
Selection Statement 
for the 

Manufacturing Support & Facility Operations Contract 
(MSFOC) 

Request for Proposal 
(Solicitation Number NNM0838773R) 

On April 27, 200Q, I along with other senior officials of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration met with th.: source eyaluation board (SEB) appointed to evaluate 
proposals in connl:ction with the MlIIl\uacturing Support & 1 'aciJity Operations ('ontract 
(MSI'OC) Request for Propo~al (RFP) (Solicitation Number '1NM07181505R). 

The purpose of the Michoud Assembly Facility (M.\F) MSFO(, is to prnvide missiun­
focused, int.:grated production and facility operational support to National A.;ronauti(;s 
and Space Administration (NASA) projects and other on-sitt! us<.'r(s)/tcnant(s) during a 
period of time when MAF is transforming from a single-project, single-prime contractor 
facility to a mUlti-project, multi-prime contractor facility. This support include~ (I) 
pwgram management, (2) saf~ty, health and emergency management. (3) manufacturing 
support, (4) maintenanC(;, (5) site services, (6) site op.:ration~, (7) logistics operations 
sen ices, (8) ~ustaining enginecring, (9) em'ironmental ~en· ices, (10) construction 
manag.:ment, and (11) inddinitc-ddiwry inddinire-quantitj (IDIQ) services. A~ both a 
manufacturing facility for human space flight hardv.:are and an operational in,tallation for 
us-:r(s)/tenant(s), MAF manufacturing ~UPP()rt and facility operations arc required 24 
hours/day and seven days/w.:ek. 

The succes~ful contractor v.ill be responsible for providing1achit:ving (1) safe. healthy, 
and reliable operational support for current and futurc projects. (2) efficient, eff",ctivc, 
and equitable: us\,) of facilities and reStmrces. (3) flt:xibh: responses for .:hanging 
progranlmatic requirem-:nts, (4) innmative approachl:~ to contract requiremenh, and (5) 
positiVI: v.orking relationships with all of the u~t:r(sytenant{s) a~ an independent operator. 

I'hc proposed contract has a base period ofperformllllce from May I, 2009, thruugh April 
30,2012; a first option p.:riod from May 1,2012 to April 30, 2013; and a second option 
period from May 1,2013 through April 30. 2014. The propos;;d contract will be 
p.:riormcd under a cost-plus-award-fee (CPAF) contract v.ith performance being 
evahwtl:d under NASA rAR Supp\('mcnt (NFS) 1852.216-70, Award Fee fur Service 
Contract~ tJun 2000). 

The RFP for MS,FO(, was rdeased on June 6, 20U8, and proposals were submitted on 
July 29,2008. 't':ASA retched proposals from the followingofferors: Jacobs 
Technology, Inc, (Ja.:obs); Babcock & Wilcox Michoud Op;;rations, LLC (B&W); Fluor­
CDM Space Scniccs, LLC (Flunr-CDM); Gulfcoa~t Aero~pacc Allianc(;, LL(, (GCAA); 
and (,H2~ lIiII- Tessada Manufacturing Support Opef'dtinn$ «("1 ~SO), The offerors 



supplem~nt~d their proposals with oral presentations. Three offerors prf'sented on July 
3 L 2008, and two off~rors presented on August 1, 2008. 

N ASA evaluut~d th" proposals it} accordance with the procedures prescribed by r AR Part 
15 and NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) Part 1815 '" ith an objective of achieving the best 
value. 'fbe RFP stated 

In accordance with FAR Part 15.101-1, this acquisition selection will be 
made using a best value tradeoff analysis. All evaluation factors, Mission 
Suitability. Past Performance, and Cost, are essentiaily equal to each other. 
Pcr FAR 15.304(~) the following information is provided: Mission 
Suitability and Past Pcrformanw Factors, when combined, are 
~ignifical1tl) more important than the Cost Factor. 

1.:nder the Mission Suitability factor, NASA evaluated the proposals to ensure the offeror 
(I) under~tood the requirements of the performance work statement (PWS), (2) 
effectively supported the transformation ofMAF from a single-user facility to an 
environment that will support many users and multiple NASA projects, and (3) 
recognized, tr"cked, and mitigated the risks inherent in its proposed approach. Each 
proposal received a mis5ion suitability score based 011 the following subfactors and 
associated numerical weights. 

Management and Technical Approach 
~taffing and Total Compensation 
Small Business (including SDB) Participation 

Total 

600 points 
300 points 
100 points 

1000 points 

Under the Past Performance factor. NASA evaluated proposals to assess the past 
p~rformancc of each offeror (including past performance of team members and major 
subcontractor.) sinc..: this can b..: a significant indicator of performance under the 
proposed contract. This evaluation assessed corporate past performance on other 
programs comparahlc in si7e, content, and complexity to the proposed MSFOC effort 
(with an emphasis on experience rcbted to program managcm<.:nt; safe!), health and 
emergency management; manufacturing support; and enviroumental serviccs) and was 
based on information provided by the offerors, past pcrformance questionnaires. and 
oth.:r information a"ailable to the SEB. In accordance v.~th the RFP, level of confidence 
ratings (i.o!., "Very High," ~High," "Modt!rate," "Low," "V"'r) Low," and "Neutral") 
wcn) utili;.-ed to assess past perf0rmance. 

Under th", Cost factor, a cost analysi~ and a cost realism analysis were performed on each 
proposal to determine the realism and rea~onablcness of lhe propos(.;d costs. The 
evaluation under the cost fuctor also included whether, over the life of the contract, the 
proposed cost elements w;;-rc realistic for the work to be performed and were consistent 
with the various elements of the offeror's technical proposal. The RFP dcfmcd proposed 
cost for MSFOC as: 
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[T]he· sum of the cost~· for the contract phase-in period, Mission Services 
for the period of performance including all option~, pre-priccd task orders 
for the f!fst c(mtract year. and a calculated IDIQ valu.: for ~ub&equent 
y<!:trs using Offeror provided fully burdened rates applied to a government 
formula oflabor hours required. 

The SFB made adju~trnents to the offeror's proposed costs when necessary and the SeB 
also assign~d a level of confidence (i.e., "High," "Medium," and "Low".) to the most 
probable cost of each off.:ror. 

The SEB evaluated each prolJosal on the basis of Mission Suitability, Past Performance. 
and ('ost in uccordanee v.ith the criteria in th.: RF·P. On November 6,2008, the 
contracting officer made a competitive range determination of two, a decision which was 
prot.!sted to the Gencral Accountabilit) Office (GAO) on December 5, 2008. NASA 
elected to take COTwcti>e action and, on January 30, 2009, the agency invited all offcrors 
to participat(; in discus~ions and all but one chose to participate. Sine.:: one offlOror (the 
protesting offeror) had alread) recch·cd a pre-award debriefing, each of the offcrors 
remaining in the competition were provided this sam~ level of information concerning the 
SEWs asses~ment of their initial proposal. This. in effect, provided each offeror with 
information cquh alent to a pre-award debriefing rrior to the initiation of discussions and 
thcreby ensured an equitab!e comp.!tition. It al~o result.:d in the SEll conducting ",rilten 
and oral discussions that wert: C;:\l!n broader in ~cope than required by section J S.306(d) 
of the FAR. 

Discussions wcre held "'ith four offeror~ beginning un February 23. 2009, and ending on 
or about :-.1arch 20, 2009. Letters requ.:sting Final Proposal Revisions (FPRs) were sent 
on March 23, 2009. with FPR~ bdng received on March 30, 2009. After careful review 
a."ld consideration of the FPR ~ubmittals, the SEB concluded its final evaluation of the 
proposals. 

SEB Findings 

The SEll gave the Jacobs proposal an overall Mission Suitability score of 952 points out 
of a maximum 1000 points. Under the Mission Suitability Factor, the SEll identified 
fifteen significant strcngths, twenty-one strengths, no weaknesses, and no significant 
v,eaknesses. At the subfactor level, Jacobs' propo~al wm, determined to be "ExcdlenC in 
~lanagement and reehnical Approach, Staffing and Total Compenstltion, and Small 
Business Participation. 

The SFB gave the B& W proposal an overall Mission Suitability score of 9 I 5 points out 
of a maximum 1000 points. Under the Mission Suitability Factor, th~ SEB identified 
fifteen significant strengths, seventeen strengths, no weaknesses, and no significant 
weaknesses. ;\t the ;;ubfactor level, B& W's proposal was d.:termined to be "Excellent" in 
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Management and Technical Approach and in Staffing and Total Compensation, and 
"Very Good" in Small Bu~jness Participation. 

The S~B gave the Fluor-CDM proposal an overall Mission Suitability &core of 81 0 points 
out of a maximum 1000 points. Under the Mission Suitability Factor, the SEB identified 
five significant ~tl..:ngth~. twenty-four ~trength~, one v.cakncss, and no significant 
v.eakn-.:sses. At the subfactor level, Fluor-CDM's proposal \:las determined to be "Very 
Good" in Management and Technical Approach and Staffing and Total Compen~ation 
and "Excellent" in Smal.i Business Participation. 

Toe SEB gave the CTMSO proposal an overall Mission Suitability score of871 points 
out of a maxi.mum 1000 points. Undcr the Mission Suitability Factor, the SEB identified 
!wdn: significant strengths, fifteen strengths, one \l\,eakness, and no significant 
wcakn('s~cs. At the sub factor level. r fMSO's proposal was determincd to be 
"bxcellcnt" in !VIanagemllnt and Technical Approach and "Very Good" in Staffing and 
Total Compen:sation and Small Business Participation. 

A sunmary of the specific significant findings the SEB made for each proposal are as 
follow~: 

a. Mi~sion Suitability E"'aluation 

Jacobs 

Jacohs had eight si.gnificant strengths, nine strengths, no v.eakne&ses, and no significant 
wcakn.:sses for the subfactor Management and Technical Approach for a rating of 
"Excellent." Jacob~' signiticant lltr"ngths in this subfactor included: Jacobs' approach to 
contract phase-in; the approach to program management; Jacobs' approach to 
organization; Jacobs' approach to implemcntation and management ofth.: computeri:t.ed 
maint~nancc management system (CMMS); having a compr~hensivc and thor~)Ugh 
safety, health, and environmental (SIll'.) plan; Jacobs' approach to MAF site 
d\!vclopment that includlld enhanced use lease (EUL) authority; and Jacobs' approach to 
custom .. '! service. The dghth significant strength for this subfactor involved Jacobs' 
innuvative approaches to ensure improvo::d performance as demon8trated by its model 
contract containing a S(!ction H Clause to reflect the of'tcror's voluntary commitment to 
invest approximately $ I million of company resourcl)s to implement 17 proposed 
innovations and linklxl 20% of tho:: contract potential award fee pool to successful 
implcr.llJntation of sewn of the 17 inn(lvatiol'~. 

hcobs had five significant strengths, nine strengths. no v.eaknesses, and no significant 
wcakness.:s for the subi\)ctor Staffing and Total Compcn~::tion receiving a rating of 
"bxcellcnt." The significant strengths for this subfactor were: the references and 
crcduntials of the key person designated for Deputy General Manager and Director, 
Production Support & Integration D(.;partrncnt; the references and credentials of the key 
person designated for Director of Facilities Maintenance and Operations Department; the 
rdlJrcnccs and crcdentials ofthc person dcsignat.x! for General Manager; Jacobs' 
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approach to v.orkload fluctuations; and Jacobs' approach to train, efficiently utilize, and 
certify the represented workforce. 

