5

Premiums for Scheduled Overtime

B.8

IDIQ Schedule of Rates

B.9

Allowable Items of Cost

K

Section K (all)
Representations and Certifications

 L.12 (HOSC)  Technical/ Mission Suitability Proposal Instructions

The Offeror should prepare Volume I in accordance with the outline provided below: (Note: The outline is provided for use in organizing your proposal only and should not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual mission suitability sub-factors as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the sub-sections.)  

Management Approach:



MA-1: General

MA-2: Phase-In Approach

MA-3: Project Management

MA-4: Local Autonomy

MA-5: Management Innovation

MA-6: Cost Management

MA-7: Configuration Management

MA-8: Risk Management

            MA-9: Core Values

Technical Approach:


TA-1: Operations and Maintenance


TA-2: Mission Environment


TA-3: Systems Development


TA-4: Productivity Improvement and Innovation


TA-5: Information Technology Security


TA-6: Project Specific Support


TA-7: Risk Management
Staffing Plan:



S-1: Key Personnel


S-2: Staffing Approach



S-3: Recruiting and Retention of Specialized Skills


S-4: Compensation Plan


S-5: Risk Management




Safety and Health: 


SH-1: Safety Plan



SH-2: Risk Management


Specific Instructions: 

1.
The proposal format shall parallel the format of the Mission Suitability Subfactors as outlined below.  However, the items listed are not all-inclusive.  Offerors should include in their proposals any further discussion they believe to be necessary or useful in demonstrating their ability to perform the work.  Each section of the proposal, if appropriate, shall specify the paragraph number from the PWS, Attachment J-1, which is being addressed.  

2.
The content of the Offeror’s Mission Suitability Proposal will provide the basis for evaluation of the Offeror’s response to the technical and management requirements of the RFP.  Cost realism or the lack thereof will be used in evaluating the Mission Suitability Subfactors as an indictor of the offeror’s understanding of the requirements.  Proposed effort without the requisite associated resources may be determined by the Government to demonstrate a lack of understanding of the requirement and, accordingly, could impact the score of the Mission Suitability Factor/subfactor.  The Offeror shall identify those areas of the PWS the Offeror considers critical or of high risk, and the Offeror’s approach to minimizing risks and ensuring successful performance of the PWS.  As a minimum, the Mission Suitability Proposal shall address the following subfactors:

Subfactor 1: Management Approach 
This section shall include the Offeror’s management approach to accomplishing the requirements specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS). This section shall include the following:

MA-1: General

The Offeror shall fully describe the overall management concept, organizational structure, and proposed interfaces with the Government that will be employed to perform the HOSC mission. The Offeror shall provide organization charts that show the proposed management structure, teaming relationships, and organizational elements. These charts should identify clear internal and external lines of authority.  Complete rationale for the organization structure shall be provided to demonstrate a logical, organized approach to the integrated planning, controlling, and reporting of contract activities that support the HOSC Services. If proposed, the function, number, and location of any personnel not located in the facilities described in J-8 shall be provided with supporting rationale.

The Offeror shall fully describe teaming and subcontractor arrangements and its approach to efficiently and proactively managing the effort and methods of providing Government visibility into the work.  The description shall include rationale for each of the arrangements, identification of points of contact, how management and control policies will be implemented, and how work will be controlled, reported, and reviewed.  The proposal shall include a description of the accessibility and flow of relevant support from internal and external sources, such as parent organizations, teaming arrangements, and subcontractors.  Any integration of team members or subcontractors into the management and supervisory hierarchy shall be fully described.  The evaluation of subcontractor performance and fee arrangements between prime Contractors and subcontractors shall be discussed.

The Offeror shall describe the proposed strategies, processes, and procedures to establish and maintain an integrated, effective, and efficient work flow across team members and subcontractors in order to maintain the parallel flow of mission services and development activities.  

The Offeror shall provide complete information concerning the various methods and/or techniques to be used in planning, scheduling, processing, controlling and completing the Performance Work Statement tasks, both routine and special.

The Offeror shall provide the approval status of its accounting, estimating, property management, and purchasing systems.

MA-2: Phase-In Approach

The Offeror shall describe their approach to the assumption of on-going work under the new contract insuring completeness and continuity of operations and development.  The Offeror’s phase-in plan shall be fully described to include the phase-in time required (not to exceed 90 days), the method by which on-going work will be transitioned to the new contract with minimal impact, the extent to which incumbent personnel will be hired, their plan to recruit the remainder of the required workforce during the phase-in period, and any other issues deemed critical to a successful transition from the current contract to this follow-on effort.

MA-3: Project Management
The Offeror shall describe its approach for maintaining project schedule, operating within approved budgets, meeting project milestones, providing early notification of potential problems, utilizing management metrics to track progress and trends, providing deliverables on-time, and maintaining ongoing operations in an effective manner. The Offeror's approach to project replanning in response to Government flight manifest changes or other requests shall be provided.  

MA-4: Local Autonomy

The Offeror shall describe the degree and extent of local autonomy including the authority granted the project manager with details of the kinds of decisions that would be made locally versus outside the local organization. Descriptions shall include, but not be limited to, identification of the organizational and geographical placement of authority to:

· Assume existing tasks.

· Negotiate contract modifications.

· Accept in-scope assignments.

· Release completed work and vouchers to the Government.

· Reassign work in response to varying workloads.

· Recruit and hire required personnel in a manner consistent with task skills and schedule requirements.

· Acquire by direct hire, subcontract, or teaming agreement specific and unique engineering or technical expertise in a manner consistent with task skills and schedule requirements.

· Approve travel.

· Hire, dismiss, promote, and demote personnel.

· Select, administer, and terminate subcontracts.

· Acquire materials as necessary.

MA-5: Management Innovation

The Offeror shall describe any proposed management innovations that would result in project benefits, such as enhanced customer service, process improvements, accelerated schedules, cost reductions, and/or increased reliability.  A summary of these features shall be provided in a table with their potential measurable and subjective benefits.

