SOURCE SELECTION STATEMENT
FOR THE
CENTER-WIDE ADMINSTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES

RFP NNM07213213R

On March 26, 2008, I along with other senior officials of the George C. Marshall Space
Flight Center (MSFC) met with the Source Evaluation Commuittee (SEC) appointed to
evaluate proposals in connection with the Center-wide Administrative Support Services
requirement.

L PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION

I appointed the members of the SEC which included representatives from the Office of
Human Capital Directorate, the Office of Strategic Analysis and Communications
Directorate, the Science and Mission Systems Office, and the Procurement Office. To
aid in the evaluation, the SEC appointed technical evaluators with expertise in
appropriate disciplines in order to provide assessments of proposal strengths and
weaknesses, The SEC utilized this information in conjunction with the predetermined
evaluation factors and subfactors in formulating its assessment of the strengths and
weaknesses for each Offeror.

The Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Center-wide Administrative Support Services
Contract (CAS) was released on September 14, 2007. The RFP required the Offerors to
provide the necessary management and personnel to provide support in the following
areas:

General Administrative Duties

Office Files/Records Mamntenance

Back-up Office Support

Desktop Processing

TDY Support Processing

Human Resource Automated Transactional Processing
Paralegal Support

Court Reporter Support

Temporary Management Support Assistance
NASA Stars Resume Operations Center Support
Employee Services and Operations
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This effort will be performed under a performance based, Firm-Fixed Price, Indefinite
Delivery Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) type contract. The various administrative support
services listed above will be acquired through the 1ssuance of Task Order(s) applied
against the contractor’s proposed fully burdened labor rates as reflected in the basic
contract. The contract consists of a one-year base period with four one-year options.
Therefore, the period of performance of the contract will be a maximum of five years
from the date of award.
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Two amendments were issued to the RFP:

Amendment No. | was released on September 28, 2007, and provided Offerors with
answers to written questions received in response to the RFP, as well as minor revisions
to the RFP. This revision cotrected the maximum order value listed on pages 1-4 and B-1|
to $7,124,207 instead ot $7,233,742.

Amendment No. 2 was released on October 2, 2007, and provided Offerors with answers
to written questions received in response to the RFP, as well as minor revisions to the
RFP. These revisions included, amending the proposal due date for Volume III (Past
Performance) under Provision [..12, entitled “Due Date for Receipt of Proposal,” to
October 15, 2007, instead of October 5, 2007. In addition, the submittal dates for
Volumes [ (Mission Suitability), II (Price/Cost), and TV (Completed RFP and signed
SF33’s) were revised to October 22, 2007, instead of October 15, 2007. Finally,
Attachment L-2 (Form SC Past Performance Interview/Questionnaire) was revised to
reflect the correct address for the submission of questionnaires and the revised Past
Performance due date.

The Government designated this procurement as a 100 percent, 8(a) set-aside under the
Federal Acquisttion Regulation (FAR) Part 19.8. The procurement was conducted as a
full and open competition in accordance with FAR Part 15, entitled “Contracting by
Negotiation.” On October 22, 2007, complete proposals (i.e., Volumes I-IV) were
received from the following 8(a) companies:

Anadarko Industries, LLC Chickasaw Nation Industries, Inc. (CNI)
17625 E]l Camino Real, Strect 410 2600 John Saxon Boulevard
Houston, TX 77058-3052 Norman, OK 73071
CMW and Associates Corporation Deltha-Critique Joint Venture
122 W Pine Street 3520 General DeGaulle Drive
Springfield, IL 62704 Suite 5060

New Orleans, LA 70114
DQSI Corporation ELEIT Technology, Incorporated
19218 North 5% Street 2400 Bob Wallace Avenue
Covington, LA 70433 Huntsville, AL 35805
GAP Solutions, Inc. LogiCore Corporation
11425 Isaac Newton Square 1015 Henderson Road
South Suite 200 Huntsville, Al 35816

Reston, VA 20190
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Media Fusion, Inc, (MFI) Shield Services, LLC
4951 Century Street 413 South Rum River Drive Suite 14
Huntsville, AL 35816 Princeton, MN 55371
Total Solution, Inc. Washington Technology Group. Inc.
290 Cochran Road, Suite 4 8701 Georgia Avenue, Suite 500
Huntsville, AL 35824 Silver Spring, MD 20910
Will Technology, Inc. Wright Solutions, Inc.
1570 The Boardwalk 7833 Walker Drive, Suite 630
Huntsville, AL 35816 Greenbelt, MD 20770

It should be noted that fifteen companies submitted Past Performance Volumes (i.c.,
Volume II) by October 15, 2007; however, only the above fourteen companies submitted
all proposal volumes (I-1V) in response to the RFP.

H. EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The proposals were evaluated in accordance with the procedures prescribed by FAR Part
15 and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) Part 1815. The Government evaluated the
proposals in two general steps:

Step One — An initial evaluation was performed to determine if all information had been
provided and the Offeror had made a reasonable allempt to present an acceptable
proposal. No proposal was determined to be unacceptable.

Step Two — All acceptable proposals were evaluated against the three evaluation factors
contained in the RFP. As noted in the RFP, the Government intended to make this
evaluation and award a contract without discussions with Offerors. As a result, the RFP
advised the Offerors that their initial proposals should contain the Offeror’s best terms
from a cost or price and technical standpoint.

Selection and award was in accordance with the “Best Value Tradeoft” (BVT) technique
delineated in the RFP. A best value selection seeks to select a proposal based upon the
best combination of price and qualitative effort, which includes Mission Swtability and
Past Performance. The BVT evaluation is based upon the premise that, if all proposals
arc of approximately equal qualitative merit, award will be made to the Offeror with the
lowest evaluated Price. However, the Government will consider awarding to an Offeror
with the higher qualitative merit if the difference in Price is commensurate with added
value. Conversely, the Government will consider making award to an Offeror whose
proposal has lower qualitative merit if the Price differential between it and other
proposals warrants doing so.

The RFP prescribed three evaluation factors considered essential in an offer: Mission
Suitability, Price, and Past Performance. All evaluation factors, Mission Suitability, Past
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Performance, and Price/Cost, are essentially equal to each other. Therefore, all
cvaluation factors other than cost, when combined, are significantly more important than
Price/Cost.

The three evaluation factors were described as follows:

Mission_Suitability: The proposals were evaluated for the Offeror’s approach to
effectively and efficiently accomplish the work specified in the Performance Work
Statement (PWS). The Offeror’s understanding of the requirements of the PWS and the
processes MSFC employs to accomplish assigned Center-wide Administrative Support
services in supporting those tasks were evaluated under this factor. For each Mission
Suitability subfactor, the Offeror’s assessment of risks inherent in their approach and
their plan to mitigate those risks were evaluated as further indication of the Offeror’s
understanding of the requirement and the effectiveness and efficiency of their approach.
The total weighting for Mission Suitabtlity was 1,000 points. Mission Suitability
consisted of four subfactors and each subfactor received both an adjectival rating and a
numerical score.

A. Management and Technical Approach (400 points)

B. Staffing and Total Compensation (350 points)

C. Key Personnel (150 Points)

D. Safety, Health and Environmental Initiatives (100 points}

Overall, each Offeror could receive a total of 1000 points. The numerical weights
assigned to the four subfactors identified above were indicative of the relative importance
of those evaluation areas. In addition to the numerical weighting, Mission Suitability is
evaluated using the adjectival rating system/definitions shown in NFS 1815.305 Proposal
Evaluation.

Price: The adequacy, reasonableness, and realism of the proposed fully burdened labor
rates and burden(s) applied to Other Direct Costs (ODCs) were evaluated for each
Offeror. The total price for the base period and all option periods, as computed using the
Government IDIQ evaluated price formula (including any additional Contractor proposed
program management labor hours/rates), were combined together and an evaluated price,
including the effect of any proposed innovative approaches, were reported to the Source
Selection Authority (SSA).  Each Offeror’s proposed phase-in price was identified
separately and reported to the SSA. Adjustments to the proposed phase-in price were not
made by the SEC; however, the overall adequacy and realism of the proposed phase-in
price were reported to the SSA. The Offeror’s estimated price/cost for the proposed
“Other Program Management” skill mix and labor hours were also evaluated. Unrealistic
or unreasonable prices and inconsistencies between the Mission Suitability Volume and
the Price Factor Volume were assessed as a proposal risk. Offers that did not include all
requested information were cautioned that this may indicate a lack of understanding of
the PWS and Contract requirements.
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Past Performance: The Offeror’s overall corporate past performance, including the
corporate past performance of any proposed teammates/subcontractors (as opposed to
that of proposed key personnel);, on comparable or related program/project efforts were
evaluated, Emphasis was given to the extent of direct relevant corporate experience and
quality of past performance on previous contracts that were relevant to the effort defined
in the RFP. This area was not numerically scored, but was assigned an adjective rating
and reported to the SSA for consideration in making a selection. The evaluation
considered past performance information provided by Offerors and information from
other sources. In addition to Offeror provided references, the NASA/MSFC past
performance database and references known to the SEC were checked as deemed
necessary. The Interview/Questionnaire form was used to solicit assessments of the
Offeror’s performance from the Ofteror’s previous customers. All pertinent information,
including customer assessments and any Offeror rebuttals, if appropriate, were made part
of the evaluation records and included in the evaluation.

