SELECTION OF CONTRACTORS
NASA LAUNCH SERVICES II

’cract mcludes
: es__ Flrm fixed

In 2004 the NLS'?Request for Proposal '-RFP) was: modlﬁed to expand the performance range to
include  launch services.  [n September 2005, Orbital Scierices. Corporation (OSC)
was awarded a NLS contract to provide launch services for small class. payloads In April 2008,
Space Explora on Tech ies Corporation (SpaceX) was awarded a NLS contract to provide
launch services for both sinall and medium/intermediate class payloads. These last two on-




ramps of new launch service providers demonstrate the continuous competitive environment of
the NLS contract.

Like the orlgma§ NLS contract, the objectwe of the NLS 1l procurement is to purchase risk
category 2and 3 domesttc launch services that are safe, successful, réliable, and affordable, with
a mmzmum : ablllty of dehvermg a NASA payload we1ghmg 250 kg or more to Ol'bll' at an

no'n-standard scmces, mlssmn umque servu:es and speczal task ass1gnments
necessary to suppoﬂ & NASA smssson '

LS 1O d -to be held each August Qunng the coursé of the procurement atotal of
s RFP amenctments were issued. by the Contractmg Officer to provide responses to questions
omments: submitted by offerors regardmg the RFP; and to incorporate minor changes into

Five tlmely proposajs were received in response to the NLS II RFP on or before the due date of
October 19,2009, Proposals were received from United Launch Services; Orbital Sciences
Corporatlon Space Exploration Technologies Corporatxon, Lockheed Martin Space Systems
Corporation, and AXQD Kratos 1 CCP.

EVALUATIGN"PROCEDURES

The NLS II solicitation states Offerors must meet the following minimum contract requirements
to be eligible for. award ofa NLS i} IDIQ contract

A The Offeror must bea Domestlc Source as defined in the Commercial Space Act of
11998, Co

B. The Oﬁ'eror must be ISO 9001/2000 Certlﬁed (ISO 9001/2008 Certified after
Novembe_r 2010)

The Government intends to award one or more contracts for IDIQ launch services resulting from
this solicitation to the responsible Offeror(s) whose proposal, conforming to the solicitation,
provides fair and reasonable Not to Exceed (NTE) prices, and has met the technical and past
performance acceptability standards for non-price factors. The following evaluatlon factors and




significant subfactors establish the requirements of acceptability and shall be used to evaluate
proposals for new provnders and omstmg providers:

Prlce jFalr and-Reasonable)

Pnce eva]uatlon includes appropriate price analysis techmques in accordance with FAR
ubpar ;£_5 4 to detorm_me 1f the Of’feror s proposed prloes are. reasonable, and consistent

§¢ 2 5to satxsfy launch vehicle ccrt;ﬁcatlon 'requuements, and-to
successfully.launch and dehveria--payload to orbit usmg a launch servme capable of

'daa_nomal:es'from award through
4 _to'en_surmg Govi ‘_mment 1n51ght throughout a

unique isst and approacﬁ for. meetl.ng Informatmn'"l“echnology Secunty Requirément
IAWNPR 2810 IA '

mm;mlzmg contract changes as. oxponenced in recent launoh setvice contracts; ability to
accomplish requarements to receive milestofe or.perf Q'rmanco based payments; ability to
perform as a launch setvice provider with responmbilities, mcludmg design, fabrication,
vehicle and payioad integration; ability to meet technical requirements and performance
standards for previous work; ability to meet launch dates; approach in determining




probable root cause for less than fully successful mission and resultant action taken to
improve reliability of launch services; and launch vehic!e history.

Consistent with the solicitation evaluation criteria discussed above, the SEB did not numerically
score the technical proposals, but evaluated the technicat proposals as either acceptable or
unacoeptable Given this is a compctltave contract extension of the NLS I contracts as well as an
on-ramp for new. proposals, the SEB utilized the NLS Source Evaluation Plan for the definition
of “acceptable” and “unacceptable” as follows '

Acceptable 1s def'med as a proposal whlch meets or exceeds the rmmmum requirements
' ;may mclude md:v:dual “wcaknesses” as long thcse weaknesses

; a8 a propo lils.
=proposal that contams a deﬁclency will be cletermmed to be unaoceptable A proposal
will be detenmned to be unacceptable if it takes eéxceptions to the RFP to such a degree
that it mcreases the risk of unsuccessﬁll contract perfonnance to dn unacceptable level.

