Selection of a Contractor for


The Outsourcing Desktop Initiative for NASA (ODIN)








On June 8, 1998, I, along with other management officials, met with the Chairperson and members of the Source Evaluation Board (SEB) for the purpose of selecting a pool of contractors for the Outsourcing Desktop Initiative for NASA (ODIN). 





PROCUREMENT DESCRIPTION





This procurement is for multiple Fixed-Price/Indefinite-Delivery/Indefinite-Quantity (IDIQ) contracts for comprehensive, end-to-end desktop, server, and intra-Center communications services, including associated capital infrastructure improvements, to NASA and other Government Agencies as a Government Wide Acquisition Contract (GWAC).





Proposals were received from the following companies:





Boeing Information Services, Inc., Vienna, VA


Computer Sciences Corporation, Inc., Laurel, MD


Dyncorp TechServ, LLC, Fairfax, VA


FDC Technologies, Inc., Bethesda, MD


Macroland, Gaithersburg, MD


OAO Corporation, Greenbelt, MD


RMS Information Systems, Inc., Lanham, MD


Telestar Corporation, Ontario, CA


Wang Government Services, Inc., McLean, VA





The proposal submitted by Macroland was received after the designated receipt time for proposal submission and therefore was considered to be late in accordance with RFP Section A.3, INSTRUCTIONS FOR OFFERORS (52.212-1) (JUN 1997), paragraph (f).  The Contracting Officer notified Macroland in writing of this decision.





The proposal submitted by Telestar was determined to be unacceptable because it did not represent a reasonable initial effort to address itself to the essential requirements of the RFP, nor did it clearly demonstrate that Telestar understood the requirements of the RFP.  This determination was made in accordance with NASA FAR Supplement 18-15.608-70, Identification of Unacceptable Proposals.  The Contracting Office notified Telestar in writing of this decision.  Telestar was debriefed on March 27, 1998.





The seven remaining offerors were determined to be in the competitive range on March 4, 1998.





EVALUATION PROCEDURE





This procurement was conducted in accordance with FAR Source Selection Procedures. The evaluation factors were Mission Suitability, Cost/Price, and Relevant Experience and Past Performance.  The Price Factor was significantly less important than the combined importance of the Mission Suitability Factor and the Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor.  As individual Factors, the Price Factor was less important than the Mission Suitability Factor, and essentially equal to the Relevant Experience and Past Performance Factor.  Price and Relevant Experience and Past Performance were not point scored.





The Mission Suitability Factor used by the SEB to evaluate the proposals was composed of the following subfactors and elements.  However, specific points were not assigned to the elements. 





	








Subfactor 1: Approach				650 points


Management Approach


Technical Approach


Transition Plan


Socio-Economic Policies and Plans


	


	Subfactor 2: Vision				200 points


Technology Refreshment


Strategic Alliances


	


	Subfactor 3: Business Support Systems		150 points


Customer Support


Asset Management





	MAXIMUM POINTS AVAILABLE		1000 points








MISSION SUITABILITY FACTOR EVALUATION





The SEB ranked the proposals for Mission Suitability as follows:





OAO





OAO’s proposal received the highest overall score for Mission Suitability by a moderate margin over the next highest scored proposal.  OAO’s Approach was rated excellent.  Major strengths include a thorough understanding of NASA’s outsourcing objectives under Management Approach, as well as an effective combination of local support centers with a central help desk. OAO presented details of how remote equipment will be supported that includes numerous sites in the United States and numerous sites internationally. OAO’s approach to subcontractor integration includes incentives, cost effective delivery of services, a robust mentor-protégé program, and a badgeless environment for all service managers.  OAO demonstrated sound integration with the ODIN Operating Model, including interfaces with other ODIN and non-ODIN contractors ensuring interoperability within the agency. Under Technical Approach, OAO demonstrated a comprehensive understanding of NASA’s integration testing requirements.  OAO established that all software may be used on multiple platforms. OAO fully addresses the needs and requirements for system administration including staffing with certified administrators.  OAO’s comprehensive training program includes the entire scope of ODIN services including phones, fax, etc., and includes monitoring of recurring problems.  OAO proposed an effective repeated equipment failure plan that includes system management packages to proactively monitor and predict failures.  OAO’s solution includes a unique support center utilizing different sets of best-of-breed tools. Under Socio-Economic Policies and Plans, OAO proposes aggressive SB/SDB/WOSB goals, mentor program, and demonstrates a strong history of exceeding its goals.





