Foreword

The enclosed collection of memoranda were written by Howard W. “Bill”
Tindall, Jr., the former Director of Flight Operations at NASA’s Manned Spacecraft
Center in Houston. They document key technical decisions made between 1966 and
early 1970 for all unmanned and manned flights through Apollo 13, and became widely
know as “Tindallgrams.” Astronauts, flight controllers, and engineers took part in this
planning, and many have lamented that they had lost track of their copies, so we have
bound this set together for them. As Buzz Aldrin remembered, “Bill had a brilliant way
of analyzing things and the leadership that gathered diverse points of view with the
utmost fairness.”

In 1966, Apollo Spacecraft Program Manager George Low made Tindall
responsible for all guidance and navigation computer software development by the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Bill quickly grasped the key issues and clearly
characterized the associated pros and cons, sometimes painfully for us, but his humor,
friendliness, and ever-constructive manner endeared him to all of us.

In 1967, Low put Tindall in charge of a group called Mission Techniques,
which was designed to bring together hardware development, flight crew procedures,
mission rules, and spacecraft and control center computer programming. According to
former MSC Director Christopher Kraft, “Those meetings were the hardened core of
Apollo as far as operations planning was concerned. That’s where the famous
Tindallgrams came from.” He continued, “It would be difficult for me to find anyone
who contributed more individually to the success of Apollo than Bill Tindall.”

Those of us who took part in those meetings and other interactions with Bill will
always appreciate another aspect of his contribution. . . he made it a lot of fun!

May 31, 1996

Malcolm Johnston

The Charles Stark Draper Laboratory, Inc.,
Formerty the MIT Instrumentation Laboratory
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ﬂﬁuﬁcr: Spacecraft computer program requirements for AS-207/208, AS-503, and
AS-50h4

On May 13 and 1k, 1966, a flock of MSC people met with MIT people in
Boston to discuss the spacecraft computer program requirements for mis-~
sions AS-207/208, AS-503, and AS-504. This memorandum is probably one
of several on the subject you will be getting in the near future. My
main purpose is to describe the situation as 1t exists on these important
programs; it is not altogether a happy one.

Our basic problem seems to center on the time available to prepare the
computer programs for these flights and on the fact that the computer

is not blg enough to contain 81l of the programs which appear to be elther
required or highly desirable for the mission. According to MIT estimates,
the programs which had been identified as needed for the CSM on the AS-
504 mission are in the order of 15,000 words in excess of the 36,000

word computer. The LEM computer storage capacity was exceeded by about
6,000 words for the LORS configuration and 4,500 words for the radar con-
figuration. .

Since we have assumed a basic ground rule that no routines would be in-
cluded in the AS-207/208 programs which ere not in the AS-504 program,
our first task wes to reduce the AS-504 program requirements to a point
where the CSM and LEM programs would fit within the computer storage
available. After doing this, we went through the AS-504 pro and
determined which processors could be omitted from the AS-207/208 pro-~
grams if the overall schedule situation would be improved by their dele-
tion. Accordingly, our task at this meeting was to identify the lower
priority routines with an understanding that no further work would be
done on them and they would not be included in the computer programs
for the AS-207/208, AS-503, and AS-504 flights. It was evident from
the start that there were very few programs which could be easily de-
leted. In fact, it was a very painful process. For the most part,
"requirements™ could only be dropped at some cost in probability of
mission success or by putting a greater workload on the crew or reliance
on ground support. We did adopt a basic ground rule that obviously
flight crew safety could not be impaired.

We were successful in our task to the extent that the program require-
ments were reduced to a point wherein a reasonsble chance of their fit-
ting into the computer storage was assured. . In eddition, we identified

=
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the next computer routines which would be deleted in the event storage
was ultimately exceeded, forcing the removal of more routines. I would
like to list a few of the programs which were deleted to give you a
feel for the situation. For example, the following routines were re-
moved from the command module computer program: :

l. Concentrie flight plan routines, which provide an onboard cap-
ability for computing the first two maneuvers of the coelliptic flight
Plan, setting up proper initial conditions for terminal Phase, were de-
leted. Since flight crew safety i1s implicit in the rendezvous capabllity,
we (MPAD) have accepted a task of identifying the various fallure situa-
tions in which the command module must rescue the LEM to assure ocurselves
that this capabllity will still exist with these programs not available
to the crew, This 1s not certain at this time.

2. Programs used for computing attitude maneuvers were deleted.
These programs were used in the guidance system for automatically making
minimim fuel attitude change maneuvers while avoiding gimbal lock., It
is obvious that these routines would be used even in & nominal mission,
but it is felt the pilot could do the Job instead of the computer, al-
though probably at some extra cost in our Precious RCS fuel.

3. It was identified that deletion of the capability to take over
launch guidance of the S-II and/or S-IVB stages of the Saturn by the
command module guidance system would considerably relieve our computer
storage problen. - However, it has been directed by NASA Headquarters
that this capability be provided. Accordingly, steps are being taken
within MSC in an attempt to relieve this Headquarters requirement, which
is primarily one of improving probability of mission success with in-
direct and hopeful acceptable implications on flight crew safety.

k. Programs were being supplied to enable guidance system to exe-
cute maneuvers necessary for inserting the spacecraft into orbit or
for landing in a preselected launch abort area by use of a spacecraft
SP5 maneuver in the event of & late launch sbort. These routines, which
- were originally scheduled for AS-20h but were deleted from that flight
due to schedule problems, were also deleted from the AS-504 program,
This is more serious » however, since ground support of Saturn Y sborts
is more limited than for the 200 series missions. '

5. BSeveral other actions were taken to relieve the storage problems 3
such as deleting some programs from the flight ropes which support pre-
flight pad tests. (It is not intended to delete the tests but rather
to support them in another way.) In addition, action designed to stream-
line the program was initiated.

6. Identified as the next programs to be deleted, if it turms out
to be necessary, are the stored star catalog and the automatic star se-
.lectlon routines which the pilot would use routinely even during a nomi-
nel mission for platform alignment. Deletion of -these routines would




) 3

force mamual selection of which stars to use for this purpose and would
require that their characteristics be manually keyed into the computer.

It is evident that the above programs would be extremely valuasble during
the lunar and AS-207 rendezvous missions, and the necessity of deleting
these programs is probably the best indication of how critical the com-
puter storasge problem is. . :

Deletions in the LEM program were similar. It was interesting to note
that the LORS configuration requires about 1,500 more storage locations
than the radar. Thus, 1f the radar wins the guidance system olympics,
we will recover this nice bomus. Generally speaking, however, it ap-
peared that the computer storage problem was more severe on the commsnd
module computer than on the LEM at this date.

I would like to include & couple of remarks here regarding the programs
for the AS-207/208 mission. Since it is intended to use only AS-504
programs and since it is possible to fly the AS-207/208 mission with &
number of the CSM AS-504 programs omitted, by definition ve do not have
a storage problem for that mission. Our problem here--and it is a seri-
ous ocne--is that MIT maintains that we are considerably behind schedule.
Although we intend to initiate action designed to improve this situation,
it has been recommended by MIT that a mumber of the AS-504 programs -
be deleted which are not essential for the AS-20'Z’/208 mission. Some of
us at MSC are concerned that, although this may improve the schedule
situation for AS-207/208, it may damage the schedule for AS-50k, which
is probably even more undesirable. Accordingly, we intend to review
very carefully the overall schedule situation before any of the AS-504
programs are omitted from the AS-207/208 programs. At the very least,

it is intended that all internal program interfaces be provided to in-
sure the maximum similarity between the AS-207/208 and AS-504 programs.
in fact, it msy even prove desirable to substitute dummy programs for
each of those deleted from the AS-S504F program. MIT was in complete ac-
coxrd with us on this matter.

MIT is still expressing concern over their ability to define, design,
and implement the concentric flight plan routines in time for including
them in the AS-207/208 LEM program. However, they indicated that they
could contimue with development of the Guidance System Operations Plan
(GSOP) for the AS-20T/208 with those capabilities included for at least
six weeks without any schedule impact. Thereafter they feel that if
they have not errived at an acceptable solution, it may be necessary
to drop these routines, which are comsidered mandatory by MSC, from
the AS-207/208 program. I personally have every intention of making
sure that they are not dropped, but there seemed to be no need to argue
this point at this time since it has no influence on the current course
of action. -

At the conclusion of the discussions of the AS-504 programs, MIT agreed
that there was nothing more MSC could do to enhance the schedule situation

3
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for the AS-504 program. That is, further deletions of the program re-
quirements would not help in any way. This was stated and restated
several times to insure that MSC would not subsequently be notified
that schedules could not be met as & result of excessive demands by
MSC in the area of program requirements.

Mo OO Taenn
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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CA/D. K. Slayton FM/Branch Chiefs
CB/A. B. Shepard FM2/AGPS

CB/J. A. McDivitt FM2/T. F. Gibson
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SUBJECT! Comments on the AS-207/208 Preliminary Spacecraft Reference Trajectory

TRW Systems released the AS-207/208 Preliminary Spacecraft Reference
Trajectory during the first week of May. This report was put together
on a compressed schedule, starting from rather hastily defined mission
requirements. As a result, there are a number of things zbout it which
- were recognized as being in error even before release; however, since
we have started so late in the development of this mission plan, it
was felt the release of a rough cut such as this was better than to
delsy for a more polished one. This is not to eriticize the TRW re-
vort; considering the conditions they did a good job. However, since
a large number of directly concerned people were interested in learning
about this mission plan in detail and since i1t was desirable to identify
as many corrections as possible right away, I set up an informal pre-
sentation by TRW on May 11, to be attended by whoever was interested.
At this meeting TRW reviewed the trajectory-oriented aspects of the
AS-EOT/EOB mission plan with primary emphasis on the four rendezvous
exercises currently scheduled. The purpose of this memorandum is to
document the discrepancies and open items discussed during the meeting.
Assignment of action items was not the objective of this meeting and
none vere assigned.

I would like to start out with a personal observation about this mission:
Beyond a doubt, this mission plan is presently at least an order of mag-
nitude more complex than any mission we will have flown before it. It
was designed in an atlempt to satisfy an overwhelming list of mission
objectives established to test out spacecraft systems and crew proce-
dures, both for nominal and for contingency situations. It is my feeling
that, unless these mission objectives can be considerably cut back, we
may be embarking on an unrealistic undertaking, including the develop-
ment of a nominal mission plan which can really satisfy all of these
objectives, the development of complex crew procedures, both to carry
out that plan and to handle contingency-contingsnecies, and, perhaps

most significant, the dumping of an overwhelming, if not impossible,
load on the flight crew, hot only for preparation and training for ths
mission, but also its actual execution. Tais erew will be cxpected to
check out the first Block II CSM, man and check out a ILEM for the first
time, perform three or four completely different rendezvous exercises
with different guidance systems and procedures, carry out two EVA exer-
cises, perform a nurber of contingency operations, such as switching
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over from one guidance system to another during primary engine burns,
simzlate crew rescue in terms of both rendezvous and crew transfer from
one spacecraft to another by EVA, and so forth. It is to be noted that
all of this is supposed to be done with spacecraft which have been de-
signed for a specific mission--the lunar landing. That 1s, they have
not been- developed with operational flexibility as a design criteria.

And so with that introduction, I would like to record here a mumber of
the specific comments of this discussion:

1. CsSM/s-IVB Separation: The Preliminary Spacecraft Reference
Trajectory has the command module separating from the S-IVB after 1 hour
and 41 minutes of mission time. We were informed that agreements cur-
rently in effect with MSFC call for the CSM to stay with the S-IVB for
at least two orbits and unless there is some problem associated with
this, it would probably be preferable to retain that procedure.

2. S-TVB Venting: There was some question as to how we would han-
dle the problem of spurious S-IVB venting in the event rendezvous is
not carried out at the time scheduled. Of particular concern was the
Possibility of venting during the latter rart of the rendezvous, with
the problem becoming more critical during the braking and docking man-
euvers. According to the Apollo Spacecraft Program Office (AsSP0O), MSFC
is waiting for a set of ground rules from MSC defining how the venting
situation should be handled. '

3. Braking Gates: Based on mission requirements established by
ASPO, TRW showed a maneuver being made at the first braking gate to
reduce the closing velocity to 20 ft/sec. The consensus shows that
this magnitude is somewhat too low in that it tends to undesirably
stretch out the terminal phase, which increases the possibiiity of the
situation deteriorating, as well as possibly costing more fuel.

k., Priority of Mission Objectives: Repeatedly throughout the meet-
ing we came upon situations in which mission objectives were in conflict
with each other and/or were undesirable in terms of excessive consumable
usage or mission complexity. Accordingly, it seems highly desirable
that the ASPO review the mission objectives and assign priorities.defin-
ing the relative importance of the various mission objectives in order
that meaningful mission planning can be carried out both in advance of
the mission and in real time.

5. Recontact: Another problem area reidentified at this meeting
dealt with the possibility of recontact of the spacecraft with either
of the S-IVB's or the LEM nose cone. Obviously, attention must be given
to the relative motion of all the many orbiting objects associated with
this mission.
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6. Stroking: When and how the stroking tesls are to be carried
out still remains ill defined with regard to such questions as the nec-
essaxry propellant loading in the LEM at the time of the test, nature
of network coverage required, etec.

T. Crew Rest: Ground rules associated with the crew rest periods,
such as whether cr not it is permissible or necessary that ell crew mem-
bers do sleep or do not sleep at the same time, has a heavy impact on
the scheduling of the various activities. Accordingly, it is necessary
that ground rules associated with crew rest be established at the earliest
possible time.

8. CSM/LEM Separation for Re-rendezvous: In each of the re-
rendezvous exercises, THRW included a considerable period of time between
actual disconnection of the two spacecraft and the time at which the
first major maneuver is made to establish the desired conditions for
carrying out the terminal phase of each of the re-rendezvouses. It
was agreed that the procedure TRW had included in the Preliminary Refer-
ence Trajectory seemed as good as any; however, prior to-development
of the follow-on documentation, it seems advisable to give further con-
sideration to how we actually want to set up this procedure.

9. Minimum SPS Maneuver: A rather lengthy, but inconclusive, dis-
cussion centered on defining the minimum SFS maneuver which could be
carried out. This has particular influence on RCS propellant usage
in that the larger this minirum SP5 maneuver is set, thc more likely
it will be necessary to carry out maneuvers vwith the RCS. On the other
hand, it was noted that the capability of controlling the SPS engines
for these small maneuvers leaves something to be desired in that large
residual tumbling rates can result if the SFS thrust vector is not di-
rected through the spacecraft c.g. and sufficient time is not given for
the guidance system to compensate for it. RCS fuel would then be re-
quired to stop the rates.

10. Extra-vehicular Activity (EVA): The situation regarding EVA
is still badly clouded. %UYhis is the case in terms of how many EVA ex-
ercises should be carried out, when they should be scheduled in the
mission, whether the spacecraft should be docked or undocked, and, in
fact, even includes what appears to be a need for re-evaluating the
associaled mission objectives. One thing that was clear, however, was
that not encugh time had been included for these exercises. TRW had
provided about 13 hours, whereas the Flight Crew Support Division (FCSD)
feels that I to 5 hours would be a more accurate estimate. It was elso
noted that, as scheduled by TRW, ground coverage was inadequate particu-
larly considering the fact that this will be the First EVA carried out
in the Apollo Program.

11. Spacecraft Guidance Switchover: Mission objectives have been
established which call for switchover from the primary to the backup




L

LEM guidance system during powered maneuvers. In order to provide man-
euvers of sufficient magnitude to evaluate this procedure, it was nec-
essary 1o orient them such that mich of the energy is dissipated out-
of-plane. Simultaneously, an in-plane component is provided for estzh-
lishing the initial conditions for the re-rendezvous terminal phase for
each of the LEM active re-rendezvous exercises. This whole activity
seems highly undesirable in that it increases the complexity of the
mission to a great extent, has a good chance of fouling up the re-
rendezvous exercise, and presents serious operational problems. For
example, the platform alignment must be in an attitude different than
would be used in an actual lunar mission in order to avoid gimbal lock.
In addition to perturbing the navigation carried out by the primary
guicdance, it presents special problems with initialization of the

abort guidance system which is programmed to assume that the Primary
inertial reference is aligned in the orbital plane. This is one exam-
ple referred to in the previous note regarding relative priorities of
the various mission objectives. .

12, Ground Coverage Versus Lighting: The Preliminary Reference
Trajectory was prepared such Lhat all maneuvers were scheduled to occur
over ground stations to the greatest Possible extent. No consideration
vas really given to the lighting conditions for the rendezvous., This
was intentionally done since the Preliminary Reference Trajectory was
needed to supply the necessary informaticn to make reasonable trade-
offs prior to preparation of the Reference Trajectory. It is obvious
that there will be a direct conflict between station covergge and
lighting which must be resolved prior to preparation of the Reference
Trajectory. Flight crew requirements asscciated with this are urgently
needed.

"13. IEM RCS Usage: It was noted by several of the participants at
this meeting that the Preliminary Reference Trajectory as presented ex-
ceeds the LEM RCS capability in that ullage is only available when the
down-firing jets are used since there is no planned interconnect on
this flight. Did I say that right?

1%. Docked DPS Burn: There was considerable discussion regarding the
LEM Descent Propulsion System (DPS) maneuver in the docked configura-
tion. 1In particular, there was concern as tc vhether it should be car-
ried ocut as scheduled early in the mission or as part of one of the
re-rendezvous exercises. Although there were problems associated with
both, the consensus was to leave it as scheduled; that is, one of tie
Hohmann transfer maneuvers to place the CSM/LEM in the 180 n.m. circu-
lar orbit prior to the first re-rendezvous exercise. T

15. Fire-in-the-Hole: It appears that requirements associated with

camers coverage of the FITE should be established -as soon as possible.
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There are undoubtedly other items I should have included herc that I

cither missed or forgot.

Addressees:

CA/D. X. Slayton
CB/A. B. Shepard
CB/J. A. McDivitt
CB/E. E. Aldrin, Jr.
CB/R. L. Schweickart
CF/W. J. North
CF/C. H. Woodling
CF/P. Kramer

CF/D. Grimm

CF/C. C. Thomas
C¥/J. B. Jones
EG/R. C. Duncan
EG2/D. C. Cheatham
PA/J. F. Shea

PA/W. A. Lee

PD/R. W. Williams
E /A. Cohen

PM/0. E. Meynard
PM2/C. H. Perrine
P2/K. L. Turner
FA/C. C. Xraft, Jr.
FA/S. A. Sjoberg
FA/R. G. Rose

FC/J. D. Hodge
¥C/D. H. Owen
FC2/E. F. Kranz
FC3/A. D. Aldrich
FCh/M. F. Brooks
FCS/G. S. lunney
FC/C. E. Charlesworth
FC/P. C. Shaffer
FM/J. P. Mayer
FM13/3. P. Bryant
F¥Mi4/R. P. Parten
F¥/M. V. Jenkins
FM/Branch Chiefs
FM2/AGPS _
FM2/T. F. Gibson
FM42/R. O. Nobles
TRW/R. K. Petersburg

XKsS¢/DLO-2/R. D. Harrington

FM:IWT:ps

\
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Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

At least they won't make this memorandum

any longer than it is. %o
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and Analysis Division

SUBJECT: CSM orbit determination using the LEM radar

Apparently it is planned to use the LEM radar while that spacecraft

is sitting on the lunar surface to determine the CSM's orbit. I am
told that the radar angle data accuracy is so poor it will not even

be used; the commzand module's orbit determination will be carried out
with range and range rate observations. Considering the extremely siow
rotational rate of the moon, I cannot for the 1ife of me understand how
it will be possible to accurately determine the orientation of the com-
mand module's orbital plane. I am told they i=ntend to do this after
the command module has made a plane change, which occurs a couple of
orbits before LEM ascent, and the results will be used to establish
orbital insertion conditions for the LEM leunch targetting.,

Could you analyze the situation, defermining how well the various
orbital elements may be determined for the following data gathering
periods: (&) one-half pass, starting from horizon to directly over-
head, (b) one complete pass from horizon to horizon, and (¢) two
complete passes from horizon to horizon. I am also interested in
being informed about the correlation of the wvarious orbital elements;
for example, orbital period and orientation of the plane.

I may have this all messed up and perhaps they do not really intend

to do the things in the way I understand it, bat I certainly would ap-

preciate it if you would make a rather abbreviated, order of magnitude

type, analysis of this within the next couple of weeks in order to de-

termine whether it is even reascnable to include such a program in the

LEM computer or alternatively if it must be modified to make it insen-

sitive to small biss and random errors in the radar data. I just can't
help comparing this to a single radar statiom on the ground where con-

ditions are far superior and our results are not red hot.

o (L ooy,

Howard W. Bimndéall, Jr.

ce: _
(See attached list)

1 . |
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FM1/Assistant Chief, Mission Planning 66-FML-TO
and Analysis Division

Spacecraft computer program status report _
' &
Tom Gibson and I went to MIT on May 25 end 26 with one of our primary
objectives to determine exactly what the program schedule situstion
was for the AS-504 (AS-207/208) spacecraft computer programs. Al-
though we had a number of very fruitful discussions with MIT people,
such as Ed Copps, Dick Battin, John Dahlen, and Bob Mzllerd, on this
subject, we really did not find out what we wanted to know. However,
I am very encouraged to see the enthusiasm and vigor with which Ed
Copps is attacking this problem.

EA has set June 3, 1966, as a target for getting out the first cut at
a Program Development Plan, which he is anxious to talk to us about
during the following week. In fact, he intends to come down then not
only to talk over the program as he has put it together but also to
discuss its preliminary output regarding the AS-207/208, 503, and 50k
schedule situation. Tom and I concluded that it would be better to
accept this delay than for us to attempt to do the job ourselves,
which is for a1l practical purposes the same thing he is trying to
do. Our main objective, of course, is to find out what the pacing
jtems are so that maximum attention can be given to these items in
an attempt to bring what is expected to be an unacceptable schedule
more into line. DPossible lines of attack are as follows:

1. Review and, if possible, reduce or simplify our requirements
involving the pacing programs.

2. Give top priority to programmers working on those routines
for computer access. :

3. Authorize somewhat inefficient use of computer storage by
those programmers to speed up the coding process, even at the sacrifice
of deletion of other routines.

I, Reassignment of personnel to the critical areas even though
inefficient.

5. Reassignment of certain tasks from people working on the criti-

cal systems to other groups, such as AC Flectronies, MSC, or other
internal MIT units, ete.
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It is not our intention to dispute MIT estiwates of time required to
carry out specific tasks, shortening the time to anticipate delivery,
by telling them to do a job in two months which they feel requires
three; although, of course, these estimates mst be carefully examined
to assure ourselves we ere getting the correct picture.

It is to be emphasized that we must look at the overall schedule situa-
tion and not just the program for a specifie flight.. There are obvious
interactions and trade-offs that could be made between the programs

for AS-207/208 and those for AS-503 and AS-50Lk, If all efforts to re-

main within the flight schedule fail and the programs do become pacing”
for these flights--as they very well could be--we mast be in a position
to understand the trade-off of flight schedule delays of one mission

as compared to another.

A couple of items which Ed Copps did tentatively identify as problem
areas which might be influencing the schedule are the following:

1. Special guidance programs are required to enable yaw steering
during the lunar orbit insertion maneuver, providing for plane change
in excess of . Ed says the Design Reference Mission calls for a 12
capability, although he doubts that other spacecraft systems constraints
would permit such great plane changes. Accordingly, he asked us to
re-examine this specification to determine if we could live with a
plane change capability, thereby avoiding the necessity of formulating
and including these special guidance programs.

2. Everyone at MIT seems to feel that the preparation of the Guld-
ance System QOperations FPlan (GsOP) is the most ecritical of all itens
sinece so mch of the work must be delayed until this final definition
of program requirements is finished., Accordingly, we will attempt to
take all possible steps to assist MIT in this work, including having
MSC people statiored at MIT to assist in the development of the GSOP
and, almost simultaneously, giving MSC approvel of it. Also, it is
intended to work on the more critical pacing items first as ones are
jdentified and initiate procedures whereby official MSC approval can
be obtained on these parts as they are completed rather than waiting
for delivery of the entire package.

I*d 1like to make one final observation regarding the overall situation.
It's probably terrible; I really don't know yet. But it's my feeling
that everything that can be done to help has been done. We are reacting
to the problem areas as fast as possible; MIT has reorganized in what
seems to be the best possible way, and they appear to be getting things
on a businesslike basis, which up to now has probably been our worst

problem. A
| r’—];;)\r;;/;:::;“_——_-_——-—_-‘

_ Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO

SUBJECT! Apollo rendezvous guidance computer program options

The. purpose of this memorandum is to inform you of two special features
of the Apolle spacecraft rendezvous guldance computer programs you may
not be aware of since we just added them to the system.