The SEB ;utlhze_d-the following deﬂmuons for identification of strengths, weaknesses, and
deficiericies:

“Deficiéncy” is a material failure of a proposal to meet a Government requirement or a
combination of ssgmﬁcant weaknesses in a. proposal that increases the risk of
unsticcessful cotitract performarice to an unacceptable level.

A “Significant’ Weakniess” in the proposal is a flaw that appreciably increases the risk of
unsuccessful contract pcrformance

“Weakness” means a flaw in the proposal that increases the risk of unsuccessful contract
performarce.

“Strength“ is an aspect of the proposal that will have some positive impact on the
successful performance of the contract,

“S:gmﬁcant Strength” is some aspect of the proposal that greatly enhances the potential
for successful contract performance.

Utilizing the aforementloned evaluatxon process ?thc SBB conducted an initial evaluation of the
proposals from the five offerors . The resulting technical acceptablhty rating, past performance
rating, and price evaluation of each offeror’s proposal provided the basis for making a
competitive range determination.

In accordance with FAR 15.306(c)(1), the Contracting Officer, with the concurrence of the SSA ,
determined that the following four offerors were within the competitive range: United Launch




Services (Atlas V & Delta IV), Orbital Sciences Corporation, Space Exploration Technologies

_ Corporatmn and Lockheed Martin Space. Systems Company The United Launch Services (Delta
" II) and Kratos proposals were not found to be among the most "ghly rated proposals and were
therefore not included in the competitive rangé. The competm range determination was
documented in a memorandum for the record that was signed by tl tracting officer and
concurted on by the SSA on January 28, 2010. Written and oral discussions were held with each
of the_offe 015 determmed to be wﬁhm the competltwe range,_- focusmg on the weaknesses

FINAL pnbrosgnnrzvxsioiv Emmm

LOC’KHEED MAR T IN SPACE SYS T EMS C ORPORA TION (LMSSC) EVALUATION

Prme‘

The SEB perfonned a price analysis to evaluate the reasonablengss of the proposed prices. In its
mmaI 1 rlce analysis of the NTE standard/rion-standard launch service prices and the FFP

rly labor rates offered by LMSSC, the SEB detenmned that LMSSC’s proposal
requlred-; further clarification. Asa result, the SEB conducted discussions with LMSSC.

of discussions arid receipt of FPR, the SEB determined that all clarification
SC does not have a ciirrén -NL: -I'contract for comparison of
| escalation. Upon an ana]y51s of the pricing information prov1ded

( 'a_rlson of; prices and escalatlon f_or__snmllar 1aunch services, as

> NLS II'contract rcquxrements,.th SEB determined that
ard/non—standard launch seW1ce-_p ; ces and FFP composite hourly

In !ts :mtlal tcchmcal evaluatlon of the Athena I and Athena H launch services offered by
LMSSC, the SEB determined that, with regard to the Techmcai Approach subfactor ‘LMSSC’s
proposal had one weakness one strength- and requnre_d___

Upon the conciusxon of dlscussmns and recenpt of FPR, the SEB determined that all weaknesses
and clarification questions had been resolved and that LMSSC’s proposal contained no
deficiencies, significant weaknesses, or weaknesses. The SEB also determined that LMSSC’s
proposal had one strength in Technical Approach, and one strength in Management Approach.

Proposal Strengths:




: eain supportlng ata

configurations than those that wcre descnbed by LMSSC m thcxr Past. Performance proposal
Volime. As a result, the SEB assigned LMSSC a neutral rating for past performance.

ORBITAL SCIENCES CORPORATION(OSC) EVALUATION
Prie‘e:

The SEB performed a price analysis to evaluate the reasonableness of the proposed pmces In its
mmal_- price analysis, the SEB determined the proposed NTE. standard launch service prices and
FFP¢ ,mposnte hourly Iabor ratés to be fair and reasonable; but determmed that fusther
clarification was needed for the proposed NTE non-standard. service pricés. As a result, the SEB
oonducted discussions w1th OSC.