MA-6: Cost Management

The Offeror’s approach for managing, controlling, tracking, and reporting costs and approach to recognizing, reporting, and solving cost issues shall be provided. 

MA-7: Configuration Management

The Offeror shall provide its approach to comprehensive configuration and data management for contractor managed and Government managed items. The Offeror's approach to processing changes in a timely manner will be described.

MA-8: Risk Management

The Offeror shall submit a risk assessment for the complete Management Approach subfactor.  The analysis shall identify and discuss risk factors and include a recommendation to mitigate the impact of the identified risks.

MA-9: Core Values
The Offeror shall describe their understanding of the MSFC core values provided in J-11 and relate these core values to their management approach. The offeror shall describe their commitment to these values and their approach to decision-making and balancing of values when accomplishing work.  For example, discuss the trade-off used in balancing between the “People” value and “Customer” value.

Subfactor 2: Technical Approach

This section shall include the Offeror’s approach to accomplishing the technical tasks specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS). This section shall include the following:

TA-1: Operations and Maintenance

The Offeror’s approach to sustaining ongoing mission activities and understanding of the various operations, maintenance, and support activities imposed and required by the HOSC facilities shall be defined.  Proposed processes and strategies for requirements integration, problem reporting, change management, real time problem correction, and system upgrade and refresh due to technology obsolescence for voice, video, and data systems shall be provided.

TA-2: Mission Environment

The Offeror shall describe its approach to managing and responding to the changing demands associated with sustaining ongoing mission activities and providing system upgrades and new system development in this environment.  The Offeror shall address their approach to providing the workforce flexibility necessary to accommodate short-term and long-term increases and decreases in the level of support, such as might arise due to unusual or emergency situations.  This discussion shall include their approach to accommodating workload adjustments through the cross-utilization of personnel, and other plans, which demonstrate the flexibility to respond to fluctuating requirements.  

TA-3: Systems Development

The Offeror's approach to timely completion of systems currently under development and the integration of these systems into the HOSC operational environment shall be provided. The system design, development, test and evaluation approach shall be fully described.  The Offeror's strategies, processes, and procedures for assessing the impact of requirements and design changes on the integrated HOSC systems architecture and to maintaining requirements traceability and functional allocation shall be fully described. The proposed approach to systems integration, performance prediction, and performance analysis shall be defined.

TA-4: Productivity Improvement and Innovation 

The Offeror shall describe their technical approach to introducing productivity improvements, automation, increased systems reliability, integrity, and availability, as well as technical innovations into the operations and maintenance, and engineering of systems, hardware, software, and networks.  Additionally, a summary of proposed technical innovations shall be provided in a table with their potential measurable and subjective benefits.

TA-5: Information Technology Security

The Offeror shall provide their proposed approach to Information Technology Security and status reporting. The Offeror shall describe their processes for maintaining the integrity, availability, and security of data and computer systems.

TA-6: Project Specific Support

The Offeror shall provide the proposed approach to managing, developing, and sustaining project-specific software, hardware, databases, and networks.  The Offeror shall describe its proposed implementation of each project’s development and approach to building, verifying, testing, and deploying multiple mission command and telemetry databases. The user and customer interface processes should be described.

TA-7: Risk Management

The Offeror shall submit a risk assessment for the complete Technical Approach subfactor.  The analysis shall identify and discuss risk factors and include a recommendation to mitigate the impact of the identified risks.

Subfactor 3: Staffing 

This section shall include the Offeror’s approach to staffing the contract at a level adequate to perform the tasks specified in the Performance Work Statement (PWS). This section shall include the following:

S-1: Key Personnel

The Offeror shall furnish complete and detailed information on the background, education, training, extent and applicability of related experience, special or unique qualifications and demonstrated performance references on all key personnel, including subcontractors, if applicable.  This information shall be provided on the Key Personnel Description and Resume Form (HOSC Attachment E).  No more than four key personnel shall be proposed, with one of those being the project manager responsible for the day-to-day oversight of the entire contract effort. The Offeror shall provide rationale for designating each of the Key positions as Key. The Offeror shall indicate whether each proposed individual has given a commitment, the extent of their availability, and company commitment for key personnel staffing stability of the proposed positions.  It shall be stated whether these same individuals are being included in any concurrent proposals.  If any proposed key personnel have previously served in key personnel positions, it shall be noted on the Key Personnel Description and Resume Form.
S-2:  Staffing Approach

The Offeror shall provide its approach to staffing the work defined in the PWS.  The Offeror shall provide a Basis of Estimate (BOE) describing the rationale for the proposed staffing.  The BOE shall give the Government insight into the thought processes and methodologies used by the Offeror in estimating the FTEs required for successful performance of the PWS.  Emphasis should be placed on a description of the processes and methodologies themselves, and how these relate to the technical and management approaches.  The information provided in the BOE will be used to assess the cost realism of the proposed approaches.

As a minimum, the Staffing BOE should include the following information in whatever format is most convenient, preferable the format which shall be used for the actual contract performance:

1.
A Narrative explaining how the labor hours were estimated.  If the estimate was based on similar program(s), identify and provide a brief reason why the programs are similar.  If based on a standard, identify the standard and explain if it is from the industry, your company, or a product.  If based on engineering judgment, explain the philosophies and assumptions used.

2.
Complexity factors utilized – all factors must be identified

3.
How subcontracts were estimated.  Please note if you have experience with the proposed subcontractor(s).  For any subcontract that has a potential estimated value in excess of $3M, BOEs must be provided for that subcontract following the above-specified format.
S-3: Recruiting and Retention of Specialized Skills

The Offeror’s plan for recruitment and retention of appropriately skilled personnel and flexible staffing strategies to accommodate increasing and decreasing workload demands over the entire period of performance of the contract shall be provided. The Offeror shall describe the process for orientation and training for new employees.   