First of all, you recall that both spacecraft--the CSM and the LEM--
have rendezvous guidance systems. In order for the computers to deter-
mine whet maneuvers are required to bring about rendezvous, the basic
thing each of the computers needs is the state vectors--that is, orbital
elements--of both vehicles. Up until now, all thought has apparently
been given to the LEM program. Since the CSM is supposed to be passive,
all radar data is used to update the LEM state vector, based on the
assumption that the CSM it is tracking is in a well known, unchanging
orbit. Also, as the LEM makes maneuvers, the guidance system senses
them and so there is no need for a pilot input to the computer to in-
form it that they were made. However, when we consider what's going

on in the CSM, or in the LEM during a CSM rescue, this doesn't look so
hot. i

First of all, the computer may really have a better defined state vector
for its own spacecraft, making it more desirable to update the state wvec-
tor of the other vehicle, Therefore, pilot control is needed over which
spacecraft state vector should be updated based on the radar and optical
observations. This will allow the pilot to exercise his best judgment

as opposed to providing some sort of automatic logic built into the com-
puter program. Also, if the other vehicle maneuvers, the computer won't
know it unless informed by some external source, like the crew. For this
reason and others, it is also necessary to include in both the CSM and
LEM computer programs the capability for the pilot to input to the com-
puter the fact that the other spacecraft is making a maneuver such that
it can be taken into account in maintaining the best current state vector
of each spacecraft in each spacecraft's computer.

Accordingly, both of these options are being provided; that is, the crew
will inform the computer which spacecraft state vector should be updated
and he shall also input to the computer all necessary informztion when the
other vehicle makes a maneuver. Assoclated with this latter capabllity
is the need to assure that the observationzl data is not improperly used.
Therefore, in order to avoid complex and sophisticated computer logic, we
have decided to again utilize the crew's capability to understand the

Buy U.S, Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan ) g
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situation and control the computer processing in the following way. The
pilot will interrupt the computer program at the time it is planned that
the other vehicle will make the maneuver, vwhich will cause the computer
to reject all tracking date until the sctual V of the maneuver is input.
He will have to get this information by voice from the other spacecraft
after the maneuver is executed, of course. This procedure will assure
that the quantities which are input are the most accurate available and
should assure that the observational data is used Pproperly.

~Uoe Qe S, o

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Analysis Division

Capability to do orbit navigation in earth orbit will not be implemented
for AS-207 or AS-50L.

MIT currently has plans for supplying a number of different modes for
using their basic orbit determination program. (MIT calls this process
"navigation,” so I will, too.) These modes differ in that there is a
variety of types of observational data used during different mission

phases.

In our'attempt to simplify the AS-504 spacecraft computer program, we
are reviewing the overall situation to determine that no unnecessary

"modes are included. For example, there is no need to perform orbit

navigation while in earth orbit for the lunar mission or any recognized
contingency situation. This particular orbit navigation mode was to
utilize star/landmark observations along with other earth orbital ser-
vice routines and special initialization capabilities to determine the

‘spacecraft state vector prior to the translunar injection maneuver. - -

S8ince this program is not required for the lunar mission, MIT will be
directed not to include it in the AS-50L program. Since we do not in-
tend to implement any programs especially for AS-207, unless directed
otherwise, it will be dropped from the AS-20T7 computer program as well,
which means that the CSM will not have the capability of determining
its own orbital elements during that mission.

Accordingly, it will not be possible to satisfy that mission objective-

as referenced in TRW document 2132-HOO8-R8-C00, "Mission Requirements
for Apollo Spacecraft Development Mission AS-207/208," dated March 7,

1966, classified Confidential.
4 AN
: - - MOAS '

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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SUBJECT: Determination of relative CSM orbit

3010-108

Jim, this is just & reminder of conversations with you and Emil sbout

a job I'd like your people tc do. In thinking more about this orbit
determination task wherein the LEM determines the CSM orbit while sitting
on the lunar surface, I wonder if perhaps MIT has lost sight of our pri-
ma*y7bbjectives thus leading them to the conclusion that they should use
‘only range and range rate data.

The only purpose of this orbit determination, as you recall, is to deter-

. mine the orientation of the CSM's orbital plane for use in targeting the
LEM ascent guidance and to select a lift-off time which mmst be within a
few seconds of optimum. It is not to obtain some sort of a precision
total state vector of the CSM. Based on these ground rules, I just can’t
pelieve that the angular radar data, even with relatively large biases,

. cannot be useful if properly weighted, and I would think that it would
provide a great strength or reliability to the process, which I would
consider mandatory. That is, we are much more interested in assuring
ourselves of getting a pretty good answer all the time rather than an
excellent answer some of the time.

The questions to be answered are: should we or shouldn't we use the angu-
lar data, even with large biases, and how do we take maximum advantage

of our external knowledge, such as the CSM's own orbit determination
(though it's not with respect to the LEM). Don't forget, this data
processing must be entirely sutomatic. The crew will never have time

to learn how to operate all those statistical filters, etc., whatever
they are,

Emil said he would start something here, but I wanted to make sure you
were aware of it and concurred and, in particular, would give it some
of your own personal attention. Perhaps these remarks belong at the top,
but I'd just like to reiterate that as much as I distrust it, I'm afraid
_our best source of relative orbit determination for this particular mis-
sion phase may be by the LEM radar data. I doubt if the CSM will ever
see the IEM on the surface, at least we'd better not count on it, and the
MSFN tracking certainly can't figure out where the LEM is. Our other
source is the G&N state vector T/M at LEM tcuchdown whlch is probably’

the best, 1f the antenna are pointed at us. (f-;‘“_'_——d——“—_

Hovard W. Tirdall, Jr.

-

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regelarly on the Payroll Savings Plan 14



TO

.e

FROM 3§

SUBJECT:

3010-10%

WELIUMAL TURM NO, 10
MAY 1942 ROINION
O3A FFMR {41 CTR 101-13.48

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT WCEN
Memorandum JuL 1 i

R, R. RAGAN
Sce list DATE: gy 8 1286
FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FML-86

Analysis Division
-~

No speéial program available for targeting the CSM plane change in
lunar orbit

As I understand it, it is currently planned to make a plane change with
the CS5M in lunar orbit within the last several revolutions prior to LEM
ascent. The purpose of this maneuver is to optimize the sharing of man-
euver (propulsion) requirements between the CSM and the LEM.

This memorandum is to inform you that there is no computer program cur-
rently planned for either the CSM or LEM spacecraft computer to carry
out the targeting for this CSM plane change. In other words, in final-
izing the onboard computer program requirements for the AS- SOh mission,
we are assuming that the targeting for this maneuver will be carried out
by some source external to the computer, such as pre-mission planning in
the form of crew charts or from the MCC in real time.

Of course, the programs needed to execute this maneuver will be avallable

although not provided spe01f1cally for it.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FML-89
Analysis Division

LEM radar angle bias correction

As you know, the rendezvous orbit navigetion process involves updating
the spacecraft state vector based on the spacecraft radar data. How-
ever, the.radar apparently has unaccepiably large angular bias errors
for some reason. Instead of fixing the damn radar, someone decided to
include in the LEM spacecraft computer program the capability of com-
puting these radar angle biases at the same time the spacecraft state
vector is updated. Once these biases have been determined to the com-
puter's satisfaction, they are not updated further; that is, they are
assumed to remain unchanged thereafter. ‘

There is a contingency, however, which would cause them to change, so
I'm told, and that is if the LEM were to undergo loss of pressurizaiion.
It had been MIT!s intention to provide an option in their rendezvous or-
bit determination program to reinitialize the computer such that it would
redetermine the radar angle biases in this event. However, in line with
our campaign to simplify the computer program, this option is being de-
leted, vhich means that, in the event of spacecraft pressurization loss,
the radar angle bias may be in error by some fraction of a degree. This
does not disable the rendezvous guidance system, but rather may cause
some loss of efficiency in the use of propulsion fuel. dJust how much
depends on when it happens, of course, but the maximum extra cost is
not expected to exceed about 50 ft/sec. We'tll get a better estimate

of this cost and make sure it's acceptable.

Ed Lineberry, how about you getting that done. In the meantime, we'lre
telling MIT to take this option out ess we're directed otherwise,

. Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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#M/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FML-Ok
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Rendezvous terminal phase guidance program in the Apollo spacecraft
computer

On July T, 1966, a team of MSC and MIT "experts in rendezvous"” (in-
cluding Feul Kremér, E4 Lineberry, John Dahlen, and Norm Sears) met

at MIT to discuss and review the preliminary Guidance System Operation
Plan (GSOP) which MIT has uncfficially distrituted, covering the termi-
nal phase and External.ﬂN’programs for the AS—207/208 mission. This
meeting was sort of a mile-pebble in the accelerated program develop-
ment sequence we have established in an attempt to get all this business
on schedule. Taat is, we are obtaining bits and pieces of the GSOP as
they come off the MIT press rather than awaiting receipt of the formally
published, final document. '

It is our hope that, by reviewing and commenting on these pieces as
they-become availeble, the GSOP should be virtually accepizble without

" modification on the éate of its publication and should permit the coi-
puter program development to proceed much more quickly than it has in
the past. We had previcusly discussed these mission programs and our
pilot input and display requirements for them in detail a month or so
ago with MIT, and the Dieces of the GSCP I am talking about here re-
flected that input very well. Therefore, most of the discussion was
for purpeses of clarification to assure a Tirm understanding on both
MSC's and MIT's part as to what this program was really going to do ard
how we were going to operate it. Basically, very few modifications were
considered necessary.

In my opinion, this meeting was highly successful; and, since these
processors-~-the terminal phase and External [AV--are the most signifi-
cant new requirements and the most controversial of the mission pro-
grams, I feel we are probably over the hump as far as defining the
progrem for the AS-207/208 mission.

I would like to point out here the two items given the most attention
2t this meeting since they serve well to descrite the character of the
terminal phase rendezvous guidance philosophy:

1. One of the capabilities of most interest which we have provided
was the display of range, range rate, and the angle the spacecrafl X-axis
makes with respect to the local horizontal. It was decided to make these
three quantities available at crew reguesst at any time the data was
available. (Tnis stuff is used for carrying out the crewv backup proce-

dures.) Centrary to ome cf my previous reports, these guantities will

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan _ /7
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all be computed based on the current best estimate of the two spacecraft
_state vectors. (We had previously expressed an intention for the com-
ruter to display raw radar range and range rate in the LEM.) Our action
in this case was based on our desire to make the CSM and LEM computer
programs as much the same as possible, and, since the raw radar data is
available on what is said to be a highly accurate analog display in the
LEM, we have not really lost anything. In order to mske this particular
feature of the program as independent as possible from the automatic
guidance system processing, we have divorced the display of these quan-
tities from the activity associated with the primary guidance system to
the maximim extent. :

2. Based on Gemini experience, the crew has emphasized that there
is no requirement for automatic execution of the braking maneuvers by
the G&N system. As previously reported, it is felt that this task can
- be carried ocut just as well, if not better, by the crew if they are pro-
vided the proper information; namely, the range and range rate data.

At least this is true in the case of the nominal mission apd most con-
tingency situations, and we want to take advantage of that. However,
there are occasions when automatic control of these maneuvers by the

G&N might be mandatory. For example, visual acquisition is required for
the crew to carry out this task, and under some abort situations lighting
cenditions can be unacceptable. Also, there are abort cases in which
the closing velocity is too high for effective manual control. Recog- -
- nizing that procedures are available for utilizing the remaining com-
puter processors to carry out the G&N controlled braking maneuvers by
proper pilot manipulation of the computer, we deleted the requirement
for automatic computer logic for this task. The voint is, we felt that
there was insufficient justification to carry out the exira programming,
debugging, verification, and documentation, as well as using some 50 to
100 words of precious computer storage, for a program which was not
needed, except in rather remote contingency situations, as long as pro-
cedures were available to handle all situations. And, they are. ‘

The final GSOP shall reflect these characteristics; otherwise, it was
accepted pretty well as is. '

In the course of our discussions, I learned some rather interesting things
about the command module which I must say didn't impress me very favor-
ably. In fact, I really wonder (i.e., doubt) if it is possible for one
crev member to carry out a rendezvous in the CSM. TFor example, the only
observational data available to the computer is from the sextant, and
that requires manmual tracking and inpdt of observations into the computer.
(The LEM has automatic radar tracking with its data available %o the
computer as it periocdically requests it.) And, of course, in order for
the pilot to use this system, he has to be down in the navigation area

of the spacecraft, which means he has to quit making observations some-
time before any SPS maneuver to get strapped into His seat. On top of
that, the sextant apparently can't be oriented along any of the major

24
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spacecraft axes, which makes it necessary to orient to some attitude
not consistent with making RCS midcourse maneuvers.

I'11 bet that when we finally get a crew timeline on a CSM one-man
rendezvous, he has to do it without any observational data available
to the computer after about 15 mimtes before TFPI. If my guess is
right, in effect we have provided practically no CSM G&N rendezvous
guidance system, and thus the job will end up being carried out pretty

mich using the crew backup procedures. Boy!
\ .
YA

wvard W. Tindall, Jr.
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: Notes regarding the AS- 207/208 Guidance Systems Operation Plan (GSOP)

meeting with MIT

During the week of August 15, we held a review of the AS-207/208 Guidance
Systems QOperation Plan (GSOP) et MIT. Some things interested me which

I will pass on to you here., I will alsc include some of the more sige

nificant decisions--that is, direction to MIT--that were made at that
time -

1. It is currently planned that the astronaut will freeze the ren-

dezvous maneuver sequence by & menuel input to the computer. Thais will
be done at sbout twelve minutes before each of the maneuvers, including
~ the TP maneuver. It serves to prevent new observetional (e.g., radar)

data from chaenging the maneuver he intends to make next. It dees this
by causing the computer to completely ignore all new observational data

~ obtained between the time of his signal and the maneuver. In fact,

whatever data is collected during that period is never used, even &fter
the maneuver has been executed.

2 Logic is being introduced into the rendezvous navigation program
(i e., the orbit determination used during rendezwous) which, in effect,
edits the observaticnal data automatically. Speczifically, 1f the change
in both the computed velociiy magnitude and the computed position of the
spacecraft 1s less than some pre-established amcumt due to the processing
of new observational data, that data is adjudged %o be good and is auto-

. matically included in the solution. If the chang= in either of these

quantities is in excess of some larger pre-established amount, the data
is not asccepted (unless the crew permits it), and = program alarm light

. comes .on. If the change in those guantities falls between these two

limits the data is accepted and used, but the alzrm light would be 1it.

3 MIT vas directed not to provide a mode far utilizing Alignment

" Opticel Telescope (AOT) data in the rendezvous mzwvigation. This had been

_tentatively suggested for use in the event of a rendezvous redar failure
- ;but, based on the likelihood that the AOT data womldd not be of any value,
it was decided rot to complicate the program to pe=rmit its use.

. h Du.e to fear of some ambiguity, the computer program is designed
-~ to reJect radar date vhen the estma.ted range to the target exceeds
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f;Tbe flight crev peqple have requested that the display of dura-
tion.of time" in the terminal phase between TPL and TFF be in seconds.

. Bince this i8 not one of the standard time display formats, MIT was
‘‘directed to retain units of hours:minutes:seconds as they proposed
;;unless the crew has really good reasons to provide this new format.

‘Tm!bm Harqy has the action.

-;--7. As usual, there was a discussion as to the reference to be used
in the display of altitude. MIT was directed to compute and display all
spacecraft altitudes referenced to a spherical earth with radius equal

. to that of the leunch rad. This reference was determined to be best,

although not perfect, for rendezvous missions after what seemed to be
endless months of discussion. Coordinates of landmzrks used for orbit

'determination, however, will be referenced to the Fischer Ellipsoid.

8. As a yesult of the crew's dissatisfaction with the fixed heads-
down attitude forced upon them during SPS maneuvers on AS-204/205, MIT
proposes to eliminate that constraint in the AS-207/208 programs. The
computer will dlsplay a "preferred attitude," whith is heads-up, but

" will. not automatically orient the spacecraft to that attitude. As I

understand it, it will hold whatever spacecraft “roll" attitude it hap-
pens to end up with when the thruster axis is properly aligned. It is

possible for the crew to manually change this attitude if it is undesir- ~

able by deactivating computer attitude control, then mznually changing
the attitude and reinltiatlng computer control which will then hold the
new attitude. .

9. No minimum impulse capabiiity is to be implemented in the LGC

'since there appears to be no requirement for this, whatever it is.

- 10. As usuel, the question of navigation (i.e., orbit determination)
ir earth orbit came up again. We previocusly had directed MIT not to in-
clude this capability in the AS-20T7/208 mission programs since it is not
required for the lunar mission.- However, they, and some MSC pe0ple feel
it is desirable to provide this capability in order to obtain further
experience with the process prior to going to the moon. Thus, this is
still an open item. It has been agreed, in any case, that orbit deter-
mination using unknown landmarks would not be included, and, although

the provision is being made for star/moon horizon measurements they
will only be used to obtain CDU angles to be transmitted on the down-
link and they will not be used in the navigation program.

Nbrm Sears estimates that the orbit determination process should

be completed within about.ten seconds of eccepting an observation. Also,

he would like to establish a procedure whereby data po1nts are obtained
at the rate of about one per minute,

B L e o , Pl
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v . 31, ) MIT was directed to delete the guidence reference release (GER)

€igral, :its function to be repleced by the lift-off sigral. As 1 under-
‘stand 1%, there is some controversy over this which Aaron Cohen intends
“td resolve at MSC. ‘ :

12. One feature of this program which pdrticularly disturbs me, and
many others, is the tremendous amount ‘of work the astronaut must perfomm
to use the computer progrem. Of course, mch of this comes about as a

" yesult of the trade-off to provide mission flexibility by giving the

crew the cepability of controlling what the corputer is doing as opposed
to having it perform automatically. Another specific example is the
emount of deta which must be input to the computer prior to making a man
euver, including such things as spacecraft weight end inertie, engine
trim angles, tailoff, spacecraft configuration {docked or undocked), and
Jevel of rate response to hand controller inputs. It would certainly
be desiradle, if possible, to eliminate &s many ol these inputs as pos-
sible, either by putiing them in fixed memory--if that is a reasonable
thing to do--or by deleting them altogether. Ther= is some questlon in
ny mind as to how accurately some of them can be determined by the crew,
and we may find that there is no significent advanfage obtained by up--
- deting them. This will be followed up.

I'm sure there was something else interesting that came up there, but I

don't remember it right now.
(;Eizr—:—zi;;;;g\$\
Ll ::lzi/nyxu-gz A M

Boward W. Tind=11, Jr.
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Apﬁpmatic rendezvous braking meneuver -

-;-“._‘_.

As you Xnow, MIT is currently designing the command module end lunar
module computer programs without provision for autometic braking
maneuvers. There has been some thought to reversing this direction.
However, Don Cheatham, Aaron Cohen, and I agreed today to proceed es
we are for the AS—207/208 progrems--that is, do not provide automatic
braking maneuvers in the computer programs--since we are fairly sure
that this capability should not be regquired for that flight. We will
review this decision later for the AS-504 programs, based on experience
gained during the AS-204 mission and from crew training and simulations,

~ after more ccmplete crew procedure are deflned

Howard W. Tindall, Jr
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Sta.tus of the lurar module “quick return” gu:.dance capa'b:.l:.‘-y

Thls note is in response to yvour query regerding the "gquick retur'z

- capability veing provided in the lunar module (IM) for aborts during
the lunar descent phase. As you recall, I reported deletion of a pro-
gra.m in the IM computer for generating coeff:.c:.ents to be used in zn

i. ~ abort polynomial to reterget the 1M powered flight to provide a direct

int.ercept rendezvous trajectory. You esked how far this work had pro-
-gre'__.s_sed gince you felt such a capability would be "comfortable.”

- In ensvwer to that question, MIT informed me that, waereas the concepts

wére well established, there was still a considerable amount of work
. required to complete this particular program. Furtaermore, we have

" glso deleted the direct ascent launch guidence, which is a necessary

.. compenion program. Certainly of more interest to you now is, what is

aur current capability.

’.I!he program is being wr:.tten such that abort action by the pilot durin;
povered descent will cause the guidance to retarget to the standard LM
".insertion orbit. Incidentally, it is necessary for the astronaut to

. ‘select which engine, the Ascent Propulsion System (4PS) or the Descent

- Propulsion System (DPs), 1is to be used, depending oz the situatlon.
In any case, following insertion into orbit the crew has two choices:
either to proceed with the concentric fl:.ght plan, or to use a proces-

‘gor which we have retained for just such situations as this, whereby
" the crew may. btain the two-impulse Lambert solution for rendezvousing

with minimum AV--essentially a direct intercept. In effect, the latte:
provid.es very nearly the same capabillty as we have d.eleted except that
" the maneuver mist be carried out in two steps with some dela.y--say, fire

or ten minutes--between them, as opposed to a single meneuver.

T£ the concentric flight plan :Ls chosen, the time between the =bort

action and rendezvous would be sbout 2— hours with the differential

‘altitude varying between 42 nautical m:.les above to the standard 15
pautical miles below the CSM, depending on whether the abort took viace
..4immediately after initiation of the descent maneuver or at the end cf
the hover. The "direct intercept" approach would take about 1% hours
‘but is only possible priér to initiation of hover since afier that tim:
‘¢the intercept trajectory, unfortunately, also :.ntercepts the moon--Tirsti
Actua.l procedures have to be settled but I feel we're in prettiy good o

" shape here.
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Fipally regexding Turrent status, there are some unresolved problems
Hasociated with this retargeting which MIT is currently eddressing.
Por exdample, if en-abort'occurs-early in descent, the LM will be near
50,000 feet with orbital welocity. .The current insertion altitude is

Thus; the spacecraft would have to make a large altitud:

: ge with little increase in veloeity, which would cobviocusly-demand
“some rather wild gyrations of the spacecraft--both highly undesirable
and unnecessary. o :
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FA/Director of Flight Operations DAIE;T 'SEé i 9 1888

FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FM1-10T
Analysis Division

Alternate rendezvous technique - mission Planning status

Since our meeting in your office on the stable orvit rendezvous, Ed
Lineberry and I have met on a number of occasions with other interested
reople in an attempt to lay out a schedule of work needed to arrive at
the decision as to how to go on 278 and subsequent missions. This note
is to let you know the things we (MSC) intend to do and when we expect

to get them done. As you will see, most of the work is being done by the
Flight Crew Support Division and Guidance Control Division since the most
significant difference from the old Concentric Flight Plan (CFP) involves
the terminal phase of the rendezvous.

1. Paul Kramer, FCSD, has assigned a task to McDonnell Aireraft Co.
to perform man~in-the-loop simulations of both the stable orbit rendezvous
technique and the CFP with comparable approach velocities. Simulation of
both systems will be initiated with the transfer mepeuver. The approach
velocities will be equivalent to the CFP with differential altitude vary-
ing from about 5 to 15 maucical miles. A1l failures modes will be investi-
gated. It is intended to start this three-week effort oa about Septene
ber 19.

2. GCD has two studies going. The first is an evaluation of the
CSM optical rendezvous guidance system to determine its accuracies and
performance when operating in a2 stable orbit type rendezvous. The prime
objective of this study is to determine the magnitude of the dispersions
to be expected in the on-board computed maneuvers starting with the
transfer from the stable orbit point. It is anticipated that this analysis
will be completed by mid-October.

3. The second GCD study concerns the braking phase. Ron Simpson is
in charge of this investigation which is Primarily an expansion of one
Previously carried out for higher closing rates. He intends to start
with conditions corresponding to CFP differential altitudes of between
5 and 15 miles. As I understand it, his man-in-the-loop simlations are
usually initiated at about a 10 mile range. The purpose, of course, is to
determine if there is some preferred closing rate going into the braking
maneuver. These runs will be performed both with and without a cockpit
display of range and range rate. He expects to start this analysis in
mid-September with the results to be available early in Qctober.