Jacobs fI:cci • .::d two significant ~trcngths, tl>rec stflmgilis. no wcakne,.~"s, and no 
significant w..:aknesses for thl' subtilctor Small Business Participation recdving a rating 
of"bcdlent." '111e two significant strt:ngtbs for this subfactor involved: Jacobs' 
commitment to estublish a 35.50% Small Business (SB) subcontracting goal which 
t:xceeds the 28% RFP goal and Jacobs' commitment to exceed the recommended 
;ubcontrncting goals in the categories of Small Disadvantaged Business..:s (SDB), 
Women Ownoo Small Businesses (WOSB), Veteran OWlled Small Businesses (YOSB), 
HUBZones, and Historically Black Colleges and Universities (lIBC'U) and meet the goal 
for Small Disadvantaged Yeteran Owned Small Busines~ (SDYOSB). 

B&W recl'ived seven significant strengths, suven m-engths, no weaknesses, and no 
significant weaknesses under the ~ubfactor Management anJ Technical Approach fnr a 
rating of "Excelknt." The significtIDt strengths the SEB fO\lDd included: B&W'~ 
approach tu program managt:ment; B&W'~ innovative approaches to cn~ure impro\ ed 
performance (as reflected in a proposed ~l'edal contract Section H clausc): B&W's 
approach to ~J\F site d.:vdopment which includcd th.: rUL authnrit); B& W's appruach 
to crmtract phas.:-in; B& \V' s approach to manufacturing support and impact avoidanc.:: 
B&W'8 compn:hensive ~nd thorough safety, health and environmental SIlE plan; and 
B&W's organizational approach. 

B& W received six significant strcngthli, eight strengths, no weakn.esses, and no 
significant weaknesses for the subfactor Staffing and Total ('omp.:nsation receiving a 
rating of "hxc..:lJcnt." The significant strengths for this subfactor included: B&W's 
approach to total compensation; the refenmces and credentials of the kcy purson 
designat.:d for General Managcr; the ref.:rencts and cn:dentials of the key person 
d.:signat.:d for M.magl!r of IIuOlclO Capital Manageml;;nt; th.: rl!fer.:nccs and credentials of 
the key p.:rson designated for ~anagcr, Economic D..!\ cl0pm.:nt and Partnerships; thl) 
references and credentials of thl! key p~rson d.:signated for ~anager, Operational 
Excellence and Qualit)' Assuram;e (QA); and thc refer<!nc.:s and credentials of the person 
designated for Business Manager. 

B&W received two ~ignificant strengths, two str.:ngths, no ~cakD.CSSi!S, and no 
~ignificant weakm:sses fo r the ~ubfactor Smail Busine~s Participation receiving a rating 
of , 'Very Good." The significl1nt str.:ngths for this subfactor w.:re: B&W's commitmcnt 
tu c~tablish a 31.00% Small Business which exceeds the 28% RFP goal and thl! offeror's 
commitment to exceed the recomml:nded subcontracting goals in the categories of SDB, 
WOSB. VSOB, SDYOSB, HllBZones, and fIBCl'. 

Fluor-CDM 
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Flour-COM received tv .. o significat!t strengths, eleven strengths, no weakncsses, and no 
significant weakness under the subfaetor Management and Technical Approach for a 
rating of "Very Good." The NO significant strengths Vlere: Flour-CDM's 
comprehenshe and thorough safety, health, and <lnvironmental SHE plan and Flour­
COM'~ approach to MJ\F site development which included the EUL authority. 

Flour-COM reed ved one significant strength, eight strengths, one weakness, and no 
significant weaknesses under the sub factor Staffing and Tot;;1 Compen~ation receiving a 
rating of "Very Good." The significant strength Flour-COM received was for the 
ref;:re!1ees and cred~ntials of the key p.:rson designated for Business Office Ylanager. 

Fluor-COM received two significant strengths, fiy.: strengths, no weaknesses, and no 
signi5cant weaknesses for the subfactor Small Rusine~s Participation recdving a rating 
of "Excelhmt." 'The significant stnmgths Flour-COM receh'ed were for its excellent 
commitment to ..:stabli~h a 38.71 % Small Business (SB) subcontracting goal which 
substantially exceeds the 28% RFP goal and for its commitment to exceed the 
recommended sublOontracting goals in the categories of SOB, WOSB, VOSB, SDVOSB, 
HUBZonC's, and med th~ goal for HBCU. 

CTMSO received eight significant strengths, seven strengths. one wcaknuss, and no 
signifkant weaknusscs under thu 5ubfactor Management and Technical Approach for a 
rating of "Excellent" 'The significant Mrengths the SEB found included: CTMSO's 
approach to program management; CTMSO's approach to contract phase-in; CTMSO's 
approach to organization; CTMSO's approach to manufacturing support and impact 
avoidance; CfMSU's innovatiye approaches to ensure improved performance as 
demon~trated by it~ use of "problem codes" capability in Maximo; C'TMSO's approach to 
~IAF ~ite development which included the EUL authority; CTMSO's comprehensive and 
thorGugh safety. health. and environmental SHE plan; and C1MSO's integrated approach 
to communication •. 

C I MSU received two significant strengths. seven strengths, no weaknesses, and no 
8ignificant weaknesses under the subfactor Staffing andlotal Compensation receiving a 
rating of ~'V cry Good." The two significant strengths were for C'TMSO' s approach to 
stafiing recruitment and retention and the reference~ and credentials of the key person 
designated for the position of Manager ofFaciliti~s and Manufacturing Support Divi;ion. 

CTMSO reccived two significant strengths, one strength. no weaknesses, and no 
8ignificant weaknesses for th~ suhfactor for the subfactof Small Business Participation 
receiving a rating of "Vo::ry Good," 1he t""o significant strengths CTMSO rcceiwd were 
for its commitment to ('stahlibh a 30.00% Small Businc&s I SB) subcontracting goal which 
exceeds the 28% RFP goal and for its commitment to o::xceed the recommended 
subcontracting goal~ in the categories ofSDB, WOSB, VOSB, and HUBZones and meet 
the goals for SOVOSB and HBCU. 
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b. Past .Performance 

In evaluating Past Performance, the SEB rawd Jacobs a~ "Very High." The SEB found 
four significant strengths, three ~trengths. no weaknesse~, and no significant ~eakne~~cs 
associated .... ith Jaeo!>s' past perfonnancc as it rclat.!d to MSFOC. The result~ of the 
SFB's asscssm.:nt of past perfonnant,;e revealed the following significant strengths with 
rcgard to Jacobs: Jacobs' knowledge and experience with CMMS syst..:ms based on 
Maximo as demonstrated by Jacobs' su~cessfuJ implementation, use, and conversion of 
Maximo at I\mes Res<!:lrCh Center, Johnson Space Center. and Kennedy Space Center; 
Jacobs' record of achieving successful contract phase-in activities involving oth.:r 
contracts of ~imi1ar size and compl..:xity to the MSFOC previously pt,;rformed by long­
t.:nn incumbents: Jacobs' d.:mon~tratcd ability to implement safety. health, and 
environmt.:ntal programs evidenced by the receipt of 5 a\'.ards from NASA for safety: and 
Jacob~' positiv..; past performance ratings for its innuvdtive and proactive approach 
rdative to the impit:mentation of the hPL authority to re-open the National Full-~cale 
Aerodynamks Complex at NASA's Ames RC'>earch Center a~ well as ha\'ing exti.:nsiVt: 
and succe~sful expcri~ncc in the commercial sector. 

The SEB also rated B&W <IS "V"ry IIigh" for its past perfonnancc. 1he SEB found five 
significant strengths. three strengths. no weaknesses. and no significant weaknc,~es 
associa(ed with B&W's past p.:rfonnance as it related to the MSFOC rcquirt:ment. 1 hI! 
five significant strengths thc SFB idtmtificd Vliere: B&W' s demon~tratcd ability to 
implement safety and health programs as c\'id<.;nc..:d by eight ~af..:!y awards frum th.: 
National Safet} Council (NSC); B &W's demonstrated mandgerial cxp.::rience with largc, 
complex, multi-customer manufacturing sites as demonstrated by positive customer 
responses and a conshtent pattern of "outstanding" overall ratings; and B& W' s r;,:\evant 
expi.'ricl"cc with succes~fully transfonning large, compl.:x, multi-custom.:r manufacturing 
operations in nuclear environments, which hav" more ~tringcnt regulatory requirements 
than .MAF. D& W's successful implementation of the first phase of an extensive site 
devdopment project :'It the National Nuclear Security Agency (NNSA) Y-12 N:ltional 
Security Compl.:x invol\'ing substantial upgrades to facilities and capabilities utilit'.ing 
priv.lte contractor financing and B&W's positiw expcricnc..: with contract phase-in as 
dcmonstrated by 19 succ.:ssful contracts at 12 differl!nt go\,ernment <Il1d commercial ~itl!~ 
ov~r thc past 16 years, ""hich invohcd approximately ::!'.I,OOO peopl\!. 

Tht: SFB rated Flouf-CDr-.1's p~t p..:rformancc as "High" identifying on..: signi.ficant 
str..:ngth, five stn:ngths. no w(;aimcsscs, and no signific:ll1t weakness~s in Flour-CDM's 
past perfonnancc that relateJ to MSFOC. The one significant strength the SED found 
involv,,-d the offeror '~ cnvironm.!ntal managem.:nt creJ.!ntiais as demonstrated hy sixty 
on<! years of successful t'nvironm(.;ntaJ mant:gem..:nt :md compliance activitit.:s, five years 
conducting environment c\JmpJiance audits 3t MSFC and environmental sampling at 
Stennis SPdCL> Cent"r, and proven enviror.roental profieiencies at various federal faciliti"" 
including MAF, the Department ofDeft:nse, and the J).:partment of}'n..:rgy. 
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tTMSO also received a rating of "High" based on th~ SEB identifying two significant 
strengths, five strengths, no weaknesses, and no significant weaknesses with regard to 
CIMSO's past performance as it related to the MSFOC requirement. The fiTs\ 
sigr>ificant strength ir.volved CTMSO's extensive experience with environmental 
remediation a'1d compliance activiti.:s at MAF, which indicat~d the off.:ror had first-hand 
knowludge of MAF's environmental history and had establish.:d a strong working 
rclation~hip '" ith the State of Louisiana on environmental issues. The second significant 
str,'ngth was based upon the successful pioneering and impliJmentation of process 
strah:gies and tcdmiqu.:s using Six Sigma and Jo:an concepts to streamline/transform 
complex manufacturing operations. For example, CTMSO created "Visioneering" at Hill 
Air Force Base which increased productivity and reduced refurbishment time for landing 
gear by 50%. 

c, Cost 

F1our-CDM's proposal contained the lowest proposed cost \\ ith CTMSO's propo~ed 
COots being just slightly higher than the costs proposed by Flour-COM. Flour-CDM's 
had the lowest probable cost with the probable cost from CTMSO again bdng just 
slightly hign":f than the most probable cost for Flour-CDM. 