The Offeror’s Lost Time Case (LTC) rate was also evaluated, Each referenced contract
or project’s LTC was averaged (3 years) and compared to the latest available Department
of Labor (DoL) LTC national average for the given North American Industry
Classification Code (NAICS). The Offeror, including subcontractors and teammates,
voluntary turnover history for the past 3 years for exempt and nonexempt employees (or
other major categorizations used by the Offerors) for the Corporate entity bidding on this
contract were also evaluated.

Past Performance was not numerically scored; however, an adjectival rating was
assigned. The applicable adjective ratings were “Excellent,” “Very Good,” “Good,”
“Fair,” and “Poor.” The detinitions for the adjective ratings are contained in the RFP. In
order to not discourage the formation of new firms that fit these criteria, firms with no
relevant past performance received an adjectival rating of “Neutral” consistent with the
RFP’s Section M.4(e)(2)(iii).

1. DISPOSITION AND EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

All offers received were determined to be acceptable and were evaluated consistent with
the criteria identified in the RFP. The initial findings of the Source Evaluation
Committee were presented to me, the SSA, on March 26, 2008, In order to protect the
proprietary data of the Offerors, some findings have been summarized. The summary of
findings, as determined by the SEC, for each of the fourteen Offerors is as follows:

Anadarko Industries, LLC (Anadarko)

In the Mission Suitability factor, Anadarko received an overall adjective rating of Good.
Anadarko had no deficiencies, one significant weakness, and eight weaknesses.

Under the Management and Technical Approach subfactor, Anadarko received an
adjective rating of Good. Anadarko received no significant strengths, seven strengths,
one significant weakness, and five weaknesses. These findings are summarized as
follows:
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Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 7
The Offeror’s proposed deductions for less than optimum performance which
demonstrate confidence i their ability to provide quality services under this
contract.
The Offeror’s proposed use of a "Process Advocate” (Team Lead).
The Offeror’s comprehensive employee training program.

The Offeror’s proposed use of a "Customer Concerns Tracking System.”

The Offeror proposed employing a corporate Safety and Health Manager at no
direct cost to the Government.

The Offeror’s proposed electronic time-keeping system which should prove to be
an accurate and efficient method for tracking time and attendance for a workforce
dispersed across the Center.

The Offeror’s proposed "CAS Dashboard.”

Significant Weakness: 1

The Offeror’s proposed Program Manager does not have daily oversight and
management responsibility for the entire on-site workforce.

Weaknesses: 5

The Offeror did not address the use of the Government directed COTR Quarterly
Customer Survey as feedback to address/mitigate quality and performance issues.

The Offeror’s proposal contained contlicting verbiage for backfilling vacancies as
indicated in their "Resource Management” and "Task Order Service Request
Authorization” descriptions.

The Offeror’s proposed task order process, which indicates they will begin service
delivery with full-time employees 30 days after task order issuance. This
indicates a lack of understanding of the Task Order process, as work requirements
will commence immediately (or as soon as directed in the task order) upon
issuance of the task order.

The Offeror proposed the use of placement test results to determine at what level
employees are "placed"” (Secretary | versus Secretary 11, etc.). The use of a skills
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test to determine applicant(s) qualifications is acceptable. However, job
classification placement (i.e. Secretary I's or Secretary 1I's) is determined by the
level of the MSFC organization supported and not determined by the score on a
skills test.

+ The Offeror did not address compliance with MPD 1280.1 (Marshall Quality
Management System Manual) as directed in Provision L.13, Instructions for
Proposal Preparation.

Under the Staffing and Total Compensation subfactor, Anadarko received an adjective
rating of Good. Anadarko received no significant strengths, five strengths, no significant
weaknesses, and one weakness. These findings are summarized as follows:

Sigmificant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 5
¢ The Offeror’s proposed management approach to fill employee vacancies.
+ The Offeror’s fringe benefits package.

+ The Offeror’s proposed plan to maintain a stand-by pool of pre-screened and pre-
qualified candidates for cach contract labor category to 1ill open positions in the
event of vacation, illness or other absences.

« The Offeror’s planned advance pre-screening and NASA-specific training/testing
to assist in determiming the most qualified candidates for open positions and
ensuring employees maintain a current knowledge base.

+ The Offeror’s comprehensive phase-in activity; which 1s well defined, orderly,
and includes descriptions of roles and responsibilities for each milestone required

for successful phase-in.

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: |

«  The Offeror neglected to address fringe benefits for temporary and part-time
employees.