TLLLTTO ¢t - L S A L A
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‘ 4. We are doing some things in MPAD too, of course, but they are
not as extensive as T indicated they might be during our meeting. Ed
Lineberry's people are carrying out analyses aimed at selection of the
optimun transfer angle{wo€) and trailing displacement for the stable
orvit rendezvous technique. These two parameters are probably inter-
related growing larger together to keep the c¢losing rate meaningful in
the face of dispersions. We still expect the preferred trailing dis-
Placementto be in the order of 15 to 20 nautical miles. At Present the
. two prime candidates for <% are 292° and 330°. 292°, you recall, has
the advantage of providing the same approach conditions - primarily
minimum inertial line of sight rates - as the CFP. This was the transfer
angle used on the Gemini XI re-rendezvous which, in effect, checked out
a ground controlled (perfectly!) CFP with braking without a resdar simulat-
ing a differential altitude of 5 nautical miles. The 330° figure was
jointly selected by MSC and MAC for the Gemini XTI re-rendezvous based
on lighting considerations and time available to meke mid-course correc-
tions. The objective was to provide as large & value of W< a5 possible
vhile avoiding the unique problems associated with a 360° transfer in
the presence of out-of-plan and altitude dispersions. (Incidentally,
McDonnell is carrying out a considerable amount of work both in terms
of dispersion analysis and the preparation of flight crew rendezvous
charts. Much of this work will be applicable to our.effort.)

5. In eddition, the mission planning for the Gemini XII re-rendez-
vous 1s being constrained as much as possible to duplicate the AS-278
initial CSM rendezvous conditions. In perticular, we are trying to
duplicate the ground tracking orbit determination capabilities as well as
the relative motion trajectories to simulate the stable orbit repdezvous
technique.

6. As you may recall, we originally estimated development of ten
reference trajectories was required to provide information for the big
decision. We have concluded that it is virtually impossible to do that
much work in a reasonable length of time, regardliess of how we redistrib-
ute our manpower. However, RAB is developing a reference trajectory for
the nominal lunar rendezvous assuming an on-time LM lift off. It willi be
e two-impulse, minimim A V trajectory to the stable orbit position. Once
this is completed they intend to perturb the LM insertion conditions up
to the 3 Sigma performance of the Abort Guidance System and the Ascent
Propulsion System in order to determine the effects of these dispersions
on the Delta V. Their work will be based on the assumption that there
is a perfect knowledge of the situation at the time of the maneuvers and
that they are executed perfectly. Ed anticipates that this work will be
completed around the middle of October.

Finally, we are issuing a program change notice to MIT to provide an
offset rendezvous target capability - trailing position only. I should
point out that some resistance is expected to this Program change,
primarily from the FCOD since there are many other capabilities they give
mach higher priority which we have not agreed to implement so far. I am
not certain how ASFO will react either since, as I understand it, TRW hes
reported to Joe Shes that they see no significant advantage to this
technique.
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Also associated with all this, the AS-2OT/208 Reference Trajectory is to
be issued on about September 23. As you are probably aware, there are a
large number of unresolved areas on this complex mission primarily due
to the uncertainty associated with the AS-206 mission; thus, the quality
of this Reference Trajectory is going to be questionable in any case.
Unfortunately it will continue to show the initial CSM active rendezvous
as a CFP type with a differential altitude of 20 nautical miles.
Although it does not correspond to the planned documentation schedule,

I really expect another Reference Trajectory will have to be issued
prior to the release of the Operational Trajectory. Therefore, if we
change to the stable orbit rendezvous, that will either be reflected in
the new Reference Trajectory, or we will issue an addendum of some sort
such as an internal note documenting the change.

Chris, this has been a tough problem and, believe it or not, we have
‘spent a lot of time developing this plan for getting the answers you and
Sig want, If there is something else you think we should be doing, please

let me know. -
Mm

Howard W. Pindall, Jr.

ce:

FA/S. A. Sjoberg
FA/R. G. Rose
FC/J. D. Hodge
FL/J. B. Hammack
FS/H. E. Clements
FM;J. P, Mayer
FM/C. R. Huss
FM/M. V. Jenkins .
FM12/J. F. Dalby
FM/13/J. P. Bryant
FMik /R, P. Parten
FM/Branch Chiefs
CA/D. K. Slayton
CF/W. J. North
CF/P. Kremer
EG/R. C. Duncan
EG/D. C. Cheatham
EG23/K. J. Cox
PA/3. F. Shea
PM2/C. H. Perrine

FM:HWT:cm
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. FroM : TFM/Deputy Chief, Mission Flanning and _ 66-FM1L-109

Analysis Division
SUBJECT: Mission rules needed for use with AGC self-check

As you probably recall, we have had an exchange of views end memorande
regerding the usefulness of the Apollo computer program known as self-
check. This exchange was started by our attempt to cut the spacecraft
-computer program down to an acceptable size for the lunar mission.
Current status is that the self-check programs are still in; however,
I intuitively feel the 504 programs have probably again grown to a
- point that we have again overflowed storage and will eventuelly have

i ~ to have another paring down session. I would like to request that

L your people who expressed an interest in preserving self-check assume

1 " the task of formulating applicable mission rules which could be used
on the lunar mission in.conjunction with the self-check programs.
S ' These mission rules would specify exactly what action is to be taken
during the 504 mission, probably as a function of mission phase end
type of computer failure detected by self-check.

_Tﬁe point is, I would like to make sure that this program really serves
! . a useful operational function as opposed to a pre-flight function be- -
fore we decide to carry it to the moon at the exclusion of some other
program somecne wants. And, of course, if we do retain it in the
system, these recommended mission rules should be very useful to the
Flight Control Division and to the flight crew in establishing the

operational procedures.
e OSCDaae

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

ee:

. CA/D. K. Slayton
CF/W..J. North

: ¢F/C, C. Thomas
EG/D. C. Cheatham
PA/J, F. Shea

PD4/A. Cohen

FA/C. C. Kraft, Jr.
FA/S. A. Sjoberg
FC/J. D. Hodge

FM/J « Po Mayer

FM/C. R. Huss ,
FM/M. V. Jenkins C e
FM/Branch Chiefs
¥M2/T. F. Gibson, Jr.
FM:HWT:cm
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FM/M. V. Jenkins : paTESERED & 1 1066
_ . PLR. AEAN
FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FM1-110

Analysis Division
1GC computer requirements to provide DFS backup of SFS

During our discussion at MIT last week, the question came up as to
whether it is necessary to have trajectory integration techniques in
the 1GC for the trans-earth phase of the mission as well as the lunar
phase. The argument is that if we are serious about using the IM
descent propulsion system to back up the command module SFS during
the trans-earth phase, it will be necessary to have this integration
capability es a service program for such things as platform alignment
and maneuver targeting. In fact, this capability would also be
required for trans-lunar aborts using the DES, I suppose., The more I
think about it, the more I am convinced ithat this capability should
be included and I am interested in your comments on the subject. OFf
course, if you agree I assume you will include it in the 504 LGC
program requirements.

. ~—

l

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

cc?:
cF/C. C. Thomas
EG/R. C. Duncan
EG/D, C. Cheptham
PA./J. ¥. Shea
PA/WO A, Lee
PD/R, W. Williems
/A. Cohen
P/0, E. Maynard
P2/C. H, Perrine
FA/C, C. Kraft, Jr.
Fi/S. A. Sjoverg
FA/R. G. Rose
¥CG/J. D, Hodge
FC2/B. F. Kranz
FC3/A. D. Aldrich
FC4/M. F. Brooks
¥C5/G. S. Lunney
FM/J. P. Mayer
7/C. R. Huss
™13/3. P. Bryent
FM/Branch Chiefs
FM2/T. F. Gibson, Jr.

FM:HWT: cn
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' R. R. RAGAN
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Attention: 7T. F. Gibson, Jr.

FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-MML-111
Analysis Division

Rendezvous search modes of verious types
According to the notes I made during the 278 GSOP review at MIT last
August, there was apparently still some question as to whether an

automatic radar search mode was needed. Sears also questioned whether
an sutomatic sextent search mode was needed on the command module.

Has enything been done to answer either of these questions? If so,
what? If not, what can we do to close out these items?

W
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

ce.

. BG/D. C. Cheatham

Db /A. Cohen
FM/M, V. Jenkins

FM:HWT: cm
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B.R. ZASAM
¥M/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FML-112

Analysis Division
Apollo rendezvous na.vigation data edit is too complicated

In my notes of the AS-207/208 GSOP meeting with MIT, reference 66-FML-100
of August 30, I indicated that MIT was including an sutomatic date edit
scheme in the rendezvous navigational program for both the IM and the
0SM. As you recall, this scheme was to accept radar or SXT data auto-

"matically if its effect on the spacecraft state vector is less than some

pre-established amount and would rejeet it if its effect is greater than
some other (larger) pre-established amount. Data falling between these
two criteria was 1o be accepted but a warning light was to be turned

on. Dr. Shea commented that this seems unnecessarifly complicated - that
really there is no gpparent sense in having three conditions when two
would do just as well. I must say, although I was foolish enough to
argue at the time, I certainly agree now that we really should make this
a simple binary decision. Use the data or don't use the dats based on
some pre-established level of quality - probably light a light when the
computer is rejecting the data and do away with that central region
altogether. I have searched my memory and can't recall why MIT proposed
to do it that way, but unless someone can find a good reason, we should
direct MIT to simplify the decision logic as noted above.

Flight Office Branch persomnel please teke appropriate asction immediately.
\
W
©  Howaxd W. Tindaldl, Jr.

Addressees:

_ (See attached 1ist)
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There are differences in the descent guidance programs
on AS-503 and AS-50k4

It is currently intended to include some sort of tests of the LM descent
propulsion and guidance on the AS-503 mission. However, it is not
possible to use the same guidence equations on AS-503 as will be used
on the AS-S50L lunar descent. This is due to obvious differences -of an
earth orbital mission compared tc an actual descent to the moon's surface.
The gravitational potention is different; the objective of the maneuver
is different; there is nothing for the lunar landing radar to bounce
signals off of, ete. Accordingly it is MIT's intention, with our con-
currence, to omit certain vital parts of the AS-504k descent guidance
program from the AS+503 mission. The purpose of this memc is to make
sure that you all know this.

It is my understanding thé,t there are four main processers- of the AS-50h
descent guidance program which are not to be included in the AS5.503

program;

1. processing of the landing radar data
2. landing point designation

3. x-axis override

I. automatic rate of descent control

In addition, there is likely to be a change in the coordinate system of
some sort npeeded.

I certainly do pot elaim to be an expert in descent guidance; in fact,
quite the opposite. If anything above interests you, I would suggest
you contact someone who really knows what they are talking about like
Don Cheatham, Floyd Bennett or Tom Price.

Incidentally, we are currently in the midst of an exercise designed to
make the AS-278 spacecraft computer programs identicel to those for :

AS-503. Although I don't expect this to have any influence on the
descent guidance, I just mentioned it here to cover that poss1bility.

Qa«

oward W. Tlndall Jr.

Addressées :
(See attached list)
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Analysis Division

Apolio spacecraft gtidance navigation modes
cun-ently planned for AS-503 and AS-50%

I am afraid there is a bit of confusion as to what navigation modes are
_being provided in the AS-503 and AS-50k4 Apollo spacecraft computer pro-
grams. I am sure I have contributed to this confusion myself, and the
purpose of this memorandum is to try and clear it all up.

According to Norm Sears, it is intended to provide the following navi-
gation; that is, onboard orbit determination programs in the AS 50k
command module computer program:

a. During earth orbital operations there shaJ.'L be no onboard
navigational capabilities at all.

b. During the trans-lunar and trans-earth phases the navigation
program is being formulated to process both sta.r/la.ndmrk and sta.r/
horizon measurements., The landmarks and horizon may be either earth or

- lunar at the choice of the flight crew. That is, there is no interlock

governing. which is used depending on position of the spacecraft relative

to those two bodies. The pilot mist manmually key in location of the .-
earth landmarks end 1t is probable that he will also have to key in lupar - -
landmarks since those stored for lunar orbit navigation are likely to be

of a size not readily observable during these phases of the mission.

¢. In lunar orbit the navigation progrem.will utilize only lunar
landmarks referenced to the platform. Twenty-eight landmarks will be .
stored in the computer program, but I am certain others may be keyed in
if the crew desires.

' For the AS-503 mission, it is currently intended to have only one naviga-

tion mode - namely, use of star/landmerk or star/horizon observations.
The landmarks and horizon used are restricted to earth only since it is
not intended to have such routines as the lunmar ephemeris Iunar rotation,
etc., programs available. Earth landmerks must be keyed in mamally by
the crew. Norm Sears (MIT) points out that use of this data in orbits of
the type currently planned for AS-503 mey ectuslly result in degradation
of the onboard state vector, and as a result it may be necessary to
restrict this process to & spacecraft system test rather tha.n an opera-
tiona.l procedure in support of the mission.

I suppose, to make this entirely complete, I should also list here the
processing of the command module sextant date for rendezvous navigation,
vhich will be in all Block II computer programs currently planned.

"
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| Other than rendezvous navigation utilizing the spacecraft radar, there
is no navigational capability planned to be included in the LGC program

for any mission.

We are currently in the midst of an exercise to make the AS-278 Pprograms
identically the same as AS-503. Since we have a difficult schedule
situation on AS-278, there may be implications on the nevigation modes
aveillable for the AS-503 mission as noted above; however, at this time
I do not expect that to be the case and will certainly inform you if the
situatior changes. . :

Ao IS

: Howard W. y dT.

Addressees:’
(See attached 11st)
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. SUBJECT: LGC program development for the AS-2783 |
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This note is intended to document my understanding of the situatioﬂ i - \
regard to the spacecraft computer programs for “the alternate AS-2TE ___________1__—1——-
mission. In particular, I would like to record how we are respondih__g_,—tf_____l,__\_—,_
the current programming needs in this area. \ ] ! :
Although it was originally stated as 2 ground rule that alternate missd '

SR would be flown using the same prograus developed for the primary mi‘ssio \ !
‘ it appears that that will not be possible in this instance; e.g., T eTe. nat s
are two contingencies the Apollo Program Office feels it is mandatoxryto DATE Ay-’-"-:’*”,.
be prepared for. One is an extended schedule slip on the delivery on the

sirst IM spacecraft, and the second is the failure of the AS-206 mission ~_
of such a nature that it is not possible to carry out the AS-278 mission Ligiois
as currently planned. The alternate mission (45-278B) in both of these Wt -
instances .is to rendezvous the AS-207 compand module with a IM, man the )
1M, perform certain spacecraft systems tests and then to initiate a . ¢
programmed sequence very similar if pot identical to the current AS-206 LT
‘mission after returning the crev to the command module. We are now SRS
attempting to determine precisely which additional processors must be ; i
added to the AS-206 program in order to permit making such a flight. OF ~ °"fﬁ
course, the additional reguirements depend on precisely how this mission N ,.{,Q%p

is to be flown, which in turn ‘depends on the guidance system capabilities;
e.g., we are in the Pamiliar little cycle. At the least, it appears that
the capability must exist to power up the system and align the platform
in orbit; however, even these things are not certain.

I have asked Paul Stull and Tom Price to contact the various ASFO and
MPAD personnel involved in this mission planning to pin down the possible
altermatives for flying this missicn, leading to & precise definition of
-additional program requirements to the 206 program. It is our intention
to direct MIT to give the identified processers, which theoretically are
already needed in the AS-208 program, highest possible priority such that
they may be added to the 206 program at the most opportune ftime. It
appears certain that they will have to be added at some time; e.g., it
appears certain a progran LSt be developed to support this type of a
flight. There is some question, however, as to whether the 206 program
as currently defined is needed since the modified pro;ram should be able
to fly both the 206 mission and the AS-2T8B mission. Our basic problem
is providing this augmented program 1n time to support the 206 mission if
it is flown; i.e., it depends on the schedule of that flight and the
program development reguired for it. '

25
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Accordingly, it is our intention to continue working on the present
AS-206 program as currently defined until the latest time at which a
decision ¢can be made, probably in the latter part of November or early
in December. It is at this time that the final 206 program integration
and flight acceptance verification tésting will be going-on. If, at that
time, it is apperent the 206 flight has slipped sufficiently to permit
adding the additional processors to support the AS-278B mission, work on
the 206 program would be terminated and only this augmented program would
be developed for use both on the AS-206 and AS-278B. If the current 206
schedule is mainteined, however, we would be forced to complete flight
qualified 206 program ropes to be followed later by the augmented AS-206
program for support of the AS-2T8B mission.

Although some preliminary information bas been obtained from MIT regard-
ing over-all schedule impact, it is my intuitive feeling that it is
probably not particularly accurate. Therefore, it is my intention to
obtain program development plans for the augmented AS-206 program wkich
will include the effect of work on this program on the AS-278/503 and
504 program schedules. ' S

This will be done as scon as the gdditional program requirements for the

AS-2788 mission have been defined. :

s VSN

Addressees:
{See. attached list)

Cannll ST RN, d - ———m e -
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FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and 66-FM1-118
Analysis Division

lo extra memory for the Apollo Spacecraft Computer

One of the most significant decisions coming out of the AS-278 computer
program review with the Apollo Spacecraft Program Manager on September

15 and 16, was his absolute assurance that the spacecraft computer memory
would not be augmented for the AS-503 or AS-50L flights. Accordingly,
all program development should proceed on that basis for those flights.

On the other hand, I would hope and expect that work will continue on

the auxiliary memory for follov-on missions, and I feel we should offer
whatever assistance MIT can provide on a non-interference basis to that

effort.
. r"—_—_\

Howard W. Tindéié, Jr.

Addressees:
(see attached list)

By U.S. Savings Bonds Regulasly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and - 66-

Anslysis Division

Procedure for cbtaining Apollo Spacecraft Computer Progt
schedule informstion

In our (MSC) attempt to establish the most meaningful f£light development
schedule for Apollo including, as it must, edjustments to conform with
the continually varying mission constraints as well as providing backup

' missions for contingency situations, masny pecple have legitimste need to

know the effect of their ideas and proposals on the readiness of the
spacecraft computer programs being developed by MIT. On the other hand,
the exact schedule of these programs is still ill-defined. As a result,
on occasion recently, people attempting to get this sort of information
directly from their MIT friends have obtained uncoordinated and, thus,
inaccurste informetion upon which decisions have been made N somet:.mes .
distressing to MSC and MIT both.

To avoid this problem in the future, we are immediately establishing e
procedure wherein Mr. Tom Gibson of the Flight Software Branch and

Mr. Bob Millard of MIT, or their authorized representatives, are to
serve as the single point contacts ir their respective organizetions for
the procurement of schedule~type informetion. It will be their job to
poll all influenced parties to assure the information cbtained is the
best possible under the circumstances. Spececraft computer program
schedule information obtained by any other route shall be used at the

- user's own risk; certainly with no obligation orn our part to comply.,

o) Q}Cm&w\(\_

Howard W. T:Lnda.'l.l Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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/
September 29th shall probably go d y,_aL least in my diary,

as the day of a major breakthrough at MIT. On that date we had an all
day meeting attended by all key MIT management personnel involved in
spacecraft computer program development. I expect it to be the first of
similar weekly sessions for as long as they are required. The purpose
of these meetings iIs to establish detailed program development plans for
the spacecraft computer programs. This basic information is required
for the obvious purposes of understanding the schedule situation, of
evaluating the impact of program changes and additions, of assigning
priority of effort - both manpower and facilities - in the optimum
manner, of providing vitel information to NASA program mensgement for
consideration in their decisions, ete.

I mst say I was tremendously impressed with the cooperative, earnest
support all of these MIT pecple gave to this effort this time and have
every hope that it will continue for the four to six weeks of hard,
weekly meetings I expect will be needed to reach our objectives.

At this meeting, most of our attention was spent on two items which I
will discuss in some detail. First was the availability and adequacy
of the computer facilities needed for computer program development, -and
the second was our investigation into the use of the AS-278 computer
programs with minimum change for the AS-503 mission.

At present MIT has two 1800 digitael computers on which all program devel-
opment and verification is carried out, These machines heve been and
are currently completely saturated. There are no other facilities in the
entire universe, to our knowledge, of proper configuration to relieve this
situation completely. This is identified as a major problem area parti-
cularly during the months of November and December. However, an IBM 360
is to be installed at MIT very soon and it is currently estimated that

it will be on line no later than February lst. As you recall, we have
funded AC to the tune of about $300,000 to develop a facility in Milwau-
kee for use on Block I program development, i.e., for AS-SOZL/ 502. It
was emphasized that meximm utilization of this facility is essential.

It was discovered during program development for A_s-eoh/ 205 that the hybrid
facility et MIT was an extremely valuable tool for program debugging.
This is apparently because it is so easy to get on and off this machine;
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in addition, it runs considerably faster than the digital computer. Thus,
it is possible for the programmers to check program fixes quickly and
determine whether they seem to be working before committing the program
to the all-digital tests. Phil Felleman of MIT presented a complete
schedule of the tasks currently planned for the hybrid computer through
calendar year 1967. This schedule showed that almost continually there _
are a number of vital tasks which must be carried on simultaneously, or e
at least on a time sharing basis. This is expected to present serious o
prroblems and we are currently looking into the prossibility of augmenting

the facility to relieve it. In particular, an almost ideal set of hybdrid

equipment is available at Beckman - a system which had been under develop-

ment for MPAD - which MIT cen obtain immediately at & "bargain price”,

Additional pieces of equipment such a&s a Block IT AGC ard = core rope

simlator must also be obtained from some, as yet, unknown source. MIT o
is continuing to formulate plans for augmenting this facility including .
obtaining for us the influence it would have in improving the computer :
Program development schedule. Specifically, this augmentation would '

make possible the simmltaneous use of the command module.and IM cockpit

-simlators at MIT. In eddition, it would give the unique capability of

being able to run data flow tests and simlations of these two spacecraft

in conjunction with each other, which will certainly be highly desirable

for preparation of the AS-278 mission. It was strongly emphasized that

the purpose of this facility is not flight ecrew training, but rather is

for the development of the spacecraft computer programs and associated

crew procedures,

The second half of the day was spent in discussions of how the AS-278
Programs could be used in support of the AS-503 mission. A mumber of
routines were considered for beefing up the AS-278 program, but after
lengthy discussions only two candidates were left outstanding. One was
the lunar orbit insertion (L0I) program which is certainly not needed to
fly the AS-503 mission, but which it might be advantageous to test on it.
The second and more important processor which we Probably must add to
AS-278 is the trans-lunar injection (TLI) steering of the SIVB. This
Program will probably be needed to obtain the experience of AGC steering
the SIVB on AS-503 before it is used for the actusl TLI maneuver on :
As-s50L., of course, it is not yet certain that the AGC will be used for
this purpose on AS-SOI&, but its likelihood is great enough that we should
be prepared for this important spacecraft systems test.

Our, next meeting will be Wednesday, 'October 5th during which, among other
things, we expect to review program plans MIT is preparing based on the
following ground rules:

1. Schedules should show influence of augmenting the hybrd facility.

, 2. ‘They should be based on the assumption that the AS-503 will be
flown using the AS-278 programs. The AS-278 programs will be angmented

o

I
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as necessary to do this, but it is expected that no more than the two
processors noted gbove shall be added for that purpose.

Finally, 1 expect we will review open items rema2ining regarding the
"pinal” definition of the AS-278 program. Stand by for the next exciting
episode. '

m———

\
YW

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See ettached 1list)
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Cursory definition of Spacecraft Coxfuter
currently plenned for AS-503 and AS-REH: DATE

One of the possibdle actions which has been identified to help our space- .
eraft computer program development schedule is te f1ly the AS-503 mission
with the AS-278 programs. I have indicated in previous memorenda that

in order to 8o this we would prcobably have tc add seversl recutines to the
AS-275 program to make it applicable for AS-503. However, as we have
studied this matter in more detail, we have arrived at a point whers only
one routine is still considered a candidate -- some guidance of the SIVB
similating MI. This is a command module program. There are no addi-
tions contempleted for the LGC., Those interested in exactly vhat capa-
bility would be availeble are referred to the AS-278 GSOP.

ogTran cap?‘bilities

I am sure if we proceed in this way that it will have some impact on
establishment of the final mission requirements, and in turn will influence

"how certain of the spzcecraft capabilities for the lunar mission must be

.

tested prior to making the AS-504 flight. I would like to call your
attention particularly to the fact that we shall have no navigation (orbit
determination} capability other than that associated with rendezvous for
the AS-278 and AS-503 missions, nor will we have the ascent or descent
guidance eguations in the LGC. There has been much discussion on the
testing of all of these. Based on recent discussions with ASTO mission -
planning people, I really don't expect that any mission requirements v
affected by this decision are of such 2 mandatory nature that we would

be directed to proceed other than I have indicated above. Obviously, if
this is incorrect, the sooner we find out about it the better.