OAO’s Vision was rated excellent.  OAO had a major strength for Technology Refreshment for a comprehensive approach that fully addresses the various components of the Government’s requirements. 





OAO’s Business Support Systems was rated excellent. Under Customer Support, OAO had a major strength for an extensive customer satisfaction reporting system that includes two widely used fully integrated solutions, enabling selection of the best technical and value fit for each Center’s environment. Under Asset Management, OAO had a major strength for a comprehensive asset reporting system that includes using proven systems including a method for ensuring data integrity.





OAO had no major weaknesses under any subfactor.





CSC





CSC’s proposal received the second highest Mission Suitability score by a moderate margin over the next highest scored proposal.  CSC’s Approach was rated excellent.  Under Transition Plan, CSC had a major strength for a strong plan that ensures continuity of operations and addresses cultural as well as business and technical issues, and ensures minimal negative impact to NASA mission operations.  CSC had a number of minor strengths.





CSC’s Vision was excellent.  Under Technology Refreshment, CSC had a major strength for a comprehensive approach to technology refreshment that fully addresses the various components of the Government’s requirements and includes refreshment of each Center’s telephone system.  CSC also had a major strength for the benefits derived from its strategic business alliances.





CSC’s Business Support System was good.  No major strengths or weaknesses were identified in this area.





There was no major weakness under any subfactor.





Wang





Wang’s proposal received the third highest Mission Suitability score by a moderate margin over the next highest scored proposal. Wang’s Approach was very good.  Wang had a major strength for a technical approach that recognizes NASA’s requirements to support a diverse networking environment including research and development, institutional, and operational network requirements, and includes using automated tools to proactively manage desktop systems, servers, and network systems from a central enterprise service center. 





Wang’s Vision was very good. Under Strategic Alliances, Wang had a major strength identified for its mature relationships with multiple vendors, having the ability to leverage each of the partnerships to the benefit of the Government, and having direct access to the core technologists within the strategic alliances.





Wang’s Business Support Systems was very good.  Under Asset Management, Wang had a major strength for a robust asset accounting and reporting system which exceeds the Government’s requirement for asset reporting and includes timely updates to the asset management system by utilizing automated asset discovery software on all of the ODIN platforms.





There was no major weakness under any subfactor.





Boeing





Boeing’s proposal received the fourth highest Mission Suitability score by a slight margin over the next highest scored proposal.  Boeing’s Approach was very good.  Under Management Approach, Boeing demonstrated excellent understanding of outsourcing objectives including combining a single point of contact and customer assistance teams.  Boeing also proposed an organizational structure with knowledge of the agency’s systems and processes that would support multiple concurrent delivery order selection process (DOSP) efforts, multiple concurrent transitions, and the execution of multiple concurrent delivery orders. Boeing had a number of minor strengths.





Boeing’s Vision was good.  No major strengths or weaknesses were identified in this area.





Boeing’s Business Support Systems was very good.  Boeing had a major strength for its asset management approach, which would utilize state-of-the-art asset detection tools with Center-specific add-ons to accurately capture asset information and includes tracking of Government-owned software on the ODIN seats.





There was no major weakness under any subfactor.





FDCT





FDCT’s proposal received the fifth highest Mission Suitability score by a slight margin over the next highest scored proposal.  FDCT’s Approach was very good.  Under Management Approach, FDCT has a major strength for integrating its team partners into the technical and management structure by assigning each partner a clearly defined segment of the work and effectively using colocation contract metrics at the subcontract level and mentor programs. Under Technical Approach, FDCT has a major strength for a well thought out and comprehensive approach to integration testing that includes end-user validation testing in their integration testing facility.