Under the Key Personnel subfactor, Anadarko received an adjective rating of Good.
Anadarko received no significant strengths, one strength and no significant weaknesses or
no weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Sigmificant Strengths: 0
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Strengths: 1

« The Offeror’s proposed Program Manager. This individual holds a B.A. in
Accounting and has supervised employees in the past, but does not have recent
experience managing a large number of administrative employees. The proposed
Program Manager's most recent experience is providing specialized consultmg in
the areas of proposal and accounting preparation. Key personnel interviews
revealed very good feedback concerning this individuals performance and foeus
on customer service. This individual is 100 percent committed to this etfort,

Significant Weaknesses:

Weaknesses: 0

Under the Safety, Health, and Environmental subfactor, Anadarko received an adjective
rating of Fair. Anadarko received no significant strengths or strengths, no significant
weaknesses, and two weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 0

Significant Weaknesses:

Weaknesses: 2

+ The Offeror’s SHE Plan does not address in sufficient detail the DRD elements.
1) Mishap reporting per MWI 8621.1 and 2) ensuring compliance with MPR
8715.1

« The Offeror’s risk identification and mitigation approach to implementing their
SHE Plan does not clearly identify specific risks associated with implementing
the Plan.

In the Past Performance factor, Anadarko recetved an adjective rating of Very Good.
Anadarko received one significant strength, three strengths, and no significant
weaknesses or weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Stgmificant Strengths: 1

*  The Offeror’s past performance on the NASA JSC Human Resources and
Procurement Support contract is considered highly relevant to the CAS effort.
This effort is similar in scope, size, and is the same contract type (ID1Q FFP).
The Offeror was recognized by the customer for their customer service and being
attuned and responsive to the customer needs. Performance was judged to be
excellent overall.
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Strengths: 3

The Offeror’s past performance on the NASA/ISC Center Operations Support
contract is considered relevant to the CAS effort. It is similar in scope (includes
several labor categories of the CAS effort), and approximately twice the size of
this effort. Performance was judged to be excellent overall.

The Offeror’s low lost time case rate, which was zero for all past performance
examples evaluated. The Offeror’s Lost-time Total Case (I.TC) rate average is
less than the Department of Labor (DoL), Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) LTC
national average for the given North American Industry Classification System
(NAICS).

The Offeror’s past performance on the USDA Large Office End User I'T Support
contract contains elements that are somewhat relevant in nature to the CAS effort
(mainly IT related services). This effort is the same contract type (FEP/IDIQ) and
similar in size. Performance overall was judged to be excellent. As a result of
this effort The Offeror was recognized as the “2007 Small Disadvantage Business
of the Year.

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0

In the Price factor, Anadarko’s evaluated price was $30.752M. The SEC determined the
evaluated price was adequate to perform this eftort; therefore, the SEC gave Anadarko a
“High” cost confidence rating.

CMW and Associates Corporation {(CMW)

In the Mission Suitability factor, CMW received an overall adjective rating of Fair.
CMW had no deficiencies, four significant weaknesses, and nine weaknesses.

Under the Management and Technical Approach subfactor, CMW received an adjective
rating of Fair. CMW received no significant strengths, four strengths, two significant
weaknesses, and two weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 4

The Offeror’s training approach, which focuses on the necessary orientation
training and provides a comprehensive training strategy to ensure a competent
workforce for contract performance.
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« The Offeror’s plan to use a web-based time and attendance system to collect
timecard information from a dispersed workforce. This will enable efficiency
when recording time and attendance data.

* The Offeror’s company president will conduct MSFC monthly visits, which
demonstrates corporate commitment to this effort, to the employees, and NASA
customers.

« The Offeror’s use of "E-Magazine" to disseminate information will promote
communication amongst the contractor workforce.

Significant Weaknesses: 2

* The Offeror did not adequately address the approach and methodology to be used
in fulfilling the requirements of the PWS. Discussion was limited concerning the
techniques to be used in planning, scheduling, integrating, processing, and
controlling the tasks required in the PWS. The Offeror cites their past
performance in several areas as evidence of their ability to perform this eftort, and
does not provide adequate supporting rationale to demonstrate their approach.

» The Offeror’s extremely low proposed performance deductions for less than
optimum performance indicates a lack of confidence in their ability to provide
quality services for this effort.

Weaknesses: 2

*  The Offeror’s discussion of disciplinary actions for unacceptable performance
does not adequately address disciplinary procedures other than termination of
employees.

+ The Offeror did not adequately address the SBA Ostensible Subcontractor Rule as
required in Clause 1..13, Instructions for Proposal Preparation. The Offeror did
not identity the degree of collaboration in preparation of this proposal or the
discrete task to be performed by each teammate.

Under the Staffing and Total Conpensation subfactor, CMW received an adjective rating
of Fair. CMW received no signiticant strengths, one strength, one significant weakness,
and four weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 1
« The Oftferor’s access to qualitied personnel through membership in a nationwide

network of independent recruiters. This will assist in providing a quickly
accessible qualified statf for this effort.
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Significant Weaknesses: 1

The Offeror’s plan to seek Government approval to retain incumbent emplovees.
This proposed approach would create a personal services type relationship.

