
SELECTION OF COIW~ACTORS 
FOR 

SPACE MISSION COMMUNICATIONS AND DATA SERVICES 
SOLIrnATZON 

I, along with other senior officials fiom NASA Headquarters met with members of the 
' 

Source Evaluation Board (SEB) and the Centers to hear their findings based on the ' 

evaluation of proposds for the Space Mission Communications and Data Services 
(SMCDS) solicitation. The findings from SMCDS were presented on a per work package 
basis at briefings scheduled on different dates. . 

PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION 

The SMCDS solicitation is the follow-on to the Consolidated Space Operations Contract 
(CS OC) that NASA awarded to Lockheed Martin Space Operations on October 1,1998. 

. By consoIidating many of the agency's communications, flight operations, and data 
processing space operations functions, CSOC was to eliminate duplication, to streamline 
processes, and to significantly reduce costs. NASA decided to compete the space 
operations work rather than exercise the 5-year option of the CSOC because many of the 
premises on which CSOC was based did not materialize. It should be noted that the 
CSOC contained both JPL and JSC operational activities that are n'ot includetl in SMCDS 
solicitation. SMCDS also includes the . - - -  former PrISMS activity at MSFC that was not part - - - - -  

- - -of CSOC; AdZtiOndy, -_.________ the MSFC- _ _ _  requkment _ _ _ _ -  --- for --- the -----  Hun&viU_e - - -  U_Qp~rati~ns-S~pp~rt . -- - - . .. . . . - - .' - _ I _- - - - - - - - - -  - -Ceniefwas nots'pPd of the basic period of performance for CSOC; however, this 
requirement was included in the five-year option in CSOC. 

The SMCDS solicitation contains requirements for five separate work packages, which . 
NASA hitends to award as individual contracts. Offerors had the ability to propose an 
agency benefit if they submitted proposals for more than one work package known as a t 

Crosscutting proposal. Crosscutting proposals afford offerors the opportunity to propose 
a meaningful overall agency benefit similar to those beneficial aspects achieved under 
CSOC while giving the Centers the flexibility to prepare their own requirements, select . 

the acquisition strategy (including selection criteria), perform the initial evaluation, make 
award, and manage the contracts. Offerbrs were permitted to propose on one or more of 
the work packages; how ever, the number of Crosscutting proposals offerors could submit 
was limited by the following formula: 

. (maximum # of Crosscutting proposals) = (# of work packages proposed) - 1 . 

a Description of Individual Work Packages: 

GSFC: Mission Operation & Mission Support WOMS) Work Package. This ' - 

work package involves the Mission Operations support o f  GSFC and other 
missions. The work concentrates on the -mission control centers at Goddard Space 



Flight Center (GSFC) and ihvolves satefit; command and control, mission data 
processing, and satellite orbit determination. As part of this work package, the 
contractor cou!d be involved in all program phases fiom concept studies, 
formulation, development, and operations to decommissioning. 
GSFC: Near Earth Networks Services (NENS) Work Package. This work 
package involves tracking and data acquisition for near-Earth customer missions. 
As part of this work package, the contractor will perform customer commitment 
management; opekte and maintain the Ground Network (GN); operate and 
maintain the Space Network (SN) ; and perform sustaining engineering, logistics, 
facilities management, and hardware and software development. 

, KSC: Kennedy Integrated Communication Services WCS) Work Package. This 
work package involves providing comunication services at KSC in support of 
Space Shuttle Program, International Space Station Program, Payload Carriers 
Program, Launch Services Program Office payloads, and center wide business 
engineering logistics, facilities management, hardware and software integration 
and development for voice, video, and data communication assets under ICSC 
responsibility (i.e., KSC, Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS), Dryden 
Flight Research Cynter 0, Continental United States (CONUS) landing 
sites, and Tratls-Atbtic (TAL) landing sites). (This work package is set aside for 
small business.) 

MSFCi Unified NASA Information Technology Senices (UNITeS) Work. . 