The Offer shall provide a completed Job Description/Qualification (JD/Q) form (HOSC Attachment D) for each proposed job title (other than key personnel) to be used in the performance of the HOSC contract. 

S-4: Compensation Plan 
The Offeror shall describe any policies intended to attract and retain professional employees as defined in 29 CFR 541 and other non-exempt personnel.  The Offeror's compensation plan shall include all proposed labor categories, including those personnel subject to union agreements, the Service Contract Act, and those exempt from both.  The Offeror is cautioned that materially lower or higher compensation than that of local standards for comparable work may indicate a lack of understanding of the complexity of the total contract.  The Offeror shall submit a total compensation plan setting forth salaries and fringe benefits proposed for the professional and non-professional employees who will work on the contract.  The compensation plan shall include a description of employee benefits, such as vacation, sick leave, health insurance, life insurance, relocation reimbursement, savings plans, severance pay, and retirement plan.  The compensation package shall be described in terms of its capability to support recruitment, to retain employees, and its realism.  The compensation levels proposed shall reflect a clear understanding of the work to be performed as evidenced by the capability of the proposed compensation structure to obtain and keep suitably qualified personnel to meet PWS objectives.  The salary rates/range must take into account differences in skill, education, experience, and complexity of various disciplines, and professional job difficulty.  Supporting information may include data, such as recognized national and regional compensation surveys and studies of professional, public, and private organizations, used in establishing the total compensation structure.  The Offeror shall describe personnel policies, such as performance, incentive, promotion, award, training, seniority, and professional development opportunities.  

The Offeror shall describe its plan for capturing incumbent personnel (if any).  The Offeror shall explain the effect of its compensation plan on the incumbent capture rate.  In addition, the Offeror shall describe policies for addressing benefits and seniority of incumbent staff (if any) hired from the current Contractor.

Offerors are cautioned that all narrative discussion of their total compensation plan, with the exception of that narrative data needed to complete Cost Form J, must be included in the mission suitability factor volume of their proposal.  Any narrative data concerning an offeror’s total compensation plan placed in an offeror’s cost factor volume will be considered mission suitability factor information.  Such data will not be evaluated but will be returned to the Offeror.

S-5: Risk Management

The Offeror shall submit a risk assessment for the complete Staffing subfactor.  The analysis shall identify and discuss risk factors and include a recommendation to mitigate the impact of the identified risks.

Subfactor 4: Safety and Health

This section shall include the Offeror’s approach to providing a safe work environment and maintaining a healthy workforce.  This section shall include the following:

SH-1: Safety Plan  
The Offeror’s safety and health policies and processes, including the draft On-Site Safety and Health Plan, (DRD1016SA-001) shall be provided to assess focus on workplace safety and adherence to MSFC safety and health policies and procedures. The approach proposed for meeting these requirements will be judged for efficiency, cost effectiveness, innovation, flexibility, and the ability to maintain the safety and health of each person on this contract. The On-site Safety and Health Plan delivered with the proposal shall focus on the following DRD paragraphs: 

a. Management commitment and employee involvement in the safety and health program:

Statement of management policy, commitment, and accountability to provide for the safety and health of personnel (i.e., employees, customers, and public) and property and compliance with EPA, OSHA and NASA requirements.

Provision for top-level management monthly safety and health committee meetings.

Descriptions of safety and health awareness and motivation programs, including documented safety meeting requirements, and documented safety awareness training for employees.  

b.  System and worksite hazard analysis:

Methods of hazard identification and control, e.g., hazard analysis


and risk assessment.


Requirements for formal safety inspections and correction of deficiencies.



Requirements for documented safety visits (e.g., one per month per supervisor).

c. Hazard prevention and control:

Methods to include clear statements of hazardous situations and necessary cautions in appropriate detail plans, procedures, and other working documents.

Method of reporting and investigating all mishaps and close calls, including an outline of reporting requirements and a description of how root cause analysis is to be accomplished.

Provision for suspending work where safety or environmental conditions warrant such action.

d. Safety and health training:

Means for training each employee to recognize hazards and avoid accidents, and assuring each employee has a clear understanding of the disciplinary program.

SH-2: Risk Management

The Offeror shall submit a risk assessment for the complete Safety and Health subfactor.  The analysis shall identify and discuss risk factors and include a recommendation to mitigate the impact of the identified risks.

L.13  (HOSC)
Cost/Price Proposal Instructions
A. General Instructions

The Offeror shall provide a narrative at the beginning of Volume II that identifies each cost component with its associated value for the Cost Plus Award Fee/Performance Incentive Fee work and a separate narrative for all of the indirect components for IDIQ work described in Section B.7.  The indirect components associated with Cost Plus Award Fee/Performance Incentive Fee work and IDIQ work will be used in the evaluation for reasonableness and realism of proposed prices and price components.

For each of the innovative approaches the Offeror highlighted in the Volume I - Mission Suitability proposal, the Offeror shall describe and quantify any resulting cost impacts in the Volume II - Cost proposal. Offeror's are cautioned that the cost savings must be tangible, obtainable, and not detrimental to overall contract performance.

B. Specific Instructions

 CF1: 
Cost Proposal

     a.  General

The Cost Proposal shall include all costs associated with the requirements of the proposed contract and shall comply with the applicable Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and NASA FAR Supplement Regulation and governing statutory requirements. These instructions, including the requirements for detailed costs and substantiation data, are equally applicable to subcontractors under the circumstances set forth in FAR 15.404-3.

Offerors are cautioned not to include Mission Suitability related data in their Cost Volume.  If it is determined that the Offeror has included Mission Suitability information in the Cost Proposal, it will not be evaluated and will be returned to the Offeror.

Certified cost or pricing data are not required; however, information other than cost and pricing data are required for cost realism analysis.

All data files and electronic media delivered to the Government must be reviewed to ensure that they are virus-free.