The SFB made probabk cost adjustments to proposl.!d costs of both Flour-CDM and 
CTMSO. The prubable cost adjustments for Flour-CDM involved labor WYEs that werl') 
not rdll.!cted in the FPR after reaching a sr~cific understanding of quch WYEs during 
discussions. However, the probable co~t adjustment for WYFs was somewhat offset by a 
notablc ci<:rical error that double counted the labor cost associated with a subc('ntractor. 
Th.: probab\..: cost adj ustmcnts for CTMSO involved an upward adjustment for 
materii:1ls/0DCs (i.e., materials/other direct costs) that "'ere not reflected in the FPR after 
reaching a "pecific undl.!rs1anding on matcrials/ODC8 during discussions. 

B&W's proposal had the highest proposed co~tand Jacobs' proposal had the second 
highl.!st proposed cost ",ith Jacob~' proposed cost being considerdbly lower than B&W's 
cost. Th~ SEB did nut make any probable cost adjustments to the proposed costs of 
ci!hcr B& W or Jacobs. 

The <;EB had a "High" level of confidence in the proposed costs from both Jacobs and 
B& W that was bD.Sl.!d in part on the fact that the resources identificd in the respective 
FPRs reflected th-: spl.!cific wldl.lrstandings reached dlifing discussions. Jacob's high 
confidencl.! level was also supported by a voluntary 20% allocation of award fcc for 
proposed innovations, an integrated compensation plan for achieving a seamJl.!ss 
\I orkforce, and a unique capability to handle workload fluctuations by sharing resources 
with the Stennis Space Cenh:r. B&W's highlevc! of confidence was also ~upported by 
thl.! provision of am ph.: I\;source~ to accomplish the requirements of the SOW and a $4.4 
million corporate investment dedicated to the local area and to contract innovations. 
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1 he SEB assigned a "Medium" lewl of confidence to tht proposcu costs ~ubrr.jtted by 
Flour-CUM and CTMSO. While both Huor-CD\l and CTMSO had a favorable 
apprvach for a"'oiding/reducing emplnyee turno" or by allowing employees tv tran.~fcr 
I.:xisting seniority and time-off accruals. oth~T factors contributed tv the lower kvd of 
confidence. In both cases, the lower lewl of confidence was based in part on tht fa"t that 
th.: re~ourcc:s identified in the.: respective FPRs did not reflect the specific understandings 
r",ached during uiscussion~. With r.:spcCI to Fluor-CDM. Ihe di .~cfl:pancy related to 
Vol Vb needed fo~ craft labor. With !'I!sl'ect to CTMSO, th.! discrepancy related to 
materials/OVCs. As a result, prubable cost adju~tments were necessary for hoth Fluor­
CDM and CTMSO. In additiun. Fluor-CDM's failure to comply with the cust 
spreadshel!t requiremen!s set forth in thl! RFP preyent.:d the Govemm.:nt from assessing 
compliance", ith the S.:rvice Contract Act (in th.! areas of health and wdfare rates and 
vacation costs) and making appropriate adj ustrnents for inadequate rate Qscalation. 

Selection .Decision 

Vuri.ng the pre~entation, I que~tioned the SEB on its finuings and cardully consiuered the 
ui:taileu findings of the SEB. I solicited and C()n$iderod the views of key senior pcr~onnel 
at NASi\ Headquarters and Center repr.:~t!ntativcs. 1 hcse key senior per~orU1c1 have 
r~sPOl1sibiIity related to thi~ procurem<!nt and undenstood the application of the .:valu!ltion 
factvrs set fMh in the RFP. 

In determining which proposal offered the best value to NASA, I referred to the 
following evaluation criteria: 

All evaluation factors, Mis;ion Suitability, Past Perfonnancc, and Co;t. 
aT<.! essentially ~ual to each other. Per FAR 15.304(1.:) the following 
information is provided: Mission Suitability and Past Performance 
Factors, when combim:d, are significantly more important than the Cost 
F~.ctor. 

J bdiewd the SEB Jid a thorough jvb of r~vie\\·ing the propvsals, identifying significant 
findings, .:xplainillg ho,\ it believed the findings would affect performance, and 
evaluating the proposals without .:omparingpropo!>aJs. ,\Ithough I agreed with findings 
the SEB made. I also n.:cogni7ed it was my re~ponsibiJit) us thl! Source Sel.:ction 
Authority (SS:\.) to eomplU'e the proposals and usc m} independent judgment to 
determine which SEB findings wt:rc appropriate discrimiMtors for purpo,es of sdection. 

a. Mission Suitability 

Jacobs 

I wa~ aware the SEB gave the Jacob';, prnposal a rating of "Excellent" fur all of the 
subfactors in \1ission Suitability: Management and Tc:chnical Apprnach, Staffing and 
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Total Compensation, and Small Bu~in~ss (including SDR) Participation. Th~ SER 
identifkd <:ight significant strengths under the Management and Technical Approach 
subfactor, which was the most heavily weighed subfactor under Mission Suitability. The 
first ofthc significant stro.:ngths for Jacobs involved the offeror's comprehensive 
appr<1ach for contract phase-in utili7jng an ISO certified process that included a defined 
interaction with NAC;;A and External Tank (ET) contractor and that reflectcd detailcd 
kno~l~dge of the incumbent contractor's tra.'l;ition pnlicies and procedures Jacob, gaineJ 
,rom transitioning similar work on another NASA contract. (Rcf. 64::!3) I helicved th~ 
pJan Jacobs proy:do.:d for eO:1tract transition pro'.'idcd a 10"\ risk approach to assumption 
of full contract respo!1sibility. The SEB identified Jacobs' approach to implo.:mentation 
and management ofl\hximo 6.2 as a significant strength. 1 he MSF0C Rl'P required thc 
sdectcd contractor to complete,) thc transition from Maximo 4.1.1 to Maximo 6.2 within 
the,) 62-day contract phas~-in p~riod for oubtanding work ord<Jrs. The sdectcd contractor 
would be ro.:quired to convcrt Lic remaining historical data to Maximo 6.2 no lawr than 
eight months into contract performOllce. Jacobs' proposal included a clear and concise 
milt>,tonc path managed by a tiger team stafft·d \\<ith pcrsonnd having recent and 
extensive experience with relevant Maximo conversions. (Ref. 6425) 

lh~ off\!ror's approach to program managcment which incorporatcd continuous 
inprovement and formal corrccth c action processes was a ne\\< significant strength the 
SLR defined after the submission ofFPR's. When asked, the SEB assured mc this would 
be a significant strength ewn if MAF did nOI transition a~ quick to a multi-tenant facility 
du.; to program delays. (Ref. 6:!03) Another significant strength identified in the Jacobs' 
!lroposal wa~ the offo.:ror'$ organizational approach "'hich ~ntailed a fully-integrated 
organiz.ation that would combin~ Jacubs and its major subcontractors into a single 
functional clement wbert e,ery work.:r regardless or company affiliation would be 
dccountable to a common line managumunt anJ which provides for achi~ving efficiencies 
aad improvcment~ in cos! control, conununication, and commitml.!nt to p"rformance. 
(R..:f. 6424) I quc,tion\!J the SI'B whcth~r approach to organization ,hould bc a separate 
finding from program managL'ment since the two areas seemed clo~ely rclatud. The SEB 
rderred me to section M in the RFP which contained separate requirem(;nts (i.e., MT A I­
I and MTA 1-2) for the approach to program managemcnt and the approach to 
organization. 

Th.: proposal trom Jacobs also cont::rined a significant strength for the offeror" s approach 
to MAF site d~\dopmo.:nt including ho\!'. the offo.:ror recommended using the enhanced 
us,! lc:lse (FlIL) authority. fh" proposal f<1r ~ite dcvdopmcnt was thorough, consiste,)nt, 
and could ea~ily be implemcnt('d using a proyen markcting m.:!thodology previously 
llstablished by Jacohs. Morcon:'r, 4% of the Jacobs' a",ard feewa~ tied to submitting ont: 
no-cost HUT proposal to NASA every six months to support MAF developmcnt. 
Although N-\SA is not requir.:d to accept the EUJ, proposal, the SEB told me that the 
formal lil' L propo~al h:::d to contain a cost bent:fit analysis that could be suhmitted to 
management. (Ref. 6428) I he!icved this ",as an aggressive approach to providing 
put~ntial businc~s cevdopmer.t opportunities that woulJ lowcr MAl' operating costs 
\\<ithout adding risk. Another significant stfl.'Ugth for J;:;cobs 'has illlo,alions where. 
Jacobs included a S'!ction H Crau~o.: in its model contract thu( commit:; th(; company to 
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inwst approximately $1 M in corporate funds in pursuit of key productivity enhanceml!nts 
and cost reduction innovations and to allocate 20% of the contract potcntial award fcc as 
follows: 5% to reducc utilities usage annually, 6% tn increase user/tenants fee~ by 55 
Million annually, and 5% for various t)P~S of education and training in addition to 
reserving 4% of aVl-ard f<.:e for usc of the EUL authorit). (Rd. 04J I) This award fec 
provision evidcnced a commitment to inve8t corporate fund~ to d.::vclop innovations that 
wou:d allow ~ASA objectivdy to measure pc:rformance, lower cost. and reducc risks at 
MAF. 

The final significdllt strengths the SI!B identified. for Jacobs involved a comprehensive 
~nd tborough SHb plan. addressing each core program requiremunt and containing ~dfc:ty 
initiatives above and beyond applicable NASA requirements (Ref. 6427) and its approach 
to customer scrvicc: which among oth;;:r things invohed a multi-pronged approach to 
feedbacK (Ref. 6430 

Staffing and Tobl Compensation was the Sl:COnd most significant subfactor under 
;yfis~ion Suitabilit) a'lJ the SF.R rated Jaeob~' propo~al as "Excellent." The SEB 
id~ntificd two ~1n:ngth~ I thought were potential Ji~criminatl'rs: the off.::ror's approach to 
worl(:oad fluctuations ~Rcf. 6448) and the offeror's approach tl' train, ;,:fficiently utilizt:, 
anJ ccrtify the repn.:sentcd workforce. (Ref. 6447) JacobI>' ability to ~barc resources 
bl!tw.:en a NASA contract at Stennb and. MAF due to g\)ographic proximity was 
significant because it would maximi.!.e workforce utilization and would decrease ri,k 
associated in the program workload at MAr. fhc offeror augmentcd i~ abilit)· tu adJrt&s 
workforce fluctuations by plans that included thl! u~.! software to foruc~1, cross-training 
thl: worktorcl:, allucating sk ills acros,> departments, judicious ~ch",duling of personnel 
!eave during workload valleys. and rl!prioriti.r.ing dcliv.:rables with ddays not to cxcl!cd 
30 days. Jacobs' approm:h for training and certifying the workforce, feature~ reflect.:d in 
Jacobs' award fce provision. should assist ~ASA in obtaining the most beneficial u~c of 
availabl.: skills. Other significant strengths the SEB identifi",(\ included the individuals 
designated for the key positions of Deputy General M:mager and Director, Production 
Support & Integration Department (Rt:f. 6444), Dirilctor ofFacilitie~ Mainten:mc..: and 
Operations Department (Ref. 6445), and General Manager (Ref. 6446). 1he STIR 
indicated Jacobs provided letters of commitment for each individual it de~ignat.:d a~ 
being k~y per~OJmd. 