Somewhat associated with this, it seems worthwhile to me to provide a

list of the additions to the A.S-.?‘TB/ 503 program which will have teo be ;
made for 504. This list, presented below, is MIT's current best estimate 5y
and is by no means final, officiel or definitive, Dbut perhaps it will '

serve to let you know what the job we have before us is as well as giving

you some idea of the capabilities we intend to provide for AS-5Ok,-

1. Return to earth » . 1. Descent Holman Injection guidance

2. LOI guidance . 2. Lunar landing guidance

3. Direct intercept targeting 3. Ascent guidance

routine
15/ . . ’
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Navigation
a) SXT star/horizon and star/
Jandmark

b) Luner landmark

Boost monitor

Orbit integration additions for
a2) Trans-luner operations

b) Lunar operations

O 52040\

Lec |
Direct intercept targeting
routine
Orbit integraticn
a) Remove earth orbit
b) Add Lunar
Iunar rotation
Lunar landing time prediction
LGC initialization program

7. Lunar ephemeris program changes
8. ILunar rotation routine . Post landing service programs:
9. JTunar landing prediction such as IMJ angle storage ’
© routine ) 10. Iunar surface IMJ a.l:.gnment
.10. LGC initialization a) Normal
11. Tanar landmarks (28) b) AOT failure
11, Launch time determination
12, AGS initialization program
changes
Finelly, I suppose I ought to add the following remark based strictly on

my own intuition -- namely, we have almost certainly got a computer
storage problem on the AS-50k programs again if all the above items are
added to the AS-278 program, particularly with all of the special flexi-

bilities and options whieh will be suggested.

Therefore, the fact that

your favorite processors are listed above does not necessarily mean that
we. will be able to get them 211 in.

Addressees:
(See attached list)

Nblows,

W. Tindall, Jr.
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Altitude and velocity 1imits,impo§e§,by the gpacecrafft computer
program on the AS-503 mission ;EiétEhTE P

As you know, we ere currently figuring on using the AS-2T8 spacecraft
computer programs for AS-503. Ed Copps called me the other day to
state that the orbitel integration routines in the AS-278 program are
sealed such that they will only work for altitudes less than about
5,400 nautical miles above the surface of the earth and velocities no
grealer than about 32,7C0 feet per seccnd. (I am told the maximum
values to be encountered in & nominzl mission are about 3,900 nzutical”
miles and 29,500 feet per second). He was looking for reassurance that
_this sealing would not present a constraint on the AS-502 mission, and
I told him that I didn't think it would but I would check here at MSC.
In the meentime, MIT is proceeding, assuming that these limits are not
If anyone knows &
reason why this is not satisfactory, please let me know immediately.

Howard W. Tin , JTr.
Addressees:

cA/D. X. Slayton

CF/C. C. Thomes

EG/R. C. Duncan ~

EG/D. C. Cheatham

PD4/A. Cohen

PM/0. E. Maynard

PM2/C, H, Perrine

Fa/C. C.
FA/S. L.
FA/R. G.
FC/3. D.
FL/J. B.
FM/JG P.

C. R.
FM/M. V.

Kraft, Jr.
Sjoberg
Rose
Hedge
Hammack
Mayer
Huss
Jenkins

FM13/J. P. Bryant
FM/Branch Chiefs
FM2/T. F. Gibson, Jr.
FM2/R, O, Nobles
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More on Program Development

On October 5th, we had the second of our weekly all day program develon-

ment plan meetings at MIT. ‘Most of our attention wvas given to the open-
items on the AS-278 program which I will discuss later, but first I

would like to pass on some generzl comments regarding the work at MIT.
Rased on their intensive planning over the last couple cof weseks, ivc
.appeers that staffing for program formulation (form Sears' arez) and

for program coding, integration, and check out (m& Copps! grea) is now
adequate They foresee ne uroblem in the development of the. Ah—z|8/505
and AS- SOh programs in these areas, In fact, they expect to bz in a
position to handle follow-on mission programming in 2 routine fasghion.
There is a2 shortage of people in John Dzhlen's area. These are the guyvs
who prepare the detailed program seguencing -- Chapter I of the Guidance
Systems Operations Pians, for those whe are familiar with that. They

“have several more peocple scheduled to move intce This who they consider

to be highly qualified and experienced which should help to relieve .the
situation. However, this relief will only be for programs developed
after AS-278 since tnat GSOP is currently scheduled for releas= on
about Octeber 1T7th.

The other problem areas, as I have noted before, are the cormpuler facili-
ties used for program development -- namely, the 1800's soon to be
augnented with a IBM 360/75. How gquickly the new IRM computer will be on
line continues to be problematical. The pacing item for this is the so-
called MAC compiler necessary for runnihg AGC programs on the IBM machine.
And the hybrid computer facility is also constraining a&s noted previously.
Phil Fellemzn has done a considerable amount of excellent work in laying
out the projected schedwle of its use based-both on the current facility

“and in the augmented facility which I have deseribed presviously. It is .

our intention to continue the develcrment of the justification for avg-
menting this facility for presentation to our maragement at MSC, p*obablv
around Octover 22nd:. It is Phil Felleman's estimate that this equipmen
could e overationel by atout Fob*uavv 15¢h, provided they get the go-
ahead by the first of November.

Following s a list of the cpen items associzted with the 85-278 mission
programs:

.1. Mepual tekeover of the Saiurn guidance duripng boest into orbis.
Thne AS-278 GSOP presently incliudes this capability; bhewever, it wes
hastily assembled and 2 ccnsiderable amount of further thought and plan-
ning has been carried out at ¥M3C leacding 1o the desire to change that
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formulation. It 1s my understanding that CGuidance and Control Division
has dispaitched the additional information MIT needs tc develcp this
spacecral’t capability ©o MSC's satisfaction. MIT hes been directed to
rrepare an MDRB -- cur change conirol document defining the work to be
.done and the schedule impaect if it is t¢c be done.

2. Trans-lunar injection {TLI). Guidance of the SIVB by the
command moduie computer for a simulation of the TLI meneuver on AS-503
has been proposed. The objective here is Lo test the interfaces of the
spacecraft with the SIVB; it is not considsred essential to check out
actual TLI guidance equaticns, although that would be desirable. Since
this is the case, it is possible to utilize to a large extert either
the externel AV or Lambert guidance programs already available in the
AS-278 program. The guestion as to which oi these was to Dbe used was
finally resolved in favor of the Lambert, even though it requires an
additional uplink and pre-thrust program. The reason the Lanbers was
chosen was that it is expected to be very much closer to the TLI final
formilation than the externel AV, and it is rot expected that the devel-
opment of these two exirs processors is a particulaxly large Job. MIT
was requesved to prepare an MDRB for Lampbert steering of the SIVB with
a reguest’ that if they encounter some problem which use of the external
V processor would relieve, they would inform us immediately. .Incidentzl. .
.1y, associated with providing this capability in the AS—278/503 program,
we are informed that the all-digital simnlation to support testing of
the Saturn steering is in pretty good shape a2s a »esult of the werk they
had done previously. They feel they have a good nmiodel of the Saturn
steering with the TEM guidance equations, gimbal dynamics, ete. This is
a rigid body representation including ne fuel slosh or bending, of course.

3. Iunar orbit insertion (L0I). MIT will Prepare an MDRB to in-
clude the LOI guidance if they desire. We informed them that MSC was not
rarticularly concerned whether this was included or not.

L. Stable orbit rendezvous. Jerry Bell (RAB) was scheduled to dis-
cuss the changes required to the rendezvous guidance with MIT on Octcber
Tth. We decided to delay initiation of the MCRE for this until our.
meeting next week, at which time, hopefully, the definition of this pro-
gram change will be more definite. ’

5. LGC DSKY/eight ball discrepancy. MIT was reguested to prepare
an MDRB for the addition of the necessary transformztiions to meke the
computer and FDAI displays compatible.

6. APS and DPS minimum impulse. Aaron Cohen accepted the action
item of reviewing within MSC the need.for rroviding these. capabilities
in this program. MIT was told not to prepare MDRB's yet.

7. DPS "30 sccond” menetver comstrzint. MSC is also to review the
nead for eliminating the current constraint on DFS mesneuvers within the
26 to 30 second burn range which are not accuravely controlled bty thz AGC
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due to automatic thrcttling at tqat time. MIT was asked to delay prevara-
J_

tion of ar MCRB until MSC could esiablish its need.

8. IMU alignment tackup. It has been reguested that a cz pabllﬂuy
_be provided to align the IMJ through use of the rendeszvous reticle in the
CSM and the LFD reiicle in the L. Tris cerebility is mest desirable

for the lunar mission where loss of the primary alignment systems would
be extremely serious. MIT was recuested to prepare MDEB's for both of
these,

9. Reentry landing point targeting. MIT is contimuing their inves-
tigation as tc the earliest ftime it is possible tc load the latitude and
longitude of the reentry landing pcint. It is still hopesd that proce-
dures may ve avallable for input ani verification of these parametsrs at
an acceptable time In the missicn. If this investigation proves negztive,
MIT will b= requested to prepare an MDER.

10. Universal update. Action on this item had somehow been over-
lcoked. It has been cur intenticn to have MIT prepare an MDRB on tkis
for some time, but apparently we had failed to reguest it. Accordingly,
we did sc.

11l. ZEzrth orbit mavigation. Our old friend was discussed as usual.
MIT was informed that our direction to delete this capability had been
recently forwarded to them. MIT stzted that they felt it their responsi-
bility as the G&N contractor to formzlly bring to our attention their
concern that this action is improper. We jointly agreed that their best
course of action was to prepare a letter for the ASPO Manager steting
their positicon on this matter. T must say I don't feel very strongly one
vay or the other sboul this, tul it certainly is evident that MIT has a
unanimous, sincere opinion. 8o do some MSC people.

I felt this meeting was quite fruiiful and the MIT participaticn was
again very cooperative. We have scheduled the next meeting for GCetcober:
13th, and after that cne, I might even stert to tell you what the program
delivery schedule actually is. How's that for suspense?

</ ww@ o Qw

ward H.\ﬁanabll Jr.

Addressses:
(See attached list)
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Following our AS-206 spacecraft computer program statui‘*é&%ﬁgéiﬁ MIT Jn |
Octover 6th, we launched into a discussion of the AS—E?éEEEléﬁfon_ami___!
its demands on the guidance system. This alternate mission, you recall,
is one in which the IM and command module are launched separately
followed by a CSM active rendezvous. Tne IM would then be menned and a
number of spacecraft systems tests would be carried out, perhers includ-
ing & IM active station keeping exercise and docking. This would be
followed by an unmanned sequence or LM maneuvers pasically the same as
currently planned for the primery AS-206 mission.

After considerzble discussion to establish what seemed to us to ve
reasonable mission constraints, we arrived at the following list of
progrems needed to azugment the AS-206 program for use on the AS-278B
mission. <You will note that all of the chenges are assoclated solely
with the function of determining the orientation of the platform or
aligning it prior to the AS-206 maneuver seguence,

3. Platform orientation determination is required and maybe a
platform alignment progrem is also required, although we don't think so.

2. Star catalogue and associated data handling routines must be
added. '

3. Modifications to the routine providing pilot interface with
the computer, i.e., input and displays will probably be reguired.

L., Preparation of zn addendum to the GSOP would be needed and it
is to be emphasized that this work would be applicable to the AS-278B
mission only.

The following routines were also considered but are apparently not needed
for the reasons listed. :

1. QN power-on and power-off programs. These programs, which are
routinely provided on manned spacecraft To assiss the pilot in turning
on and off this equipment, are probably not needed since it is thought
this process can be carried out manually, and it is strictly a one-time
affair; i.e., as far as we could tell it is only necessary to turn on
the equipmen® one time ernd never to turn i1t off.
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2. Bome thought wes given to adding specisl digital auto pilot
modes for RCS translation and rotation using the hand conirolier. Here
again it 1s MIT's impression that processors are available in the cur-
rent AS-205 program which can be utilized in the station keeping and
docking exercise,

3. ILGC initialization primarily associated with state vector ang
clock alignment updating. Apparently is is elrezdy possible in the
_AS-206 program to input these quantities both via uplink and DSKY.

Lk, Special programs to initialize and stert the AS-206 maneuver
sequence. Apparently the present AS-2086 program already has these czpa-
bilities by means of uplink and DSKY inputls.

As you can see, the list of programs reguired has really been reduced to
& minimum. In addition, these programs are protcobly required in very
nearly the same form for the later missions, which means work on them

is not entirely wasted. The list was kept this smell by assuming that
certain constraints on the mission were acceptabie. In large part, this
was done by carrying out a2 mumber of functions, maruzlly by the crev,
which are ordinarily under computer conirol. This will be apparent by
glancing through the following list of constraints which I certainly
don't claim to be complete, and in fact, some of the items listed may
not even need to be there,

1. TNo provision is made for re-rendezvous in the LCC. TIn this
category, note there is no processing of the LM rendezvous radar by the
LGC nor is there attitude comtrol in the 1M program for aligning its
rendezvous lights toward the CSM. ‘

2. It is assumed that no change will be recuired to the AS-206
maneuver sequence program. I would like to peint out, however, that
considerable flexibility exists in the targeting and timing of the
maneuver as the program is presently formulated.

3. Platform alignment to within about 50 of the preferred orienta-
tion about all 3 axes is acceptable for the AS-2086 maneuver seguence,
The intent here is to provide a coarse alignment of the platform while
docked thrcugh use of the command module G&N. OF course, it would then
be necessary to determine Pprecisely the resulting orientation of the
IM platform.

L., There will be no rrovision in the LGC tc assist the astronzut
in locating sters in the AOT. This must be done marmially with wvhetever
assistance is possible From the CSM. '

2. It is probable the crew must check contents of the erasable
memory word by word via the DSKY to insure that 211 eritical parametlers
are stored properly after the LGC is turned on the Tirst time. I am
referring here to guantities such as accelerometexr bias, scaling factor,
ete., equivalent to those quantities loaded by the K-start tape prior to



1zunch. This is probably not unique to AS-27EB.

) 6. The only DSKY display programs to be implemented will be asso-
ciated with the platform orientation determination progran and those
required for the crew to check out the cont=nts of the erasable memory.

7. Tne G&N power-on and power-off sequence will be carried out
manually by the crev.

8. An IMP will be available and in operalion.
9. Tae RCS will be manually purged and pressurized.
10. The S&C band will be turned on manually.
11. The ECS primary water coolant valve will be manuélly activated.
12. Mo C or S band antenna steering will be provided.
13. No LGC AGS initialization will be provided.

1k. If LM cold soak is reguired in the docked configuration, the
CsM shall do it.

15. Tne LM shell always be extracted from the SIVB by the CSM even
if IM 1 spacecraft. chenges are reguired [T am not certzin this is a
constraint imposed by the computer program]. ‘

16. The IM will be powered down during launch and until manned [here
again I am not certain this is a program constraint]. This implies

a) There will be no launch T-M

: b) There will be no launch abort or contingency orbit inser-
tion capability.

[If it is determined that the IM can be launched powered-up, I should
point out that the AS-206 program does provide these capabilities.])

Of course, the status of the AS-278B alternate mission is still quite
confused. As I have indicated previously, it is our intention to do
nothing now at MIT in support of this mission except to mzke sure the
programs identified above, currently being prepared for the AS-278
program, are given enough priority to assure their readiness when the
decision must be made around the end of Tovember as to what we are going
to do. In addition, we will attempt to devermine what, if any, impact
this activity would have on the AS-278/503 and the AS-504 spacecraft
computer program Gevelopment schedule. I would be very interested to
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hear from those of you concernsd with this matier if you feel that either
the list of programs or constraints given above are not accurate or ade-

guate in some wzy.

Addressees:

cA/D. K. Slayton
CB/A. B. Shepard
CB/J. A. McDivitt
CB/E. E. Aldrin, Jr.
CF/W. J. North
CF/C. H. VWoodling
CF/D. Grimm :
CF/P. Kramer

. CF/C. C. Thomas
C¥/J. B. Jones
EG/R. C. Durcan
EG/D. C. Cheatham
EG23/K. J. Cox
EG25/T. V. Chambers
EG26/P. Ebersole
EG27/D. Gilbert
EGL2/B. Reina
EG43/R. E. lewis
Ec/43/M. Kayton
EGL3/C. Wasson
ET/T1/T. R. Kloves
EX./N. Foster
KA/R. F. Thompson
PA/J. F. Shea
PA/W. A. Lee

PD/R. W. Williams
PDL/A. Cohen
PM/O. E. Maynard
PME/C. H. Perrine
PM2/K L. Turner
PE7/D. Lockard
FA/C. C. Xraft, Jr.
FA/S. A, Sjoberg
FA/R. G. Rose
FC/J. D. Hodge
FC2/E. F. Kranz
FC3/A. D. Aldrich
FCh/M. F. Brooks
FC4/R, L, Cerlton
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Howerd W. Tindalli, Jr.

FCS/G. 5. Iunney
FC5/C. E. Charlesworth
FC5/P. C. Shaffer
FC5/J. C. Bostick
FC5/E. D. Reed

FC5/J. E. I'Anson
FL/J . B. Hammack
IM/J. P. Mzyer

FM/C. R. Huss

FM/¥. V. Jenkins
FM12/J. F. Dalby
FM13/J. P. Bryant
Mk /R. P. Parten
FM/Branch Chiefs
M2/T. F. Gibson, Jr.
™2/ R. 0. Nobles
FM13/J. R. Gurley
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AS-206 LGC program status }:;l:; | é;
BUE DATE e 1
On October 6th at MIT, we held a review of the AS-206 compdteéLpr e I

which they have romantﬂcally christened "Surnburst". Our primary ob-
jectives were twofold; first, to make certain that the formuwlaticn of

" the program was consistent wlth the way we intend to fly the mission,

and second, to determine the current status of the program development.
Gererally speaklng, I would say we are in good shape on the AS-206. We
appear to be on schedule with some tolerance for problems of a nature
you ordinarily expect to encounter in this type of work, and with a few
excepbions, the rrogram as currently defined should te entirely adequate
to support the mission. )

It is still planned to release this program for rope msnmufecture on De-
cember 26th. This date has held firm for = number of montns now, and
Jim Miller, who has taken over direction of this program a2t MIT in the
absence of hospitalized George Cherry, presented fairly detailed pro-
gran development plans upon which he based his confidence of staying on
that schedule. He identified as the two most critical items:

a) The descent guidance for Mission Fhase 2 {1.e., the second DFS
maneuver), and

b) The digital auto pilot which is alsc the major processor
remaining to be completed. Jim pointed out that a number of processors
hzave been coded and unit tested which are now awa;tlng the availability
of the DAP for integrated systems tests.

Jim Miller has beefed up the manpower'in both of these arsas recerntly.

There was one item requiring immediate attention if 2nything is to be
done about it. This involves the manmer in whick the LGC is set into
Apparently, the program is started by the
receipt of a guidance reference release (GER) sigmal sent some 3 minutes
an? 10 seconds prior to lifteff by the Houston MCC command system

There are two things that sound kind of lousy to me; one is the de51“a-
bility of having toc send a command from a remote site to start the sys-
tem working, and the second is the fact that it is currently plarned to
send this signal so long prior to liftoff. Obviously, the problenm here
is that if 2 hold in the countdown is encountered after it is sent, it
is necessary to recycle the launch countdown bpack as mich as 2 or 3
hours which sounds completely unacceptable. I wouldn't be surprised if

Bzy U.S. Sevings Bonds Regularly on the Payroff Savis- “lan
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I have this 2ll confused. If you are concerned with this type of thing,
I suggest you get ahold of someone who knows what they are talking zbout
for a precise description of the situation. Ineidentally, if program

changes are required associated with this GRR problem, there is a possi-
bility of schedule implications.

Another item on which we spent a considerable amount of time had to do

“with the implementation of two jet ullage, which is desired om AS-206 in

" order to make the DAP for thati mission consistent with the DAP for

AS-208. A guestion arose as to whether there should be some sort of
interlock to inhibit the main engine start sizgnal based on onboard sens-
ing of ullage, or rather lack of it. It was fipally decided that we
should leave the program essentially as it is with z fixed duration of
uliage and an engine start signal issued by the LGC at a particular time
in the sequence, This was primerily to insure that the tests performed
on AS-206 are applicable to AS-208. MIT did request that we direct
Grumman to provide RCS jet fail indications to the LGC for use in their
automatic jet select logic in a somewhat different way than is currently
planned.

Other matters receiving consideration at this meeting were:

a) The possibility of utilizing the LGC to keep track of RCS fuel
used and remaining -- a job which apparently camnot be done accurately
in any other mamnner. MIT expressed reservations that the LGC would be
able to do this accurately either. In addition, there may be computer
cycle time problems since this processor would have to operate simulta-
neously with the DAP which is already heavily loading the computer.

t) The matter of increasing the size of the downlink lists from
100 to 200 words on the AS-206 program since FCD expects that this will
be necessary for the later IM's.

MIT indicated that they intend to issue a new, complete GSOP around the
end of November. The last one, R-527, was dated June 1966. MIT intends
to release certain parts of this eariier since it is badly needed by
scme parties right now.

T A Oy,

Howard W. Ta.ndaT_'l Jr.

Addressees: | _
(See attached list)
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Verification of LGC when powered-up in‘,‘ﬁ?%gﬁhq - 4 ‘
_ S o DOE DATE™
The other day at MIT, when we were disczssing—the—aiternake nission

AS-27T8B, the question came up of how the astronaut assures himself that

" the contents of the erasable memory is as it should be when he first

powers-up the computer in space. Since there seemed to be some confu-
sion or uncertainty at MIT, I suppose that situation is the same through-
out the universe. We were told, or at least I think we were told, that
when first turning on the computer after it has been completely powered-
down there is no assurance that the contents of the erasable memory will
be the same as it was when powered-down. Since on every manned IM
mission the computer must be brought on line from = completely dormant
state, some procedure must be established for checking this portion of
memory, I suppose. Is anyone within the sound of my voice working on
that? In fact, who is supposed to? I guess we ought to ask MIT to do
something, and we will.

Eoward W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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Since last week I promised to start quoting some delivery dates', here

goes.
rope mamufacture as follows:
MISSION
| AS-501/502  (CSM)
AS-206 (1M)
AS-278/503  (CSM and IM)
AS-50k (CsM and IM)

DATE

October 24

December 26

April 15

Novenber 15.

We are currently planning release of ‘the flight programs for

Accuracy of these da'i:es, of course, decreases with how far they are in
the future. Actually, I am quite confident that we can meet this
schedule with the possible exception of AS-278 which still has on open

item a mamber of additions that could impact the schedule.

I am hope-

ful thet it will be possible to improve or m=ke earlier the AS-504

delivery.

As you know, rope mamufacture is expected to fake on the

order of 5 or 6 weeks which, if added to the above dates, will give you
the readiness date of the actual flight configuration of the corputer

program,

Sy )
We heve requested that MIT prepare schedule delivery dates next week
Por the warious sections of the GSCP's for the flights before us., .The
list is to include both prelimipary and final versions as well as

specifying the manner in which MIT proposes to segment the GSOP's.

pass these on when we get them.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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Another AGC program development report gﬁv T 4
- Dﬁi DATE
Just got back from the northlands and ¢ T ding out another

note, elthough I really don't have much to report. The program develop-
ment planning at MIT seems to be progressing nicely, We 4id pick up a
couple of items that require attention; e.g.,.

&) It is necessary that NASA provide specifications on the charzc-
teristics of the command signals from the AGC to the SIVB for the trans-
lunar injection simlation maneuver in the AS—ETB/ 503 computer program.
Rick Nobles (¥SB) has the action on this.

It was re-enmphasized by MIT that they were not developing the capability
of confivming stability of the over-ell system. Their model of the SIVB
is strictly rigid body end is not adequate for that purpose. It is my
understanding that MSFC will perform whatever studles are necessary to
confirm adequate stability for this maneuver mode., This will be discussed
at the MSC/MSFC Flight Mechanics Panel meeting next week.

b) Studies continue at MIT on the formulation of the offset targeting
to support the steble orbit rendezvous technique. This simmlation work is
required to prepare the framework of an MDRB [program change request].