The HOSC WPET will utilize personal computers (PCs) using Office 2000 to aid in the evaluation and analysis of proposals.  Therefore, Offeror’s cost proposal and supporting narrative shall be provided in hard copy and CD ROM using file formats as specified in instruction provision L.15.  If variation in content between the paper copy and the electronic copy is noted, the paper copy shall be considered the submitted proposal. The Offeror should not alter the Government provided proposal electronic spreadsheet file formats (Cost Forms A-L) except for lengthening forms as appropriate, adding formulas or links, adjusting formulas to accommodate a different base for application of rates, or adjusting column widths. If the offeror requires a skill that is not included in Forms A and B, the offeror shall add it to their formats and provide position description and rationale for requiring the skill.

If data files are delivered in compressed format, Offeror shall ensure that the files are either self-extracting or that the software program(s) required to extract the files to their original format is included.

It is contemplated that a contract will be awarded for the period January 1, 2004 through December 31, 2006, with two 1-year priced option periods.

The normal MSFC duty hours are provided for the Offerors’ information.  Normal duty hours are defined as a 5-day week, Monday through Friday, (excluding legal holidays), 8 hours per day between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m.  Offerors will be expected to establish normal duty hours compatible with the MSFC. In addition, a limited number of personnel shall be required to cover HOSC operations on 24 hour by 7 days per week basis, including holidays and weekends to meet project unique requirements to support flight operations.  The legal holidays are as follows:

a. New Year’s Day

b. Martin Luther King, Jr. Day

c. Presidents’ Day

d. Memorial Day

e. Independence Day

f. Labor Day

g. Columbus Day

h. Veterans’ Day

i. Thanksgiving Day

j. Christmas Day

Vehicles that the Offeror deems necessary to carry out the requirement shall be proposed at an amount not greater than the General Services Administration (GSA) lease cost, which includes maintenance.   The Government invites proposal of an innovative approach to minimize vehicle costs.  The GSA pricing information is available at the following Internet address:  http://www.gsa.gov/travel.html.  The resultant contract shall include FAR clause 52.251-2, Interagency Fleet Management System Vehicles and Related Services.

Pagers and cell phones that the Offeror deems necessary to carry out the requirement shall be proposed as general purpose equipment and therefore are not to be accounted as direct cost but must be proposed as offeror G&A or overhead and must be defined in the cost proposal.  

b.  Pricing and Estimating Techniques 

All pricing or estimating techniques shall be clearly explained in detail (projections, rates, ratios, percentages, factors, etc.) and shall support the proposed costs in such a manner that audit, computation, and verification can be accomplished.  Also, any experience factors (unit price, hours, quantities, efforts, etc.) adjusted for proposal purposes shall be explained in this section.  All actuals shall identify the periods of time and costs in detail when used as a basis for estimating the proposed costs. 

There will be no advantage in proposing rates that are understated with the assumption that the probability of receiving a contract award will be increased.  Since total cost estimates will not be given a numerical score in the evaluation process, unrealistic rates, either low or high, will tend to indicate a lack of understanding of the PWS and requirements for contract performance.  Unrealistic estimates may adversely impact the Offeror’s Mission Suitability ratings and scores.

c.   Cost Proposal Preparation 

Offerors shall provide an electronic copy of their cost proposal as well as hard copies as indicated.  Offerors shall provide the general information described at FAR 15.408, Table 15-2 paragraph I.A., including the cognizant Government audit agency, address, and phone number. 

Each Offeror shall include its entire cost model in Microsoft Excel, using the Government specified labor categories/classifications.  The Offeror as necessary may add any additional cost elements.  All costs shall be submitted in real year dollars.

Summaries shall be provided by cost element for each contract year and the total contract.  The first summary (Cost Form A) shall be based on 12 months of effort for each year in the base period and each of the 2 option years, excluding phase-in.  The second summary (Cost Form K) shall include: (1) the total cost for the phase-in period not to exceed 90 calendar days, and (2) the balance of the base year. 


For evaluation purposes, the basic contract period will be evaluated on a full 36 months of performance.  However, the signed contract will be based on the phase-in costs, plus additional cost for the base period and the 2 option years.  

All contract clauses (previously found in section B) shall be completed using the values provided for phase-in plus the balance of the base period and the 2 option years.  The Offerors shall adhere to the WBS structure provided in Attachment J-6.  Beyond this prescribed WBS, Offerors have complete flexibility based on the proposed implementation approach. 

Electronic cost proposals in Microsoft Excel are also required from each proposed subcontractor or team member. 

d.
Direct Labor

Direct labor by individual labor classifications, conformed to the Government-specified labor classifications, shall be provided in the cost proposal (Cost Form C) by labor category for the Level I WBS elements 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0. 

A detailed staffing plan (FTEs), mapped to the WBS elements, shall be provided in Cost Form B.  This data in Cost Form B shall be consistent with the Staffing Approach Basis of Estimate provided (see the instructions for Mission Suitability Staffing subfactor). 

The logic and reasonableness of the relationship between personnel qualifications, proposed labor rates, and fringe benefits will be carefully evaluated as a significant indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of cost requirements.  The proposal shall include a total compensation plan (see Mission Suitability instructions for Staffing Plan, S-4, Compensation Plan).  

In order to facilitate timely evaluation of cost proposals, unplanned overtime should be estimated at 5.0 percent of the total (productive plus nonproductive) hours for each employee in the labor categories indicated in HOSC Attachment C, Historical and Background Information.  Any proposed uncompensated overtime for employees exempt from the overtime requirements of the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) shall be identified, supported, and justified in the narrative portion of the cost/price proposal.  Uncompensated overtime hours, if any, shall be delineated.  In addition, a clear explanation of how such costs are accounted for, and subsequently billed to the Government shall be provided. 

