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MEMORANDUM FOR Director, National Reconnaissance Qffice

SUBIECT : HEXAGON Sensor Subsystem Source
Recommendation

REFERENCES : (1) BYE-52304-66, dated 29 April 60

(2) BYE-1670-606, dated 22 luly 66
{3y BYE-1671-66, dated 21 July 6b
(4] BYE-1514-66, dated 12 May 66
(5) BYE-52333-66, dated 20 May 66
{6} BYE-1522-66, dated 8 July 66
{7} BYE-1680-66, dated 8 July 66

(8) BYE-1516-66, dated 27 May 66

1, insaccordance with the direction of the Director, National
Reconnaissance Office Action Memorandum No. 6 {Reference 1}, the
HEXAGON Sensor Subsystem Source Selection Board has conducted
an evaluation of the proposals received from Perkin-Elmer and Itek
{Beferences 2 and 33, This memorandum represents a summeary of
the findings of this evaluation proceedings along with a source
reconunendation,

2. The Source Selection Board has examined all aspects of
the referenced proposals and evaluated them against the specifications
and roguirerments conbaing the HEXAGON Reguest for Proposal
{Boforence 4}, To the best the board’s knowledge and ability, all
thie relevant information and experience has been brought to bear in
this evaluation, The adeguacy and merits of the contractor’s propesed
designs as well as the technical and managerial eapabilities of the
vompsnies to prosecute the developrent program were congidered.
It is the ananimous conclusion of the Souwrce Selection Board that
Perkin. Elmer is the better gualified of the two contractors, Therefore,
the board recommends that you approve the selection of Perkin- Elmer
as the HEXAGON Sensor Subsyetem contractor.
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SUBJECT: HEXAGON Sensor Subsystermn Source Recommendation

3. In accordance with your direction (Reference 5), the
HEXAGON Sensor Subsystem Request for Proposal was released to
Perkin-Elmer and Itek on 23 May 1966. The proposals were received
from these two contractors on 22 July. In order to facilitate a
detailed evaluation of these proposals, a Technical and Operations
Evaluation Group and a Management, Production, and Logistics
Evaluation Group were constituted (References 6 and 7). These
evaluation groups were charged with an in-depth analysis of the
proposals and they in turn drew on various advisors and consuliants
to aid them in their work, The two evaluation groups reported their
findings to the Source Selection Board on 29 July. Copies of these
findings are included as Attachments Three and Four.

4. The Source Selection Board has weighted the Evaluation
Group ratings in accordance with a procedure developed prior to
the receipt of the proposals (Reference 8). The scoring for the
Itek proposal is tabulated in Attachment One to this memorandum
and that for the Perkin-Elmer proposal in Attachment Two. Itek
scored a total of 54,7 points out of a possible 100 and Perkin-Elmer
scored 69,3 points, The Source Selection Board bas reviewed the
Evaluation Group ratings and has found no reason to take exception with
the Evaluation Group judgments.

5. The preponderance of the differential between the Perkin-
Elmer and the Itek scores is attributable to the Technical and
Operations Evaluation Group's rating. In this area liek received a
total of 39, 1 points and Perkin-Elmer 54. 9. Although both technical
proposals met the general requirements and specifications of the
RFP, the Perkin-Elmer proposal is clearly better suited to the over-
all search and surveillance mission as defined in the RFP, The
Perkin-Elmer systemn has a higher performance potential both in terms
of re solution and in terrns of mission duration. The Perkin-Elmer
systom meets the 2. 7' nadir resolution specification at an altitude of
92. 5 nm while the Itek system must operate at an altitude of 84 nm
to inect the same specification. The Perkin-Elmer camera sysbem
is 700 pounds lighter than the Itek camera system. When configured
for a 30-day mission, the Perkin-Elmer space vehicle will probably
be at Teast 1,000 pounds lighter than the Itek space vehicle, The 107
resolution margin and the Qvgrali weipght margin of the Perkin-Elmer
system over/the Itek system were ;ucl;er! by the Source Selection
Board to be s;gmfzcant factors.
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6, In addifion to the performance margin cited above, the
o2

Itek system poses a significan.ly larger development risk than does the

Perkin-Elmer system. The ltek toleranges throughout will be more
difficult to meet than the corresponding Perkin-Elmer tolerances,

This implies that the liek development program would be characterized
by a greater risk of schedule slippage and a greater risk of falling
short of the performance objectives.