This work should be completed within atout two weeks, at which time they
will prepare the MDRB. MIT is proceeding on the assumption that this capa-
bility shall be provided on toth the LM and command module with an option
available for each to compute the maneuvers necessary if the other vehicle
is active.

c) An investigation is currently underway at MSC to determine the
aedvisebility of starting the LM descent propulsion system at 10% thrust
rather than 30% thrust. It will simplify the LGC program, but since the
formilation and coding must be completed very soon, we will derive very
little benefit from this change if a decision is not made very socn. In
fact, there will come a time where the change will make our job more
difficult. '

d) Since soc mach concern has been expressed, both at MSC and MIT,

with regard to the need for star/landmark and/or star/horizon navigation

L

on the AS-503 mission, I have requested MIT to prepare an MDRB for in-
cluding that capability in the A.S—2‘?8/ 503 program. Since the formulation
of these programs has been pretty well completed, I expect the major impact
will be in having to finish all the coding in time for initiaticn of progranm
systems integration which is scheduled to begin early in December.
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MIT reported that their work on the action items assigned them at the
AS-204 CAR are essentially complete,

.~ &) Procedures for manual computer re-start will be available.
October 14th. [Incidentally, MIT feels this action should never be
carried out end certainly don't guarantee it; however, in accordance
with our request they have laid out the best procedures they could for
manually forcing the computer to re-start from a known location].

b} On October 14th they will provide a list of parameters which
must be input into the erasable memory if a complete loss of erasable
memory occurs, Procedures for carrying out this process will be
ready by October 2lst.

e) A complete description of the Flag Word will be available
October 1uth.,

d) A description of how to correct the PIPA bias, etc., will be
availsble on QOctober 1hth. Documentation of detailed crew procedures
will be completed by October 2lst. )

QO

Howard W. Tindell, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list) -
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AGC progrem for AS-501/502 - Final i@&;w&m_

The atteched memorendum lists all of the program changes required to the
AS-202 program to fly AS-501 and AS-502., As you can see, there are quite
a few, slthough most are quite simple. For example, some of these changes :
ere merely corrections to bugs that were known to0 be in the AS-202 program P
when we flew it. We made e strong effort to minimize the changes, and it's ol
my impression that all of these are really required with the possible excep- ‘
tion of a couple that were put in to provide the flexibility we felt might

be needed to make the program useble for the AS-502 mission which wes not

then completely defined. . .

As you recall, certain mission changes were required which took some time

to negotiste, both here at MSC end at Mershall. Carl Huss, from our division,’
deserves a lot of credit for his work in getting these missions revised and
thus minimizing the program changes required. (By the way, Carl is writing :
& note to explain the differences in the AS-501 and AS-502 missions 1n re- i
sponse to the guesticn you penciled onto one of my memos). We know of no i

" resson at this time why the AS-501 program will not do the AS-502 job. Some

program verification may be required to check such things as the differences

“4n’ the targeting, but it 1s our intention to keep this to an absolute minimum.

" fhis program has gone together very nicely. Dan Likely and his team of AC

and MIT people are to be commended for the professional menner in which

- they handled this job. The program was frozen October 11th - one day behind

schedule. Tt completed test verification erd was released to Raytheon for v
rope mamufacture October 2hth - on schedule. This program hes no known bugs 5L
or deficiencies at this time. If development of ell the AGC progrems went '
1ike this, we'd be out of a job. - ' '

" Enclosure

ce: .
EG’/R. c‘ Duncan
FA/C. C. Kraft, Jr. :
FA/S. A. Sjoverg (w/out enclosure):
FC/J. D. Hodge i
FM/J. P, Mayer (w/out enclosure)
FM/C. R. Huss (w/out enclosure)
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SUBJECT: In which some items of interest ;&MEr8AIT the AS-206 IGC program status Gl

are discussed

Quite a2 number of things have been going on with regard to AS-206 mission

" plans, spacecraft configuration, and the LGC computer program development.
I would like to take a couple of minutes here to let you know about the
latest developments in the latter,

e r— — -

Ed Copps indicates that the program develcpment is proceeding on schedule
as far as he can tell, and that the next valid schedule check-point will
oceur in aboutf three weeks. I suppose we will schedule a review about
that time. MIT has been studying the effects of the spacecraft equipment
deletions on the program and to date has found nothing that is not accept- P
able. They did point out that it is necessary for the ground to send - .
certain commands which previously were optional. We did not take time to !
examine this particular subject in detail, but I would suggest that some- :
cne from the Flight Control Division should get in touch with Tom Price i
of our Flight Software Branch to learn more about this in detail.

e e oo
N I

One program change requested by ASPO was for the LGC to issue some addi-
tional commands in order that redundant relays could be used in two mission
critical circuits. MIT indicated that this program change could be imple-
mented without schedule impact since we had already indicated to them thet
it vould be okay to delete several processors from the AS-206 program
which were no longer required. Specifically, we dropped out the 3rd and
kth APS maneuvers and the RCS cold soak since they are no longer a part of ‘
the mission. We also indicated that we could probably omit the DPS cold oot
soak phase from the mission if that provided a significant seving in program :
effort or, if it permitted, the use of a more desirable platform alignment,
Apparently the alignment which has been chosen Ffor the AS-206 has been some-

what constrained by this cold soak phase and makes necessary special pre-

launch processing of some sort. MIT is to let us know if dropping th:Ls

mission phase would be beneficial to them.

.Currently there are no open items on the AS-206 program, although MIT is
concerned about a couple of things. One is they are not happy about our
one-second downlink. They feel that this will not provide enough data

for post-flight analysis and are concerned that MSC will soon request addi-
tional downlink formats. The second item is associated with the IM space-
craft separation from the Saturn. Apparently we have requested that g
constant attitude rate be maintained as opposed to an inertial attitude

i
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hold which would be simpler to provide. I gather they just honestly don't .
urderstand why anyone wants this constant rate mode, although they are
brogramming it. Carl Huss was going to look into this a little bit.
Apparently he was not even aware thst was the way it was to be. Weird.

Two items were closed. out as follows:

2) We have instructed MIT to implement L_jet ullage in the AS-206

- program; i.e., the computer program will command all L Jjets on for the
duration of time which would be required if only 2 jets were used. This

is to insure that the ullage will be sufficient. for the main engine start
in spite of jet failures which have been protected against by the jet select
logic in the program. Implementing the L-jet logic means there is no need
for the ﬁw monitor nor the changes to the spacecraft jet failure systems
which had been suggested. 'The AV monitor, you recall, was a proposed pro-
gram chenge [i.e., MDRB #206-19] which was to inhibit the main engine start
signal if sufficient AV had not been detected by the LGC. '

b) MIT was informed to change the DPS engine start sequence to .10%
thrust rather than 30% thrust. This change is beneficial to Program develop-
ment and o the engine people - a rare occurence.

I might also point out we had & highly successful meeting with Grumman on
October Z0th where we discussed their requirements for program tapes and
data packages for use on their simzlation facilities. As T understand it,
everyone agreed that we could provide tapes at any time Grumman reguested
them with the understanding that they would certainly not be flight gquali-
fied - in fact, their quality will likely be unknown et the time of de-
livery. We also indicated that the deficiency reports accompanying these
tapes might be rather crude and incomplete. As a possible work around, it
was suggested that Grumman could provide a knowledgeable resident at MIT
for the last couple of weeks prior to-their acquiring a tape. This person
. should then be aware of the status of the prrogram when they get it.
“Actually, Grumman has taken steps to do this - two -of their guys were up
there Just lest week to get their feet wet. .

e D0

Howard W. Pindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(see attached 1ist)
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ACS program status for AS-278 DUE ﬁ'&E'

I guess enough things bave happened affecting the status of ‘the programs
for the AS-278 mission that I ought to issue znother status report.
According to MIT, work is progressing along basically on schedule. The
major eftort is currently in E4 Copps'! zrea where coding of the program

is going on which should be completed eariy in December. At that time 211
of the basic components of the program will have been compiled into a
single working assembly. It is this assewbly which Alex Kosmala's Frogram
Integration Group puts through systematic debugging and then finally, when
all of the systems are working togetner, through the final program verifi-
cation. It is to be noted that this work is dome with an assembly made up
of the entire flizht program - it is not broken down into subsections

waich are later assembled together. Of course, during the initial stages
of this program irtegration the major task is to get the subroutines,

which have been irdividually debugged ard are rumning in this master assem-
bly, to work with each other. That is, the task is to get these individual
processors to run in sequential strings - the output of one serving as the
input to the next - with astronaut inputs and &isplays all working properly.

As of last week all MDRB's [i.e., program modifications] under considera-
tion were acted ugpon. Specifically, it was agreed to add the sc-called
universal update in both the CMC and the LGC. This was the only modifica-
tion to the CMC ani resulted in slivping the program delivery date about
one week. Other LGC MORB's approved were a GASTR transformation which was
required in order to provide DSKY dispiays consistent with the FDAT eight
ball and addition of a minimum impulse mode for The APS.

The\affect of these modifications was to delay LEC program delivery approxi-
mately z week and 2 half. Thus, our best current estimave of program
delivery for the AS-207 program is April 28 and the A3- 208 program is Mey S.
Of course, every effort will be made to improve this delivery schedule.

Since work is proceeding again on the orbit rate =ight ball, I suppose .
there may be some special processor reguired to compute and display initial-
ization gquantities for that black box. Pawl StuXl is checking into that,

as well as what svacecraft this would be needed Zoxr, if any.

MuRB’s which were not approved for the AS-207 program were those providing
he capability for AGC steering of the SIVE SImulHtl“v translunar injection
and mamuzl takeover of the Saturn during launch iInt~ sarth orbit. These
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two routines would have resulted in an additionel four weeks' impact on .
the AS-207 delivery, which was judged unacceptable. Bowever, since a i
test of the AGC-SIVB interface is considered mandatory prior to the lunar
landing mission, we have had no choice but to provide a unigue progran
for the AS-503 commend module. You recall it was our desire to f£1y both
the AS5-278 and AS-503 missions with the same programs, out this apparently
is not possible for schedule reasons for the CMC. Te LM programs will be
the same. Since there is very 1ittle difference in the launch schedule

of AS-273 and AS-503, ve will have to maintain tight control on new pro-
grams to Dbe added to the AS-207 program for AS-503. ) .

As I see it right now, the additionel programs consist of:’
2) Simulation of the TLI steering of the SIVB.

1) Mamual Saturn steering into earth orbit. (Holy waste-of-time,
Batman!)

¢) Use of star/horizon and star/landmerk observations in the on-
‘board navigation process.

MIT has been directed te proceed as noted above and will assenble a pro-
gran development plan for the AS-503 commsnd module program. I assume
that socnest possible delivery will be in the order of a month after

AS-20T - say, May 26.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached iist)
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Ground rules for MIT man loading for AGC programming ot GATE

This is really for my own records, but in case you are interesﬁed, we
presented the following ground rules to MIT with Bill Kelly's (ASPO's
MIT Contractual Officer) concurrence. These ground rules were to cover
the work they are doing in revising their man loading estimates for
contract negotiations which are coming up in the next couple of months
covering their work for calendar year 1967. v

1) Unigue programs, botk hardwire and erasable, are required
only for: .

a) AS-20k, AS-206, AS-207, AS-208, AS-208B IM
b) AS-501, AS-503 CM, AS-S5CL IM, AS-50k CSM

2) Aside from AS-208B (i.e., AS-278B}, no special programs are
currently planned for any backup or contingency missions.

3) Although follow-on flights are scheduled, no unique hardwire
programs are to be developed in their support.

L) However, for scheduled missions not listed sbove, it is recog-
nized that work is regquired of MIT which must be man loaded, such as:

a) Generztion and verification of erasable memory.

©) Update of documentation,

c) Additiopal verification and perhaps error analyses associated
with differences in the mission plan from that for which the
program was originally developed.

éd) Etc.

5) MDRB action is cerizip. MIT shall man load to support this

activity, defining the extent to which they plan to be able to resrond;
i.e., number and complexity of MDRB's anticipated per mission.

£} e 247 or =20 (e.g., AS-50LC) missions ars %o Te imelufed In Ths
mzrn Zozdiing
B~ LS. Sarings Bonds Regularly on the P-v1c’ “:gs Plan




T) It is recognized that 2 number of missions will be iransievred
from main line Apollo tTo AAP or E:‘EO which will require progranrin

support from MIT. This work will te covered Ty coniract changes btaszed
on negotiations with MIT at a lzte>» date.

Incidentally, Larry Fry and I m:;de a rough estimate of the provable Ce-
crease of the MIT propcsal as a re T deleting AAP effort from ths
original proposal. It came out ‘co e in uhe order of $500,000. We are
2lso doing a certain amount of trimming in other areas wrich may yield
up to another $500,000 or s0, but I expect that will Dbe =bout the 1limit.

QU’ O N
‘\g—f Y :-‘:f'.,.:-, A " ""'/1'3__
Howexrd ¥. Tircall, Jr.
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Small program change needed in the AS-501/502 AGC progr *mfﬁo d/
- | DUE DATE _
In the course of development of the AS-206 computer programat--MWif—e

coding error was discovered which was immediately recognized as being
common to the AS-20k end AS-501/502 programs. It is a sealing error,
if you know what that means, which imposes the operational constraint
of not operating one of the integration programs (i.e., Average G) at
an altitude in excess of about 3,000 n.mi. Whereas this should pose
.no problem on AS-20L, we have some concern about AS-501 and AS-S02.
Specifically, during the nominal mission, the Average G program is set
into gperation when the spacecraft is at an altitude of approximately
2,500 n.mi. Errors in the state vector update sent prior to the pre-
vious maneuver vhich places the spacecraft in this high altitude tra-
Jjectory, or failure to get that update into the spacecraft corputer
for some reason, could result in dispersions wherein the Average G
would be called upon at an altitude sbove the 3,000 n.mi. limit. OFf
course the guidance system would not recognize it was at the higher
altitude except that a second state vector update is transmitted just

- before Average G is turned on in order to provide acceptable reentry

conditions and landing point control. The whole problem results from
poor quality updates or none at all,

In examining this problem with MIT, it was determined that approximately
eight words of the program would have to be changed to eliminate it. Of
these, six words are three double precision constants and two are program
steps of some type, I think, They are all located in & single rope module

and since they are so completely isclated, a minimum re.verification effort

is required to certify the changes for flight. i

Ropes for the AS-501 program are currently being menufactured by Raytheon.
It would be unwise both in terms of schedule and cost to interfere with
their completion. The rope modules which they are now producing will be
rerfectly adequate for wverification tests and could even be used in

flight if we are willing to accept the danger of an erroneous state vector
update or the failure of it to be received. On the other hand, it is
currently our consensus that we wouid be wise to manufacture a single new
module to be substituted in the spacecraft when it's available. It will
cost about $15,000 and will ftake atcui 30 days to make starting afier
delivery oi those now in process. The cost in effort and treasurs is

-
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justifiebly small to procure the insurance the new rope would provide
for possible update problems, particularly considering the current

proceed unless directed otherwise.
incidentally, it is my understanding that one of the maneuvers on the

AS-502 mission is carried out at an altitude in excess of 3,000 n.mi.
and thus we will have no choice but to make this correction for that

- Ao Ol

"Howerd W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees: T
(See attached list)

level of confidence we have in that business. It is our intention to
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1GC program status for AS-206

 DATE:

66-FMY<gt

We spent & lot of time at MIT last week wrestling with the AS-206 prob-

~ -lem. Although in a previous note I expressed some optimism regarding
"~ ., possibility of recovering some of the one month slip MIT draped on us, .

they have convinced me now that there is really not much chance. As & -
result we pretty well convinced ourselves that 1t will be necessary to
release a8 tape on December 2Tth, our old flight program release date,
for manufacturing ropes to be used for spacecraft systems tests at the
Cape. At least this "B-release" will be needed unless the Aurora 88

programs can satisfy that requirement. MIT points out that if it is

necessary for them to test the B-release -assembly and determine it's
deficiencies, that effort w:l.:Ll result in a further delay in release of -
the flight program. We are 1ook1ng intc the possibility of doing that
sort of program checkout on the Bit-hy-Bit simulator here at MSC if it ‘
can be made ready in time, It appears tc me we can't do muich more to

 improve the situation.

MIT has brought in superstars Alex Kosmals and George Cherry on & part- .
time basis even at the detriment of program develcpment for the AS-278 b
mission; we have reduced the program requirements to the limit even to C
the extent of deleting thorough restart protection - a subject which I

shall discuss in a little more depth later.

We are retracing the AS-204.

footsteps almost exactly and as we did that time will attempt to derive
maximam benefit from whatever flight schedule slips are experienced,
although right now we certainly can't count on anything like that.

Regarding the elimination of restart protection, I would like to point

out that this isn't a closed issue since G&C have expressed puch concern
over this. Apparently in the design of the Block II computer, decisions
were made based on the assumption that restarit protection would be pro-
vided in the software. They feel the probability of encountering restart -
situations on Block IT flights is relatively high and could result in

disaster if not handled properly. ZXd Copps made a guess that to provide.

complete restart protection would cost another couple of weeks for pro- . .
gram delivery, but it mist be emphasized that that is just a guess, I
gather that it really is a rather complex process to go through the pro-
gram and make it completely insensitive to interruptions vwhich can occur
at any time. Our current direction to MIT is to provide restart protec-
tion for. those pericds during which the prcbability of occurence is very.
high, such as staging from the descent to ascent power. At other times,

O

Dy pligtdiesa b s it

vt e pieannaeg e

o BE - fyewy hampn s dh T Mo



|

And that's about it -

ATeHETE G i b S

2

in the event of an interruption, the computer will send the engine-off
signal and will release the digital suto pilet. Protection of the state
vector and current time is also provided and mission phase registers are
cleared such that no further activity will be called for by the computer.
What this amounts to is that things are put into e more or less dormant
state which will be known to the ground pre-mission such that it should
be possible to issue new commands in an intelligest manner to get things

- going again. It probably will be a major undertaking in the MCC and may '

have iemplications on the RTCC program. Obviously it's not a good substi-
tute for restart protection. Therefore, we have requested MIT to examine
this subject in more depth, first of all identifying to us procedures to
be carried out if we stick with the program as described sbove, and second

.f to let us know with somewhat more precision the schedule impact associated
with more complete restart protection.

l

" Part of our meeting at MIT ineluded participation by brumman, which

resulted in & couple of things. First of all, in response to our strong
recommendation, they have finally agreed to send one of their men to MIT
on an almost frll time basis for the next month or so in order to provide
themselves witt a first-hand knowledge of the program status as it devel-

ops. MIT is ecmpletely in accord with this. Another matter discussed

concerned Grumran's recommendation that & third AFS maneuver be carried
out. An on-the-spot assessment of this indicated that it should be
possible to initiate such a maneuver from the ground using the APS-2

nmission phase rrocessors and that no program additions would be regquired . )
_if Grumman were successful in telking the ASPO office into doing it. ‘

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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More interesting things about our work with MIT

I always start out these MIT newsletters with the hope They will be short
encugh that you'll be willing to read ‘em.

Actior ] | -;o '

R- RAGAN ot
D. HOAG —
L. LARSON =1
RN, =1
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DUE DATE

A couple of things came up at

cur Program Development Plan review on November 16 there that I thought I

would pass on.

1. It's becoming more and more cobvious that the program develcpment
facilities at MIT - both digital and hybrid - are going to be severely
saturated during the first 3 or 4 months of next year. During that
we will be working simultaneously on the AS-206, 207, 208, 503 CM and two

. 50k programs, and we certainly will not have the second hybrid on the line.
And so all this work will be dropped on the two 1800 digitals and the sin- -
gle hybrid facility until the IEM 360 digital computer is made operational.
Since I am convinced the 360 readiness will not- come early, I have asked °

MIT to set up a special task force specifically to keep the development of .
that facility progressing at the greatest possible speed,

period

propose to help azs much as we can by doing such things as preparing pro- -
grams here at MSC for use in checking out the vital MAC compiler being
- developed by one of their contractors.

2. It is my understanding that all AC effort on prog:ra'.m development
being carried out a2t Milwaukee shall be terminated upon delivery of the
AS-501 documentetion which is' scheduled for delivery on about December 5.
The nine AC people who were sent to MIT for work on AS-501 are all be:.ng
retained and ere now working on AS- 206.

In addition we

3. It looks like we will be able to have a meaningful computer storage
review In Jamary. Ed Copps pointed out it is not only lack of storage
that's going to trouble us, but also other things like the 1limit to the num-
ber of verbs and nouns, whatever they are, that are available,

4. Rick Nobles and his guys struck a vein of gold the other day up
at MIT in the form of detailed flow charts of some parts of the program. -
These flow charts are the form of documentation everyone felt in their
bones must be available somewhere 'cause you just can't program without
something more definitive than the GSOP.
MIT has agreed to let us use them with the understanding that they are not
controlled documents and that MIT retzins no responsibility for their
zecuracy and 2u2lity. We are deligh=z3d o accept the flow charts under
them -
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tc vhoever has nead te mow, I wwulé like to reigerzis <hzi
weys meintzined that ths IT fooierinzaiion s i:*.adequat.e, Tervicilinx:
in the area of flow charts and I hzve every intention of emphasizing that
battle as soon as we get our program development plans in shape.

5. Some veeks 2go we discussed the possibility of having several
MSC people associated with flight erew working in residence at MIT with
Jim Nevins' merry band on the develovment of Chapter L4 of the GSOP and
associated ecrew procedures. Our cbjective was twofold - to speed up com-
Pletion of that work for AS-50k4 as well as training. these people to service

" run into some Problems. I certainly hope he is able to overcome these soon

because 1t sure looked like a good idea to make MSC as independent as possi- '

©. ‘ ble of MIT in the training of flight erews,

6. It looks like our biggest schedule problem will be delivery of
the AS-207/208 brograms. Although we have been meeting our AS-278 milestones
with regard to GSOP delivery and brogram coding pretty well, MIT has recently
revised their estimste of how long it takes to perform program integration
and verification. It seems to me that the only way to improve the delivery

above, and to reduce the anount of work that is required. We are bursuing
the idea of establishing processor Priority lists both here and at MIT with
‘the intent of carrying slong all of them ( including those unique for AS-503)
in the AS-278 program assemblies ; but giving maximum emphasis on the debug-
ging and integration to those with the higher priority. For example, it's
evident that it is not recessary to have the entire concentric rendezvous

Lo - flight plan operating tc perform the AS.278 mission, sinece the mapeuvers in

those re-rendezvous mission Phases will be established pre-flight and/or by -
ground control a la Gemini with the need for onboard maneuver determination

starting only at TPT. I'm sure there are a number of other processors which

see just how far we can back off in an effort to help the schedule. Tt is
rather depressing that we have to take steps like this » but the advantage of

~ this approach is that if the Program integration proceeds faster than antiei-

assembly, which is a ruch easier thing to do than to add them in when a re-
Prieve occurs. And of course it gives us the option of accepting delivery of
a2 flight program in which some of the lower Priority processors are not work. -
ing in order to obtain it sooner.

Wasn't very short was it, or interesting 2ither, but I'11 be darned irf I'ya
throw it away after getting it to this stage.

NNV

vard W. Tindall, Jr.
-Addressees; .
- (See attached list)
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DAP initialization simplification o
DUE DATE .

.

Ken Cox, Rick Nobles, Charley Parker end I got together to see what could
be done about reducing the number of crew displays and inputs associated
with the digital zuto pilot (DAP). As you recall, the DAP's require ini-
tialization by the crew who specify the spacecraft configuration, choice
of RCS quads to be used, dead-band, RCS Jel failures, etec. These quan-
tities are displayed to the crew pricr te each maneuver and must dbe Over-
ridden if unsatisfactory. We see no way around those displays and inputs.

It was our desire to attempt to reduce ¢or eliminate the requirement for
input of additional quantities such as spacecraft weight, moments of iner-
tia, initial engine gimbal angle settings, etc., prior to the initiation
of main engine maneuvers. It has been noted on numerous occasions that all
of these parameters could be determined by the computer itself to well
within the degree of accuracy reguired. TFor exasmzle, it should be sufii-
cient that the final engine trim angles experiernced during the previous
maneuver be used at the start of the next; the w2izat and moments of in-
ertia are more-or-less dependent upon the amount ol main engline prepellant
which has been expended. A running account of ine propellant expended
could be continuously carried in the computer prcbabdly based on AV, which
is computed during each maneuver. Ken Cox has propared curves of each of
these quantities as functiomns of weight which can e used to prepare linear
approximations as functiions of the sumration of AV 1to be supplied to MIT.
It is to be emphasized that the only reason these parameters need be com-
puted on board is to provide a backup for co unieztion failure or lack of
a ground station at the time it is needed since =% is the intenticn of the
Flight Control Division to update these parameters from the ground rou-
tinely. Therefore, it is our desire that these cuantities be computed and
stored away in the computer at the conclusicn of sach mein engire maneuver

rather than just before the next so that the grov-a surpiied datz is not
wiped out by the less accurate values computed c.. . :ard.