Smull Bu~iness (including SDB) Participation wa$ the bst subfactor under Mission 
Suitability which thl: SEB ratcd as "cxcdlent" for Jacobs. The first significant strength 
the SEB found invohed Jacob~' commitment to cxcceu the Small Business (SB) 
subcontracting RfP goal of28%. Thl: offeror pr(\posed to excccd the gnal. sct in the RFP 
at time of contract awarJ. (Rd. (457) The second strength involved the offerm's 
commitm;,:nt to categories of small disadvantaged businesses which excel:Jcd the 
recommended goals in the RFP in 5 of the 6 categl'ries and milt th.: recommended goal in 
th~ renucning cat.:!gory and which seemed reasonable and achievable to the SEB. (Ref. 
6(45) 
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r wa~ aVlare that tho.: SEB gave B&W's proposal an "F.xcdlent" for the subfactors 
l'vluJlag:!ment and Technical Approach and Staffing and Total Compensation and "V:.;ry 
GGod" for the ~ubfactor on Small Business (includinc SDB) Participation. The SEB 
found sewn significant strt:'llgths associated with B&W's Management and Technical 
Approach thl: first of which involved B&W's compreh~nsivc and flexible approach to 
program managument (Ref, 6375) B&W had translated its knowledge of the synergistic 
relationship betwccn critical path management and s) st.:ms cngincering in a high-risk, 
high-rclia':Jility production environment in a manufacturing facility with more stringent 
requircments thtm MAF, This significant strength g:.;ve me confidence that while this 
offeror did not have recent NASA cxpl;;rienCI!, it understood NASA processes. I also 
thought the capability B&W gain..:d though its Vlork with the Department of Def..:nse and 
th~ Departm;;nt of Energy would be rdcvant to supporting NASA' s human-ratt:d 
syskms. 

Liil:~ Jacobs, B& W also proposed a provision in ih model contract regarding a corporate 
investment of$4,4 Million for tw~lvc innovations during th..: term of the contract. These 
innovations included cr..:ating a Michoud Manuj~cturing Skills Center of Excellence 
(MS( 'E); implementing a proven continuous improvement program using Six Sigma, 
I ,elm manufacturing and perform.mce metrics; reflecting the real-timc critical 
manufacturing area status using a graphical di~play ,~yst~m, establishing "Assess Improve 
Modernize" tcams; .md creating a pollution preventiol! committee to "'5tablish an 
aggrc:ssiw waste management and pollution prevention program. tRef. 6377) This 
proposed contract clause would le\'erage corporat..: im'cstments for proven innovations to 
lower perliJrmancc ri$k to indudc developing a workforce that incrca~ed productivity, 

Other ~ienificant strength, B& W had in common Vlith Jacobs were: the approach to MAF 
,ite d.:vciopml!nt u~ing EUL authorit~·, approach to contract phase-in, SHE plan, and the 
approach to organization. The SEBconsidered B&W's plan tor MAr site development a 
significant strength sinc~ th..: plan involved a prown approach for low risk development 
using the ElIL authority and using collaborative partnerships with the City of NeVI 
Orlcan5, State of Louisiann, private industry, academia, and other fedcral agencies. (ReI 
6376) B& W had a comprehcnsiyc approach to contract phase-in which includ..:d an 
expcri~nced phase-in manaf!e!llcnt tearn, use of detailed Vlaterfall task scheduks, a 
logical phasl!d hiring approdch, and a ri>k mitigation procebs to apply meaningful lessons 
leamed, I bdien:d the B&W plan was a low risk approach to successful compl~tion of 
phase-in. (Ref. 6381) B& W aiso proposed a comprehensive and thorough SHE plan. 
addressing I!ach core program requirement and containillg safety initiatives above and 
b..:yond applicable NASA requirements, The SHE plan inmlved a "Target Zero 
Program." (Ref. 6378) 

The offeror's organizational approc,ch entailed a fully-integrated organization that would 
combine B& Wand its major subcontractors into a singl;) functional e!..:mcnt where every 
\\ orker regardles~ of company affiliation Vlould be accountable to a common line 
manug.::ment I thought B& W' s approach to organization was important sin!!..: it should 
allow thl! offeror to lower contract performance risks by utilizing a proven organi:rational 
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structure. (Rcf. 6382) B&W's approach to manufacturing support and impact avoidance 
includes a defined foreign obj<-'Ct debris (FOD) program. (Ref 6380) B& W's 
manufacturing expcrhm.:e, pro\'idcd techniques to improyc human-rated manufacturing 
support that. would reduce risk to facilities, systems, equipment and utilities avoolahility. 

With regard to B&W's approach for Staffing and Total Compensation, I gave more 
weight to tht: significant stn:ngth involving B&W's approacil to total compensation than I 
did to the fiv..: significant str..:ngths associateJ with key pcrsonnd .. B&W's apprm:ch to 
total compensation involwd an integrated plan for both the offeror anJ major 
subcontractors and haJ the highest a,,:rage lahor rate for the craft labor group that is the 
majority oflhl! workforce. (Ref. 6400) [beli(;v.:d the offeror'S approach to 
compensation", as int.:gral to achi<;:ving a scamlc~~ workforc~, improving employ.:c 
morale and loweril'g risks associated with implementing the offeror's staffing plan. The 
\icher significant strengths B& W received for this ~ubfactor were for the key personnel 
dtJ~ignatt:d for the follo\\ing: General ~anager (Ref. 6396), ~anager ofITuman Capital 
Managcment (Rd. 63(8), Manager, Economic Deyelopmcnt and Partnerships (Ref. 
6399), Manager, Op0rationa! Excellence and Quality A ~surance (QA) (Ref, 662'», and 
Bu~in~ss M~nager (Ref. 662R)' The 8EB inuicatcd that many of the~e key p;:rsollllcl 
individuals were currently working at (he corporat~ le\ cl and had p"rsonal ties to the 
New Ort.:an~ dr.:a in addition to having submitted a lctt~r of commitment. 

The approach for Small Bu~in(;s~ (including SDB) Participation in B&W's proposal 
contaiflt.)d two significant strengths. The first identified ~ignificant strength invo!vod 
B&W's commitrn~nt to exceed the Small Business (SB) ~ubcontracting RFP goal of 
28%. Th..: offt!ror pruposcd to exceed the goal set in the RFP a, tim..: of "ontract award. 
(Ref. 6407) The secontl si(lniticant strength imolved B&W's commitment til cawgorics 
of ~mall disad,antaged bu~!nesses which cxceedcd the recommendations in tho:: RFP and 
which ~emcd reasonabl\! and a.:hievable to the Sl:.B. (Ref. 6646) 

Hour-CT]M 

'I he SEB gave the Fluor-C'DM proposal a "Very Good" rating in Management and 
Technical Approach and in Staffing and Total Comr-:nsation and an "Excel!.:nt" rating in 
Small Business (including SDB) Pdlticipation. 1 he SEB identified two significant 
~tr"ngths and cleyen strengths in Flour-CDM's Managcm!:nt and Technical Approach. A 
significant strength involwd Flour-C'DM's comprehensive and thorough safety, hculth 
and environmentdl (SHE) plan :lddrc~sing each corcprogram requir.:mcnt and cuntaining 
safdy initiatiws above and beyond applicable NASA requirements. (Ref. (473) OSHA 
ha~ e~tablisht:d Fluor-CDM a~ the standard for safet~ in its industry and Fluor-C'DM 
intendl!d to hring this stundard to MAF with a goal uf achieving: Star &tatus under OSHA'~ 
voluntat) protection program. Flour-CDM's other significant strength, new from its rPR 
~ubmit, was for its approach to MAF site deve!opm~nt as dcmon~'trated by the Offo::ror'~ 
use of an in-house real estat.: group and engagement of a qualified EUL dcvcloper which 
would d\)\ elop a site plan proposal leading to th~ establi;"hm.:nt of hL'L opportunities. 
!ev..:raging existing relationships, and a demonstrat.:d ability to beneficially l"wrage 
oth.:r projects and programs at government sites. (Ref. 6204) I found that this 
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dcmon~trat.:d Flour-CDM's ability to leverage collaborative partnerships resulting in a 
low risk sit..: dl!.<.:iopml!nt approach. 

j examined thc strengths thl! 8CB assigned to F1our-CDM probing whether some of thos..: 
strengths should have be"n characterized ali significant. The SEB cxplained that Flour­
CDM's propl}sal had strenGths in many of the same catcgories as otht:r offerors \\ho had 
reccivcd significant strengths. For example, the SEB pointed out F1our-CDM's program 
management involwd :he us~ of a standardized methodology while offerors rcceiving a 
significant strength for prograrr. management propos!!d more flexible approaches which 
the SEB bcliev,;d \\er..: more ~uitable for th..: one-off manufacturing environment at MAF. 
(Ref.6206) Additionally, specific clements of the phase-in plan Hour-CDM proposed 
wen) identified a~ ~trcngths. (Ref. 6477) On the other hand, the ofierors receiving a 
signifiCllnt strength for contrad phase-in submitted compreh"nsive plans to transition the 
\\or\.. at MAF. 

With regard to Flour-CDM's approach for Staffing and Total Compensation, Flour-CDM 
recdyc:d one signifi(.ant strc:ngth fo! the references and credentials of th() key person 
Flour-( 'DM propos..:d for Bu<inetis Office Manager. ~Rcf. 6490) I was a\\are Flour­
CDM's proposal contained ~pt'cific clements regarding workforce fluctuations which 
includ~d the use of a nceJ$ assessment, use of maintenance planner, local area corporate 
reach-back capabilities and the utili:t.ation of other corporate entitills to assist \\ith the 
placement of work.'rs during workload \alleys. (Ref. 6492) Tho.: SEB did not consider 
this plan as significant because it did not contain cl;!ments such as approaches to forecast 
fluctuations or a system to judiciously reschedule persomld. 