Package. This work package provides for the development, implementation, and . . _ - .  . - 
management of Information Technology- (IT) services for the Agency arid to . _ -  .- 

_ ._______ _ - - - - - - . -  - . - MSECb S.upppod-to.thc.Agen~y - ~ c I u d e s - p r o ~ ~ o ~  - ~ f a g e n c ~ - i d ~  xdf&i&&jn a ' ' 
' ' - - - ' - ' - ' ' -. - - ' - 

management services such as the NASA Integrated Services Network (NISN), the 
&grated Financial Management (IFM) Integration program, Sustaining . 

Engineering Support for Agency-wide Administrative Systems (SESAAS), the 
' NASA ADP Consolidation Center (NACC) and the NASA Computing and 

Communications Services (NCCS). Support to MSFC includes applications . 

software, computer. systems, telecomtmications, multi-medi a, IT security and 
other miscellaneous IT services. 

MSFC: The Huntsville Operations Support Center (HOSC) Work Package. This 
work package involves providing voice, video, and data telemetry services in 
support of simu1ations, near real-time and real-time fight mission support, which 
replaces effort perfonneb under the Utilization and Mission Support Contract, and 
providing support and services to the Data Reduction Center @RC) which 
supports MSFC and other NASA Centers foi Shuttle, payload, and component 
test data analysis. (This work package is set aside for small business.) 

b. ~escription of the SMCDS Evaluation Process: The Source Evaluation Bo&d (SEB) 
at Headquarters evaluated the SMCDS solicitation with the significant input fiom the 
Center Work Package Evaluation Teams (WETS) provided for each work package. The 
SEB reviewed the Center evaluations for the stand-alone proposals and evaluated the 
Crosscutting proposals. The SEB also was responsible for the consolidated report of 



findings to the SSA regarding award, including award on initial proposals and 
competitive range determinations. 

The WETS performed the initial evaluation of the proposals in accordance with the 
evaluation criteria stated in the solicitation for each work package, and, as appropriate, , 
provided input to Headquarters on any Crosscutting proposal affecting its work packages. 
The Centers had nonvoting members on the SEB to participate in,SEB discussions to 
facilitate comunications among the WETS and SEB. The primary responsibility of the 
WPET representative on the SEB was to amplify andlor claxify the WET'S initial report 
as necessary. In order to ~~~ their responsibilities, the WPET representative members 
had full access to their WPET deliberations and also were able to participate in all SEB 
discussions affecting their W E T  evaluation. 

If a work package was not partof any Crosscut proposal, the evaluation plan stated that 
the SEB had the ability to take a less active role in the evaluation of proposals and, 
instead, could operate'as an executive advisory/oversight b o d  The SEB retained the 
authority to amend any finding made by a WPET; however, the SEB is required to justify 
and document any mch changes. Additionally, the SEB was required to 1) notify a * 

WPET before making any changes to its findings and 2) infonn the SSA about any 
significant disagreement between the W E T  and the SEB. A deviation &om the 
requirements of the NASA FAR Supplement was granted on April 1 1,2003 to enable the 
use of this evaluation process for the SMCDS solicitation. 

_ .  . . - - -  
_ _ ~ _ _ _ _ , , _ _ . _ _ _ ~ _ _ d _ _ _ _ _  - _ _  - _ _ _ _  _ _ - _ _  _ _  _ - - -  - - - - - - . - -  - - - - - - -  - -  - - - - -  - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

_ _ _ - - . - a _ - - -  

?%% source selection statement is drafted in "chapters" to accommodate the fact that there . , 

are five work packages in SMCDS as well as Crosscutting proposalS that can be awarded 
on a staggered bhis. Section L.2 of the RFP emphasized NASA's desire to award on 
initial proposals where appropriate, stating that such selections would be made after 
deciding "(1) such a selection wiU result in the best value for the Government, based on 
the specified evaluation; and (2) discussions with other acceptable offmors are not - 

anticipated to change the outcome of the initial evaluation relative to the best value . 
offer(@." 