Weaknesses: 4

The Offeror’s subcontractor did not provide vacation accruals in accordance with
the Service Contract Act.

The Offeror’s approach to use overtime to address varying demands is not
authorized under the terms and conditions of this RFP or included in the model
contract.

The Offeror’s proposed 401K plan.

The Offeror’s dental benefits package.

Under the Key Personnel subfactor, CMW received an adjective rating of Fair. CMW
received no significant strengths, one strength, no significant weaknesses, and three
weaknesses. These findings are summarized as tollows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 1

The Offeror’s proposed Deputy Program Manager, who is familiar with NASA
processes and procedures. This individual has a degree (B.S. in Management),
the background, related training and experience (13 years of management
experience - NASA and Industry) necessary to perform in the role ot Deputy
Program Manager. Key Personnel interview feedback was extremely positive
concerning this individual’s knowledge, skills, and abilities. It is noted this
person has not been contacted and is not currently committed to this effort. The
Offeror did not provide education information for validation, but it was available
through other sources for this individual.

Sigmificant Weaknesses: O

Weaknesses: 3

The Offeror’s proposed Program Manager. This individual has the background
and education necessary to perform in this position. However, it was revealed
during the key personnel evaluation that this individual had program management
issues while serving on the incumbent contract.

11
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The Offeror’s lack of adequate rationale for designating key personnel positions.

The Offeror’s proposed Safety Security Logistics Supervisor. The Offeror did
not adequately provide education history and previous employment references to
allow the Government to thoroughly evaluate the suitability of the individual
proposed for this position. 1t is noted on the Form SA that this individual has not
been contacted and has not committed to the proposed position.

Under the Safety, Health, and Environmental subfactor, CMW received an adjective
rating of Fair. CMW received no significant strengths or strengths, one significant
weakness, and no weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 0

Significant Weaknesses: |

The Offeror’s draft SHE Plan does not address in sufficient detail all DRD
elements and sub-clements. These include the system and worksite hazard
analysis, hazard prevention and control (such as: Mishap Investigation and
Emergency Management Program), and the Safety and Health Training Plan. The
draft SHE Plan provided appeared to be a corporate safety plan and was not
written to address the MSFC SHE Plan elements.

Weaknesses: O

In the Past Performance factor, CMW received an adjective rating of Good. CMW
received one significant strength, one strength, no significant weaknesses, and one
weakness. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: |1

The Offeror’s 2-year LTC rate is less than 50 percent of the DOL, BLS LTC
national average for the given NAICS code.

Strengths: 1

The Offeror’s past performance on the Dol. Foreign Labor Certification
Processing contract; the Rhode Island National Guard Family Services Staff
contract; the United States Navy Crane contract; and the [linois National Guard
Medical Records, Training, and inventory Support contract. These efforts contain
clements of the CAS Performance Work Statement and therefore as a whole were
determined to be somewhat relevant to the CAS effort. Performance was judged
to be excellent overall for these efforts.
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Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 1

The Offeror’s 2-year Lost-time Total Case (LTC) rate is greater than the
Department of Labor (DoL), Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) LTC national
average. This finding relates to the past performance provided for the DoL
Foreign Labor Certification Processing contract only.

In the Price factor, CMW’s evaluated price was $30.218M. The SEC determined the
evaluated price was adequate to perform this effort; theretore, the SEC gave CMW a
“High” Cost Confidence Rating.

Chickasaw Nation Industries, Inc. {CND)

In the Mission Suitability factor, CNI received an overall adjective rating of Very Good.
CNI had no deficiencies, no significant weaknesses, and four weaknesses.

Under the Management and Technical Approach subfactor, CNI received an adjective
rating of Good. NI received no significant strengths, six strengths, no significant
weaknesses, and three weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Sienificant Strength: 0

Strengths: 6

The Offeror’s detailed and comprehensive approach proposed for planning,
scheduling, integrating, processing, controlling, and completing the PWS
requirements.

The Offeror’s use of corporate assets at no direct charge to the Government to
assist the Program Manager in the execution of this effort.

The Offeror’s comprehensive quality control approach. The Ofteror 1s ISO 9001
certified and compliant, and has other controls in place to assure they provide
excellent services in a timely manner.

The Offeror’s personnel! training program approach.
The Offeror’s detailed communication process, which fully describes internal and
external communication Initiatives and demonstrates a proactive process to

resolve ambiguities, concerns, and conflicts that become apparent during contract
performance.
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The Offeror’s use of a "Weekly Significant Items Report" that will supplement
required data deliverables and provide additional work process control
information.