7. The Itek system contains more and larger optical elements
than does the Perkin-Elmer systerm. As all of these optical elementis
must be fabricated to exceptionally excellent surface grality, the
follow-~on production program in the case of the Itek systern can be
expected to result in greater difficulties in meeting the schedule and
performance objectives than would be the case for the Perkin-Elmer
system. The tighter tolerances on all of the Itek camera mechanisros
will also contribute {o fcllow~-on procurement perfovmance and
schedule problems. In addition, the ok systemn has significantly
less performance margin than does the Porkin-Elmer systern and,
therefore, the probability of routinely mevting performance objectives
will be lower for the Itel system than the Perkin-Elmer system.,

A
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ATTACHMENT I

ITEK RATING SUMMARY

Technical and Operation (Weight 75)

: Evaluation 558
Category {0-9} Weight Bcore
L Performance Evaluation 4,0 30 13.3
1. Development Risk 5.4 6 3.6
IIT,  Design Margin 4.2 12 5.6
V. Value Function 6,8 14 10.6
V. Reliability 3.8 6 2.5
VI. Operational Considerations 6.0 8 5.3
VII. Effect on Space Vehicle 4,0 -8 3.6
VIiII. Inicrface Definition 3,2 6 Z.1
IX. Master Program Plan, Design Development
~lan, Qualification Plan, Integration
Assembly and Checkout Plan 5,0 8 4. 4
X. Faorication and Delivery Plan, AGE Design
Development and Delivery Plan, Mass
Properties Control Plan, Reliability
Program Plan 5,0 2 .1
100 52. 1
Management, Production and Logistics {Weight 25)
Past Performance 7.0 7.5 5.8
II. Management and Organization 7.0 7.5 5.8
IIl.  Master Planning Scheduling 7.1 7.5 5,9
1V,  Financial Capability and Accounting Poi'zies 5,7 7.5 4.8
V. Production Capability and Subcontracting 6,3 14,0 9.8
V1. Facilities, Special Tooling and Government
Furnished Property 4.3 14,0 6.7
VI, Manpower 5.3 14,0 8.2
VIII. Interference with Other Programs 4 14,0 6.2
Quality Assurance 6 9.3

14.0

Weighted Score: 54,7
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ATTACHMENT I

PERKIN-ELMER RATING SUMMARY

Technical and Operation (Weight 75)

Ewvaluation 558
Category (0~ 9 Score
1. Performance Evaluation G 5 30 21.7
I Development Risk 7.0 & 4,7
III.  Design Margin T 0 12 G 3
IV, Value Function 9, 0 14 14,0
V. Reliability 4. 6 6 3.1
Vi. Operational Considerations 6.2 8 5.5
ViI. Effect on Space Vehicle 7.8 8 6. %
VIII, Interface Definition 5.8 & 3.9
IX, Master Program Plan, Design Development 3.6 8 3,2
Pian, Omalification Plan, Integration
Assembly and Checkout Plan
X Fabrication-and Delivery Plan, AGE Design 3.4 2 0,8
Develepment and Delivery Plan, Mass
Properties Control Plan, Reliability
Program Plan —_— ,
100 T3. 1
Management, Production and Logistics (Weight 25}
I. Past Performance 5 7.5 4.2
II, Management and Organization 6.1 7.5 5.1
111, Master Planning Scheduling - P | 7.5 4.7
IV. TFinancial Capability and Accounting Policies 7,3 7.5 S 1
V. Production Capability and Subcontracting 4,7 14.0 7.3
VI, TFacilities, Special Tooling and Government
Furnished Property 3.7 14, 0 5.7
VII. Manpower 5.0 14,0 7.8
VIII, Interference with Other Programs 7.0 s 14,0 10.9
IX. Quality Agsurance 4,0 14,0 6,2
100 58.0

Weighted Score; 69.3