I noted the SEB found a weakness under thh subfactor regarding insufficient craft labor 
re~oun.:es in a particular PWS area and conso.:quently made a probable cost adjustment to 
correct for the insufficient labor. (Ref. 6210) The SEB rdato.:d that during discussions 
l'luor-CDM hdd ackn()wleJged this insuffici()nc) of resource~ and had stated their 
inkntlon to add such lahor in the FPR. TIle fPR did not reflect the required level of 
resources. I concurred th:s inconsi~tency in ..:stimating from the tim!! of discussions to 
FPR submittal convcYlld, at be~t, a limikd or unclear understanding of the requir.!ments 
in this particular PWS area and that an adjustment for probuble cost was appropriate. , 
Flour-CDM's proposal contained the strongest approach regarding Small Business 
(including SnB) Participation with it$ commitml..'I1t to exceed the Small Business (SB) 
subcontracting RFP goal of28%. Th~ offeror would have made significant strides 
to\\&rds meeting the achh.!vablc goal, with an early commitment to subcontract out 
27.00% of initial contract value to its SB and small disadvantaged business (SDB) 
subcontractors. Addi!ionally, the offeror rllceiveJ five strengths one of which is its plan 
to pUl>ue a mentor prot15g"; with om: of its subcontractors. (Ref. 6509) Additionally, 
Flour-CDM re\ealed a commitmt'nt to its ~ubcontracting goals in all of the other 
categ()riLOS of small disadvuntaged businesses which exceeded the recommended RFP 
goals in 5 out of 6 categories and met the goal in the remaining category and which 
secm;,:d reasonable and achi..:vablc to the SEB. (Ref. 6647) 

CTMSO 
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I rxogni7ed that the SEB rated this proposal "Excdlcnt" for the ~ubfactor Manag>:ment 
and Technical Approach and "Very Good" for the subfactors Staffing and Total 
Compensation and Small Busin..:ss (including SDB) Pmicipation. I was aware the SEB 
identified eight significant strengthb for CTMSO under the ~ubfactor Management and 
Teclmical Approach. A significant str.:ngth was CI:v1S0's approach to program 
management which involved a customer-focused project delivery system that wa~ 
engraincd in the corporate culture \'\ith a proven methodology of making decisions that 
r~cognizcs and proacti\'dy avoids real/pokntial problems. (Rcf. 6577) This approach to 
program management used a corporate proee~s based delivery syst~m and techniques 
which should result in reduced rhk tll contract performance. CTMSO's comprch<!nsive 
llpproach to contract phasl.!-in involv!,,'\! utilizing established proc.:dureb to deflDe 
interaction with the incumbent contractor and providing a phat.e-in manual to guide all 
p;:rsonnel during the phase-in period. (Ref. 6578) 

Additionally, CTMSO had a signifkant strength regarding its approach to organization 
based upon proposing a fully-integratcd organization that would combine CTMSO and it!> 
major subcontractor~ into a sing!..: functional .;:km..:nt where cwry worker n:gardless of 
com pan) affiliation would b..: accountabl..: to a common line management and proposinl,' 
an organilation that was n.:spon~h e, flexible, and perform~ce bas..:d while eliminating 
management r\!dundancy. (Ref. 6624) I r.!cogni.led that CTMSO's approach to 
manufacturing support and impact a\ oidancc was important due to thi! use of an 
intcgratt:d m:mufacturing support schedule, which incorporates L::an manufacturing 
principles; the use of a weh-based system to coordinate/communicate with manufacturing 
support personnel; and the use of n:al-timl! indicators to status production andlor repair 
activiti.:s in the critical production areas. (Ref. 6579) 

r was aVlarl! CTM80 ri!ceiyed a significant strength for it~ innovative approaches to 
ensure imprOVed purformancc which im olved its use ofM::Iximo; it5 proven 
transformation m",thocnlo;,zy to identify critical proc.!sEes; and its use of a mohile material 
expediter to deliver material, parts, and equipment to provide just in time delivery. The 
SEB '!xpl:lined that Maximo was the corporate standard for CTMSO and that thi~ offeror 
proposed to utilize the Maximo problem codcs in such ~ way as to provide a secondary 
use of the work order hbtllrica! performance data to monitor productivity. (Ref. 6581) 
The SEB gaY\.! th..: offeror a significant strength for its approach to MAF site dewlopmt:nt 
\'\hich included forming an ET 11'. advisory committee comprised of personnel with Ell!, 
I!xperiencl! at other federal facilities to identify and implement Et IL oPPllTtunities into a 
MAl' multi-year master plan. lRcf. 6582) I concurred with the SEB's assessmunt that 
this plan would help provide ~ASA ",ith mor;;: .;:xp;:rtisc in the u~e ofEl iL authoritie~ as 
",ell as cnhancing thl) ability for MAl' sitl;' de\'elorment based upon existing partnerships. 

1 ht.: SEB also recogniLed CTMSO's compr"hcnshc and thorough saft:ty, health, and 
environmental SIlE plan which contained safety initiatives above and beyond NASA 
requir.:m.:nts.lRcf. 6580) C rMSO'~ integrat<!d approach to communications represents 
a 10Vl ri~k plan regarding use of As~ociatt: Cont.ractor Agreements (ACA's) with th.: 
emphasis on open and timely cO!l1l!lunications VI ith all parties all a daily basis. (Ref. 
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6583) Additionally, I noted that thu SEB found one weal(flcsses because C'lMSO's 
appruach did not appear to pruvide adequate material/ODC resourCI!S, a shortcoming that 
could indicate a lack of clear t;nderstanding of th.: PWS requirement to provide all 
r~sour~<!' n~ccssal'y to perfoffil the contract. (Ref. 6207) 

V, 'ith regard <0 the approach for Staffir.g and Total Cumpensation, the SEB found two 
significant strengths in CTMSO', propvs:ll. A significant strcngth was for CTMSO's 
propo~ed staffing recruitment and retention policy to hire from the exhting workforce on 
a fir~t right basis bi!for.: u~ing alternative :lpproachcs and hadng higher salaries than 
national surn~ys for critical position rcr~onnel. The SFB also was iffipres~ed that 
CTIv1S( l ' ~ ,taffing and retention plan n:lmed 23 critical positions in addition to 
identif} ing key per~(\n..'ld. tRef. 6595) I agleed with the SEB ru;scssmcnt that CTMSO's 
propo.'cd staffing approach and personnel policies woulJ c!1hance the ability to recruit 
and r"tain critical skil1~ thi!rcby lowering oV<!rall contract performance risk <.TMSO 
J!so received a significant strength for thu references and crcdl'1ltials of the kuy person 
designatc>o for Manager of Facilitics and Manufacturing Support Division. (Ref. 6594) 

The approach for Small Business (including SDB) Participation in CTMSO's proposal 
cuntain~u two significant strengths. [he fir~t strength involved CTMSO's commitment 
to cxcel'd till! Small Busmuss (SB) subcontr;J.cting RFP go::tl of2R%. The offeror would 
ha\'~ mad.: strid(;'s toward8 meeting the llchicvable goal with early commitments at time 
of tuntr::;ct dW:lrd. (Rd. 6205) 1h" second strength imol\'cd R&W's commitment to 
other cal<!gories of small disadvuntagcd businesses ",hic.h exceeded the recommended 
go:lls in th" RFP in 4 of thl:! 6 categories and met the goal in the remaining 2 categories, 
and which s.:cmcd reasonable and achievable to th~ SEB. (Ref. 6648) 

b. Past Performance 

Th~ ~! "R rateu Jacob's "Very lIigh" bas.:d upon four significant strengths it belicved 
"'o::r..: rde\ant indicators of this oni:ror's pl!rformance at MAr. I agreed with tho:: SEB 
that Jacobs ' knowludge and experience with sucees5ful convcrsion (lfMaximo 4.1 .1 to 
Maximo 6.2 on the Research Operations, Maintenance, and Engineering (ROME) 
contract at :he Langley Research Center, and on the Facilitie~ Operations and Support 
Contract (FOSC) at thl! Stennis Space Center. I was highly confidentofJacobs' potential 
for successfully converting Maximo 4.1.1 to Maximo 6.2 at MAF. (Ref. 646 I) Jacobs' 
succcs~ful rceord of achieving succe~sful contract phase-in activities was an equally 
relevant indicator of the likelihuod Jacobs could ~ucccssful perform MSFOC. Jacobs' 
relevant past pcrformanc~ WIth regard to pha,c-in included succ~ssful transitions on thr.:e 
contracts of similar si7e and complexity to thl! ~fSFO(, thet were previou~ly performed 
by long-tt.:rm incumbents: the engineering and Science Contract (ESC) at the Johnson 
Spa.:u Cent.:r (JSC); FOSC at Stennis Space Center; and hngineering and Technology 
Acquisition guPport Servic()s (ETASS) at Hanscom Air Force Base. The transition of 
ESC at JSC Wl), performed in a difficult and challenging transition environment and also 
involwd the current MAF contl'i:lctor. (Ref. (462) 
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JaC<'bs also demonstrated an ability to implement safety. health, and environmental 
programs as evidenced by the rec~ipt of 5 awards from NASA for safety, the taet its total 
recordable ca~e ratcs and lost time case rates tor its subcontractors were less than the 
national average, and not having any violations from the Fnvironmental Protection 
Agcncy or ar.y citation~ frem the Occupational Safety and Health Association for three 
years. (Ref. 6463) This record of excellent safety strongly suggested that the Jacobs' 
team would perfoml similarly on MSOFC. Finally, Jacobs received o!xcelknt past 
perfl)rmanco! in th.:: area of EUL authority as demonstroted by Jacobs' work to r.:-opcn the 
National Full-scale A..:rodynamics Complex at NASA's Ames Research Cl'nter and its 
extensivc and sucC<!ssful expericncc.: in the commercial scctor utilizing a brokeragc 
concept to lease excess capacity at the Ford Motor Company in its Dri'vability rest 
Facility. (Ref. 6464)!\.gain. this I..:.d of cxpcril.lnc;,: gave me confid.::nce Jacobs' should 
t'njoy the same ~uccess with FVJ, during its performance at MSFOC. 

B&W also had an impressiv..: record of!,a~t perform.ance and was rated "Very High" by 
tht:: SFB based upon fi ve ~igniticant strengths identified for this factor. Thi~ offeror had 
an excellent saf.;ty and health program as evidenced by eight saf..:ty awards from the 
National Sate!) Council (NSC); having a total rccordable case rate that wa~ significantly 
Jess than thc national Jvcmge; a major subcontractor and five other subcontractors having 
lost time cas~ ra:~~ less !han the national averagl!; receh ing "outstanding" ratings from 
thl! National Nucle::!r Security Admini~iration (NNSA) for emergcncy prcparcJness; and 
implementing a "Target Z~ro" safl!ty program. (Rcf.6408) [believed B&W would be 
able to replicate its record of safety glo!aned from its work in the nuclear world to 
MSl'O(,. The past performance of B& Vi also demonstrut~J the offeror's managerial 
I!xperiencc ,"orking on larg\!, compl~x , multi-customer manufacturing sit..:s such as Idaho 
National Laboratory, B&W-Lynchburg, anJNational Nuclear Security Agenry (NNflA) 
Y-12 National Sl!curity Complex. B&W received positive customer responses which was 
consi8tent with the pattern of "outstanding" o\erall ratings given to this offeror. (Ref. 
64 I 1) B& W' s r.::cord of successful management of manufacturin.g operations increases 
the likelihood the offeror Ct,u1d succ,.'~sfully perform at MAF. 