Chapter 5 

EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

The Request for ProposaIs (RR) defined the evaluation fwtord as Msaioa Suitability, 
Past Performance, and Price Reuonablsnssa/Cost Realism. The Miesion Suitability 
Factor is the m a t  important fmtar. ?he pat ~srfcunhncc Factor and the Cort Factor are 
approximately qud in importance and each fa lghtly ioas important than the Mission 
Suitability Factor. 

Of thee6 evaluation factors, the RFP provided that ody Mta8ion Suitamity would be 
point soond in the evaluation procsss. In this ngard, the RFP da8nsd Mission 
Suitability as comi8ting of the following aubfactoas and aadigaed point8 to each as 
indicated, I 

mot the igauahcc of the RFP, the WPET had dsvsloped detailed evaluation ait~mia 
and the n d c d  acm'ng system for Masf w S u i t a ~ m d e I i n r s a ~ ~  -h- - - -.-p---p---pp 

exp~~fiingthtpdt~cd eiduation pmctdmcs, the RFP desmied the evaluation factom 
and subfactors, provided the Mission Suitability numdcal scoring scheme and specifled 
the criteria to be used in tho eyduation. I 

I 

The RFP providad for the aval~~ation, bpt not numerical icohg, of the Paat Perfomace 
and Cost facfom. To msiat in evaluating the Pwt Pedormsace factor, the REP provided 
the adjectival ratings of "Exeellent," 'Vay aood," "Oood," T&," '"Poor," or 'Weutrd" 
depending upon tha aaaeasmsnt of each pmp~sal in rhia area. Evquation of proposl 

a under rhis factor took into ccnaidtration the offeron' expcrieacs with the technical, 
schedule, coat p#fommct of conrram involving program of a dmilar natun and ' 

magnitude. Regarding the Cost factor,.tbe RFP stated that the adequacy and balism of 
the cost propodd and the probable c o ~ t  to be incurred would be evaluated. In addition, 
the RFP provided far a risk analysis for the Cast factor, which identifies rlsk anas and 
the recommended approaches to minimize the impact of those dsk areas on the overall 
success of the program. The RR also provided for im adjustment to the Mission 
Suitability score based on the percentage difference between proposed and probable 
casts, 



; EVALUATION PROCESS 

NASA issued the R P  on April 9,2003 and received five timely proposals by May 27, 
2003. The off erora consisted of teams led by the following: 

Madison Research C q .  W C )  
Hmtaville, AL 

. Science Systems and Appliiations, Inc. (SSAI) 
I Mam, MD 

Cimarmn Software S e ~ c t s  . 
Houston, TX 

0 

@?one of these offmrre aubmilted a Crosscutting pmposel involving the H ~ S C  work 
p=kagcS 

. . 
. . - . -  - . - . - -  - -  - -  - -  - a  _ (  . _ .  . . -  . -  - .  - - - - - - -  - - -  

~ ' ~ G - S Z B  ZBa@di*d for ~J&J ~ e m t n t  us~!! !be raic _at thc .C_e_2!W,-tmd re_Ued-upo~~ - - - . - - - . - . - - .. _____._ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ - - -  _..--- - -  - - -  - - - - -  --.- - - - -  
tfie evduation, of the stand-don~ prcg08da mbdmd for tbe ROSC work 
package- The WPET report for HOSC was eubmitt~d on Augut 26,2003 attm ~ c e j v i n g  
input4 fmm the SEB. T&& was no disagreement betweem the WET for fIOSC and the 
SEB rn drough the SEE retained the authoxity to mend any of the WPET'rr findings. 

- 
- 

- 

------------ 
- - - - - - - - - - -  

-- 

The WPET ~ l i e d  tho established numcrical weightar .and produced a Mi8aiad Suitability 
score within the adjectival ratings developed fbr each proposal. To anive at the 
adjectival rating for'Paet Perfonaancc, the WPET nlicd on the experience identified in 
each proposal and infonnation.ob&ined h the contactr idunrified in the pmporals ae . 
wen as data contained in the Past Pad-ce hfonnatian Reporting Sysbm. Finally, 
the WPET assessed the probable cost of rhe prices with a risk assessment of the cost 
proposed by each offerur. On September 3,2003, b s  WPET, with the conclhnnce ofthe 

. SEB, presented its initial findings to the SSA. 