It is our intention to tell MIT thet there is no irement to displey
these quantities to the crew, and the program w. © designed that way
unless we are-informed that this is unascceptabl: ~zpresentatives ol the
flight crew. If they feel it’'s necessary to sec z2 displays, then it

7 5*’.';-'." ot ‘:7("2

g



2
must be with the understénding that there will be no spécial sutomatic up-

dating of these quantities, Rick Nobles is going to check this out.

MIT was requested to prepare an MDRB based on a description of the require-
ments noted above given to them over the phone on December 19. We'll

attempt to get it in AS-258 but if the schedule impact is too great (as it
prebably will be) we'll get it in AS-5S0L, \

c‘s;!mJ \(;Qm\y

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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We've bit the bullet on G DUE DATE
The fact that the 205 IM is the only LM to be “overeﬂ up when launched
presents a recuirement for some unigue menner for the G&IN to detect or
at least be informed that liftoff has occurred. In the absence of 2
hardwire 1iftoff signal, it had been intended to transmit a guidance
referonce relcuae \ULM) discrete by meauns of an IF link fo ths
system at a pre-determined time prior to 1iftoff. Most recently this
value vas at T-3O seconds in the countdowm. Once this signal was sent
there was no way to stop the Platform from being relcased and the computer
transmitting comnands on its oreset sequence. This has caused a great
deal of concern cverywhere, - at MIT, at the Cepe, and here at MSC since
Saturn countdown history includes some rather weird holds. OQur problem
was that any interuption in the countdown occurring after GKR was *trans-
mitted would force a recycle of about 2 hours to get the G&Y squared avay
again and could very likely result in scrubbing that launch atiempt. MIT
has proposed z Ffix for this by a change in the spacecraft cemputer dro-
gram which we haie decided to implement. I% is “he purpose of this memo-
randum to inform vou of this rather significant rrogrenming chance.

2T A .
glii.danca

In place of 2 hardwire cr RF signal of 1if Ptoff, wo intend to detect the
chance in accelleration that occurs 2t liftoss by the guidance systenm
itself. Since the platform is asctivated long belfore this time, it is
merely nccessary to provide =z smaTl, relavively simple program for
itoring the4V vwhich, when a vre-esteblished throshnold has been excee

non-

ded,

could provide a discrete to bz treated precisely us the GRR signzi. Ob-
vicusly this is not any gigeniic breakvhrougi o~ -0% in the sense we have
decided to do it. Aithough =i : concept seems will Tounded, I'm suze there

will be some continuing discu-sions as to the i L o De selected.

MIT is currently proposing 1.2 2's. (Recall the . s experiencirg 1 g
prior to engine igniticn). T. - or %o permit 7 ) MU0 .Tase on on
this subject, the threshhold 2e located : storage. Another
choice to be made but whic: - 2% Lnfluens weentation of the
program is what system shoul. sTablished . trationally. MIT
would prefer using the &4V mec: 2k sent wiihin

the lasi seversl seconds pri- i wse the Iiftelf may
not be delected For zs wmueh = " scconds suit in small
spaceerart state vector error- oem osure T ble for the conirol




of the flight will insist that the G&N av ;ronitor be prime and the GRR
iiserete via RP would be sent only as s backup in the event some G&l fail-
ure has been detected impediately after liftofr,

It is probably worth pointing out that MIT is anxious tc make this change
and are confident that it is sorething they can really do without running
-into trouble. They feel.the impact on program delivery is negligible and
in fact point out that their effort required for this Programming change
and its verifiscztion will rrobably be less than that required for the de-
velopment of workaround Procedures involved in the recycle countdowm. I
ve run into some sort of insurmounteble problem not unrorseen at this Time,
it should be a relatively simple matter o retreat to the system we had
before this chenge, at least inscfar as the spacecraft computer program is
concerned. The basic Programming to handle the GRR sigral is noit being
changed. Accordingly, if we revert {o the procedure of sending GKR at
T-30 szoondés 3+t will only be necessary tc change the value of tiie time in
the erasable load,

 Well, that's zbout it. I hope everyone will be happy about fhis. I know
I am, if it only cuts down on the number of teilephone calls on this hor-
rible subject. '
; E
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I guess I ought to record the saga of the MIT 360 comguter, i only so
that It mey take it's proper place in history. It is a little adventure
which has been going on in the shadow of the more dramatic crises at MIT
and 1s now rising to the surface.in it's own right. Although it locked
as though there was not much we could do about it except watch in fasci-

. nated horror, we Lave taken some steps which I hope will be effective
and which mlght irterest you.

As far as I can tell, somevhat less than a year ago MIT foresaw +het the
two Minneapolis cheyuel_ 1800 digitel computers they are using for spac
craft computer prcgram development would be inadequate 2% some time in ¢
future. In the elsence of gecod programming plans, it's hard to know how
they elther predicted this would be the case or were z2ble to convince any-
one of it. 1In fact, I guess they did have a bit of trouble since it wasn'st
until June that {key were finally given the go-zhead to procure an IBM 340
by MSC. Instellation of this computer has proceeded, zlong with training

of MIT personnel. to use it. IBM contracted to =upbly scne irportant sre

cial programs, which they have apparently deliversd on scb nedule, and M

has prepared some others to permit use of this Tacility. Zut the cn=

which now appears fo be the most critical of all is the MAC compiler - 2
complicated service program which translates symbolic programs inte computer
danguage. MAC is the MIT equivalent of IBM's Fortran, ‘except that it is
said to be superior. The development of this program was contracted to
Hankins - a Boston ouifit employing between LC 4o 80. pecple, derending on
who tells you. The compiler was to cost about $170,000 aﬂd was to be
delivered January 15th vith 2 $200 a day penalty clabse in the contract

for late delivery; Hankins refused an incentive reward for esrlier delive ry.
I nave no idea how the Jznuary 15 date was selected. =But I am certsin of
.one thing - it is about two months too late. The fact is the AS-206 pro-
gram development by iteelf has now saturated the two 1800 digital computers
and il's evident the situation is going to vecerms mich .worse before <he

IZ 350 vecomes operaiional. Debugging and intezration of the AS-207 and
AS-206 programs has just begun, and this achiviiy will impose a very heavy
load on the digital computer Facilities very scon.

Jankins is not geing to deliver on schedule., Tney ooiimate a slip of about

avproximately 6 weeks., OF course, delivery of ihe [0 compiler around the
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1st of March does not by any means guarantee operationzl capability at
thet time - it will probably take at least another month o get the
system working. Unquestionedly the lack of adequate digital cormputer
facilities at MIT during the first months of next year is going to impacy
delivery of the AS-207/208 programs vadly, which is going to be extremely
painful to bear. o :

What can be done about this? Well, MIT has obtained as much programming
assistance for Henkins as is worthwhile in an atterpit to prevent his
delivery schedule from slipping even further, although I sure wouldn't
count on it. We are attempiing to identify all tasks that ccould be
transferred from MIT to our CDC 3600 simulation faeility at MSC. We have
also offered to supply ocur 3600 software packages to MIT when compicted
zbout the first of the year for their use on whatever 2600 systems are
aveilable to them in the Boston area. These steps may help some, but dec not
really solve the basic problem - namely what has happened at Hankins. In
spite of recent discussicons with them emphasizing the importance of this
.pacing item, it becomes apparent that management of that organization is
immature and unstalle - completely unreliable. MIT and MSC have agreed
that to maintain arn approach depending solely upon Hankins is unacceptable.
In our joint search for some way to work around this problem, it has been
- concluded that the best "backup” course of action is to replace the MIT
developed MAC prog ‘amring system with the IEM Foriran vhich, of course,
exists right now and is s2id to be working well on the 360. This mekes it
necessary to complctely recode the simulation pregrams, those defining the
environment, spacecralt systems, worllearth models, etc., intoc Foriran.
Hovever, since these two compiling systems are so similer, this conversion
is not expected to be a very difficult or complex task although It will be
time consuming. hese programs are very large. Since the CDC 3600
facility here at M;C will alsc use these MIT simulation programs, we have
been routinely obt.ining and documenting them. It's our intention to supply
this material to MIT for the use of their subcentractor, probably I3M, who
will be given the ask of this conversion. It is anticipated that parts of
this simulation wi.l te availsble for use during the latter part of January
and the complete package should be finished in less than two months. Thu
it is evident thet this is a2 quicker approach for getting the IBM 360 on-
line even if you bulieve the new Hankins delivery schedule. But T must say
I have no faith vhatsoever in that organizetionin spite of MIT's veilant
efforts %o supvort them.

I am very pleased to report that key persomnel at MIT have given enthusi-
astic and wholehearted support to this plan. They have worked very hard
to solve the problems and tc get IBM on-board anc working promptly and
efficiently. I understand that if the Feriran spproach succesds as ve
anticipate it will, MIT will probably not maintzin <he similation prograns
in MAC lanpuage for the 360 but will converi over completely to Fortran.

T course, they will have to carry along the MiT sirzlation system Tfor the
1800 computers as long &s we continue To use thnen 2t MIT. My personal
opinion is that we will still be using vthem atv tha * of next year.
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Aside from cutting back on the programs and thus reducing the work re-
quired, relieving the overloaded digital computer facilities at MIT
seems o me to be the only course of action available to improve ihe
delivery schedule for the AS-205 and AS-208 programs. -Although it has
teken scme time to arrive at this solution, I believe it to be the best
we can Go unless you want to pray thet the flight schedule will slip.

‘:L—/LV\?‘@-VQL

Howard W. Tinda11, Jr. "

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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TO ! FM2/Flight Softwere Branch
TROM ! FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Flanning and
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SUBJECT: Uplink will be on IM-L

)

A decision was made yesterday which T
haopy. ASTO hes finaelly decided to e
¥ n==ﬁcia1':-e'i comy

he a 1ot ci »etpi=
with a2 digital up-
ts Y ~ame must he 223ded to the
that these are the same s those develop=d
L}

prnsenu ne significant problem.

7= - roars -
2ink, COryviously, th

AS-504 IM progrem.
for A5-208 and shoul

2 (u
Ei
0

Apparently it is too late to equip the AS-503 IM in this way, but since
we are using the A3-208 program for thati m*ss*od, thal has no influence
on our programming reguirements. FPlease take vhatever action is azppro-

priate regarding tecnnicel direction to MIT.

52
23

Howerd W. Tindell, Jr.

ce:

C¥/C. C. Taomas
CF24/C. A, Jacobson
EG/R. C. Duncan
£G25/W. #. Hamby
BG43/R. E. Lewis
PDL/A. Cohen
FCL/NI. F. Brooks
r.u/d. B, Hammack
F4/J. P. Mayer
TH/C. R. Huss
¥M/¥. V. Jenkins
Fi2/P. J. Stull
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Rope manufacture for AS-5C2 ! e
- l- .

This note is to inform everyone that the AS-502 spacecqé%v-cdhpauer
program ropes will be made precisely the same as those for AS-501
Specificaliy, it is MIT assembly Solarium 55. You recall Solarium Sit
was our origimal AS-501 A-release, but it was necessary to make a
modification in one of the rope modules to correct a sceling problem.

Cline Frasier was given the recommendation to direct Reytheon in accord-
ance with this on January 6, and it is my understanding that he intendzd
to have Raytheon begin rope merufacture for AS-502 irmediately. =He in-
formed me that the mamufacture of the AS~501 rcpes will be compieted T¥

gbout Jamuary 12th.
o O
. \
C'&*‘RS@AQ-@D\% ‘«AQwJ\ﬁq
% -

Howard ¥W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See zttached list)
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SUBJECT: No specizl spacecrafi ccmputer programs are tec be d42;1,3;; Lot j
A5-2083 and AS-503 l DUE DATE |

The decision has bean msde by the Apollo Program Manager that unique
computer programs need not be developea for missions AS-2088 (IM) an
AS5-503 {CM). This decisicn was brougnt stout due to concern thet

effort on these programs would affect develorment of +the m2in lin2
programs. It is cerlainly consistent witlh numerous gother acticns taken
recently in support of this activiiy such as augmenting the MIT stalffl

and providing additional facilities for this work.
AS-2083 IM:

As you recall, MIT had been directed tc develop a LM program in SUppoT
of the AS5- 2589 alterpats missicn to be filown if some fallure on AS- 205
precluded flying the AS- 258 mission as plenned. It was o p“OVﬁao The
capability for the crew tc initialize the system such that it could
carry out an ummanned meneuver SeGuence hasically equivalent to that
planned Tor AS- 206. The only addition to the AS- 206 program for AS-2083
wa$ the capability of performing an infiighe a2lignment of the platfcrm
by the crew. Althoughn MiT has Tesn directed Lo cease work on & .n10¢e

o
A
9,
e

AS-208B program, they have been regquested o investigate the use of tne
45-206 program without change for the £5-250B missiom, I Feel there is
a good chance that by a combination of special crew procedures and.
assistance from the ground, technicues could e developed Ior carryling

out this backup mission with tha% program.
AS-503 CM:

1t had been felt des*rable +to add three capabilities listed below
AS-205 CM program specifically for the AS- ;O nmissicn. Since the
impact was unacceptable Zor the 43- 258 mission, direction had deen g-
MIT to develop a unigue A5-303 comzand module program consisting of tTh
basic AS-205 program vitn the Tc.lowing added: (a) astron aau steering of
the booster into earth orbit, {:) s tar/lanémarix and star/norizon naviga-
tion, end (c) TLI steering of the SIVE. Now, Dased on 2 review by the
Apollo Program Menager, it has been concluded that the over-sil Apoilo
project will benefit more bty using the AS-205 progrem a5 is. MIT has
veen directed in accordance ith this decision.

d'
43} 0

iy
4

-y

oy




2

Tor the sake of completeness, I might point out the rationale behind the
decisions for these deletions.

a) It has been concluded that astronaut steering of the booster is
not required for main line Apollo. At some later time, when schedule znd
storage permit, it mey be desirable to reconsider this addition. Agree-
ment has been reached by all responsible maragement personnel, both here
at MSC and at Headquarters, on this subject.

b) It is felt that adequate experience and confidence may be cb-
tained in the spacecrafi nevigation mode utilizing star/landmark end star
norizon obvservations on AS-503 by merely making the observations as pre-
viously planned, but not processing them ontoard except to include them
on the downlink for post-flight analysis.

¢) Altnough some elements of MSC have Tbeen proposing that command
module guidance steering of the SIVB would be prime for the translunar
injection (TLI) maneuver, the Program Marager emphasized that this is
not M5C's position, ard as a result the only purpose this program could
provide on AS-503 is a backup in the event of 2 failure of the Saturn
guidance prior to the maneuver. Adeguate alternate procedures are avail-
able for post-flight analysis of the spacecraft guldance systems to dever-
mine if it could have handled this task properly in the absence of the
actual TLI guidance program.

I should point out that it is currently planned to include the capsrbiii-
ties discussed in both (b) and {(c¢) ir the AS-504 command module prograz.
§

0 N N\~

Howerd W. Tindall, Jr. § ="

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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FM/Deputy Chief, Mission Planning and
Analysis Division

Significant medifications currently planne
Computer Programs

in the Appllol Spacecraft
DUE DATE

e e .

Quite a number of decisions have been obtained from the Apollo Program
Menager affecting the development of the AS-258 and AS-50L4 spacecrast
computer programs which I am recording here for my own later reference.
As usual, I will send it along to you on the chance that you might be
interested.

RCS translzation mareuvers:

Although provision was being made in the AS-258 and AS-50L computer pro-
grams for G&N controlled RCS translation maneuvers, this capability is
being deleted. As I understand it, the flight crew supported this deci-
sion which implies that all RCS translation maneuvers in both the command
module and IM must be performed menually.

Auto proceed:

Auto proceed is the misleading term which has gained popular usage to
define a capability requested by the crew for simplifying the procedure
whereby the computer is commanded to progress on to it's next function
with minimum input from the crew. t one time it was proposed that there
be no input at all from the crew under certain circumstances. However,
at this time the goal apparently is to vrovide the crew with the cepabil-
ity of making a "Proceed" command to the computer by a keyboard button
assigned exclusively for that function in place of "Verb 33 Enter" - =
Lk-punch operation. No modification is currently planned asscciated with
this in the AS-258 programs. However, Dr. Duncan has stated that it is
his intention to provide this capability on the AS-504 and subsequent
spacecraft through the redesignation of the "standby” button.

Direct intercept:

This program, which provides the capability for the crew to target 2 mini-
nmnlAV, 2-impulse rendezvous sequence of maneuvers, was originally included
to provide a flexibility it was felt might be required. Rendezvous mission
planning, including aborts at the moon, has now progressed to the point
where there is no recognized need for this Processcr, and as a resuit it is
to be deleted from all Apollo spacecrafi computer programs.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll S«-725 Plan



M S-band antenna steering:

Although it had been tentatively decided to 4rop this capability, more
gefinitive mission plemning has revecled thet there ars critical pericds
in the mission, particularly during descent, vherein crew activiiy
demands computer assistance in steering the IM S-band antenns To0 accui-
sition with the ground. Accordingly this capability is to be provided
in the AS-504 1M program.

IM platform alignment while docked:

The Program Menager feels some provision should te mede for alignment of
the IM platform whiie Gocked without attitude maneuvering of the craft.
The procedure he Proposes is for all necessary computaticns unique Tc
this process to be carried out in the LGC utiiizing data already avail-
able from the CMC rprograms. It is probably too late to provide this
capability in the AS-208 prograum, but it should be aveilable for AS-5CH.

DPS backup of SE8:

At one time there was s0me consideration given to deleting the DTS tackuz
of the SPS. Since procedures st be developed msking large DES m2aneuvers
docked on the development flights, this proposal has been arcpped.

Descent guidance:

Another major program change which has been under comsiGesration is to
substitute for the current landing site targeting a fuel saving approach
referred to as "range free". In view of recent developments asscciated
with the IM spacecrafi hardware, this proposal is not considered =z reguire-
ment at this time, and so the descent guidance will proceed 2s it has with-
out change. However, anzlysis will e carried out on the G&C Troeposed
modification to the descent progran which would permit a range free cption
if that should become necessary at soms future time. This opticn will not
e included in the AS-504 IM program unless time ard storage permit. A
decision on this matter probably need not be made for another four or Tive
months. :

Cur long awaited "Bleck Fridey" review at MIT is now scheduied for Thurs-
day, January 12, 1967. At that time other modifications wili protadly be
made for storage reasons based on priority and size of the various proc-
essors and their options. It should be lots of fun. I'11 let you know

if anything interesting happens.

e s

4 i
Howard W. Tindall, Jr. i

Addressees:
(See attached list)

&8



TO

FROM ¢

SUBJECT:

Qi SN KD, 10
MAY 1962 EDIICH
GSA Frux L) LIR) 101-11.4

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum—

See list Jhnsn

P
:/'{{ ’ '
-~ JAN 23 1967

-3
AT

) e— T YT AR
e T s aend
2. BRp BRI

I’M/Deputy Chief ,' Mission Planning and
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Tatest on the AS-206 spacecraft computéX FUROXE

During the January 11 program development plan neeting at MIT, a couple
of things came up regerding the AS-206 program that are probably worth
recording here.

. The most significant one, affecting date of the progra.m releese, involves

verification testing. MIT has 1aid out a complete test plan of about 46
runs. It wes their sitrong recommendation that if time permits, i.e., if
other factors are delaying the flight sufficiently, they should carry
out the entire test plan. This would flight gqualify the program not only
for the nominel mission, contingency orbit insertion and launch aborts,
but also would verify the system's capacity for tolersting spacecraft
systems failures such as RCS jets or computer interrupts, etec. They felt
they could do the whole business by February 15, goirg into configuration
control about the lst of February. Alterpatively, MIT and MSC people
heve identified nine computer runs which the program must execute success-
fully before we would be willing to use it in flight. Tuese mandatory
tests could be carried out within the previously stated schedule with a
release on about January 30. The Apollo Spacecraft Program Manager gave
permission to slip release of the flight program to do the mecre complete
job in accordance with our reccmmendation to do so on January 2. '

You will recall our sgreement with Grummen to release a program tape to
them whenever they felt the program and their facility were ready. It is
my understanding that we are making the first of these program releases
on ebout Jaruary 18 along with sufficient typical test runs and verbal

" instructions to permit Grumman to make the most of it. Since early Decem-

ber, Grummen has assigned one of their better people, Clint Tillman, to
duty at MIT for about two or three days.each week. This arrangement seems
to have worked out very well from everyone's viewpoint, I'm very pleased
to report.

The AS-206 operationé.l trajectory has just come out and apparently is
based on four-second ullzge. Since this indicated there is some confu-
sion, Tommy Gibson and I thought it might be worthwhile to reiterate here
that the spacecraft computer program is being designed with thirteen-
second ullage as previously reported. This duration was selected, you
recall, to provide adequate ullage in the event only two jeis are active, -
It was our way of protecting against RCS jet failures without providing

logic for changing ullage time in that event.

. Buy 1%, Savings Bonds Regularly on the Pa=-11 S2+* “lan

. o —
2

§F>



We have experienced considerable difficulty in obtaining from the
Engineering and Development Directorate the nrecessary propulsion system
data neceded to complete the formulation of the spacecraft computer pro-
grams. Response by that organization has been completely unacceptable.
I suspect this is partially due to the rather informal manner in which
this data was requested. It is obvious that we cennot contimme to
operate this way, and so in the future requests for this information will
be made on & much more formal basis -~ smothered in the usual stack of
paperwork, signed by the necessary managers around here. It is evident
that if we fail to deliver this data on schedule to MIT, slips in the
delivery of the flight programs will be charged to us - and with some
Justification.

You remember the business we went through some months ago regarding the
attitude hold mode to be programmed in the LGC for use during separation
of the IM from the SIVB. Without going through all that history, it is
probably sufficiert to report that MIT has finszlly concluded they can
develop a better program providing inertizl attitude hold rather than the
'attitude rate hold I previously reported would be programmed.

For whatever it's worth, I might summarize my impression of AS-206 pro-
gram quality. In spite of considerable difficulty in pulling this program
together at MIT, Jim Miller and Dan Lickly have done a commendable profes-
sional job, and I really expect this program to perform very well for us.
Considerable credit is also due Tom Gibson, Carl Huss and a number of
others in providing the necessary coordination and input from MSC. I
don't know why I'm sticking my neck out on e prediction like that. Just

living dangerously, I guess.

\

_ Ua
~ Howard W. Tindall, Jr. )

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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Ve had another lony AS-206 program development dfscussicn at MIT on
January 26th, and scme things came up you might #£3nd interesting.

First of all, there is oniy one missiorn phase that hes nct heen sre-
cessfully min at this time - namely, the second £TS mencuver. There
is some Ffeclinmg Zhat this may be due to improyor Hargeting as opposcd
to problems in the actual program. Completion of . satisfactory test
of this mission vhase will signal configurstion contrel of the assen.
bly to ke paintuined unvil the firel release ¢f ihe program. It is
plzanned that verification testing to assurz :‘1w'*.u readiness will be
complete cn Februawvy 15th, and vwe'lve set Februs th as the date for
the formzl ¥SC review of the AS-206 progrem ve
acceptance of the program, prior to rope menuic
HIT presentation which will be here ir Houston.

¢, 1s based on tuis

Although MIT insists that the Digital Auto Pilote are adequate for the
mission, there are several program modificeiions. mnder consideration
in this area. In fact, MDORR's have been réguested from MIT which must
be acted upon very pro:mtly if they are to be inecluded. Zriefly, they
zre the following: -

a) As I understend it, an instebility, due to fuel slosh, has

been discovered making it desirable to modify the Kalman filter gains
in the DPS DAP. As presently designed, vhen the 305 tanks get fairly
em‘vu,{, fuel slosh causes control to oscillate bael and forth between the

S znd RCS Digitel Auto Pilots. Tails results in inefficient uss of RIG
fuel, 2lthough it does provide adequate conirol eif the vehicle. Since
AS-206 does not have an RT3 propellant shortage, it is not mandatory to
make the change until a later mission. The primary advantzge ol doing
it now is to get a test of the "ultimete™ sysien.

b) At some time during the DPS maneuver, it was intended to freeze
the DFS engine position, i.e., no further stner-zv‘r compands would be
given to the DFS and all control would be carried out with the RCS. T‘ﬁs
had been proposed as an interim f£ix of the instai»ility problem roted
(a), but subsequent testing at Cruwman of the DA® on their digitzl simu-
Jation has shcwn that miszligmment of toe thrust wector from the space-

o~

craft of actually resulis in a2 greater use of RCS fuel than is spent in

cation results., PFinal
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controlling the fuel slosh induced instability. ¥e have requested &n
MDRB to fix the program S0 that it does not frecnz the engine position.
(Incidentelly, there is concern that engine tell 2hlation or crosion
mey cause large thrust vector misalignment, and freezing the enginpe
gefiection during the maneuver couid present a significant problem in
that event). :

¢) MIT is very much concerned that insufficient data will be .
collected during the 45-205 flight for adeguate amalysis of the Digital
Avto Pilots. It hes been found that the PCM data will be 52 vrated due
“to the unusual platform elignment which is required on this mission.
"merefore, they are anxious TO obtain another sowrce of this data walch
they have identified as essential from the very saginning. Oae of their
propesals is that the downlirk be interrupted Tor Tour or five seconds
during the DFS maneuver, substituting in it's piace CDU date sampled
every bwenuy milliseconds. Further, they Teel it would be highly desir-
able to suppress the DAP Guring this period in order that the data be
independent of contrsl activity. Almcst surely +his type of pregran
modification will cost a lot of time even if apgreement could be reachel
by all parties that it was an accepiatle change tzchnically.