AdJitionally, B& W had relevant experienc..: succe~sfully transforming large, complex, 
multi-customer manufacturing operati0n~ in nuc!ear environments, which have mort! 
stringl!nt regulatory requiri,)ments than MAF. This paM performance is evidenced by 
B&W' s op~ration oftive manufacturing sites deJicatt:d to the suppurt of the Departm~nt 
of Defense and the D0partment of En ... rllY; its intcgration of production operations with 
customer prioritius; and its utilization of Six Sigma and Lean practices to increase 
productivity. (Ref. 6409) Thi~ history of\.\ork with large. complex, multi-customer 
operations is I!xtremdy germanc to MAF ,"hich is a large, complex, multi-tenant 
manufacturing facility. B& W also received a significant strength in past performan(;c for 
succ;:ssfully completing the first phase at the National Nuclear Security Agency (Nl'\SA) 
Y -12 National Security Compl.:x which inyolvcd substantial upgrades to facilities and 
capabilities utilizing private contractor financing. tRcf.6412) The offeror's work for the 
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National Nuclear Security Agency demonstrated B&W'~ experience with EllL leasing 
and is an excellent indicator that B& W could perfonn similarly at MAP. The last 
significant strength in past pl!rf0rmance iIwolved B&W' s experience with contract phase­
in by successfully phasing in 19 contracts at 12 Jifferent goy.:mment and commercial 
sites oVl:r the past 16 years. These lrallsition efforts involved approximatdy 29,000 
people and revealed that B& W possessed the capability with regard to the phase-in effort, 
somctfJing that was extr~mely relevant to the requirements ofMSFOC. (Ref. 6413) 

nour-CDM 

The SEB rat~d Fluor-CDM "High" in Past P~rformancc identifying one significant 
stn'ngih with regard to F1our-CDM'~ past performance relative to the offeror's tt)am 
memb,r which had excl.:;!ent environmental crbdcntials. 1 his team member had 61 years 
of successful onvironml.!ntal management and compliance activities; five years of 
condu;:;ting C'nvirommmt compliance audits at MSH'; performed environmental samplin£ 
at %;nnis Spa.:e Center; and had proYt:n environmental proficiencies through its work at 
v.::dous fedIJral faeilitks including MAF, the Dcpartn:cnt ofDettmse and the Department 
ofcnergy. tRef. 6515) This relevant experience in environmental matters lowered 
p~rformanc~ risk for ~imilar efforts that would be pl!rformcd at MAF. In addition, I was 
aware the SEB i,kntifk-d five ~tr<!ngths ".jth regard to Flour-CDM's past pcrformancc; 
ho\\evcr, I rdied on significant findings for this factor since Rignificant finding, by 
definition arc dt.!signed to he di~criminators for purpose~ of sdection, 

C'TMSO 

The SEB rated C'TMSO as "High" in Past Performance. The SFB identified two 
significant strengths related to CTMSO's past porformance the first of which involved the 
oftcror'g ext~miv..:: experience witb environmental remediation and compliance activities 
;.tt :ViAF. CTMSO's first-hand knowlcdge ofMAF's environmental history and its strong 
working relationship with the State of Louisiana on ~m ironmental ibbues. was very 
relc\ant to the performance of current environmental projects at MAl', (Ref. 6610) The 
off"';ror also had successfully implemented process strategies and techniques using Six 
Signla and Lcan COl1ct.:pts to streamlinc/transfonn complex manufacturing operations. A 
good c:\.ample of'this im olvt:d the offeror's creation of "Visioneering" at Hill Air Force 
Bast.! whieb WdS uscd to incorporatcproposed changes related to manufacturing/facility 
la~ outs or mair.tenance processes. The implementation of "Visioneering" dt Hill Air 
Force Base increased productiyity and reduced refurbishment time for landing gear by 
50%. (Ref 6611) I notl)d th-:: ~};B found f[\'e other regular strengths relative to 
CTM80'~ past p.erfonnanc;.:; howcyer, I relied on significant findings for this factor since 
significant findings by definition are designed to be di~criminators for purpose~ of 
5dection, 

c, Comparative Assessment of Non-Cost Factors 

I recogni7e(/ then: wert: a number of common significant strengths among the offerors 
under the subfactor tor Management and Technical Approach. These common str~ngths 
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.... ere: contract phase-in, program management, approach to organization, cepability with 
CMMS (Ma>.imo), having a strong SHE plan. approach to customer service, and 
approach to manufactu~ing support. [believed certain common strength~ were more 
rde\ ant for purpose~ of selection. For exampl.:, it was my opinion that phase-in was a 
diFcriminator for M.. \1'. The ability to ~'{ecute a smooth transition i~ extrcmdy important 
because there ar.: only nine shuttle fligh~ rl)maining. Two of the primary ..:halleng.:s for 
th..: transition at MAl' requir;; handling labor relations and the ability to migrate from 
Maximo 4.1.1 to Maximo 6.2. 

~AF site dcvclopm.:nt was anuthcr ke} discriminator for seh:ction since part of the effort 
involwd the ability to bring additional t.!nants to tb~ facility in ord.:r tn lower operationa: 
costs. The ability to work in a multi-teonnt, complex. high consequcnc;; manufacturing. 
t!nv;.ronrn~nt also was an impoltont feature to selecting an otlcror for MAF since the 
\1S1-'OC involved ",orking with human-rated equipment and having multiple user~ at the 
facility. On th!: oth..:r hand, I did not believe a strength associated with a strong SIll.: plan 
should be a discriminator for selection in part because all of tho.: offerors had htrong plans 
in this area. 

With regard to the subfactor St<lffing and Total Compensation, I did not place a~ much 
"mphasb on strengths regarding )..~y personnel as I did to morc g(;ncral findings 
regarding this subfaetor. Although the RFP gave lesser w.!ight to the suhfactor on 
Staffing::nd Total ('ompens;!tion, I \'k",ed this subfactor a.~ be:ng essential to achieving 
the plans set forth wIder the M<lllag~ment and Tcchnkal subfactor. Althuugh I was 
a",ar" thut Hour-CDM hud oubmitto.:d the strongest propo.al for ~mall Business 
(including SDB) Participation, I did not use this subfactor as a discriminator for purposes 
of selection. 

'fhi.: RFP provided that the factor Past Performance had about the same .... eight as the 
factor for Mis~ion Suitability. I believed the findings in Past Performance provided veT} 
good indicators of future performance noting that many of the strengths in Past 
Pcrformancl! correlated with strengths offcrors received undcr the fal.:tor for Mission 
Suitability. 

Jacobs had thl! flJllov.ing common signifIcant strengths under the &ubfactur Management 
and Technical Approach: contract phase-in, program management, approach to 
organi.:ation, capability with the CMMS {Maximo), approach to site development, and 
having d strong SHb plan. In addition, Jacobs receiwd significant stn::ngths for it. 
approach to customer s .. :nice and the innovations regarding its Award Fcc plan included 
in its model contrdCt. 

Jacobs' plan for phas..;-in W85 bolstered b} its pa'it po!rformancc wnere the offeror was 
responsible for the transition 01 a contraCt at JSC with the "",me incumbent contractor 
currl!ntl) at MAF. The contract effort at JSC ",as similar in si7e and complexity and, like 
MAF, this contract hud been performed by another contractor for an extl!ndcd pcriod. 
Although I was aware that the contract at JSC did not invoh-c a complex manufacturing 
environment such as MAF, I knew J<lcob~ exp.::ricnce at MSTC allowed it to gain phase-
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ir: cXI'eriellc~ in a c::ompiex manufacturing cnviromnent. Jacobs' cxperti~c and past 
p.:rfonnance with Max:mo dovetailed with its strengths in contract phase-in since 
migraiion from Maximo 4.1.1 to Maximo 6.2 would bl) \lIle of the more daunting tasks 
the nc'I\< MAl' contractor would be r;:quired to complete during the transition period. The 
capability Jacobs had with regard to site d,'Velopment im-oJ\ed a thorough. consistent and 
easily impkml'nted ml.!thodology that provided the potential for future business 
de,eiopment opportunities to lOwer MAr operating costs ",ithout adding risk. Jacobs' 
strength in site dl.!velopment was enhanced by its past performance record in this area 
where the offeror demonstratoo excellent perfonnance Te-opening the National Full-scale 
AI!rvdynamics Complex at NASt\'s I\.meh Research Center and leasing excess capacity at 
the Ford Motor Company in its Drivability Test Facility. The fact Jacobs included 
submitting EUL propvsals in its av.ard {co! plan gave me further confidence that this 
offeror would aggressively seek to develop MAF. 

Jacobs' approach to innovations was reflected in an a\\ ard fel! clause in the model 
contract. This \las a very important feature ofthl! offeror"s proposal b..:cause ofJaeob~' 
commitment to allocating potential contract award fee for developing the site at MAl', 
incro::asing re' 'cnue fy0m tenants, and training and certifying the workforce. I beli.:voo thc 
award fec; plan increas.::d the likelihood of successful contract pcrfomlancc in those areas 
and could re8ult in a stream of rl.!venue to NASA which had thl! potential to be as high a~ 
$2'; Vlilliun over the !iic oftht: contract as,uming hcobs received all of it~ a'l\<ard fee. In 
aduition, the strength Jacobs had in program management would enable the offeror to 
incorporat.: continuous improwmcnt in daily performance and its ~trength in organization 
should r"sult in producti\ ity enhancement that would increase the likelihood of overall 
contract success. 

Unuer the subfactor thc Staffing and Total Compensation, I found that Jacobs' ability to 
fo~cru,t workload fluctuations and then share resources between a NASA contract at 
Stennis and MAF \'tas significant because it would maximize workforce utilization and 
WOl!ld decrease risk associated in the program workload at MAF in thc initial ba.c period 
of the contract. I also believed Jacobs' approach fortrainir.g and certifying the workforce 
wocld assist ~ASA in obtaining the most beneficial use of ayailable ,kills. 

B& W had a similarly strong propo~al which contained the following common significant 
strent,rtns undcr Managem.!nt and Technical Approach: approach for program 
management, approach for sitl! dwclopment, wntract phase-in, having a strong SHE 
pltlll, its approach to manufacturing ~upport, and its approach to organization. In 
addition, B& W suhmittl.!u " plan for inno\ ation. 