Afia the initial briefing t o  the SSA, the compotitiw &gc was cstabliahed consisting af 
COLSA end MRC since these off'n wcre found fo have submitted the most highly . . 
rated proposals for the HOSC requirement. Discussions began on September 9' when 
the WET sent,letters to the offerofs in the competitive range regarding the weaknesses 
in each offemr's proposals. The WPZT conducted oral discussions on September 22 and . 
23 and the off erors submitted their Find Proposal Revisions WR) on October 1; 2003. 

. On Novembu 13,2003, the WPET pnrcnted its fmdings on the FPR to the SSA. 



MSSION SUITABILITY EVALUATION 

Scoring each subfactor in accordance with the weights dejineated in the RFP resulted in 
tbc following ranking of the proposals: 

L 

-CODA Corp. 
Madison Research C q :  M C )  

The subetance of the WET'S evaluation of Mission Suitability fot sach proposal ' 

follows. 

COLSA Corp. 

COLSA received m overall adjectival rating of "E%ccIItnt," e&g the higher acorn in 
Mission Suitability and receiving the higher rcm for the Management Approach and 
Technical approach mbfacnrr. COLSA and MRC earned the r a m  acme for the ~t-g 
subfactor. COMA received a elightly lower score in the Sdety'and Health fi~bfwtor. 

CDLSA'I proposal contained s e v d  sign5canr utrengths in sach of the ~ub~ctors  for 
management, technical, and st&&. The.COLSA proposal di4 not conrain any 
significant wtaIaresaes. The 8ipniflcant aarmngtbe in management includcd an innovat i~  
managcmeat organization rhat included an Iategration Office s~ponsible for looking . 

aeroes the entire $upport effort; acces! tp_CSCc's -odins knowledge baae that would . _ _  - - -  
- 

_ - .  , provide-a-weidth-of oUts-idc- txptrtist~~tj a &r@- mdxeallafic p+asc-in plan.- -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - 
_ _ _ _ - - - - - -  - - CQUA'S si&ificiiiiiunfi && the technical approach subfactor induded 

proposing an ou~tmdhg aoffwaic ,mgin&ng pmcssa that waa compliant dth the, 
Software Enginccdng Institute Capability Mhturlfy Mode1 (CMM) Level 4; proposing an 
excellant system engineering ~ W O T ) ~  for planning and controlling system 

----------- developmant_through the use d the CSC CataFyat msthodoIagy; providing a veq g o d  
procas for NBtV spanning the o n h  life cyds of theprogram; having very strong 
procedures for maintenance, devdopmmt and testing: and proposing a very spedilc 
time-phaeed plan for integrating the Data Reduction Center @Re) into the HOSC. With 
regard to the staffing subfactor, COLSA received eignificant strengths far i t 8  propoeed 
P r o m  Manager and ire proposed lntagration ManagdChicf Architect 

MRC 

MRC received an o v d 2  adjectival rating,af ,"Very Uwd" s d g  the l a m  score & 
Mission Suitability and the lower score for he Management Approach and Teclmical 
approach subfactora. MRC received a 61ig6tly higher ecore for the Safcty and f i a l t b  
mbfactor and the asme scon as COLSA for the Stafhg subfactor. 

MRC'a proposal contained dgnifi cant rtrengrhe in the subfactm for.managemen t, 
technical, and etafflmg. The MRC proposal did not contain any aigm'ficant weaknesses. 
The significant strength8 found in the management and tsohnical subfactors included 



s 

having e teaming anangernent with diracr, relevant Bhd in-depth knowladie and 
experience; proposing a no coet phase-in plan that contained minimal risk and piopodng 
a comprehensive and detailed implementation approach to accomplish project unique 
requirements far ISS and Shuttle. With regard to the staffing subfactor, MRC received 
significant strengths for presenting a low-riak plan for ncruiment and retention of skilled 
personnel; for ita proposed Program  manage^ and for its pmpoxd Operations and 
Maintsnann Manager. . 

PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION 

In ita evaluation of Past Pcrform8nc8, the WPETrated COLSA s "Very Good" bwed on 
demonstmad smng technic01 peirfommce on raIevant work excellant marla for 
initiahg and developing esveA technical features ~ previous contram with potentid 
benefits to the HUSC conaaft; aad proposing a ~ubcontmctor.that had achlsvsd Softwarn 
Engiasedng Institute CMM LcvclJ certiff cation on a pnvjow contrtict. MRC also was 
rated 'Very C)ood" baed upon high @onnmcc ratings as the inmbant for the 
Utilization andMission S d c e a  (UMS) contract and DRC task under &M: ae weIl ae 
high technical p a r f o ~ c e  ratings on other contraas not dated to the HOSC. 

COST WALUATTON 
. 

In cmpari~on with MRC,'COOA had the highapmPo8ed~oat and the high= pr0bqb1~ 
. . 

cost: In ordm to calculate probable cost, tho. WET applied the offem' propo~dd csfirig 
rates er to propoled coat. -This .calM11ationrcsultid in a v u y . s d  upward ' 

- - - .- - - : - - - - - - 

- a$s@gnt CO~A~~-p~oposc .d-co~t  and a~znderincmasc to-MRC!a propo~cd coats;. - - - - - - - - - - - . _ ._____ _ _ _  - - - .__-_-.--  - - -  - - - -  
The WPET had a high level of cbnfidencc regarding the adjustmanta it ma& to the 
proposed costs of COLSA and MRC. , 

D d n g  the presentation, I c&ly conddeaed the detailed ldinga the WET preaaw 
1 solicicsd snd collsidertd the views oi by e d o r  personnel at NASA Headquarten and 
Center represantativur during the executive sessions after the peatation on HOSC. 
These key eenior pmonnel have mponsibility dated to this acquisition md unduls-d 
the application of the cvllluation.facion set forth in tha RFP. 

. In deteamining which pruposd offered the best value to NASA, I ref-& to rhb relative 
order of importance of the thne ovalnation fnctora epccificd in the RFP. 

TM: Mid~ion Suitability Fsctor is the &st imparrant factor, The P a ~ t  
' 

PcTformmce Factor and the Cost Factor me @pxirnatcly equal in 
hportance and each b elighrly less important than the Mission Suitability 
Factor, 

My selection was baed on a comparative assessment of each proposal against ea~h~afthe 
source selection factors. 



With regard to Misaion Suitability, the W E T  found COLSA aubmitred an "Excellmt~ 
proposal that was parriculariy impressive in the areas of management approach, tcchdcd 
approach, and staffing. Under management approach, I obsemed COLSA proposed en 
innovative managemit organization that included an Integration OEce. The function8 
of this office encompassed the entire support cfYort. SpecifiaalIy, thjs office was 
responeible for strategic planning, ncw technology infusion, markcting to new ROSC 
customeia, and technical integration across Engineering and Opa~a'ons & Maintenance 
(O&MJ. I berieved this innovative management organization would pmvide a finkage 
between development and OW pmvide a focal point for the program virion by hoking 
at the HOSC effort over *, mach out to mw clients, and look for new businekc fa the 
HOSC. Also, I noted thar COLSA had proposed access to CSC's online knowIedgc bme, 
CSC Sources that contain8 a widc varisty of Iesaom learned and tcchnical*ao~utlons fm 
the multitude of CSC deVeIopmnt projects. I bslleved access tD.CSC Somcea would 
provide outside expertise and would be an invaluabIe t e t ~ o u r ~ t  in maintaining schedules 
on projects underway at the XOSC. Additionally, I coneiderad the detailed and realistic 
phase-in plan COLSA propoaed that w u  to be@ 30 day1 befm Authority to Proceed 
(ATP) wd be completed 21 daya after ATP. As p a  of its phkse-in plan, COLSA 
proposed to have a Tnmsitioa Tiger Teem of senior managers with combined c q o r a t e  
resounee to ovaaee all transition activities. It was my opinion that COLSA'e shoa 
aggre~sive phase-in pedod wodd increuo the likslihood of retaining the incumbent 
w ~ f k f ~ ~ c c e  and of ducing  cost^ to the Government COLSA's proposed use of a Tiger 

, - Team also wodd hdp to betbr an transition would be euccaaduful. 