Sremificant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 3

The Offeror’s low performance deductions proposed for less than optimum
performance demonstrate a low level of confidence in their ability to provide
quality services.

The Offeror’s inadequate methodology provided on how the COTR Quarterly
Customer Survey results will be used as a feedback mechanism for monitoring
contract performance and developing process improvement initiatives.

The Offeror cites the use of Work Leaders to manage branch employees and make
appropriate decisions for the respective division branch they supervise. The
Offeror did not provide adequate rationale for the Government to determine if
these Work Leaders are qualified to serve in this supervisory role.

Under the Staffing and Total Compensation subfactor, CNI received an adjective rating
of Very Good. CNI received one significant strength, four strengths, no significant
weaknesses, and one weakness. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: |

The Offeror’s approach to meeting varying demands.
Strengths: 4
The Offeror’s planned share of the health benefits premiums.
The Offeror’s reach-back capability provided by the local corporate office, which
helps to ensure the availability of pre-qualified and badged employees during

times of increased demand for services.

The Offeror’s well defined Phase-In plan which should lead to a smooth transition
and minimal impact to on-going efforts.

The Offeror’s risk assessment insight, which considers the impact of various
programs and events that will compete with this effort for qualified statt in the

Huntsville labor market.

Significant Weaknesses: 0
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Weaknesses: 1
»  Flements of the Offeror’s proposed fringe benefits package.
Under the Key Personnel subfactor, CNI received an adjective rating of Good. CNI

received no significant strengths, one strength and no significant weaknesses or
weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 1

» The Offeror’s proposed Program Manager. This individual has a bachelors
degree in Industrial Technology and other specialized training (1.e. NASA Lean
Six Sigma Methodology, IT related software training, Cisco Certified Network
Professional, and Microsoft Certified Professional). This individual currently
supervises 25 employees. In a prior management role, this individual supervised
approximately 80 employees. Feedback from the key personnel interview process
was very good concerning this individual’s work ethic and leadership skills.

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0

Under the Safety, Health, and Environmental subfactor, CNI received an adjective rating
of Excellent. CNI received two significant strengths and no strengths, significant
weaknesses, or weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Sienificant Strengths: 2

» The Offeror’s SHE Plan, which is comprehensive, of exceptional merit, and
addresses all DRD elements in sufficient details and proposes additional safety
initiatives beyond the MSFC SHE requirements.

*  The Offeror’s risk mitigation plan for the SHE elements, which identifies

meaningful tisks and appropriate mitigation plans for tmplementing their SHE
Plan at MSFC.

Strengths: 0

Signiuficant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0
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In the Past Performance factor, CNI received an adjective rating of Excellent. CNI
received four significant strengths, two strengths, no significant weaknesses, and one
weakness. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 4

s The Offeror’s past performance on the NASA/KSC Administrative Services
contract, which is considered highly relevant to the CAS effort. This contract
includes all labor categories under the CAS effort except for the legal positions.
This FFP effort is similar in size, scope, and complexity. Performance has been
judged to be excellent overall.

* The Offeror’s past performance on the DOE Western Area Power Administration
and Rocky Mountain Region Technical and Administrative Support Services
contract, which is considered highly relevant to the CAS effort. This contract
includes a majority of the labor categories included in the CAS effort, and is
considered similar in size and scope. Performance has been judged to be
excellent overall.

» The Offeror’s past performance on the FAA Mike Monroney Aeronautical Center
Administrative Support contract, which is considered highly relevant to the CAS
effort. This contract includes a majority of the labor categories included in the
CAS effort, and is considered similar in size and scope. Performance has been
judged to be excellent overall,

« The Offeror’s 3-year LTC average is less than 50 percent of the Department of
Labor (Dol) Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) LTC national average for the
identified NAICS code.

Strengths: 2

* The Offeror’s performance recognition in the following awards: (1) Federal
Aviation Administration Aviation System Standards’ Quality Award for
Excellence, and (2) NASA's KSC Workforce and Diversity Management Office
Commitment to Excellence and Achievement Awards for Leadership and
Administrative Support.

» The Offeror’s past performance on the NASA/MSFC Engineering, Science and
Technical Support Services subcontract and the CNI Aviation Services FAA Civil
Aeromedical Institute (CAMI) contract. These etforts contain elements of the
CAS Performance Work Statement and therefore as a whole were determined to
be somewhat relevant to the CAS effort. Performance was judged to be excellent
overall for these efforts.

Significant Weaknesses: 0
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Weaknesses: 1
* The Offeror’s LTC rate is greater than the Dol BLS LTC national average.