B& Vi r.Jceivcd a significant strength for its logical, comprehensive and well-defined 
approach to contract transition involving an experienclld phase-in management team. 
B&W's past perfomlance indicated it had bcen Ilxtrcmely successful in affecting 
transitions as I.!videnced by successfi.u1y phasing in 19 cvntracts at 12 diffe~nt 
goverrunent and commercial sites over the past 16 y"arg. I deciued both offerors had 
similar strengths 'l\<ith regard to contract phase-in. The primary difference between 
Jacobs and B&W with rllgard to phase-in was that Jacobs had specific cxperience with 
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N:\SA contracts while B& W had <lxperi~nce in the manufacturing world with 
Govcrnmcnt contracts. I ask<!d about B&W's experience with Maximo since this Will> an 
important ekm,mt of contract tran~ition and was told that although B& W had strengths in 
tpj~ area, it~ primruy system was SAP rather than M::ximo. 

Both B& Wand Jac0hs rcccivJd sigroificant str<lngths for their plan for site development 
and also had <lxcdl<lnt paM performanc0 in this dl'~a . I found both programs to be equally 
str,mg; how.;!vcr, noted tht.: diff<lrenee was B&W's approach to site development involwd 
a key p~rson p0sse~sing a w~a1th of experience in successfully financing projects. 
Additionally. I r<lcognized l>oth B&W and Jacobs offered innovations that were n:ilcct<ld 
in th.:ir model contracts. B&W's contract provision involyed inve~ting $4.4 Million of 
corporatlJ resourC<lS for twdvc innov:;ti0ns during the tcrm Of the contract. When I asked 
tile SEB to c0mparc the two approaches, they responded that both approaches were vcry 
strong and should provide bencrlt~ to ~ASA on~r the life of the contract. I did not 
believe I could u~e the diffcrenct;s in tbe approaches to innovati('ns to di~criminate 
betwe~n B&W and Jacobs .llthough this was a very important feature to me. 

B& W's approach to program management indicated it was capable of successfully 
performing in a high-risk. high-reliability production envinmmcnt in a manufacturing 
facili!). B&W translated those more ~tringcnt requircm.:nts to MAF giving me 
confidence thl: offeror und..:rstood tho: NASApro.:esses .:ven though it did not have any 
rec.:nt NASA expl:l'icnce. Moreover, B&W's past performance demonstrated this 
offeror', excellent managerial experience "orking on large, complex, multi-customer 
manufacturing sites. Additionall) , B&W approach to organization haying a badgckss 
workforce was similar to the one proposed by Jacob~ and should lower contract 
p~rt0rmanec risks by utili.dog a proven organizational structur;:. 

One oftn.: differences bct~een Jacob~ and B&W was B&W's ~trength in manufacturing 
SUppllrt which included an ir.lpact avoidance plan. defined foreign object debris tfOD) 
program. and utilized the offeror's extensive into.!grato.:d manufacturing expericncl!. B& W 
had excellent pa~t purformance in this area successfully tran~forming largo:. complex, 
multi-customer manufacturing operations in nuclear environments. B&W's 
manufacturing cxpcrience Jistinguished it from the other 0ffcrors and would enable this 
contractor to provide manufacturing techniques to improw human-rated systo.:ms. 

With regard to the subfactor for Staffing and Total Compcnsation, I found that B& W 
proposed an integrated compensation plan for both the offeror and major subcontractors 
which had thl,; highest average labor rat..: for LlJe craft bbor group. a strlJngth I believud 
would help dchicw a scamll!ss workforce, impro\e employet! moral.: and low"r the risk 
associated with implementing the 0!feror's staffing plan. Additiona!!}, I was aware that 
B& W designated outstanJing individuals for a number of key Y1AF positions. 

r!our-CDY1's two common str~ngths WIlTC having a strong SHE plan and its plan for site 
d~vclopment. Thi~ offeror's approach to site development involwd having an in-house 
real estate group dl.:vdop a sitc plan proposaJlcading to the establishment of FUL 
opportuniti..:s; Icveraging ,;xisting relationships; and its Jemon~tratcd ability to 
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hendicially lever:;.ge oth-lr projects and programs at government sites. Flour-CDM's 
approach to sit.:: development was simi!:;r to the ones proposed by Jacob~ and B&W; 
howcwr, B&W's approach included a key person with extensive experience in site 
development and Jacobs' approach included incentivizing the effort in its award fee 
clause. Moreover, huth B& \V and Jacobs had outstanding past performance with regard 
to site deyelflpmcnt v"hercas Flour-CDM's significant strength in past pcrformance 
involved the ~xcclknt ..:nvironmcntal credentials of its terun member. Another example 
involvoo approaches to workforce fluctuation which both Jacobs and Hour-CDM 
included in their proposal, . Although both approaches leveraged geographic proximity 
nf other prnjects to addr.:ss variations in workforce, Jacobs proposed a more complete 
approach that included Lqe use ~oftware to forecast, judicious scheduling of personnel 
IC:lvc, ano rcprioritii'ing deliverable.. While I agreed vdlll the SEB that F lour-CDM had 
suhmltt.:J u \"Cry good proposal, I did not believe thi~ propo~al was competitive ",ith 
other propos.lls w ~el1 I com!1arcd the non-cost factors. 

With regard to C"I ,\1S0, I was a\\ are this ufferor abo had a very strong Management and 
T ..:chnical Approach with ~i~nificant common ;tf<.'ngths in its approach (0 program 
ma113g"'lm~nt. contract phasl)-in, organization, manufacturing support, site development, 
and SHE plan. In addition, CT).1S0 recehed strengths for its approach to 
communications and tor \vork process innovations •. 

CT\lISO propoS<!d ::! comprehensiye approach to contract phase-in utilizing established 
procedures with th.: current contractor which was to be impt..:mentcd by a well-organized, 
cxperi~nc.:d team. I recogniLcd both Jacobs and B&W also had strengths with regard to 
contract phase-in :L'1d could not find a discriminator among thc offerors except to note 
that CTMSn tlid l1llt receive a sicnificant strength in Pa!'t performancl.: for contract phase­
in while both Jacobs and B&W had excellent relevant past performance in this area. 

Expc"ience with migrating to Maximo 6.2 was an important requirt'ment regarding phase­
in at MAl- and I noted (, I MSU proposud unique uses of Maximo as part of the 
innov:::tions it propos.:d. (The innovations CI MSO proposed involved the use of 
).1aximo; implementing its proven transformation methodology to identify critical 
processus: and the usc of a mobile material exp~diter to ddiv"r material, parts, and 
cquipment to provide just in time ddhery.) Unlike the other offGrors, Maximo was the 
standard for CTMSO dIlJ it proposed to use additional featur.:s of Maximo to populate 
problem codes to gath.:r historical performance dula and monitor productivity. I 
compared thi~ proposed usc of Maximo with similar findings for Jacobs and B&W, 
concluding that Jucobs probably could transition bettcr from Maximo 4.1.1 to Maximo 
6.:! because of their familiarity with the old'!r system while CTMSO could better utilize 
mow of Maximo 6.2 sinc!! the most recent versio:l of the system was thtl standard for 
CTM'>O. The usc of :\laximo, therefor;.:. wn~ a discriminator in that Jacob~ had the 
~p"dfic exp!!ricncl) in upgrading Maximo from version 4.1.1 to version 6.2 in a NASA 
environm.:nt. 

Adt:itionally, I noted that CTMSO, Jacubs, dIl0 B&W each n:ceived a strength for site 
dc\clopmcnt and asked the SlOB to compare the various approaches. The SEB explained 
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that "'hile th.: approaches ",·erc different, .:nch had merit. CTMSO's approach involved 
forming a EllL advbory committce comprised of personnel with EUL ~xperienc~. Whik 
this approach may not hav;! hcen llS aggressive as others, it would provide NASA with 
Et'l . cxpertis~ as ",ell as incr~asing usage ofMAF. The only discriminator I found with 
regard te> site development was that Jacobs and B&W .lIso had ~ignifieant stren~hs in 
past pcrformanc:e 'With regard to site development \\hile C1 MSO's signi.fieant stro.!ngth in 
past performance dealt "'lth its ext.:nsi \'c experience v. ith environmental remediation and 
compliance acti\ities at MAI-'. 

CTMSO's uther common significant ;tri;'ngth~ with regard to its approach to program 
managc:ment, its approach to organization, and its approach to manufacturing support 
indicat.:d its proposal for Management and Technical was of an equivalent caliber to 
thuse submitted by B& 'W and Jacobs in these areas, Th.: only difference hetween these 
offerors again was past perfomuUlce ",here both Jacobs and B&W had Vcry lIigh 
rd\,:\ant pa~t performance supporting this subfactor whik CT\1S0's had IIigh relevant 
past performance, I did note, ho",cvcr, that CTMSO had a ~ignificant strength in pa~t 
pL'Tfonnunce related to manufacturing/facility layouts or maintenance proCilSSes that 
indicated this offeror possesses wry good manufacturing ex~rience, however, I found 
B& W to be the stronger of the two offerors i!l this arell, 

The subfactor regarding Staffing and Total C;omp.::nsation s;,:parated CTMSO from B& W 
and Jacol)s. I agreed with the SFB that both B&W and Jacobs submitted stronger 
approaches f.)r this tiubfactor. CTMSO did rec~i .... e a ~ignificant strength for its approach 
to staffing recruitment l!lld r..:tcntion and its id;:ntification of critical positions beyond key 
personnd. On the other hand, B&W re<;ei\'ed a significant strength for its Staffing and 
Compensation Plan which included the high;,:st labor rate for craft labor. , Likewise, 
Jacobs' ability to forecast v.orkforcc fluctuatiol1$ and then shan~ n.:sources between a 
NASA contract at Stennis and MAlo' and its approach for training and certifying the 
worktorce also s.!cmed to bi,: a strongt!r approach than that of CTMSO. Finally, the 
individuals designated by both B& Wand J::cobs as k;;y personnel rt:ceivcd many morc 
significant strengths thall the indhiduals de,ignated b) CTMS(), 

Overall, I fOl!nd the om~rors fell into two categories whc:n I compared the non-cost 
factors. B& W and Ja('obs were in the higher ti~ of offerors with little difference 
between th.:: merits of these offeror,' non-price pr<'posals, B&W had more 
manufacturing cxp.:ricnce than Jacobs "'hile Jacobs had much morc experience wurking 
with N:\SJ\, The second tier of contractors includeJ C1MSO and Flour-CDM with 
CThISO being the ~tr~nger of th.: tv. (). I felt that B& W and Jacob~ had a much high;;r 
likelihood of succcs~ful conlract performance than CTM~O based upon B& Wand JaCl'bs 
more impressiw past performance and on their supo:rior approaches to staffing which 
were nect:ssary to implement the MandgemO::llt and Technical Approach for MAF, 

d. Cost 

As inJicato:d nbo,,\,:, th~ f1uur-CDM proposal had the lo"'~~t most probable co,t with a 
medium 'evel of confidence; the CTMSO proposal had the $ccond lowest most probable 
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co,t wi:h a mediuCllewl of confid..:nce; the Jacobs proposal had the second highest most 
probable co~t with a high lewl of confidence; and the B& W proposal had the highest 
most pro[,abl,) cost with a high level of confid.:nce. 