- Unda tecmical ~ppma~li, 1 wua'w& chat - ~0&+_4p.~iid~m ..- .outstendingsofh~ara - - -- - - 
_ _ _ _ _  _ _.- - - -- I - . - --mgin;tdng process that fricldd ~hi-&ve~opmrmr methodology with release-bared 

maintaance, extcn~@e uee o f p  mvicwg, use of suppore tools fm rrqairament8 
tiaceability and impact andyeia, an smghais on good design practices, thornugh 
regm~ion and acceptance testing, and individual ommhip/~ccountabiIi@ for ~pecifio 
sofrwm units. MQI~OVU, this propaged aoftware engineering process wodd be 
oompliant with Softw~h Enginccringlnatimta CMM Level 4 standarde. Ibelsvod that * 

the qualiry o f  COLSA's softw& mglneering procea would reduce risk for ths HOSC. 
Also, I noud that COLSA proposed aa excellent systam engineering fsmcwmk for 
planing md controlling eysm dmlopmmt through the 1160 of CSC Catalyst, which is a 
standardized tool that can be used woe8 the entin product life cycle and can be tailorad 
for spccifrc prajm. The uee of the CSC Cafdyst methodology would increase 
effiicimcy, thereby nducing.ri& and cost to the HOSC. 

In addition, 1 considnrd the fact that COLSA proposed a wy good process for N&V, 
which sp& the entin life cycle ratbar thaa just,applying to post-delivery teat and 
verification sad would enable COLSA IO c o r n  problems earlier, themby mihidng 
m and nducing cost Also I noted, COLSA had a vezy strong approach b procedures 
maintenance, development, and testing that involved cataloging and reviewing cment 
procedures to verify accuracy, confirming staff compliance with thoss pzocsdum, 
ensuring compliance with HOSC standards, and if necessary, updating and gr8phically 
augmenting procedures. Once completed, COLSA proposed to re-ba~cIine and re-publish 



L 

the updated procedures, .I found that COLSA's approach to procedures would result in . ' 

clearer, more conaisrenfpmctdures hit would enhmce training and the human opaa.cion 
for HOSC operations. The larrr significant stiength under technical approach was' 
COLSA'a specific. @e-phased plan to integrate the DRC into the HOSC that included 
proposed enhrmcanenu to the DRC such aa web-based ueer requirements submittal and 
electronic product delivery. The proposed hpmvementa contained in tha COLSA plan 
to integration of the DRC would increase efficiencies, lower costa, and enable those 
efficiencies to be realized on a realistic schedule, 

, The last two kbfacm under Mission Sdtability.werc StdTiag and Safety and Bw. 
For reason discwead below, I did not find theae ~ubfactora p be dirdrdnatm for 
selection. I wea aware Qe gmmd COMA proposed for thc HOSC effort were highly 
qualified and had excellent refenncsa. With ngard to Sdcty and Health, COLSA 
submitted an acceptab1t plan that did not contain any w sa@esses or noteworthy ' 

strangthll. 

I aIso considawl thc rbngths in the MRC pmpoeal, which n?ceivsd a "Very Good" 
Maaim Suitability rating; however, I w a  aware that MEC wes not aa nmng ia 
~mwagernent or tscMcal sr COLSk Undermaaagement approach, I notsd that k c  
propoeed a reaming mangemant with Lockheed W n ,  New Techo lo~ ,  he. INTI), . 

and bd Systems. l'hh tsam had cbct, nlcmt ,  and in-depth knowIedge and ~xperieme 
baed upon their experience with tha UMS contract snd the DRC task order under CSOC 
In fact, Mia team csecntidly could be dewd u ths incmbant, under HOSC except for 
the f' th~t one of the cmmt CSOC mbcontracton would kcrne-prima lbeficve Ms. 