I predict we will not make change (2) but will mexe change (t) since
it's so simple. I really am concerned aboui not getling the DAT data
for postflight analysis since that is one of the mrimary reascns for
flying the mission in the first place. Resoluiicn of wnether or not to
make change (¢} will probably bounce all of the wmy up to the Spacecraft
Program Manager. ’ ‘

MIT reported that it looks like nothing can be done in either the harf-
ware or software to fix the A5-206 cownrupt problem. Thls, you rec2id,
is the problem resulting from higher priority computer tasks preventing
the computer from servicing the dounlink needs ever so often during
maneuvers. Trhis causes that data frame to be gerbied on the ground. As
T understand it, it is possidle to unscrarble thiz data postflight, thus
it is only a Teal time flignt control problem vnith we have recognized .
2nd ageeed to live with on this mission.

T hear that Grumman has uot yet been zble to use the tepes delivered 1o
them due to problems with thelr owm facility. I gzt the distinect impres-
cion that we have been "had" ov this. Apparently Grumman knew their
fezeility would not be realy on schedule, and in order to salvage their
incentive points, gct us (30C) o give them a walver based on our confes-
sion that the GFE computer program would not e available as promised.

1 guess ve Texans are no match for these slick Few York yankees.

"

5

Thatts about it. Obvicusly our toughest job is going to be wrenching
-this program out of MIT's grasp, sipce to them quality still comes tefore
_schedule. Put thet’s just 2 little game we z2re playing, gnd I don't

)7
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T used to think MIT was a2 little odd when 1t came to selecting names for the
spacecraft computer programs with all that weird preoccupation with the sun.
But now I see they were right all the time and the rest of the world is

nuts - let's name the missions sequentially as they 1lift off the launch pad.
Good grief, Charlie Brown! Having seen my error I'd like to apologize to
our Bostonian friends for the abuse - and worse - I used to heap upon them
and vublicly announce the end of my campaign to change the program names., I
think the old ones are just great and recommend you learn to recognize them
if you're interested in this business.

There are only five names you need to remember; they are:
a. SOLRUM 55

This contraction of the more familiar "Revision 55 of Solarium" was
adopted for the AS-501/AS-502 program when it was released to Raytheon for
rope manufacture. (The numerical part of the neme is the number of the
program assembly on which the final flight verification testing was carried
out. This is a characteristic of all program names).

b. BURST 116

Contracted from "Revision 116 of Sunburst”, this is the name of the
program for the unmanned LM mission we used to call AS-206.

c¢. SUNDIEK

Sundisk is the interim Command Module program now schedulec for
release in July which could be used for any earth orbital development flight.
It probably won't ever be flown but it’'s availability will ensure that flight
software does not pace the first manned mission. Dave Hoag suggested I
could remember this name if I associated it with the shape of the command

 module - sort of a disk - and, by golly, it's worked for me.

d. COLOSSUS

This is the name of the command module program designed to suprort
the lumar landing mission as well as &ll development flights anyone has




thought of, so far. According to Webster's New Colleglate Dictonary it
also means (1) A statue of gigantic size; as, the Colossus of Rhodes, a

statue of Apollo, &bout 120 feet high, made by Chares about 280 B.C. .. e

(2) Anything of gigantic size. ' Lo el T

Pretty good except, I miss the Sun.

This program and Sundance (below) will undoubtedly be updeted prior to rope
menufacture for each mission, incorporating modifications and corrections
as pecessary. I expect these will be identified by different assembly num-
bers rather than completely new nemes. . 5

e. SUNDANCE

You can remember the name of the IM program for all manned missions
by associating dance with the IM's lovely legs - another of Dave's SuUgges-

tions - and adding "Sun" as usual.

Howard W, Tindall, Jr.

I'm serious, as usual.

Addressees:
(see page attached)
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SUSJECT:  Crew monitoring of the LOI maneuﬁéﬁﬁ DATE

1. On August 3 we had an informal meeting to talk about crew moni-
toring of the Lunar Orbit Insertion (LOI) mmneuver. The subject

ceme up in connection with Jim McDivitt's preparatlon for the STAC
presentation. I'm writing this note because we tentatlvely agreed .
on scome fairly basic points with regard to how we might use the
various systems. These preliminery conclusions, if they hold up,
could have application on some of the other maneuvers, not just

LOT.

2. I am sure you are 211 aware of the slow response of the thrust
vector control digital autopilot (DAP) in the Command Module when
docked with the LM. In order to avoeid exciting the low structural
frequercy of this configuration (ebout 1 cps), it has been necessary
to reduce the response of the DAP to a very large degree. As a re-
sult, if there is an offset in the alignment of the initial thrust
vector from the spacecraft c.g., turning moments will exist at the
beginning of the meneuver causing large spacecraft attitude excur-

~ sions which take a couple of long period oscellations to damp out.
Qur current estimate of the maximum excursion for LOI is about g°

. based orn the assumption of fully loaded propellant tanks end ini-
tial thrust misalignment of 1°. The period of oscgllation, as I
recall, is in the order of 20 seconds for the half cycle in which
the greatest excursion occurs and, unless the crew were prepared
for it, it could create considerable concern on whether or not the
_guidance. system wes working properly. . In the case of the LOI
maneuver, which has a nominal duraticn of about 370 seconds, it 1is
probable that the transverse velocity increments accummlated during
this period should not jeoperdize the crew. If this is true, the
consensus is that the crew would be willing to passively ride out
this perturbation.

3. Crew monitering of the rest of the maneuver must be provided
for two characteristics: duretion of the burn itself and attitude
error. With regard to the former, it was readily apparent thet the
only danger to the crew occurs from &rn overburn, that is, failure ,
of the engine to shut down in time. There are three devices which

e wwpedmde par 2P Ppmierll Covines Plan
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can be used to monitor and cross check ageinst overburm: the FNGS,
the A V counter on the EMS based on sccelersiion measured along the
longitude spacecraft axis, and the clock which can be used to come
pare ageinst the anticipated duration of the nominal burn. An over-
burn of sbout 110 fps would result in lunar impact. This is eouiv-
alent to about 10 seconds of extra burn durstion out of & total 370
second maneuver. (Acceleration level at burnout is approximately
1/3 8.) 4 3 o low performance engine would extend the burn.time
Just about 10 seconds which makes monitoring with the clock somewhat

marginal. The EMS longitude accelerometer is said to have an accu- ~

racy of approximately 1.3 percent which is equivalent to about L0 fes
Tor the LOI maneuver. t showld provide a suitable cross check. In
addition, lunar impact resulting from overburn, of course,- occurs as
much as 180° from L0I, thus, MSFY should have & good capability of
predicting this event as scon as the spacecraft appears from behind )
the moon wita sutficient time for the crew to respond Tollowing advice -
from the ground. ’ '

L, Monitoring attitude error is socmewhat more difficult. It appears
that & constant pitchdown error of less than 5 throughout the maneu-
ver would resu%t in & radial, AV downward causing lunar impact ap-
proximately 90~ orbital travel following LOI, that is, at approximate-
ly first appearance of the spacecraft from behind the moon. It was
vroposed thet the FDAI's be set up with one driven by the PNGS and

the other by the SCS for attitude comparison purposes once the initizal
atiltude transients noted above have ceased. In addition, it is nec-

essary that the attitude time history compare favorably with a nominal .

determined preflight. 'The comparison against the preflight nominzl is

to protect against a degraded Z-sxis accelerometer waich could cause the.

guidance to deviate dangerously but would not be apparent from a com-
parison of the two FDAI's with each other. Differences in the FDAT's,
of course, would indicete that one of the two systems was in error.
Since there is no capability for vote breaking with a third source,
there would be little option but to shut down when either of the two
systems indicate a dangerous condition is impending. It should be
noted, though, that attitude dispersions in only one direction, namely
in the direction causing a radial velocity increment downward, creates
a crew safety problem. In all cother cases, it would not be necessary
to shut down the enginme. Critical downward incremental veloeity is
approximately 4L0 fps.

5. I guess to sum it up, even without ground monitoring and without
very mach onboard redundancy, it looks like given some ingenuity ways
can be found to assure crew safety. However, they masy require a ‘

G~



willingness to have "blind" faith for a considerable time in a system
thzt might be malfunctioning and may recuire an acticn that could
prevent mission success, that is, premature rarual shutdown of a
 perfectly performing system. DProbably most of this 1s cld stuff, but
I thought it might be worthwhile tTo write it down.
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1. This is just another little
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The spacecraft computer programs, of course
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your files.

bave orbltal integration

routines to support operations around the earth and moon, as well as in

between.

ently dependent on which of these regions you are operating in.

The gravitation of the earth, moon and sun are treated differ-

On a

number of occasions the question has arisen as to where tbe boundaries

actually are governing this.

program as follows,

I have found out that MIT currently hacs written the command module
When operating within about 210 nautical miles of

the moon's or earth's surface the orbital integration only takes into
account the gravitational potential of that body including its oblateness

Beyond that altitude, and up to a radial distance of 42,500

nautical miles from the earth and 8,500 nautical miles from the moon, it
adds to these the effect of the other two bodies (without their oblate-

ness).

L,

is somewhat different.

Beyond that distance, the oblateness effects are dropped.

In order tc save erasable memory in the IM computer, the LM program
No matter how high it is flying, it takes into

account only that body around which it is operating including all its
oblateness effects, but never takes into account perturbations caused
by the gravitationasl potential of the other bodies.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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First 2 hours on the moon is a countdown to leunch - simulated or real
thing.

1. Those who participated in the STAC presentetlon already ¥mow this,
but perhaps some of you, like me, had not heard. It is currently
proposed that on the lunar landing mission the first two hours on the
lunzsr surface willi be devoted to spacecraft systems checks and leunch
preparations which, for all practical purposes, simulates the final
+wo hours before ascent and rendezvous. Going through an operation
like this has r number of obvious henafits. It's a rood pre-ascent
"similetiorn™ which lets you find out early if there are problems
associated with that operatica such as performing the necessary tasks
within the time allotted. And, of course, it prepares the spacecraft
for lift off at the end of the command module’s first revolution if
that esction is required in response to some emergency situation. Also,
it makes the countdown for that evert the ssme as the countdown for
the nominel ascent lunar stay---that is, standerdizes procedures.

2. In preparing our mission techniques data flow we are assuming that

the lunar operation will be conducted in this way. I assume those
responsible for planning other facets of the lunar operation ere doing

the same.

werd W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached list)
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SUBJECT: AGS accelerometers may not work.

R. R. RAGANM

1. Apparently, there is a basic problem in the IM Abort Guidance
System (AGS). Although it is not widely known, there is a rumor
the accelerometers do not work and it is highly likely G&C Division
will elect to procurs the AGS accelerometers from another source.
Since it is too la*te tc obtain and incorporate them into the system
immedizately, IM-3 and IM-4 will use the originel accelerometers in
the AGS. T believe it is their intention to select the best ones
available in hopes of avoiding an unoperable system.

2. I am writing this note since, if the AGS is considered undepend-
able on LM-3 and IM-L, thic fact should be taken into account in
missior planning and data priority decisions for those missions. For
example, it seems highly undesirable to plan on utilizing the AGS for
executing meneuvers in 2 nominal mission as is currently planned on

Mission "D".
%/M

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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(see attached 1list)

et
i | o .
=4 By U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payra[l/ Savings Plan

r— . - e e



TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

OFTIONAL FORM NO. 10 30e=-107
MAY 31032 ZDITION
GSA GEML REQ. NO. 77

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT RECEI[VEQD /,{4 Rava /.'/'Z / ya /{ﬁf e
Memorandum ez

R. R, RAGAN
See list below DATE: FEB 6 1968

68-PA-T-26A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Lunar Reentry Mission Technigues meeting

1., On February 1 we had another meeting on lunar reentry mission
techniques. Almost ell of our discussion dealt with the final
mideourse maneuver prior to entry. As you know, midcourse maneuvers
are currently plenned to cccur approximately 12 hours after TEI which
is near the sphere of influence of the moon and about 15 hours prior
to reaching the Entry Interface (’-I-OO, 000 feet altitude)}. Analyses
have shown it is highly probable that these maneuvers will have to
be made and propellant is budgeted for them. PFlanning has also
included a third midcourse maneuver just prior to reentry, the need
for which is novhere near as certain. Of course, it must be included
in the timeline regardless of that. It is this mideourse maneuver we
discussed.

2. When should the maneuver be scheduled? Ron Berry stated that,
according to their studies, the magnitude of dispersions at Entry
Interface (EI) are relatively insensitive to the time at which the
third midcourse maneuver is made as long as it is no earlier than
about 5 hours before (FI). Therefore, this consideration puts an
upper bound on the time at which this maneuver must be made.

Paul Pixley states that for the cases they have examined it is always
possible for the MSFN to obtairn a good state vector for entry initiaml-
ization provided the final midcourse maneuver occurs no later than .

2 hours before EI. This MSFN tracking limitation establishes the |
lower bound. Selection of the actual time the maneuver should be !’
made between these bounds is primarily based on operational cons:.dera-
tions. That is, we would like to make sure the crew timeline followmng
the maneuver is not unduly hurried and will be very much interested in
the flight planning people's input on this (Tom Holloway please note).
Until something comes along to change it, we propose for now to
schedule the third midcourse maneuver 2 hours prior to 400,000 feet!
end all mission plannirg and analysis activity should be based on that.

3. We also established a criteria upon which it will be possible f;:r
the flight controllers to establish the need for this maneuver in real
time. Based on the work of Claude Graves' group, it was stated that

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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2 flight path angle dispersion at ET of.38° is considered acceptable.
According to Paul Pixley, the MSFN is capable of determining that
parameter to within 0.027, given 30 minutes of tracking within 2 hours
of EI. By subtracting this we established g flight path angle dispersion
limit of .36° as the GO/NO GO criteria for whether or mot to make the
midcourse maneuver. That is, if the predicted flight path angle at EI
differs from the desired value by more than .360, the third midcourse
maneuver will be executed. According to Pete Frank, this value is
sufficiently large that the likelihood of the third midcourse maneuver

is very low.

L. It was decided that the mideourse mapeuver, if necessary, will be
entirely in plane. This ground rule was estsblished based on an under-
standing that very little lateral landing point adjustment is availeble
without very large out-of-plane maneuvers. Nor is it needed since the
lifting reentry footprint should provide more than enough lateral landing
point control.

5. Another ground rule we established was that there would be no
comparison of onboard navigation to MSFN navigation associated with the
third midcourse maneuver. This is a necessary constraint since onboard
navigation changes the CMC spacecraft state vector, which is an unaccept-
able thing to do just prior to entry. Furthermore, it is unnecessary
anyway, since by that time in the mission we should have sufficient faith
in the one which has been uplink from the ground without that coarse
comparison. ‘

6. This ruling poses the question as to how long before entry the ground
determined state vectors propogated to EI are of equal accuracy to that
determined onboard since, given commnication loss, at some point the
crev should gbandon the MSFN state vector and start navigation and
maneuver targeting onboard. The Mathematical Physics Branch and Orbitel
Mission Analysis Branch people were given the action item of determining
this crossover point which is anticipated to be well before the second
midcourse maneuver, In other words, I expect that once we have committed
the spacecraft to executing the ground computed second midcourse maneuver
utilizing a MSFN state vector update, there should be no further star
1andma;k/star horizon exercises carried out onboard the spacecraft,:

T. As a side issue, it may be desirable to include in the lunar mi%sion
Plan some sort of "onmboard Navigation and Return-to-Earth targeting"
exercise as a systems test either on the translunar phase of the mission,
or more reascnably, early in the transearth phase to evaluate that
cepability. But it is to be emphasized that it is a systems test only
and that navigation and targeting of all these maneuvers should be based
on ground computations given adequate commnications.



M

8. Another gquestion which mst be answered dealt with how soon before
EI it is reasonable for the CMC Average g program to start rumning., Of
particular concern is the effect of approximations on the accuracy of
the average g integrator when computing the influence of Jjust the
gravitation the spacecraft is experiencing. GCuidance and Performance
Branch is to answer that.

9. In the current flight plan we propose that platform alignments be
carried out based on & ground computed REFSMMAT at 3 hours and 1 hour
prior to EI. (We still haven't pinned down its specific orientation.)
In eddition to the ground transmission of this REFSMMAT, it is necessary
to send up the spacecraft state vectors and External Delta V targeting
parameters for the third midecourse maneuver if it is needed. Also the
state vector for entry initialization mist be sent somwetime during the
last hour before entry with its time tag close to the predicted EI time.

10. 'Tere was considerable discussion regarding the spacecraft computer
entry programs. Several modifications have been proposed, but it was
evident from our discussion that we didn’t know enough about the current
definition of these programs to do anything. We also inconclusively
discussed initialization of the EMS again. Accordingly, it was decided
that our next meeting should include participation by MIT and North
American personnel.

~

UA

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure
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Something came out of Ron Berry's Midcourse Mission Techniques meeting
of February 7 that I think should be advertised widely. Apparently,

~ we now have agreement among all parties, including FCOD and FOD, that

- the proper platform orientation for the TLI maneuver omn a lunar mission
is the one established prelaunch on the pad for use during the launch
phase. ‘Of course, this does not produce zeros on the 8-ball during TLI.
The reaLon I am sending this note around is just to make sure that
everyone knows and is working in accordance with that monumental decision.

\(—-7

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Ascent Phase Mission Techniques meeting - February 27, 1968

1. In the absence of Chariey Parker, our beloved leader, I inherited
the job of chairing this meeting which probably accounts for why we
didn't really get an awful lot done. However, there are a couple of
things that are probably worth reporting.

5. We discussed the importance of the "stage verify" discrete to the
spacecraft computer. Apparently, its sole purpose is to initialize the
DAP such that it may perform properly. For example, it stops sending
steering commands to the DPS trim gimbals. It also changes the space-
craft mass used in DAP operations from the ascent stage, plus whatever
remains of the descent stage, to ascent mass only. Based on this
information it computes jet firing duration for attitude control .
differently, of course. I had been concerned that failure to get this
signal during Ascent would cause poor attitude control and we are
initiating a program change request to back up "stage verify" with the
"unar surface flag" since whenever that event occurs use of the ascent
stage only is a certainty. Jack Craven (FCD) pointed out that due to
the design of the systeri the much more probable failure is to get &
"ctage verify" signal prematurely. If that happened, when we are still
operating on the DPS, it would stop DPS steering and would make the RCS
attitude control extremely sluggish. That would be bad news! All that
is required to do this is for either of two relays tc inadvertently

open.

3. As you know, we are planning to devote a short period of time
immediately after landing on the lunar surface to checkout of eritical
systems. This would be done both onboard and in the MCC leading to a
GO/NO GO for one CSM revolution (about 2 hours). This is exactly the
same sort of thing as the GO/NO GO for one revolution following earth
iaanch. Jack Craven accepted the action item, which I had previously
dis~ussed with Gene Kranz, to establish how long it should take tec do
this systems check in order that we may meke all other mission planning
and crew procedures consistent. It is expected to be in the order of

3 minutes, unless it takes 2 long time to really detect an AFS pressure
Jeak. Until the GO/NO GO we intend to remain in a state from which we
can instantly "abort stage” and go. After that it will take mich
longer.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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L. Almost all the rest of our discussion dealt with what the command

module should be doing during and immediately following LM ascent from i
the lunar surface. One unresolved guestion was whether or not the :
command module should attempt to observe the LM ascent with the sextant. .
It was not clear what purpose would be served other than more rapid .o
acquisition for rendezvous navigation tracking after insertion. It :
seemed to us the most important thing, of course » was for the command

module to take whatever steps are necessary to assure getting a good Wemn
LM state vector in its computer for rendezvous maneuver targeting as ;
soon as possible. It scems almost certain that we should load the H’él‘)’ﬁﬂ' ?

nominal LM insertion state vector in the CMC from the ground 2edar. to
LM ascent to guard against subsequent communication breakdown. It

was also agreed that we should probably prepare the MCC to automatically
take the LM post-insertion state vector from the IM telemetry and trans-
mit it back to the command module. Whether we would actually do this

or not depends on whether we lose more by forcing the command module to
stay in the Uplink Command program (P-27) thereby preventing rendezvous
tracking and onboard navigation for a substantial period of time. That
is, analysis may show that with good VHF ranging and/or sextant tracking
the command module may be able to converge on an acceptable LM state
vector better without this ground participation, if it gets going more

quickly.

5. I guess I am attacking the old "MIT me" in stating that we are
seriously handicapped by having no reliable definition of the Luminary
lupar surface and ascen: programs (e.g., GSOP Chapters 4 and 5). I
understand review copies of these should be available within 3 to 6
weeks and I am sure nothing can be done to speed them up. We'll eat'em

raw when they get here!
Howard W. Tindall, Jr. '
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Some lunar mission earth orbit phase ground rules

1. I would like to make sure everyone is aware of some important
decisions which were nmazde at Ron Berry's Midcourse Phase Micssion
Tecaniques meeting on April 3. They have to do with operations during
the earth parking orbit phase prior Tto TLI on = lunar missicn.

2. Current planning involves performing the TLI maneuvers at the first
orportunity. For Atlantic injection, this can occur approximately one

and a half hours after launch. It is important that the efforts of all
the organizations be ‘n accordance with that. If it is detcrmined that
some activity precludes TLT this soon, the responsible organization should
make this known immediately. As noted previously, it has been established
that no spacecraft platform alignment is required prior to the first
opportunity TLI, whic helps the crew time line.

3. One component of the go/mo go for the first TLI opportunity is valida-
tion of the S5-IVB IU state vector. Since during the first revolution we
are unable to generate an MSFN state vector superior to the anticipated
IU's, the check can only be gross. The actual parameter to be tested will
be magnitude of the anticipated midcourse correction. The ocriteria will be
based on how well we will be able to determine right from wrong rather than
on reasonable magnitude of the midcourse correction, we would be willing to
accept operationally. It will be a function of MBFN tracking coverage
available prior to the go/no go decision.

L, In order to avoid having to make unnecessary real-time decisions, in

—

addition to all the sssociated pre-flight analysis and arguments to establlsh

the decision logic, we have established the following grouni rules:

a. We will pever transmit a state vector update to the S-IVB IU for the

first TLI opportunity.

b. We will always transmit a state vector update to the S~IVB IU for
the second TLI opportunity.

c. We will always transmit a state vector update to th: CSM G&N for the

Pirst TLI opportunity. The state vector to be sent to the (SM will be obtained

vie telemetry from the S-IVB IU.

-
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The intention, of course, is to always use the best state vector. During
the First revolution, the IU state vector should be superior to any other
source and should be acceptable for use. Thus, there will be no reason

to update tae IU and no reason not to update the G&N. During the second
revolution we can be certain the MSFN state vector will be adecquate for
guiding through the second TLI opportunity - at least as good as, or better
than the S-IVB IU state vector - which means no harm is done by sending a
state vector update, but it can improve the situation. There is reason

“0 suspect that MSFC may not approve this ground rule (v) but it seems to
e ke burden of proving why we should do something else is on them.

+ ALl of this will te documented in deiail in the mimtes >f the mesting.
I nope the chairman will excuse my scooping him, but I felt it desiradle o
aévertize and emphasize these things since they have a significant influence
in the procedures we zre implementing and you should all be aware of them.