FDCT’s Vision was very good.  Under Strategic Alliances, FDCT has a major strength for a comprehensive description of the benefits to the Government to be provided through the wide variety of established strategic alliances with numerous industry leaders, facilitating priority problem response, product development, pricing and access to proprietary information.





FDCT’s Business Support Systems was good.  No major strengths or weaknesses were identified in this area.





There was no major weakness under any subfactor.





Dyncorp





Dyncorp’s proposal received the sixth highest Mission Suitability score by a moderate margin over the lowest point scored proposal. Dyncorp’s Approach was very good.  Under Management Approach, Dyncorp’s major strengths include a solid plan and ongoing process to work with ODIN and non-ODIN contractors, and a unique approach to efficiently support remote users in a responsive manner that includes a number of domestic and international technical support sites.  Under Technical Approach, Dyncorp had a major strength for demonstrated clear and consistent problem ownership process for non-ODIN problem follow-thru assuring the problem is resolved to the customer’s satisfaction. Under Socio-Economic Policy and Plans, Dyncorp had a major strength for its SB/SDB/WOSB goals, and its demonstrated commitment to the small business program. However, there was one major weakness in Dyncorp’s proposed Technical Approach.  Dyncorp proposed providing various personnel, on a labor hour basis, in the Catalog of Selected Commercial Components (CSCC) which demonstrates a lack of understanding of the procurement’s requirements for the provision of IT services at a fixed price per seat.





Dyncorp’s Vision was good.  No major strengths or major weaknesses were identified in this area.





Dyncorp’s Business Support Systems was fair.  Under Customer Support, one major weakness was identified.  Dyncorp proposed a customer support system that is still under development even though Dyncorp states that this system is integral to integrating their subcontractors’ business systems.





RMS





RMS’ proposal received the lowest overall Mission Suitability score. RMS’s Approach was good.  No major strengths or weaknesses were identified in this area. RMS had a number of minor strengths.





RMS’ Vision was good.  No major strengths or weaknesses were identified in this area.





RMS’s Business Support Systems was very good.  Under Asset Management, RMS had a major strength for its asset management system that has the ability to automatically report and account for information technology assets, including automatic updates from the help desk system whenever an order is placed for a move/add/change or service call, and includes internal processes to validate and insure database integrity. 


There was no major weakness under any subfactor.





RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND PAST PERFORMANCE EVALUATION





OAO had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of very good based on the demonstrated capabilities and experience in all SOW requirements as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references. For example, OAO has provided IT support services to JPL for the past ten years, and just recently, the OAO team was awarded a comprehensive outsourcing contract at JPL. OAO’s past performance is very good as demonstrated by the overall technical and business performance ratings reported by references.





CSC had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of excellent based on the demonstrated relevant experience across the range of SOW requirements as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references.  CSC is performing IT services at some NASA Centers.  CSC’s past performance is very good as reported by the references.





Wang had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of good based on the demonstrated relevant experience described in its proposal.  Wang’s past performance is good as reported by the references.





Boeing had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of excellent based on Boeing’s breadth and depth of relevant experience as demonstrated by the core competency of the team and relative experience of the team as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references.  Boeing team’s specific IT experiences were comparable in nature to the ODIN requirements including IT support to KSC and NASA Headquarters.  Certain alliances provide comparable ODIN experience and great depth to compliment the prime.  The SDB team alliances provide not only relevant ODIN IT experience, but also NASA cultural experience.  Boeing’s past performance is excellent as demonstrated by overall technical and business performance ratings reported by the references.





FDCT had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of very good based on demonstrated relevant experience across the range of SOW requirements by the FDCT team as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references. FDCT’s past performance is very good as demonstrated by the overall technical and business performance ratings reported by the references.





Dyncorp had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of good based on demonstrated relevant experience for the SOW requirements as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references.  While the proposal demonstrated a range of experience for maintenance, training, and telecommunication services for LANs and WANs, the references did not demonstrate ability for interoperability across disparate platforms.  Nor does the team demonstrate the range of experience required for network performance in a mixed R&D, operational, and networking environment.  Dyncorp’s past performance is very good as demonstrated by the overall technical and business performance ratings reported by the references.