- - teaming anaagsmcmt wmkl  greatly-thi6aSe i i ~ y  effort ~A&C might need $o-D_cc_omt . . . . . . .. . . . .. - - .. . - 
.. _ _.__ .. _ - - -  - - - -  - - - -timiliar with the -ROSC eystsms aabpo~;6sde2. -me &ohd &*exdi&t Plan to 

ks accomplish phesc-in at no cost rmd with minimal risk to ongoing devslopmeat und 
opslations. Because kfRC's pmpoeed team waa comprised of tha incumbent contrxt~fs, 

--------- -- 4 wc~4uUyconfidcnrihatMRCmdd have a mouth tran~ition to tho HOSC con&& 

Addrlonslly, 1 w s  a w m  that MRC had a ~ r i y  comprehensive and detailed 
. implementation approach for accomplishing the project unique ~quircmcnt~ for thc I$s. 
and Shuttle. This approach &mona@tcd MRC's complete undcmtanding of the 
req~iremenu, r omsthing that h c r e ~ e d  the IikeIihood of succ~ssful pMformsnce on two 
of NASA's major programs that am supported by the HOSC. . 

1 

The WPET g m  MRC and COISA identical scores for tho Staffing subfeotor aad very 
similar acorn for the Safety and Health $&factor. Lilce COLSA, MRC propoaed highly 
qualified pexso~e1 with excellent refe~ncaa. In addition, the WFET gave MRC a 
strength fot its low-risk plan for secmitmant and retention of $killed pereonneL MRC 
already had 98% of the incumbent H ~ s C  pertoanel with transfers occurring from LM 
and NTI to MRC aad fmm Nn to bd Systems to'meet teaming agreement commitmm~, 
I agreed with the WPET sssessmmt that the fact MRC had 98% of the incumbent 
workfom w a8 not a significant discriminator for s l d o n  given COLSA's short, 
sggressi y c phasein plan to capture the incumbent workforce. With regard to Safety and 



Health, M E  also had submitted an aoceptable plan that did not contain any weaknessu 
or noteworthy strength3. : 

Examining the Cost factor, I noted that MRC'a probable coat was approximately 2.5% 
lower than the probable cost for CCOSA. According to tha WPET, much of this 
difference was due to COLSA'S higher G&A corn and, to a lesser u~mt, it3 higher 
overhead rates. I noted that although COLSA had a dightly higher cost, the COLSA 
proposal contained eomewhat fcwer Full Time Epivalan~ ma) than MRC offered. 
Most of the difference in F113a waa due to the fact that MRQprupoied more FIEs for 
manegement than COLSA proposed. The W E T  aasurad me it beliaved COLSA and 
MRC both could succea.essiirlly perform the HOSC effort with the labor mix each offeror 
proposed that matched their pmposed approach. 

The WPET made the adjustments to each offmrr's propoged price by applying the 
proposed ceiling rate6 for O W  to proposed cost in addition, the WPET evaluated the 
probable cant of the D/IQ podon of the contract and djustad each offmr''~ propoasd 
cost accordingly. Comigtent with the avaIuation criteria, phme-in costa w m  not 

. . inc1uded.in the bass prica of the HOSC although the WPET evaluated thses costs to 
datemine whether they we= reasonable and nat'adc. Ths WPET had a very high level 
of confidence regrrding its asaesament of probable coats and I did not have any mason ro 
disagree with th.ia aaseasmcnt. 

Past pdormanca, the third and hal factor used to evaluate HOSC did not rasalt in any 
, dis&n~lor.ahce COLSA md MRC both received a ratinn of "Vew Good." I did ndt 

The first step 1 mads in delibwationa wae to apply the evaluation Pitsria to the WPET's 
. findings. The evaluation clitaia stated that Misaicm Suitability waa the most impomt 
factor with Coat being 8lighdy La important than Mlesion Suitability. COLSA had &e 
sllperiur rating in Misaion Suitability raceiving an 'Exceflent" co@and to the 'Very 
Good" received by MRC. MRC'e pmbable coat, though, WU approximately 23% lower 
than the probable cost of COLSA. Baaed upon the evduation criteria that empharizcd 
misdoa suitability ovcz cogt, it appeared COLSA abauld be selected for award becauee i t  
had the better proposal notwithemding a ilightly higher cat.  