In the Price factor, CNI’s evaluated price was $31.392M. The SEC determined the
evaluated price was adequate to perform this effort; however, the DCAA proposal audit
revealed issues with the Offeror’s fringe and overhead rates, and the G&A forecasting
methodology; which created uncertainty that the total evaluated price was accurate.

Therefore, SEC gave CNI a “Moderate” Cost Confidence Rating.

Deltha-Critigue Joint Venture (Deltha-Critique)

In the Mission Suitability factor, Deltha-Critique received an overall adjective rating of
Excellent. Deltha-Critique had no deficiencies, no significant weaknesses, and no
weaknesses.

Under the Management and Technical Approach subfactor, Deltha-Critique received an
adjective rating ot Very Good. Deltha-Critique received one significant strength, six
strengths, and no significant weaknesses or weaknesses. These findings are summarized
as follows:

Significant Strengths: 1

* The Offeror’s proposed deductions for less than optimum performance
demonstrate confidence in its ability to provide quality services for this effort,

Strengths: 6

+ The Offeror’s plan to use the COTR Quarterly Customer Survey and their self-
generated assessments to monitor contract performance and identify areas for
improvement,

+ The Offeror’s Program Manager's access to corporate resources at no direct
charge to the Government to support this effort as needed.

» The Offeror’s proposed Task Management System, which is comprehensive and
clearly details the tracking of task from origin to completion. In addition, it ties in
the COTR Quarterly Customer Survey Instrument feedback and includes the
process for contlict resolution.

» The Offeror’s detailed communication process, which demonstrates an effective
methodology for resolving ambiguities, concerns, and conflicts that become
apparent during contract performance.

» The Offeror’s planned use of a web-based proficiency and testing software.
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+ The Offeror’s comprehensive risk analysis which is well defined.

Stgnificant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0

Under the Staffing and Total Compensation subfactor, Deltha-Critique received an
adjective rating of Very Good. Deltha-Critique received one significant strength, two
strengths, and no significant weaknesses or weaknesses. These findings are summarized
as follows:

Sigmificant Strengths: |

» The Offeror’s proposed benefits package.

Strengths: 2

* The Offeror’s approach to accommodate short and long term increases or
decreases in the level of support needed for successful contract performance.

« The Oftferor’s well defined phase-in plan that outlines an approach to execute the
phase-in in a shorter timeframe than the 18 days specified in the RFP.

Significant Weaknesses:

Weaknesses: 0
Under the Key Personnel subfactor, Deltha-Critique received an adjective rating of
Excellent.  Deltha-Critique received two significant strengths and no  strengths,
significant weaknesses, or weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 2

» The Offeror’s proposed Program Manager, who has a bachelors degree and other
specialized training (i.e. procurement, contract management and quality
assurance). This person has highly relevant experience managing administrative
personnel, is familiar with NASA's processes and procedures, and key personnel
interview feedback was extremely positive concerning her knowledge, abilities,
and interpersonal skills. This individual is 100 percent committed to this effort.

* The Offeror’s proposed Deputy Program Manager, who is familiar with NASA
process and procedures. This individual has a degree (B.S. in Management), the
background, related training and experience (13 years of management experience
- NASA and Industry) necessary to perform in the role of Deputy Program
Manager. Key Personnel interview feedback was extremely positive concerning
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this individual’s knowledge, skills, and abilities. This individual is 100 percent
committed to this effort.

Strengths: 0

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0

Under the Safety, Health, and Environmental subfactor, Deltha-Critique received an
adjective rating of Excellent. Deltha-Critique received one significant strength, one
strength and no significant weaknesses or weaknesses. These findings are summarized as
follows:

Significant Strengths: |

«  The Offeror’s SHE Plan 1s comprehensive, of exceptional merit, and is extremely
thorough in addressing each DRD element in detail. The plan provides for
additional safely initiatives beyond the MSFC requirements.

Strengths: 1

+ The Offeror’s SHE risk mitigation plan, which identifies suitable risks and the
appropriate mitigation plans associated with implementing their SHE Program at
MSEC.

Sienificant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0

In the Past Performance factor, Deltha-Critique received an adjective rating of Excellent.
Deltha-Critique received three significant strengths, four strengths and no significant
weaknesses or weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 3

* The Offeror’s past performance on the NASA/JSC Support Services contract,
which is considered highly relevant to the CAS effort. This contract includes all
labor categories required under the CAS effort except legal support positions
{Office of Chief Counsel administrative support is included). The contract is very
similar in size, scope, and complexity. In addition, during the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina, the customer identified their strong commitment to continue
efforts with minimal degradation of services under this contract. Performance has
been judged to be excellent overall.
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*  The Offeror’s past performance on the DoE Oak Ridge Administrative Support
Services contract, which is considered highly relevant in size, scope, and
complexity. This contract includes all labor categories required under the CAS
etfort except for the paralegal functions. The COTR noted that the company had
been awarded the highest performance rating in DoE’s 60-vear history. Their
performance was judged to be excellent overall,

+  The Offeror’s Lost-time Total Case (LTC) rate average which is less than 50
percent of the Department of Labor (Dol.) Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) LTC
national average for the given NAICS code.

