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SPO inputs. ete, in Log Angeles on u;_xe_j

I expect to present at least: the prelim:mary reaults of the

NRO Staff's analysis of the predicted target coverage result
:0f the manned vs unmanned MOL/DORI.%N gainst a 30 day perio

3‘ The MOL Policy Counc:.l z

" tentatively Ls scheduled forr Juné 9
‘cerned .that this was too soon’ aft

However, Gen Schriever appazeatly. _»ould hava personal’ schedul'
‘problems with an MOL Policy Council review the following week
-and requests that the Policy (:ounc-!3. meet a3 scheduled,

ithe material presented 18 not yét in polighed form: I "rec
the Policy Council meet:i.ug acheduled' o June 9 be adhered t
4'posslb1e. : S

L b However, the mat:erz.al prescnted to DDR:S:E mis be pqlished
and complete and I recommend at:least a week. be allocated fo

‘that purpose.. “ Acoordingly, attached id”a memo for your si

BYERAN

e CONTROL'SYSTEM BD!B 'IO“ nmmme l!l‘.l

to Dr. Foster, indicating that the effort is taking a littl
longer than anticipated, and estimating submi.t:tal of the results-.
to DDR&E by June 17:(Tab’ By,

Brigadiez‘ _Genezal,’ nsmﬁ 4,
‘Director,. NRO‘ Staff g
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DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (R&D)
i3]
SUBJECT: MOL versus an Equivalent Wholly Unmanned System Development
and Mission Comparison Study

The Director, Bureau of the Budget, in his letter to the Secretary of
Defense of March 21, 1966, requested that the Air Force study the
comparative development and operational costs and differences in
operational effectiveness of performing the MOL reconnaissance-
intelligence mission unmenned versus manned.

The Secretary's response of March 25, 1966, to this request stated
that we had a study under way which would provide the estimates of
menned versus unmanned development costs as well as the comparative
operational effectiveness of each approach.

It is important that such a study be responsive to our needs for
information to assess the worth of developing a system and performing
the mission wholly unmanned as opposed to our current MOL concept.

I am convinced that such a comparative study is meaningful only if the
development cost and the mature system operating costs of the two
approaches are viewed as separate entities and not as an outgrowth of
one from the other.
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I desire that as e minimum, the study cover the following comparative
points:

1
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1. Configure the wholly unmanned system and its method of
operation to provide the same quality and quamtity of reconnaissance-
intelligence informetion as the MOL.

2. Assess the difficulties and risks of obtaining equal
intelligence content with the wholly unmenned system and
determine the development and operating costs to achieve it.
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@ 3. Compare the wholly unmenned system performance with the
_— expected performance of the unmanned version of the MOL as evolved
- from the manned development flights.
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k., A comparison should be drawn between the operational
effectiveness of the two approaches with regard to the number of
missions required to insure equal target coverage (objectives
seen per day, per week, per month) and the ability to select
and/or discriminate between target systems. This should also
include an assessment of the manned and unmanned system abllity
to circumvent weather phenomena in locating and identifying
targets of interest.

It is therefore requested that the Air Force introduce into 1ts study

effort the points I have outlined. The results of the study should
be made available for DDRKE review no later than 6 June 1966.

EURAR~Y

ohn S. Foster, Jr.




L s 4 .

NROAPPROVEDFOR : s @ i va. o R R ‘
'RELEASE 1 JULY 2015 y : L ¥ AN e FY }

of

LN

'sum”*“:' ¥OL Ve an Equival:.nt Who].ly Uamc.nned »System bevelop
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Reference 15 made to ‘your' memomndum “of April_ 6 on ‘the
~above subject which requested that the results of the ; study_.
' should ‘be made’ available for DD:&&’:.
Juae 6, 1966‘ T
The si.udies and analysef*
; antici.pat.ed I now’ estimate
DDR«E review by Jtme 17,"*'
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