Upon the conchision of dlscusswns and receipt of FPR, the SEB determined that all clarification
questions had been resolved. In addltzon, upon a companson of the proposed prices to previous
NLS contract prices and after careful comparison of prices and escalation for similar launch
services, as well as the cost impact of specific NLS II contract requlrements the SEB determined
that OSC’s. proposed NTE standardinon-standard launch: service. pnces and FFP composite
hour[y labor rates for the Pegasus XL and Taurus XL launch services are fair and reasonable.

'I‘echmca!-Accer 'tablh

In its initial techmcal evaluation of the Pegasus XL and Taurus XL launch services offered by
OSC, the SEB determined that, with regard to the Technical Approach subfactor, 0SC’s
proposal had one sagmﬁcant weakness, one weakness, one stréngth, and required further
clarification. With regard to the Management Approach subfactor, the SEB’s initial evaluation




. determined that OSC’s proposal required further clarification. As a result, the SEB conducted
discussions with OSC.

Upon the conclusion of discussions and receipt of FPR, the SEB determined that all significant
weakiesses, weaknesses, and clarification questions had been resolved and that OSC’s proposal
contained no deficiencies, no significant weaknesses, and 1io weaknesses. The SEB also
determined that OSC’s proposal had one strength in Technical Approach pertaining to the
Launch Vehlcle Risk Mitigation,

Proposal Strengtk

I. The Pegasts XL launich vehicle is Risk Mitigation Category 3 certtﬁed and the Taurus XL
launch vehicle is Risk Mitigation Category 2 certified. Category 3 certification greatly
reduces technical risk and provides insight into vehicle operations and standard procedures
_durmg alaunch’ campaign. Category 2 certification sngmﬁoantly Increases confidence over
uncertified launch vehicles and provxdes insight into vehicle operations and standard
procedures duiring a launch campaign.

Accordingly, the SEB determined OSC’s technical proposal to be acceptable.
Past 'Péx“fon‘inﬁoce'

0SC’s: Past Performance ratlng is based on a review of the Past Performance Information
Retrieval Syster_n (PPIRS) and NASA Past Performance Database (PPDB) for the period of 2006
throu' 09 4s-well-as other known-data. OSC has. a.proven history of providing reliable
rices-on the SELVS contract (9 out of 10, or 90 percent, successful launches). OSC
ed-an ¢ 'c_ellent relationship with its customers by meeting launch commitments with
and schedule challenges, completmg task assignments within the prices

. ‘CDRL delivérables in a timely manner, responding to customer needs in a
tnme:ly manner, and managing launch schedules to minimize delays and cost impacts,

The SEB cletermmed that 0SC has an acceptable record of current and relevant past performance
for the Pegasus XL and Taurus XL launch services.

SPACE EXPLORATION TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION (SpaceX)
EVALUATION

Price:

The SEB performed a price analysis to evaluate the reasonableness of the proposed pnces Inits
initial price analysis, the SEB determined the proposed NTE standard launch service prices and
FFP composite hourly labor rates to be fair and reasonable, but determined that further
clarification was needed for the proposed NTE non-standard service prices. As a result, the SEB
conducted discussions with SpaceX.

Upon the conclusion of discussions and receipt of FPR, the SEB determined that all clarification
questions had been resolved. In addition, upon a companson of the proposed prices to previous
NLS contract prices and after careful comparison of prices and escalation for similar launch




services, as well as the cost impact of specific NLS II contract requirements, the SEB determined
that SpaceX’s proposed NTE standard/nonstandard launch service prices and FFP composite
hourly Tabor rates for the Falcon 1, Falcon le Faicon 9 Block 1, and Falcon 9 Block 2 launch
services are falr and reasonable, -

; _ése fi ndmgs WOuld remam we esses if not rcsoived in the FPR
_ ' provide sufficient infotmation to résolvé these five weaknesses. In
addntmn, the SEB etermined that SpaceX’s proposal had ornié strength under the Management

Approach subfactor '

Propps_a! Weakn_esses

random environment vhllﬂﬁe deﬁned once Sg;a has analyzed i
pr0v1ded thls data to NASA '

2. SpaceX’s proposal dld not mclude Smusmdal Vibration: Environment information for the
Falcon I and 9 vehicles, as reéquired in the SOW. An unknown Falcon 1 and 9 payload
sinusoidal vnbratzon cnwronment increases risk to the spacecraft since spacecraﬁ

Faicon : 'ly '-14,‘ 200.9'.' ‘Asa réén _,"mi _ 'al"because the smusmdal
vibration envnronment will be defined once Space X has analyzed its flight data and
prov1ded this data to NASA.

