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|, AND OPERATIONAL COSTS AND DIFFERENCES IN CPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS -

' FROM DR, FOSTER TO DR, FLAX, SIGNED APRIL 6 1966, 1S HEREWITH™

| CURRENT MOL CONCEPTs 1 AW CONVINCED THAT SUCH A COMPARATIVE STUD
| 1S MEANINGFUL ONLY IF THE DEVELOPMENT COST AND THE MATURE SYSTEM

. THE WHOLLY 4/NMANNED SYSTEM AND tTSIMETHOD OF CPERATION TO PROV D
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FOR GEN BERG FRDM GEN EVANS.» S ‘
SUBJECY: COMPARISON OF MOL ®ITH AN: EQu!V&LE&T WHOLLY UNMANNED SYSTEH.

THIS MESSAGE IN TWO PARTS. PART 1. AS A RESULY OF RECENT COHMUH!CAT!O
FROM THEBUREAYU OF THE BUDGEY, THE DIRZCTOR OF DEFENSE '

RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING HAS REQUESTED THAT COMPARATIVE

STUDY BE PREFORMED. FOR YOUR INFORMATION A COPY OF A #ERBRANDUH

TRANSHMITTED, THIS MESSAGE DOES NOT:CONSTITUTE A DIRECTIVE, .. -
PART t}, COPY OF MEMOs “THE DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,

IN HIS LETTER TO THE SECRETARY OF BEFERSE OF MARCH 21, 1966, .
REQUESTED THAT THE AIR FORCE STUDY THE COMPARATIVE DEVELOPMENT

OF PREFGRMING THE MOL RECONNAISSANCE-!NTELL IGENCE MISSION UNMANNEQ&‘
VERSUS MANNED, THE SECRETARY'S RESPONSE OF MARCH 25, 1966 i
THIS REQUEST STATED THAT WE HAD A STUDY UNDER WAY QHICH ﬂ6ULD PROVIDE
THE ESTIMATES OF MANNED VERSUS UNMANNED DEVELOPMENT COSTS AS WELL

AS THE COMPARATIVE OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH APPROACH,
IT IS IMPORTANT THAT SUCH A STUDY ‘BE RESPONSIVE TO GUR NEEDS FOR
INFORMATION TO ASSESS THE WORTH OF DEVELOPING A SYSTEM AND - -
PERFORMING THE MISSION WHOLLY UNMANNED ‘AS OPPOSED T0 OUR

" OPERATING COSTS OF THE TWO APPROACHES ARE VIEWED AS SEPARATE ENT|TIES NO
AS AN OUTGROWTH OF ONE FROM THE OTHER, ! DESIRE THAT AS A MlﬂlﬂUM, HE
STUDY COVER THE FOLLOWING COMPARATIVE POINTSS €1) CONFIGURE -

THE SAME QUALITY AND QUANTITY OF- RECONNAISSANCE-]NTELL IGENCE
INFORMATION AS THE MOL, (2) ASSESS THE:DIFFICILTIES mo RISKS ©
OF OBTAINING EQUAL INTELLIGENCE CONTENT WITH -
SYSTEM AND DETERMINE THE DEVELCPMENT 'm‘;mamm costs 304
Acmm n. (3> comns me- LY SYST 1 ORMAN




BETWEEN THE OPERATIONAL EFFECTIY
REGARD TO THE NUMBER OF MISSICRS

IHE EXPECTED PERFORMANCE OF TH u:fial

ik 5 VER

FROM THE MANNED DEVELOPMENT FLISHISS (3 A COMPARISON SHOULD BE DRAWN
FNESS oF THE T#0 APPR
‘€0 TO INSURE EQUAL TARGET

.{Qfﬂs’
JYEEK, PER MONTHY AND THE .

COVERAGE (OBJECT{VES SEEN PER BiY, PER

CENARILL RERUN "IF REQUESTED,

iR

LHE

ABILITY TO SELECT AND/OR DISCRIMINATE 6
THIS SHOULD ALSO INCLUDE AN ASSE
~ SYSTEM ABILITY TO_CIRCUMVENT WEATE
. IDENTIFYING TARGETS OF INTEREST. IT.
. THAT THE AIR FORCE INTRODUCE 1NTO

" HAVE OUTLINED, THE RESWLTS OF THE STUD

FOR ODRSE REVIEW NO LATER THAN'S .

YSHOU!
N 1965,

ETWEEN TARGET SYSTEMS, -
SSVENT OF THE MANNED AMD UNMANNED i+ .
PIENOVENA IN LOCATING AMD ~ >
1S THEREFORE REQUESTED 31§~
1¥S STUDY EFFORT THE POINTS |
LD BE MADE AVAILABLE

SION OF THE MOL AS EVOLVED
OACHES #ITH .
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