Offerors shall provide the methodology and rationale used to establish salary/wage ranges and pricing rates for each individual, including consideration of the following:  the various skills and disciplines; the features of the compensation plan designed to enable the Offeror to attract and retain qualified employees; applicability of collective bargaining agreements, if any; and overtime payment policies.  It is not in the Government’s best interests for incumbent employees’ salaries to be materially changed as a result of this solicitation and award.  If incumbents are used, any proposed material changes to their salaries shall be fully explained.

Wage/salary increases shall be in accordance with Offeror’s established policies.  These increases shall be included in the cost proposal.

The following NASA uniform escalation rates for pricing purposes are provided below for Offerors’ consideration:

Base Year 1:
 3.0%

Base Year 2:
 2.8%

Base Year 3:
 2.6%

Option Year 1:
 2.6%

Option Year 2:
 2.7%

Offerors shall provide information on the derivation of labor rates for the base contract year and option years, including the basis and any escalation. 

Offerors shall identify, by individual position, their unique classifications of labor that are considered equivalent to the Government labor categories provided in HOSC Attachment C, Historical and Background Information.  Using appropriate proportions of each unique labor classification, Offerors shall develop the Government labor category rates.  The purpose of this process is to expedite evaluation, not to limit or prescribe the labor classifications proposed.   

The total number of hours available, productive and nonproductive, for each contract year is indicated below:

Terms

Labor Hours
Base Year 1: 
2096

Base Year 2: 
2080

Base Year 3: 
2088

Option Year 1:
2088

Option Year 2:
2096

Total labor cost, productive and nonproductive combined, shall be based on the above hours per year.  Offerors shall provide a detailed summary of the productive and nonproductive hours utilized in computing their cost estimate.  Nonproductive time is all paid absences; i.e., vacation, holidays, sick leave and other authorized paid or non-paid absences.  Offeror’s normal accounting practices shall be followed.

e.  Overhead(s) & G&A

All proposed overhead/burden rates (labor overhead, material handling, procurement burden, G&A expense, etc.) should be provided as part of the cost proposal.  Offerors shall ensure that adequate costs for statutory payroll additives (FICA, FUTA, SUTA, Worker’s Compensation, etc.) are included.  

DCAA audit and approval status, if any, of the proposed rates shall be included as part of the basis of estimate provided in MS Word. 

Offerors are required to provide the following substantiating rationale for each indirect rate proposed:

(1) The major cost elements within each indirect pool.  

(2) The equivalent indirect personnel in each pool, by contract year, and the types of functions performed.

(3) Identify the composition of the allocation base and the basis for projection.

(4) Specify the percent of total allocation base that this contract represents to the Offeror.

Each Offeror shall propose G&A ceiling rates for each contract year included in the contract’s period of performance.  This information shall be provided on Cost Form H (Indirect Rates and Factors) and in Section B.  For evaluation/selection purposes, these G&A ceiling rates will be used in establishing the Most Probable Cost for each Offeror. 
f.  Subcontracts


In addition to the explanation and rationale for teaming and subcontract arrangements provided in the Mission Suitability Volume for all proposed subcontracts, the Offeror shall provide the information described below.  Include a copy of any teaming agreements applicable to this effort.  Information submitted for subcontracts must be at the same level of detail and format as that required of the prime Offeror.  Information to be provided by the prime Offeror includes:

 (1) A brief description of the work to be subcontracted or assigned to other team members.

 (2) The number of firms solicited, the number of proposals/quotes received, and the number found to be acceptable.

 (3) Approval status of subcontractor’s business systems (accounting, compensation, estimating, purchasing, and property management) as appropriate including approval by the DCAA, etc.). 

 (4) Names and addresses of the subcontractors tentatively selected and basis of selection, i.e., low bidder, delivery schedule, technical competence, etc.

 (5) Offeror’s rating of the subcontractor’s competence (fair, good, excellent).

 (6) Type of contract and estimated cost and fee or profit.

 (7) Affiliation with the prime, if any.

 (8) Whether or not subcontractor or team member is a small disadvantaged, women-owned, veteran-owned, or HUBZone small business concern.

 (9) The extent of subcontract supervision anticipated.

 (10) The telephone number and name of the DCAA Office having cognizance over the subcontractor or team member.

The prime Offeror shall explain the difference, if any, between the costs included in the subcontractor’s proposal and the amounts included in the prime’s proposal including the cost or price analysis accomplished in accordance with FAR 15.404-3.  This difference will be identified in the cost proposal where a difference exists.

g. Other Costs

The Offeror shall use the following values for material purchases/supplies, travel expenses (travel expenses not associated with phase-in), and training in the cost proposal.  These values are provided to assist the Offeror in preparing the cost proposal.

Material Purchases/Supplies Expenses:   $4,000,000 per year, each base year and option year.

Travel Expenses: $200,000 per year, each base year and option year.

Training Expenses:  $65,000 per year, each base year and option year.

For other types of direct charges anticipated to be incurred during the performance of the PWS, the manner of presentation is left to the Offeror’s discretion but all such costs shall be included as part of the cost proposal.  Supporting data should be sufficiently detailed to permit NASA to fully understand the basis for the estimate.

Include for each year of performance, the projected cost of:  (1) comprehensive liability/product liability insurance which protects the Offeror from liability claims of third persons; (2) the comprehensive liability/product liability insurance which protects each of its subcontractors from liability to third persons; and (3) deductibles, if any, and projected payments.  Identify, as appropriate, the method of cost recovery anticipated under the resultant contract.  Indicate whether the cost is normally charged as other direct cost or as an indirect cost.  If the cost is charged as other direct cost, include the estimates supported by additional narrative using MS Word.  If the costs are to be recovered as an indirect cost, include the cost in the appropriate indirect expense pool in accordance with Offeror’s normal accounting/estimating procedures for costing purposes, and reflect the cost on Cost Form H, Indirect Rates and Factors. 


h.  Contract Facilities Capital Cost of Money (COM) 

If Facilities Capital COM is proposed, in accordance with FAR 15.408(h), the Offeror shall submit DD Form 1861, showing the calculation of Facilities Capital COM.