3. SpaceX’s proposal did not include data for vehicle performance for 0 and 5 degree
inclinations from Kwajalein for the Falcon 1 and 9 vehicles as required in the SOW.
Without this data NASA LSP is unable to provide our spacecraft customer performance




quotes durmg advance mission pianmng phases. Asa m:tigauon NASA LSP can request

t del in & t1mely manner, meeting
or exceedmg SOW requirements, and: provxdmg excellent custorier service.




ic

The SEB determined that SpaceX has an acceptable record of current and relevant past
performance for the Falcon 1 and Falcon 9 launch services.

UNITED LAUNCH SERVICES (ULS) EVALUATION'

Pric'e .
.

bleness of the proposed prices for the

T_he SEBI performed a pnce analySm to evaluate the rea‘

pnc:ng to two componel;ts ‘lstandar'd launch serwoe pncnig and launch capablllty prlcmg, and
det the" prtcmg‘; and-:ts apphcabxllty under the terms of the contract were

nch rvice pncés and FFP composﬁé hourly labor rates for the Atlas
‘ _d reasonable

Upon the conc!usmn of discussions and receipt of FPR the SEB. determmed that all deficiencies,
significant weaknesses, and weakniesses from ULS’ initial proposal had been resolved and that
ULSs’ proposa[ contamed no deﬁmencles or s:gmﬁcant weaknesses.: However, the SEB found

t ved. These findings were reclassified as
d _ new: weakn" s -'resulﬂng from a change that ULS
made 1_n xts F at was not commumcat uring discussions. The SEB also determined that
ULS’ proposal I ad two strengths under the chhmcal Approach subfactor.

Proposa_l .W_eaknesses.

1. ULS’ proposal did not include complete launch vehicle performance data for the Atlas V
launch vehicles as required in the RFP. Without this data NASA LSP is unable to

*On August 19, 2010, ULS withdrew its Delta IV proposal. Therefore, the Delta IV proposal
was removed from the competitive range and is not part of the final evaluation,
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provide our spacecraft customer performance quotes during advance mission planning
phases unless NASA LSP specifically tasks ULS to provide the missing performance data
via a Task Assignment.

2. ULS’ proposal did nof include relatlve humidity controllability as required in the RFP.
Without this data NASA LSP is unable to provide our spacecraft customer the
cont Iabillty of the énvironment for. Relative Humidity while in the Payload Fairing.
As a result; LSP’s customers w1!l have to expend additional time and resources
determining the worst case scenario for their spec1f ic spacecraft and what contingencies
would be needed to address them S

3. ULS dxd not prowde the known max1mum 'ayload eapabmty as requlred by the RFP.
failus ity fi _or Atlas v launch

perferthance The max1mi1m paylead eapabzhty includes consertratwe perfonnance
reserves whlch can be reﬁned prmr to or dunng the LSTO process.

4, ULS added a note in zts FPR that states “Any agreements between the Contractor and the
Range fora tallored EWR 127-1 are acceptable to, NASA » There may be times when

_ __ahge Sa ty tatlormg via SDRL 83-4 and can request Range Safety
[ for speeific rmsswns '

Propasal Strengths

1. The ULS Atlas V 4XX and Atlas V 5XX launch-vehicles are Risk Mitigation Category 3
certified. Category 3 certification greatly reduces technical risk and provides insight into
vehicle operations and standard procedures durmg a lauinch campaign.

2. ULS’ propesai offered a small subset of an—leed Price Non-Standard Services that can
be ordered. outside of a deﬁned mission. This enables NASA to quickly order these
servnces via: Task Assignment,

Accordmgly, the SEB determined ULS’s technical proposal to be acceptable.
Past Performance

ULS’ Past Performance ratmg is based on a review of PPIRS and NASA PPDB for the period of
2006 through 2009 as well as other known data. ULS has a proven history of providing reliable
launch services on the NLS contract (18 out of 18, or 100 percent, successful launches). ULS
has established an'excellent relationship with its customers by meeting launch commitments with
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significant technical and schedule challenges, completing task assignments within the prices
negotiated, providing CDRL deliverables in a timely manner, responding to customer needs in a
timely manner, and managing launch schedules to minimize delays and cost impacts.