In addition to applying the cvaluatian criteria, I J o  believed it was necessary to made a 
.second determination involving a best vdae andysis since it was obvious that COLSA 
and MRC both were capable of auccusfidly operating the HOSC. In this regard, I . 
questioned whether CDLSA's highsr technical ratingjnetlfisd the approximate 2.5% 
difference in cost. I re-examined both proposals and again cmaidcnd the fact that 
COLSA had an outstanding software engineering proccaa and had demonatrated excallcnt 
software enginean'ng with its accreditation at the CMMLmcl4 level under a separate 
contract. I found this capability to be extreme1 y dgnificant since the HOSC effort is 
sohvsn intensive. MRC, on the other hand, did not propose the aame Icve140f software 
engineering disupline as COLSA. Bccauee of rht difference, I believed that MRC was a . 
more likely candidate for additional Agency level IV&V than wafi COLSA. Agency 



level IV&V cost8 represent additional cost to the program outside those of perfodng the 
contract It wai my-opinion that the difference in software engineering discipline, at a 
minimum, offset MRC's minor cost advantage. a 

I also ncopized COMA'S s&engths in its use of rhe CSC Catalyst methodology, i~ 
excellent process for IV&V, it9 strong approach to procedures, and its phased plan for 
integrating the DRC into ths HOSC. I believed rhe combination of these shngths 
npnsentcd advantages over those pmpoaed by MRC. Morc importantly, these feames 
should dlow COLSA to find problems earlier, better maintain rchedule, seduce mrs, 
standardize procwsea, and reduce risk. AII of these attributes would enable COLSA to 
reduce the coat of perfcmaace aa well aa minimize other program costs outside of the ' 

contract. MRC a p e d  to have propoaed processes that were similar to the c u e n t  
contract. Overall, I found that COLSA's technical approach was mom Sigorous thm the 
one MRC proposed and tliia m m  rigorous process justified COISA's dightly higher - .  

probable co~t. 

Additionally, thue  we^ a aignrgficant cfiffersncs between COLSA'a menagerment appm~h . ' :.. . - .. 
md MRC'a management approach.' One of thoae M i m a c e s  invoIved COLSA's . . 
innovative management organization that included an Integiation Office for strategic 
p l d n g .  I believed COLSA's managaxnent organization would provide a linkage 
between devdopmtnt and OLM, would provide a focal point for the program viaion, and 
would enable COLSA to m h  out to new clients for new opporhmitio~. On the o& 
hand, the MRC organization conrained an executive ovsrsigbt committee comprised of bd 
Syetem. LU, add -mC that rqorterl to the'Prosident of MRC end to the AOSC 

. . .  - - 

Prognun Manager.- While I recogaizsd that ths execvtive svenight committee brought - - . - 
- - -  - - - - - diver's~ ~ p c i t i a ~ o w ~ e d g e  to M R ~  I also waa ~ ~ m e  that such a sbuctlm, could makc 

MRC more rigid, bureaucxatic and/or reluctant to cbangs. NASA ie a dynamic agency 
and needs the ability to change mission quickly and, themfore, I IbeIievcd COLSAUe mom 
fmard looking organizational structure also jnstified the Werenee in probable coat, 

I 

Based on the fmgoing, I coaciuded that tbe advantage3 COLSA had in Mission 
Suitability ourweighed the slight cart advantage of MRC. ?his decision is conaigtent 
with the relative order af hportrmn, in the ovduation aitcria, which states tbs Mission 
Suitability factor is the mort igportant of the selection factors. Additionally, I 
conduded that COLSA represents the bdst value to the C3ov~nmcnt since for the reasons 

v statqd above, I found that the etebhnical benefits contained in COLS A'e propofid am 
worth an additional 2.5% h probable cost. . s 

Acr-gly, I select COLSA for mad of the contract to operate the Huntsville 
Opaations Support Center (ROSC). I 

Date 
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