Since it is NASA’s policy to reduce fee objectives dollar-for-dollar for imputed facilities capital cost of money, Offerors may elect to forego the development of facilities capital cost of money and attendant fee objective reduction.  If the successful Offeror elects this approach, the clause in FAR 52.215-31 will be included in the resultant contract. 

i.  Fee

The contract will be a Cost-Plus-Award-Fee/Performance-Incentive-Fee type.  Under this arrangement, evaluations of overall performance will be based on established fee evaluation criteria in Attachment J-7.  The fee will be split into 65% Award Fee and 35% Performance Incentive Fee.

The Offeror’s fee proposal should recognize the varying degrees of risk and challenges for the Contractor in performing different tasks within the PWS.  The proposed maximum fee should be commensurate with the contract type.  For the purposes of this competition, the Government has elected to establish a minimum fee percentage of 6%.  Offerors are instructed not to propose a lower fee percentage.  No advantage will be gained by proposing a lower fee, as a proposed lower fee will be adjusted by the Government to reflect this minimum.

In consonance with the above performance incentive fee concepts, the Offeror is requested to propose fee arrangements that will achieve the purposes of the contract and which the Offeror is willing to accept during the performance periods.  The Offeror should provide adequate detail to permit the Government to readily understand and evaluate the proposed fee arrangement. 

j.  Phase-In

Phase-in costs shall include all costs incurred prior to full assumption of the PWS.  These costs shall include those required to secure the initial staff, equipment, etc., and shall reflect the cost associated with staffing buildup to full assumption of contract responsibility.  

The Offeror shall include relocation and travel cost associated with phase-in with supporting rationale.  The phase-in cost and labor hours shall be presented in the same detail as required for the balance of the base contract year.

k.  IDIQ Effort

The Offeror shall develop and provide, for evaluation purposes, fully burdened labor rates (direct labor rates and the related indirect costs) for the specific Government IDIQ labor categories identified in Section B.8.  Rates should be provided for each 12-month period of the three-year contract base period (Yrs 1-3) and the option years (yrs 4-5).  These rates shall be applicable to all members of the Offeror’s team, including subcontractors.  The fully burdened labor rates shall exclude travel, materials, and fee.  Paid leave (vacation, holidays, sick leave, etc.) shall be included in the labor overhead burden pool for computation of the fully burdened labor rates.  The resulting fully burdened labor rates shall be incorporated into Section B.8 of the contract. 

l.  Instructions for Completing RFP Cost Forms

Offerors shall complete all cost forms as shown in the list below and provide detailed, supporting data to explain the basis and rationale for each proposed element of cost.  The required cost forms are provided in Microsoft Excel, "HOSC” Cost Forms and Instructions."  The forms are designed to provide NASA with information necessary to evaluate all Offeror’s proposals on a uniform and consistent basis.  The composition of some forms may require an Offeror to classify some proposed elements of cost in a manner that differs from the Offeror’s normal, disclosed, and/or approved estimating and accounting practices.  To facilitate uniformity in evaluation, Offerors are requested to classify and propose cost elements in consonance with the specified format and furnish addenda which explain and reconcile the differences between the way the company normally classifies its costs and costs classified in accordance with the RFP cost forms.  The contemplated resultant contract will be written in a manner that is consistent with the Offeror’s normal, disclosed, and/or approved estimating and accounting practices.

Form No.
Title

A
Summary of Cost (Base and Option Years)

B
Staffing Plan (FTEs)

C
Direct Labor Cost

D
Payroll Additives

E
Fringe Benefits

F
Supplies, Material, and Equipment

G
Subcontracts

H
Other Direct Costs

I
Indirect Rates and Factors

J
Personnel and Fringe Benefit Policies

K
Summary of Phase-In Cost

L
Fully Burdened Rates for IDIQ Tasks

DD Form 1861
Contract Facilities Capital Cost of Money

CF2:
Risk Assessment

The offeror shall submit a risk assessment for this subfactor that identifies risk areas.  The assessment shall identify and discuss risk factors and include a recommendation to mitigate the impact of the identified risks.

L.16 (HOSC)
Proposal Marking And Delivery
(a)
Proposals hand carried to MSFC shall be delivered to Building 4203, the northwest door prior to 1:00PM Central Daylight Time on May 27, 2003.  Offerors should allow ample time for processing through the gate at Redstone Arsenal and MSFC security.  Upon arrival, offerors shall contact the person below to accept delivery:

Wayne Harmon




 Phone:

(256) 544-5336

(b)
Offerors shall contact the Contracting Officer identified on the SF33 to coordinate the delivery of any proposal that will be hand carried to MSFC on a date prior to those specified in paragraph (a).

(c)
Proposals received after May 27, 2003 will be processed in accordance with FAR Clause 52.215-1 “Instructions to Offerors – Competitive Acquisitions.” 

(d)
Past performance volumes are requested to be delivered, in advance, by May 12, 2003.  Past performance questionnaires may be emailed to Wayne.T.Harmon@nasa.gov.

(End of provision)

M.2 (HOSC) Source Selection and Evaluation Factors—General

A.
HOSC Work Package Evaluation Team

The members of the WPET are:

Steven R. Noneman (Chair)

Richard Mark McElyea (voting member)

Theresa Maxwell (voting member)

Greg Wright (voting member)

Wayne Harmon (voting member)

Cynthia Frost (Recorder)

B.
Relative Order of Importance of Evaluation Factors:

(1) While only the Mission Suitability Factor is scored, all factors will be reported to the Source Selection Authority for consideration in making a selection.  Of the three factors, the Mission Suitability Factor is the most important factor.  The Past Performance Factor and the Cost Factor are approximately equal in importance and each is slightly less important than the Mission Suitability Factor. 

(2)
Per FAR 15.304(e), the following information is provided:  All evaluation factors other than cost or price, when combined, are significantly more important than cost or price.