The SEB determined that ULS has an acceptable record of current and relevant past performance
for the Atlas V launch services.

DECISI”_()N

The RFP states that the Government may award contracts to offerors whose proposals provide
fair and reasonable pnces and meet the techmcal and past perf'ormance acceptablhty standards.

As statedi n"-the RFP Sectlon E all elements-of the T al Approach and Management
Approach sabfactors must be acceptable in order for the proposal to be technically acceptable.
The SEB described in detail their evaluation process for evaluating: technical acceptability. 1
verlﬁed'=thatithe sub_lect matter cxperts thoroughly considered how each proposal met each
element of the technical and management approach:subfactors, noted questions for clarification,
and venf that all concerns were rescived durmg dlscussmns The SEB conmdered how each

i 'n program and IT secunty recgutrements Furthcr, each proposal
__ v_e, whlch have a posmve lmpact on contract perfemance The

I con31de d the SEB’s: evaluatxon of past performance and thcu' explanation of how they
considered each element of past performance stated in the. RFP. I noted that both- OSC and ULS
had prov:ded numerous successful launches of their proposed vehicles, OSC on the SELVS
contract and ULS on the first NLS contract. With regard to SpaceX, I noted that there had been
launches, and aithough there was some diffi iculty with Falcon 1, I considered how the company
had responded to address f; ilures; I find these three offerors have acceptable past performance
LMSSC has not had a laurich nce. 2001 and thus did not have recent relevant experienice.
Accordmgly, I agree with the SEB’s ratmg of neutmi for past performance in accordance with
the RFP : -

The price evaluanon considered whether the proposed prices are reasonable for the services and
products described in the proposal. ‘At the présentation the SEB explamed its analyms of each
proposal in detail, mcludmg assessment of each proposed vehicle and its prices in relation to
current market conditions, previously competed prices on the original NLS contract, and other
vehicles in the same class. I noted that LMSSC, OSC, and SpaceX all offered launch vehicles in
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the small or small\medium class. The standard launch service prices proposed for these
respective vehicles varied consndembiy between pxoposals the OSC prices were noticeably
h1gher than the SpaceX prices, and the LMSSC prices were cons:derably higher than the OSC
prices. However, each offeror adequately supported the. proposed prices for its vehicles in the
current market, and I undérstood the SEB’s comparative analysis of dollars to kilograms for each
vehicle: 1 also noted that the. proposed. pricés ate not-to-exceed (NTE) prloes, firm fixed prices
for launches will be established under competxtlveiy awarded launch service. task orders (LSTOs)
for smallfmedlum class payloads. With regard to the ULS proposal, I discussed in detail with the
i ysis of the standard launch services prices and launch capability prices for their
ass. vehlcle, and verified that the model contract is clear as to which costs are

€S and’ when they apply toa iaunch Tfind-all proposals in the competitive
E prlces that are fair and teasonable for the réspective launch vehicles each

range offer !
pmposed

After meetmg w1th the SEB and other semor ofﬁclals of NASA Headquarters and KSC, and after
thoroughly reviewing and disoussmg the SEB’s findings; I conclude that all proposals remammg
in the competitive range are technically acceptable, all offer fair and reasonable NTE prices, and
all have an acceptable record of recent relevant past performance with the exception of LMSSC
who did not have recent relevant past performance and was thus not evaluated favorably or
unfavorably Accordmgly, I select the following proposals for award of an NLS II contract for
IDIQ services:

¢ Lockheed Martin Space Systems Corporation
s Athena I'and Athena Il
e Orbital Science Corporation
® Pegasus XL and Taurus XL
o Space Exploration Technology Corporation
s Falconl/le and Falcon 9 Block 1 and Block 2
e United Launch Services
2 Atlas V

Launch Serv_lce _O_fﬁ_ce

Space Operdtions Mission Directorate

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
Source Selection Authority