RMS had an overall relevant experience and past performance rating of very good based on demonstrated relevant experience for the SOW requirements as described in the proposal and confirmed by the references.  Currently, RMS performs IT support service under a contract at LeRC. RMS’ past performance is very good as demonstrated by the overall technical and business performance ratings reported by the references.





PRICE ANALYSIS





The offerors proposed a not-to-exceed (NTE) bundled seat price for each seat-type that includes hardware, software, maintenance, technology refresh, training, and help desk support for either heterogeneous environment or a homogenous environment for each NASA Center and for a GWAC low-end and GWAC high-end installation.  These prices were based on the Government-provided monthly maximum quantities.  In addition, offerors proposed an enterprise discount for each Enterprise within NASA. 





OAO proposed the lowest overall price based upon the total NTE prices submitted in the price model.





Dyncorp’s proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is substantially higher than OAO’s.





RMS’ proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is substantially higher than Dyncorp’s.





Wang’s proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is slightly higher than RMS’s.





FDCT’s proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is slightly higher than Wang’s.


 


CSC’s proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is substantially higher than FDCT’s.


 


Boeing’s proposed NTE price, as submitted in the price model, is moderately higher than CSC’s.





DECISION





Following the presentation, I discussed the presentation and findings with key management personnel who had attended the presentation and have responsibility relative to the procurement. I solicited their views on the presentation and findings.


 


I first determined that the findings presented by the SEB, as documented in the record, were reasonable and valid for purposes of making selection.  We then considered the context of the selection decision, the procurement being an IDIQ procurement contemplating multiple awards.  We reminded ourselves of the selection criterion set forth in the RFP:  “The Government will award multiple contracts resulting from this solicitation to the responsible offerors whose offers conforming to the solicitation will be most advantageous to the Government, price and other factors considered.”





All offerors remaining in the competitive range were deemed to be responsible.





Recognizing that the mission suitability factor and the relevant experience and past performance factor were in combination significantly more important than the price factor, and individually that mission suitability was more important than price which in turn was essentially equal to relevant experience and past performance, it was obvious that OAO, with the highest mission suitability score, lowest overall price, and a very good relevant experience and past performance evaluation, had presented the most advantageous proposal for the Government.





After some discussion, we agreed that selection should not be limited to one offeror.  The nature of the procurement contemplated, and the Government’s interests were served by, award of multiple contracts.  Furthermore, all offerors had presented proposals which had impressive mission suitability scores, the most important evaluation factor.





Thus, we had extensive discussions over which additional offerors should be selected.  A couple of key officials had different approaches for comparing the remaining offerors.  The difficulty in doing so resulted from the wide divergence in price, when compared to different mission suitability rankings, also considering the ranges of those mission suitability scores, as well as the relevant experience and past performance ratings.





Regardless of the differing approaches used to make the comparison, they all produced the same conclusion, that there was no clear place to draw the line on the basis of whose proposals were most advantageous to the Government.





Illustrating the extremes, we considered for example, Boeing’s highest price, compared with their third highest mission suitability score and its top relevant experience and past performance rating, compared with a proposal such as RMS, with the third lowest price, moderately lower mission suitability score and lower relevant experience and past performance rating. The magnitude of the price differential, translating into billions of dollars in difference between the two, even recognizing the greater significance of the mission suitability score, led to the conclusion that both proposals offered the Government benefits, albeit for different reasons, which qualified both for selection under the selection criterion.  Similar comparisons among all of the six remaining offerors warranted the same conclusion.





While some concern was expressed about the administrative burden of accommodating due diligence activities for a large number of offerors, I concluded in the final analysis that the benefits to the Government demonstrated in each of the proposals overrode such inconvenience and warranted the conclusion that all seven proposals were most advantageous to the Government.





I therefore selected all seven proposals which were in the competitive range for award of IDIQ contracts.








Original signed by





A.V. Diaz


Director