M.3 (HOSC) Mission Suitability Factor

The Mission Suitability Factor assesses the excellence of the proposed approach for satisfying the Performance Work Statement.  The Offeror’s degree of understanding of the requirement will be assessed in all Mission Suitability subfactors.  Proposals will be evaluated and scored numerically based upon the subfactors set forth herein.  The total weighting for the Mission Suitability Factor shall be 1,000 points.  (Note: The paragraphs within each supporting subfactor shall not be construed as an indication of the order of importance or relative weighting within the individual subfactors as there are no discrete point values attached to any of the paragraphs.) 

A key measure in assessing the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement is the adequacy of the Offeror’s risk analysis and the recommended approach to minimize the impact of the identified risks to the overall success of the program.  In addition to risk analysis, cost realism, or the lack thereof, will be used in evaluating the Mission Suitability Subfactors as an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirement.  Also, using the graduated scale set forth in this Section M, the Government will proportionally adjust the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score for an assessed overall lack of cost realism.


The subfactors to be used in evaluating Mission Suitability and their corresponding weights are listed below.
Subfactor





       Points
Management Approach




350    


Technical Approach





300


Staffing Plan






250



Safety and Health





100

Total Mission Suitability



          1000

The numerical weights assigned above are indicative of the relative importance of each subfactor.

The Offerors will be evaluated and scored based on the Mission Suitability subfactors set forth below:

Subfactor 1: Management Approach

MA-1, General:  The Offeror’s overall management concept, proposed organizational structure, and interfaces with the government will be evaluated. The Offeror’s teaming and subcontractor arrangements will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s organizational structure, identification of clear lines of authority, and rationale for approach to planning, controlling, and reporting contract activities will be evaluated. The Offeror's approach to efficiently and proactively managing the effort and proposed methods of providing Government visibility into work by the Offeror and its team members (if any) will be evaluated. The Offeror’s demonstrated understanding of the need to provide quality products and perform the mission in an integrated, effective, and efficient manner across all team members and subcontractors will be assessed.  The Offeror’s approach and methods to fulfill the PWS, the activities that will be performed in the accomplishment of the PWS, and the methods and/or techniques used in planning, scheduling, processing, controlling and completing the PWS will be evaluated.  Included in this assessment will be the approval status of the Offeror's accounting, estimating, property management, and purchasing systems.

MA-2, Phase-In Approach:  The Offeror’s approach to ensure completeness and continuity of on-going operations and development during phase-in will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s phase-in rationale will be evaluated under this subfactor. Included in the evaluation will be rationale for a complete phase-in plan leading to assumption of full responsibility; the phase-in process that the Offeror intends to use and how he expects to resolve any related problems. Adequate staffing, or nucleus, of qualified personnel, from initial staffing through build-up to full staffing will be evaluated including the initial staffing make up of essential management and planning personnel to perform the specialized and first priority effort.

MA-3, Project Management:  The Offeror’s approach for maintaining project schedule, operating within approved budgets, meeting project milestones, providing early notification of potential problems, utilizing management metrics to track progress and trends, providing deliverables on times, and maintaining ongoing operations will be evaluated. The Offeror's approach to project replanning in response to Government flight manifest changes or other requests will be evaluated.

MA-4, Local Autonomy:  The Offeror’s degree of local autonomy, including the authority granted the project manager, will be evaluated for timeliness of decision-making and management effectiveness. 

MA-5, Management Innovation:  The Offeror’s proposal will be evaluated for any proposed management innovations that would result in project benefits, such as enhanced customer service, process improvements, accelerated schedules, cost reductions, and/or increased reliability.
MA-6, Cost Management:  The Offeror’s approach for managing, controlling, tracking, and reporting costs consistent with the approved baseline budget will be evaluated. The Offeror's approach to recognize, report, solve, and follow-up on cost issues will be evaluated.

MA-7, Configuration Management:  The Offeror’s approach to performing configuration and data management processes will be evaluated, for contractor managed and Government managed items. The Offeror's approach to processing changes in a timely manner will be evaluated.

MA-8, Risk Management:  The Offeror's management risk assessment, the proposed mitigation of the risks and issues, and the approach to managing these risks will be evaluated. 

MA-9, Core Values:  The Offeror’s understanding of the MSFC core values and the correlation to the Offeror's core values will be evaluated.

Subfactor 2: Technical Approach

TA-1, Operations & Maintenance:  The Offeror’s approach to sustaining mission critical Operations and Maintenance (O&M) in parallel with other ongoing activities required by the HOSC and its related facilities will be evaluated. The Offeror's processes and strategies for requirements integration, problem reporting, change management, responding to real time requests, real time problem correction, user training, and system upgrade and refresh due to technology obsolescence for voice, video, and data systems will be evaluated.

TA-2, Mission Environment:  The Offeror’s demonstrated understanding of the restrictions, limitations, capabilities, and requirements imposed by the mission environment will be evaluated. The Offeror's approach to managing and responding to the changing demands associated with sustaining ongoing mission activities while providing system upgrades and new system development in parallel will be evaluated.

TA-3, Systems Development: The Offeror’s approach to timely completion of systems currently under development and the integration of these systems into the HOSC operational environment will be evaluated. The Offeror's approach to requirements definition, traceability, and functional allocation will be evaluated.  The Offeror's system design, development, test and evaluation processes, and procedures for assessing the impact of requirements and design changes on the integrated HOSC systems architecture will be evaluated. The proposed approach to systems integration, performance prediction, and performance analysis will be assessed.
TA-4, Productivity Improvement and Innovation:  The Offeror's proposal will be evaluated for their specific innovations and approach to introducing productivity improvements, automation, increased systems reliability, integrity, and availability, as well as technical innovations into the operations and maintenance, and engineering of systems, hardware, software, and networks. 

TA-5, IT Security:  The Offeror's Information Technology (IT) Security processes for maintaining the integrity, availability, and security of data as well as computer systems in a timely manner will be evaluated.