The SEB pres~nt(;Ll some oth.:r cost-related factors that could reduce overall incum:d cost 
to the Gov..:rnm..:nt. First, Jacobs committed approximately 51 million of compi:llly 
r~~ourccs t.) implement 17 propo~.:d imlovations and linked 20% of it~ award fcc pool to 
successful impl-:mcntation of s\;\ en of the 17 iID1oYation'. Although all iID1ovations have 
the potential to reduce co~t, achieve effici~ncics, or generate revenue for the benefit of 
the Government, neither the STIB nor I could quantitY these reductions, efficiencies, and 
re\'~nues with any certainty. Similarly, B&W planned to invest $4.4 million of corporate 
r~sources in the local area related to I::! innovations. Again, neither the SEB nor I could 
quantifY tho.: financial beno.:fit from such an inYestment over the life of the contract v. ith 
any certaint). N everthcless, then: \lIQuid bl.! intnngible bcndits from these corporate 
ime~tml.!nh. Second, whill.! B&W proposed burden rate of 0% for the non-fcc bearing 
ta~k orders associated with Attachment J-2 of the SOW, th.: maximum beneut associate:d 
with the 0% r"te: Ls less than the differ~nc~ in cost between B& Wand Jacobs. Thus, e:ven 
if B& W reeehed fun ~n.:dit for its 0% burden vis-a.-vis the maximum rDIQ I.!xpl.!nditures 
over the life of the contract, Jacobs would still mainiain its cost advantage. Over th\) life: 
of th..: contract, the: burden rate, for Fluor-CDM and CT:vISO were: essentially equal and 
m0re than twice the rate proposed b} Jacobs. Fluor-CDM and CTMSO advantage in cost 
was snmewh::t reduced by the lo\\er burden raw, propo,,,d by Jacobs or B&W. 

e. Trade-off Analysis 

I b~gllll my trdd,;-off anal} sis contrasting thl! conclusion~ of my non-cost comparison 
again,t th;! cost each offeror proposed as adjusted to determinc thl.! most probable co,t to 
the GovcrID11ent. My assessment of non-cost factors placed Jacobs and B&W in a higher 
tier than C'TMSO and Flour-CDM. This ~sessment had to be contrasted with the fact 
Flour-CDM had thc lowest proposed/probable cost; CTMSO had the second lowest 
pf(lpo~\)d/pr()hablc eos! ~ Jacobs had the ~econd highe,t proposed/probable cost; and B&W 
had ~he highest propos;!d/probable cost. It ~hould bl! noted that probable co&! adjustments 
did not influence this analysis since the probabJ.: co~t adju~tml.lnts did not affcct the cost 
raTlldngs and si:lce the SEB did not make !L'1)' probable cost adjustments for either B& W 
or Ja(:obs. :vI)' trade-off analysis consider~d the diff..:rcnt Iuvc1s of cost confidence the 
SEB gave each of thl! the offl.!ror~ and the impact of the other cost-related factors that 
could reduc..: cost that the SEB gleaned from thtl proposals and brought to my attention. 

First, I eompar0d the propo~a: from Jacobs against the proposal from B&W. From a non­
cost comparison, tht.·sc proposals seemed equivalent with the offerors having many of the 
,arne ,trengths. Jacohs had ~xtensive experience with NASA and B&W had extensive 
m:mufacturing experience. I did not need to probe further between the two proposals to 
detwrmine v. hie:l was ,up.:rior on the basis of non-cost factors. B& W had a highllr cost 
ane! I could not identitY any b~nefit to NASA v.hieh would justify the additional co~ts 
associated with B&W's proposal when compared to the proposal received from Jacobs. 
J, th.:rcfore, eliminated B& W from further considl!wtion. 
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Then, I compared thc proposal from Jacobs again&! the proposal submitted hy Flour­
CDM which had the lowest proposed/probable C08t. I concluded Flour-CDM was nut 
comJX itive against the other three offerOr<: in my non-cost cumparison. Having th(: 
lowest propnsed!!)robable cost, however, required ml! to conduct a best value tradeoff 
betw~l!n Flour-CDM and hcubs. which was t!J.e one r.:n:aining proposal in the higher tier 
of technically rated offerors. 

My comparison between these proposals revealed the Jacobs' prop08al contaim:d a 
number of significant btrl!ngths not found to be significant in the proposal from flour­
C'MD: strong contruct phase-in, \!xperi<:nce with Maximo, strong program management, a 
solid approach to organintion, an excellent plan for ~itl! development, and a well-thought 
uut plan for customer service. Jacobs' significant strength~ with regard to contract 
pha~i!-in and uxpcrience with Maximo were key discrimiI1ators for sdection since 
transition from the incumbent contractor was one of the more challenging requirements in 
MSFOC. 

In addition, the Jacobs' proposal contained two significant strengths in staffing a.'ld 
compensation rcgi:irding the ofteror's approach to workload fluctuations and the offeror's 
approach to trdin, ufficiently utili7e, and certify thc rcpresc'lted workforce. Although I 
recognized Flour-CDM also had the ability to share n:sourccs I believed Jacobs' strengths 
wen: discriminators for selectiot) since it also proposed tllC ability to foreca~t workforce 
fluctuations beforu ~hari[\g resources h .. ttcr maximizing workforce utili7.ation at Y1AF. 
Addi:ionally. Jacobs' approach for training and certifying: the v.orkforcc should assbt 
NASA in obtaining the most beneficial use of a\aUabk .kills. 

A review of pa~t performance !llsu re\,;:aled meaningful differences bctween the 
proposab. Jacobs h:l.d significant strengths in its past performance in the areas of 
contract phase-in, transiti.on to Maximo 6.2, site-devdopment, and its saftlty program. 
Thi5 past p.:rformancu histC'TY pro\iut!d me with a very high levd of confidence that 
Jacobs could succ.:ssfully perform MSFOC. Jacobs' stronger record in site developm.:nt 
~ugg.;~'ted it had th.: higher likelihood of success in this area ewn though b;)th of£\;rors 
received signifkant stflmgths for this under Mission Suitability. I vi.:wed site 
de\eJopment as a ke) dis.:rimin;)'wr since success with hOL authority should lower the 
operational costs ofMAF. Additionally, I found it telling th::t tllTel! of the significant 
strengths were mirrored by key strengtlls Jacobs received under Mission Suitability: site 
development, contract phase-in, and experience transitioning to Maximo 6.2. 

Although I was av. are I could make thi~ tradeoff based upon the differences in 
proposed/probable costs. I diJ not bcli.:ye the differences in costs "'ouId n<!cessarily be as 
high as n:.f1ected between thl! costs proposed by the offcrors. I was aware that Jacobs had 
incorporated an award feu plan ill it~ model contract to ineentivile innovations that would 
allow NASA ohjectively to meaSUfe performance, lower cost, and reduce ri~ks at MAJ'. 
Although I could not qua,ltify th.: exact cost savings KASA would receive from this 
award fee clause, I was aware that the SEB did not f::tctor this provi~ion into Jacobs' most 
probable cost anJ that this clause had the potcntial of greatly reducing the cost 
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diffcrcnc('s b.:tw\:cn thc propos:Js. Additionally. I was aware that the SEB assigned 
flour-CDM's proposal a lower levi!! of cost confiuence and that Jacobs' lower burdcn 
rat..:s mean! that cost differences betw.:cn the offeTors would be reducl!d as thc 
00\ ~rnrnent placed Attachmcnt J-2 IDlQ orders. 

r dete;mined Jat.:obs ' strcngths in the arca~ of Management and Ti!chnical Approach, 
Staffing lUld Compensation <\pproach. and in Past Performar.cc mon; than justificd 
Jacobs' high.:r co~t and, therdorc. eliminated Flour-CDM from consideration for award. 

}'ly final tradc-offanal)sis was bct",c..!nJacobs and CrMSO recognizing that CTMSO 
had a slightly higher proposed cost than Flour-CDM. Although I believed Jacobs and 
C'TMSO st;bmiited ulmo!>t equi\ alent proposal~ under the subfactor for Management and 
T~chnical Approach, I belicved Jacobs' approach to innovation was superior to the one 
proposed by CTMSO. something which help me distinguihh thl! two proposals. I :nlike 
th.: inno\atiom proposed by CTMSO, the Section II Clcusi! in Jacobs' model contract 
was a mor~ aggressive approach to innovations and would allow NASA objectively to 
m~3sure Jacobs' p..!rformanc..:. 

The mure meaningful discriminators between the proposals were found in the areas of 
Staffing iilld Comp':Posation and Past Performance. As described above, I bcliewd 
Jacubs' approache~ to workload fluctuations and to train/certify the workforce were 
meaningfu! tf' NASA. Jacobs' plan for workload fluctuatif'us would decn:a;;e risk 
associat.!d in the program workload a MAF while Jacobs' approach for training and 
c(!rtifying th" wurkforc.: should assist NASA in obtaining the most beneficial US;) of 
available skiU~ . Additionally, the SEB ratcd Jacobs' key personnel highi!r than those 
designated by C'! MSO. Although I recognizcd CTMSO proposed a strong approach to 
Teclmical and :\'lanagcmcnt at MAF, I believcd that having a superior staffing approach 
would h<-'1:ter help the selected offeror achieve its management goals. 

r Jnd"r the factor for Pu,t Performance, Jacobs had ,ignilicant strengths in its past 
performance in the a~eas of t:ontract phase-in, transition of Maximo, site-development, 
and its safety program. ()n the other hand, C1 MSO strengths in past performance 
involved its first hand knowledge ofMAF's environmental history and having 
succ~ssfully implemented process strategies and techniques to streamline/transform 
complex manufacturing op~rations. I founJ that Jacobs' pa~t performance history was 
mor..: impressive and morc meaningful than the past performance history ofCTMSO. I 
not\!d thut Jacob5' pa:;t pcrformance rcvealed successful performance in thre.! art:as I 
d..:tcrmincd were discriminators for selection: site-d':\'e!opment, contract phasc-in, and 
transition to Maximo n.:!. As a result, Jacobs' past performance history provided me with 
a highllr kvd of confidence that Jacobs could successful perform MSFOC. 

Finul!y for Jacobs and CTMSO, I contTIlSted the non-price factors against the differences 
in cost. I determined advantag-::s J&cobs had L'l the areas of innovations, staffing and 
compensation, and past performance warranted th..! higher cost of the Jacobs' proposal. 
wus a!Jle to make this trdd;:-off with only gi\'ing miniwal consideration to the potential 
that Jacnbs' award fcc claus..: could reduce the ultimate cost to NASA; that Jacobs 
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proposed Illower burden I'Ilte which would lower the Jacobs' cost differential to NASA as 
the agency placed Attachment J·2 ID/IQ orders; and the difference in the level of cost 
confidence between the offerors which in part was based upon It perceived shortfall in 
material resources by CTMSO. Given this analysis, I concluded that the proposal 
submitted by Jacobs represented the best value 10 the Governm.mt for the opCl'lllion of 
MAF. 

Accordingly. I select Jacobs Technology Inc for award oflhe Manufacturing Support & 
Facility OpCl'lltions contract. 

William Gerstenmaier Date 
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