Strengths: 4

« The Offeror’s past performance on the Navy Administrative and Clerical Support
Services contract, which is considered relevant to the CAS effort. This contract
includes clerical and administrative labor functions such as facilitating
correspondence, travel orders, and other clerical duties. This contract is similar in
scope but the size is smaller than the CAS effort. Performance has been judged to
be excellent overall.

* The Offeror’s past performance on the DoE-WSI Services contract, which is
considered refevant to the CAS effort. This contract involves security and IT
efforts; however, the scope, size, and complexity of this effort is similar to the
CAS requirement as reflected by the sizeable administrative services that includes
some paralegal and other CAS labor categories. Performance has been judged to
be excellent overall.

« The Offeror’s past performance on the DoE Strategic Petroleum Reserve
Management and Technical Support Services contract, which is considered
relevant to the CAS procurement effort. It 1s similar in scope and complexity
(includes all required labor categories except paralegal), but size is half of the
CAS effort. Performance has been judged to be excellent overall.

+ The Offeror’s receipt of performance recognition awards such as: The NASA
Minority Contractor of the Year (2007) and the Department of Energy Award for

Environmental Excellence (2001).

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 0
In the Price factor, Deltha-Critique evaluated price was $29.031M. The SEC determined

the evaluated price was adequate to perform this effort; therefore, the SEC gave Deltha-
Critique a “High” cost confidence rating.
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DOSI Corporation (DOSI

in the Mission Suitability factor, DQSI received an overall adjective rating of Fair. DQSI
had no deficiencies, two significant weaknesses, and thirteen weaknesses.

Under the Management and Technical Approach_subfactor, DQSI received an adjective
rating of Fair. DQSI received no significant strengths, two strengths, one significant
weakness, and five weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 2

« The Offeror’s plan to complete an "Employee Orientation and Skills/Training
Needs Assessment” for each emplovee.

« The Offeror’s approach to use a monthly newsletter to facilitate communications
with their employees and keep them abreast of corporate, NASA, and personnel
information.

Significant Weaknesses: 1

+  The Offeror’s extremely low proposed performance deductions for less than
optimum performance does not demonstrate confidence in their ability to provide
quality services on this contract.

Weaknesses: 3

« The Offeror did not fully describe the approach to be used in fulfilling the
requirements of the PWS. Discussion was limited concerning how PWS tasks
would be planned, integrated, and controlled.

» The Offeror’s plan to implement a system of customer feedback and monitoring
as part of their Quality Assurance system. They fail to address how the contract-
directed COTR Quarterly Customer Survey would be used as performance
feedback for quality assurance purposes or as an index of customer satisfaction.

+ The Offeror’s approach to have team leads (in the absence of the Program
Manager) serve as essentially an Alternate Program Manager. The Offeror did
not provide adequate rationale for the Government to determine if the team leads
are qualified to serve in this supervisory role.

« The Offeror did not adequately describe the nature of the teaming arrangements in
their proposal. Discussion was limited concerning the work to be performed by
cach teammate/subcontractor relative to the PWS tasks, or how personnel and
resources would be commingled to perform the discrete tasks required by the
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contract. In addition, the qualifications of one subcontractor were not addressed.
The Government is unable to determine if the Offeror is in compliance with the
ostensible subcontracting rule.

* The Offeror’s communication approach, which does not adequately address
communication interfaces between the Program Manager and CO/COTR.

Under the Staffing and Total Compensation subfactor, DQSI received an adjective rating
of Fair. DQSI received no significant strengths, one strength, no significant weaknesses,
and seven weaknesses. These findings are summarized as follows:

Significant Strengths: 0

Strengths: 1

« The Offeror’s pre-existing list of experienced, pre-screened personnel who will be
used to fill positions vacated by incumbent personnel.

Significant Weaknesses: 0

Weaknesses: 7

+ Elements of the Offeror’s proposed fringe benefits package. In addition, this plan
provides two distinct fringe benefit plans for the prime and subcontractor. Such
an approach could lead to employee discontent and increased turnover of
personnel.

« The Offeror’s plan to provide back-up support via cross-training of existing
support personnel.

+ The Offeror’s Annual Leave Policy indicates a lack of understanding of the
Service Contract Act.

+ The Offeror’s proposal staffing approach indicates a lack of understanding of
SCA policy.

* The Offeror’s health care plan contradicts the minimum mandatory requirements
of the Health Insurance Portability and Ac