TA-6, Project Specific Support:  The Offeror's approach to project specific accommodations and requirements implementation will be judged for user and customer satisfaction, efficiency, cost effectiveness, innovation, flexibility, and ability to maintain critical capabilities. The Offeror's approach to managing, developing, and sustaining project-specific software, hardware, and networks will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s approach to building, verifying, testing, and deploying multiple mission command and telemetry databases in parallel will be evaluated. 

TA-7, Risk Management: The Offeror's technical risk assessment, the proposed mitigation of the risks and issues, and the approach to managing these risks will be evaluated. 

Subfactor 3: Staffing 

S-1, Key Personnel:  The evaluation will include qualifications (i.e., experience, training, and education) of the proposed individuals for the key personnel positions, their past performance in similar positions, as well as the level of their commitment to the project.  The Offeror's specific rationale for including each position as a key personnel position will also be evaluated. The project manager, because of the critical function and importance of this position, will be specifically evaluated.  

S-2, Staffing Approach:  The Offeror's approach to staffing the work will be evaluated.  The Offeror’s staffing Basis of Estimate (BOE), including philosophies and assumptions, will be evaluated for reasonableness and appropriateness to the work defined in the PWS.
S-3, Recruiting and Retention of Specialized Skills:  The Offeror’s plan for recruitment and retention of appropriately skilled personnel and flexible staffing strategies to accommodate varying workload demands will be evaluated along with the Offeror's approach for providing necessary orientation and training for new employees.  Proposed job descriptions and qualifications will be evaluated for the Offeror's understanding of the work.

S-4, Compensation Plan:  The professional compensation plan and policies proposed will be considered in terms of realism, and consistency with a total plan for compensation. Emphasis will be placed on personnel policies and compensation plans that will allow for hiring and retention of qualified personnel.  

S-5, Risk Management:  The Offeror's staffing risk assessment, the proposed mitigation of the risks and issues, and the approach to managing these risks will be evaluated. 

Subfactor 4: Safety and Health

SH-1, Safety Planning:  The Offeror’s safety, and health policies and processes, including the draft Safety and Health Plan, (DRD1016SA-001) will be evaluated to assess focus on workplace safety and adherence to MSFC safety and health policies and procedures.  

SH-2, Risk Management:  The Offeror's safety and health risk assessment, the proposed mitigation of the risks and issues, and the approach to managing these risks will be evaluated. 

Adjustment for Cost Realism:


The Cost Factor is an indicator of the Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of this solicitation.  Proposals requiring significant adjustment to the proposed cost will cause an Offeror’s Mission Suitability score to be reduced (NFS 1815.305).  The Government will proportionally adjust the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score for an assessed overall lack of cost realism. A maximum of 200 points may be deducted from an Offeror’s Mission Suitability score depending on the size of the cost adjustment necessary to establish the most probable cost.  For each percentage point of difference (+/-) between an Offeror’s proposed cost and the WPET’s most probable cost above 8%, 6.25 points will be deducted from the Offeror’s Mission Suitability score.  A 40% differential between an Offeror’s proposed cost and the WPET’s most probable cost would result in the maximum allowable deduction of 200 Mission Suitability points. However, there will be no adjustments made to the Mission Suitability score for cost adjustments of less than 8%.



Also, there will be no deductions made to the Mission Suitability score for cost adjustments when necessary to reflect proposed G&A ceiling rates.  Cost adjustments for G&A ceiling rates are not included in the 8 percent window discussed above.

A Mission Suitability cost realism point adjustment schedule is provided below.

MISSION SUITABILITY COST REALISM POINT ADJUSTMENT
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M.5 (HOSC) Cost/Price Evaluation Factor


The adequacy and realism of the cost proposal and the probable cost to be incurred will be evaluated.  The Cost factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the Offeror’s understanding of the contract and its resource requirements and will be evaluated. Estimated cost and fees for the basic period (3 years) and all options will be evaluated.  The Government assessment of the probable “cost of doing business” with each Offeror, of the possible cost growth during the course of the contract, and of features that could cause a given proposal to cost more or less than proposed will be included in this evaluation.  Proposed costs will be adjusted in order to report to the Source Selection Authority the probable “cost of doing business” with each Offeror for the basic and option periods.  G&A ceiling rates shall be used in establishing the most probable cost.  For evaluation purposes, base period costs shall be on a full 36-month period of performance basis.  Phase-in costs will not be included in the base price, but they will be separately identified.  Both the Offeror’s proposed cost and the Offeror’s probable cost developed by the Government will be presented to the Source Selection Authority.  The Cost Factor will not be numerically scored.  


The IDIQ probable cost will be evaluated.  As instructed in Section L.13, the Offeror shall provide the fully burdened labor rates for the labor categories indicated in Section B.8.  The Government will utilize these rates with predetermined labor hours and labor categories, as determined by the WPET, to determine the IDIQ most probable cost for PWS 2.14.  The predetermined labor hours, performance year, and labor categories will not be revealed to the Offerors, but for evaluation purposes the same formula will be applied to each Offeror’s proposed fully burdened rates.  The most probable cost for all PWS elements, excluding PWS 2.14, will be added to the IDIQ most probable cost to determine the overall probable cost of doing business with each Offeror.


The Offeror’s proposed phase-in costs will be identified separately from the most probable cost and reported to the Source Selection Authority.  The Government will not make adjustments to the proposed phase-in costs; however, the overall adequacy and realism of the proposed phase-in costs will be reported to the Source Selection Authority.

Risk Assessment


Risk analysis for the Cost Factor, which identifies risk areas and the recommended approaches to minimize the impact of those risks on the overall success of the program will be evaluated.  The Cost Factor, although not scored numerically, is relevant in determining the Offeror's understanding of the requirements of the RFP and the resources required and will be evaluated.

(End of Provision)

(End of Supplement)
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