\DPR

Howard W. Tindali, Jr.

ian

Addressees:
(see list attached)

[ . —_—

L o4



MAY 1962 EDITION
GEA FEMR {4 CFR) 101108

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

T v - M:[‘f‘/z’é / /«?Jﬂ @M

3 e Y e R

' Firsiam T ) "2 Center
Memo?’andum —mEIVED clzsica Tios e e w i ds Divisi
L

PARANY =~ —ad Gp-

XA
TO  : See list below foR 1 51868 DATE: APR § T8
R, R RALADN 68-FM-T-Tk4

FROM @ FM/Deputy Chief

SUBJECT: Flyby solutions in the RTCC Midcourse program will not be absolutely
optimum

This memo is <o inform you of & simplification in RTCC program requirements

I recently approved. As noted below, the capability we are providing appears
to be adequate and the cost of the optimization is incompatible with the
benefit to be gained. The rest of this memo is lifted almost verbatim from
one Bob Ernull wrote to me. '

Quite a few months ago, it was agreed by MPAD, FCD, and FSD that a circum-
lunar (flyby) mode would be included in the RTCC midcourse program for
alternate missions and circumlunar aborts. One problem we were particularly
concerned about was the case where we have tc get back home with the RCS
only; this implies both a SPS failure and DPS failure, or failure to

extract the IM, after TLI. Because of the limited delta V availsble from
the RCS, approximately 150 fps for translation, the guideline established
was to develop a program logic which would provide the absolute minimum
delta V solution to insure safe entry.

In trying to develop a program which would compute the "optimum" solution,
we ran into many problems. We have reached a point now where even though
program development is not complete, we probably know how to build the
program reguired; however, the rumning time on the RTCC computers ranges
from 20-40 minutes per solution. We have examined ways of reducing this
time and do not see any possibilities which would effect any significant
reduction. Although this might be acceptable during an operation, imagine
the computer time and effort required to check it all out..

During the evaluation of computation techniques for the “optimum" solution
it was found that a very near optimum solution could be found using a
"simple computation procedure based on a "return-to-nominal" céncept. This
concept simply takes advantage of the fact that the nominal pericynthiorn
conditions which were optimized pre-flight, will still be iery near optimum:
for any small nmideourse maneuver, Since for the RCS problem we are by
definition considering for the flyby solutions, get an answer which is
near optimum and avoid the iterative search for optimized nericynthion
conditions. This reduces the run time from 20-40 minutes for the "optimum"
solution to 1-2 minutes for the "return-to-nominal” solution.




The next question is how much delta V penalty is incurred if we decide to
implement the simple and faster computation technique in the RTCC. It can

be shown that the "optimum" solution will cover S-IVB injection errors

50-100% larger than the return-to-nominal. However, these dispersions must

be compared with the expected S-IVB 3¢~ dispersions to get a true picture of
the situation. This comparison shows that with the return-to-nominsl we

can cover S-IVB injection errors twice as large as the 3ererrors. This is
based on the assumption that up to 100 fps is available for the first maneuver,
the additional 50 fps is reserved for subsequent correctionms.- ;

Sumﬁarizing, in order for the return-to-nominal solution to be inadequate
we have to have an SPS failure, a failure of the DFS (or no extraction)
and a S-IVB dispersion twice as large as the predicted 3o dispersions.

On this basis, and considering the major impact of developing, checking
out and verifying a program where each run takes 20 minutes or more, the
decision was made to delete the requirement for computing ar optimum
Tflyby soiution and use the return to nominal technigue. I hope you agree,.

ard W. Tindall, Jr.

Attendees:
(See list attached)
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PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Rendezvous maneuver targeting for guidance system backup

1. During the "D/E" Rendezvous Mission Technique meeting of April
15, we spent a lot of time discussing the data transmitted from the
ground to the spacecraft involving the CSI and CHD maneuvers. This
discussion, of course, centered on how the data should be used and
led to a tentative conclusion regarding the backup of these 'IM
maneuvers, which is somewhat different than we had previously reached.
The purpose of this memorandum is to point out this difference.

2. We had previously concluded that the command module should be
prepared to make "mirror image" rendezvous maneuvers in the event of
IM problems. We had planned to target the CSM with data obtsined by
the IM crew from the PGNCS. The failure we had in mind was Primarily
propulsive. However, when you consider that the problem in the LM
could also be in the guidance system, it seemed logical to modify the
procedures slightly, since it is no better for the command module to
make a bum maneuver than for the IM. Also, it did not seem that we
were taking optimum advantage of the IM systems, particularly the AGS.
Accordingly, we now propose the following:

Both the AGS and the CSM G&N will be targeting with ground computed -
CSI/CDH maneuvers passed to the spacecraft in External Delta V coordinates.
If for some reason the IM PGNCS computed mareuver is not acceptable, we
would class this as a PGNCS failure. Rather than carry out some real
time systems analysis at this time criticsl period, they would switch to
the AGS and meke the ground relayed maneuver. If some further problem
is encountered prior to the maneuver, the IM would go passive and the
command module would continne its countdown and make the ground computed
CSI/CDH burn. Following the burn the crew and ground would attempt to
ascertain what the problem is in an attempt to get the IM systems ready
for the rest of the rendezvous.

’

This procedure gives two levels of backup (AGS and CSM) to & PGNCS
problem and helps keep the IM active. However, operating in this way
would likely preclude either input of rendezvous radar data into the AGS
or running through its CSI/CDH targeting computations in order to keep
it in the best state of readiness to backup the PGNCS. There is still

IhgrLﬁS.Jbquszmubequad}amz%elkgndgjhvhqp'IVan
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a pocket of resistence (FCSD) to using the AGS in this way which makes
some higher level direction necessary. I'll try to get a decision right
away, one way or the other.

W. Tindall, Jr. '

Addrezsees:

. {See list attached)

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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: FA/Chairman, Apollo Software Configuration . DATE: APR »
Control ﬁoard ‘ R26 1968

68-PA-T-88A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordinstion :

Results of "C" Mission Rendezvous Review meeting - April 22, 1968'

1. At your request, I set up a meeting on our current "C" mission
rendezvous problems with participation by all organizations interested
in this activity. The attached attendee list will show you they were
well represented. Our basic purpose was to determine current status
of the situation and to recommend where to go from here with regard
to the problems which have recently been coming to light (both real
and imeginative) primarily as a result of the crew training exercises
at KSC. ‘

‘2. 1In summary:

a. It is the consensus that the Sundisk program is acceptable for

" Plight - that is, program chepges and new ropes need not be made.

b. Post release Sundisk program testing is underway to -further
verify its flight readiness. Results to date have been highly satis-
factory and no new program bugs have been found. This testing is
continuing, but confidence is high that it will be completed successfully.

c. A number of open items in the crew procedures were discussed and
decisions were made which will permit consistent, unified work in the
future with regard to development of the crew timeline, simnlation activity,
program verification testing, etc. .

d. A number of desirable program changes were discussed which should
be incorporated in the follow-on spacecraft computer programs.

Bach of these items will be amplified below.

3. Post release verification testing of programs associated with the -
rerdezvous exercise, currently underway, falls into three categories.
They are as follows:

a. Testing of the sextant rendezvous navigation. Two runs have been
laid out in detail covering the period from the NSR maneuver %to the
terminal phase midcourse maneuver which are currently being run at MIT
on their bit-by-bit simmlator, their hybrid similator, and their digital

BuJJJ{ . Savings Bonds Regularly on the Pa»—L Savings Plan
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engineering simulation program. Math Physics Branch (MPAD) is designing
an additional Tun utilizing the final crew procedures, parts of which are.
defined in this memorandum. MIT will also make this run. According to
Flight Software Branch, these three runs are being made a part of the

. Pormal post release verification and will be well documented.

b. Twelve rendezvous targeting and burn runs covering the period
between NSR and braking have been defined by MPAD and Flight Crew. Four
of these tests will be run on the MIT bit-by-bit simulator and also on
the North American ME-101. All twelve of these runs are being processed
through the MIT engineering simulation program, the equivalent MPAD
programs, and the bit-by-bit simulation here at MSC. Many of these runs
have already been made and their results have been compared very favorably.
In addition, the initial conditions and other data required to make these
runs have been delivered to the AMS at KSC. The purpose of this is to
provide test cases with which they may check out their simmliator. It is
not to test the Sundisk program, and as of this date, they don't intend
to run these cases. '

c. A completely independent test plan has been designed by TRW and
reviewed by MSC defining a series of runs to be made on the local bit-by-
bit simulator.

It was the consensus that successful completion of all this testing should
provide adequate confidence in Sundisk for its use in the "¢" mission.

4. Crew Procedures

In order that everyone may carry on using the same approach, we
discussed and chose the following crew procedures which should be
considered official. That is, they should not be chenged without
future discussion and widespread dissemination since so many orgeniza~
tions are concerned.

a. The first and most important involved the workaround procedure
for the terminal phase midcourse maneuver targeting program (P-35). 1t
has been decided to handle this program deficiency by designating that
the CSM state vector rather than the S-IVB state vector be updated based -
on sextant observations after TPI. Tests have shown that this technique
works very well. 1In fact, it provides a theorectically perfect solution.

v. Tt was also decided that the crew would make a so-called "phony
mark"” after the TPT maneuver and prior to beginning navigation. This
decision was made in spite of the fact that MPAD representatives did
not feel this operation was necessary.

5



¢c. The consensus is that the "phony mark“ is not necessary following
the midcourse correction maneuver and so it will not be made at that time. _

d. It was decided to set the Delta R and Delta V test parameters
to zero so that after each sextant observetion the crew will be forced
to observe the effect of that observation on the state vector. It will
also cause a program alarm to occur. The primary benefit to be gained
from this procedure is that it will provide the crew with information
regarding the trend of state vector changes which will be helpful in
their editing process. It should be noted that this is the procedure
currently in use on all simulators at MIT, KSC, MAC, etc, It was observed
that after more simulator experience, it may be desirable to load values
somewhat larger than zero to simplify the crew operation a little. This
would be a minor modification to the procedure. '

€. Based on the strong recommendation of MIT, it was decided to
reinitialize the W-matrix during the second navigation period between
RSR and TPI. This procedure was also adopted over the objeetion of MPAD

personnel who intend to earry out future analysis to provide their contention

that it is not necessary and perhaps that it is even damaging. There was
also discussion of the values to be used for reinitialization of the
W-matrix at this time. MIT currently proposes 1,000 feet and 1 fps,
although it seems that values as much as three times larger may be
recommended before the flight.

f, The flight crev has concern over allowing the average "G" program
(P-47) to run continuously after the second mideourse correction. They
are afraid that the accelerometer bias mey introduce unacceptable error
in the state vector. MPAD was given the action item of determining the
effect of various levels of accelerometer bBias acting over different
periods of time on the range and range rate displays. This information
should give some insight into how the system should be operated when
someone establishes what accelerometer bias we should expect. As of now,
they will continue to run P-L7,

5. At least two program modifications should be'considered for future

‘spacecraft programs:

a. It has come to light that the Sundisk short burn SFS logie will-
cause a premature engine shut down amounting to ebout four fps as a result
of some inaccurate spacecraft characteristics frozen in Ffixed computer
memory. It is recommended that these parsmeters be located in erasible
s0 that they may be loaded after true values are known.

b. There is an infuriating "Delta V residual bounce" following
spacecraft maneuvers which preclude accurate maneuver execution. MIT

/7
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is in the process of tracking down the cause of this, Hopefully it may
be fixed in the later programs or at 1east maybe we will find out what
it really is!

6. Finally, KSC simulator people were asked if any possible assistance.
not already available could be provided to help solve their problems.

It was their opinion that at this time they have a number of known

things that must be dome which will substantially improve their feeility .
and until these are completed, they feel no organized help from MSC -

or MIT would te perticularly helpful.

_; ' \ . '
% L )

wi¥d W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure
List of attendees

cc:

(See attached list)

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimation

SUBJECT: CSM should have good rendezvous navigetion in the lunar mission

l. As you know, I have been pushing to get the capability back into
the command module computer program to compute CSI and CDH rendezvous

- maneuver targeting, The reason I consider this wvaluable is that with
both VHF ranging and sextant data, the command module potentially has
& better rendezvous guidance system than the LM. Thus, with that
capability, it could provide the comparison "yard stick" for evaluating
the 1M PGNCS determined maneuvers during a nominal flight and could
provide targeting for its own maneuvers if = command module rescue
situation arises,

2. I submitted a PCR for Colossus and MIT responded with a six week
program delivery schedule slip which, of course, is unacceptable.
Therefore, this PCR has been added to the list of changes to be con=-
sidered for later versions of Colossus. During our discussion of this
PCR, someone remarked that the VHF ranging device is limited to use
for ranges less than 200 nautical miles, whereas the nominal range at
insertion is about 270 nautical miles, and that lighting conditions for
sextant observation were poor prior to the CSI and CDH maneuvers. IT
this were true, it would substantially reduce the benefit of this
capability, and in fact, might make it impossible to use the command
module ‘as noted above. T have checked into the actual situation for
lunsr rendezvous and have found quite the opposite. The tracking
conditions are really very good. Attached to this memorandum are
figures which show this. They were lifted from an excellent memorandum
(68-FMBL-1T) written by a couple of Ed Lineberry's people - James D.
Alexander and Francisco J. T. Leon-Guerrero. You will observe (Figure 1)
that approximately five minutes after inesertion into orbit both spacecraft
- are in darkness which should make sextant tracking ideel and in fact at no
time after that and prior to TPI is the angle between the IM and the sun
as observed from the command module less than T0°. Furthermore, you will
note (Figure 2) that, even if 200 nmautical miles is & hard constraint on
VHF ranging, it should be possidle to get between 5 and 10 minutes worth
of tracking before CSI, which should do quite a bit of good. And, of course,
as Ed Lineberry says, there is nothing sacred about doing CSI that soon.
That is, by delaying it 5 or 10 minutes, we could obtain an equal amocunt
of extre VHF tracking. Of course, hopefully, VHF will work at ranges
greater than 200 miles, particularly, if we are willing to restrict voice
comminications. (Figures 3 and 4 are atitached. to show an equally good
situation will exist on the "F" mission.)

.




3. My basic purpose in sending around this memorandum is to c¢larify the
situation by distributing this data, which I found very interesting, and
. to reemphasize the desirability of equipping and utilizing the CSM in

this way.

Enclosures 4

Addressees:
(See list attached)

PA:EWTindall, Jr.:js
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_ e L 68-PA-T-954
FRoM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination ;

supJect: PIPA Surprise

1. Since I was surprised at what Gunter Sabionski told me and, in
turn, almost everyone I have told has been surprised, perbaps you
too will be surprised to learn that the least significant increment
output by the CSM accelerometer is equivalent to 0.2 fps! (The IM -
is considerably better, the value being 0.03 fps per dit.,) I suppose
we have all heard these numbers before in units of centimeters per
second which made them sound much smaller than they really are and I,
for one, never bothered to make the conversion. Of course, what
this means is that it will be impossible to trim delta V residuals
in the command module dependably to less than 0.2 fps. Also, the
actual triming operation will be a little more difficult since the
readout will jump in such big steps.

2. No big deal, just thought you might be interested.

Gi)l/bq:(( _ — | F

Howard W. Tindall, Jr. !

Addressees:
(See 1list attached)

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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Memorandum HAY 1 71868
R. R. RAGAN
TO :  See list below paTE: MAY 1 4 1968
68-PA-T-1014
FROM :  PA/Chief, Apollc Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: Aborts from powered descent on the lunar landing mission

1. We spent the entire Msy 8 Ascent Data Priority meeting discussing
mission techniques associated with aborts from powered descent on a
lunar landing mission. This discussion led to some pretiy simple
procedures which are outlined in this memo. They are based on some
assumptions which I've alsc listed below. IT you feel that they are
in error, please let us know.

2. The basic assumptions we made are:

a. From a DPS engine performance and dependability standpoint, it
is prefersble to operate the DPS at full thrust Shroughout the abort
ascent trajectory rather than at some lower ievel. (Is this okay after
operating for awhile at reduced thrust? Also, we must make sure there
are no bad guidance system transient problems at staging.)

b. The low level sensor light comes on when there is 1200 pounds of
propellent remaining, which is equivalent to about 120 seconds burn time
at 25% thrust, and 30 seconds burn time at maximum thrust.

e. It is operationally acceptable to run the DPS 1o fuel depletion.
That is, there is no reason for the erew to prematurely shut down the
DPS engine if there is an advantage to be gained by running it to fuel
depletion. (I'll bet I hear something about this!)

d. Use of the "Abort Stage” automatic sequence is as safe or safer
than manually proceeding through it one step at a time.f_(Someone's not
going to like this either.)

e. The crew can make a go/no go decision one minute after the DFS
low level sensor light comes on, at which time they shou’d be prepared
to either commit te landing or to abort immediately. (A least we are
recommending this if it is at all possible. OF course, “hey may abort
after that, but it's getting hairy.)

f. There is a very great advantage to be gained by keeping the

variety of abort modes t0 a minimum - that is, always Qo the same thing
as often as possible. The point is, there may be some special cases in

- L
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which some benefit could be gained by doing things a little differently.
But, we always felt the advantage of standarized procedures outweighted
them in those cases we recognized and discussed.

3. The abort procedure is really very simple, at least if the above
assumptions holdup. So simple, in fact, that I'm sure you'll wonder
how we spent the day! Basically, whenever an abort situation arises
at any time during descent, the crew will hit the "Abor:” button
which will automatically put the PGICS (or AGS) into the DES abort
program {P70) and the DPS should be run to fuel depletion or to a
guided cutoff at orbital conditions, whichever occurs first. If fuel
depletion occurs, the crew should then "Abort Stage,” which will
automatically cause separation of the DPS and will put the PGNCS (or
AGS) in the APS abort program (P71l), leading to a guided insertion
into orbit. We propose never initiating an abort with "Abort Stage”
as long as the DPS is still operating ckay.

4. There is one special case requiring attention which ocecurs with an
abort approximately five minutes into power descent. It is at about
that time when the DPS is able to return the spacecraft all the way

to nominal orbit. If the DPS does make it all the way to orbit, all

is well and good. If, however, fuel depletion results in DPS shut
down just shy of that, something must be done of course. The procedure
we propose if the wvelocity required to get into orbit is less than 10
fps, is for the crew to remain in P70, not to stage the DFsS, and to use
four jet RCS to achieve orbit. This requires approximately a 15 second
burn. (This value was selected in deference to the problems brought
about by a spacecraft whose thrusters shoot at itself.) 1If the veloeity
required to achieve orbit is in excess of 10 fps, which would require
an APS burn of one second duration or greater, the procedure is as
before - "Abort Stage" and use the APS.

5. One item requiring some researchk is to make sure that the spacecraft
computer program (PT1l) will provide proper guidance to the APS for a
"small" maneuver following DES shut down. Another is to confirm that 10
fps is within the APS minimmum impulse mode capability.

6. Consideration was given to establishing a special procedure in this
region where the RCS would be used to insert the staged spacecra?t.
However, there was no advantage apparent to avoiding use of the APS
unliess there is some sort of freezing problem for short burns. In
addition to keeping the procedure simole and standard, this technique
should reduce the demand on RCS rropellent and thruster lifetime. As

& matter of interest, the magnitude of the remaining APS and/or RCS
muncuver:s in ihe coelliptic rendezvous sequence for an alort at that
time are approximately as follows: CSI 35 fps, CIH 100 fps, and TPT
30 Ips.

120



T. The only other situation I'd like fo discuss deals with aborts late
in the descent phase after the DPS low level sensor light has come on.
There is a real advantage to be gained if the crew spends no more than
zhout 60 scconds in that state before aborting since after that time the
DPS will have less than 15 seconds of burn time remeining at full thrust.
This duration would assure getting through "vertical rise" and pitchover
befere DPS fuel depletion. After that, it's cutting things preiiy close.
However, even then, it stills seems best to always attempt "Abori” on
the DPS in order to get as much out of <hat engine as possible - if it's
only a cough. The Full thrust DPS acceleration is over twice thzt of
the APS and if it's ever needed it's therel! The oniy disadvantage occurs
with a more-or-~less simultaneous "Abors" and DPS fuel depleticon causing
a delay in "Abort Stage” with no engine on. If the crew has been
watching the fuel gauge, etc., he should never let this situation

arise and special procedures shovld not be reguired to handle it.

8. Pinelly, I'd like to outline the alternate technigues wc established
if fuel depletion DPS is net acceptable. As before, we alvays recommend
"Abort" rather than "Abort Stage." The modified procedures are based
on providing the ecuivalent of at Jeast five seconds of DPS burn Time

at maximum thrust as a pad against fuel depletion. This is egquivalent
to shutting down the engine with about 120 fps DPS remaining. There

are two classes of abort which must be considered:

a. The first is if the abort situation is detected before the low
level sensor light has come on. In this case after "Aborting" into P70,
it is necessary to monitor the inertial velocity in the DSKY (or the DEDA)
at the time the light comes on. If the inertial velocity is less than
5,000 fps, the astronaut should "Abort Stage” 25 seconds after the light
comes on and proceed intoc orbit on the APS. If the inertial velocity is
greater than 5,000 fps, it is possible to proceed into orbit on the DPS
without fuel depletion oceurring. {Note: it is only necessary to monitor
the "thousands” digit to make this decision.)

b. IT the abort situation arises after the low level senscr light
has came on, the crew should "Abort Stage” immediately after the pitch-
over maneuver following vertical rise. This would occur about 10 seconds

after the "Aborit,"” if the abort is from hover,

7. In summary, i the DPS is still working, always use the DPS to
initiate the aborv and after getting as much as possiblz from the DFS,
"Abort Stage" i1f necessary to achieve orbit. This provides the following
advantapes:

a. Avoids shutting down and changing engines at a time eritical
point and insures a positive altitude rate before staging.




b. Obtains the maximum delta V available from the DFS.

c. DProduces the greatest possible acceleration at the abort time to
get the heck out of there.

d. Makes the procedure standard for all cases - and simple!

4 ()D L )

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure
List of Attendees

Addressees:
(See list attached)
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Memorandum

See 1ist below pate: MAY 2 41968

68-PA-T-1064
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination :

Spacecraft computer program newsletter

1. T learned some things at MIT last week that seemed interesting

enough to justify this note. Of course, it deals primarily with the
spacecraft computer programs and their influence on the mission

techniques we are developing. )

2. Pete Conrad reported that during their XSC IMS similation, they
have experienced an apparent deficiency in Sundance when making a
docked DPS burn. He says that the DPS engine gimbal angles do not

get changed at all during that low thrust periocd at the beginning of
the burn which was provided specifically for trimming them. MIT
looked into this problem and agreed that for some reason the ‘program
does appear to work - or not work - like Pete says. Their preliminary
guess as to the course of this is that with low thrust and high inertial
the gimbal trim estimator may be experiencing underflow. That is, the
computer is simply not able to determine that a movement of the trim
gimbal is necessary as it is currently coded. Of course, the RCS jets
are very active both before and after throttle up.

3. Our requirements for getting rendezvous radar (RR) data on the down-
link while the IM is on the lunmar surface was discussed again, and I
am afraid I really blew it. MIT has resisted the program change we
requested and I am beginning to think they may very well be right. That
is, I am not so darn sure any more that the program as currently designed
and coded is not good enough. In any case, George Cherry now proposes

to look into a very simple change which can be made in the lunar surface
navigation program (P22), which would substantially increase the frequency
of KR data on the downlink. All that it amounts to is to remove the delay
after the previous computations before the computer collects another batch
of RR data. Right now this delay is 15 seconds. If we eliminate this
delay and operate P22 in the "no state vector update" mode, the computer
should eycle very fast. George Cherry is going to make sn estimste of
what this RR downlink frequency would be as well as evaluating the schedule
impact for this change. I would be surprised if it is not acceptable to
MSC even if it is not perfect - whatever perfect is.

L, As Colossus is currently designed, the crew is required to press the
"Proceed” button during the period of maximum reentry G's to obtain a-
DSKY display change. A PCR had been submitted to make this procedure




automatic. However, on future consideration, we are not so sure that it
is a good thing to do. The initial display parameter in P65 are used in
the primary go/no go logic employed by the crew in evaluating the G&N
performance to decide whether to stay on it or to go with the EMS backup.
It is essential that they see these parameters and an automstic "Proceed"
could wipe them out before they have seen and digested them under certain
circumstances. Accordingly, I suspect we should delete our request. The
discussions have revealed, however, that some modification in the coding
will probably be needed to make sure the system will work throughout the
rest of the entry even if the crew does not provide the "Proceed" signal.

5. Here is one more note in the continuing "Stage Verify" story. Accord-
ing to John Norton the lunar ascent program (P12) mo longer checks stage
-verify. That strikes me as a real improvement in the Pprogram but it
mystifies me as how it go changed without a PCR or PCN, or even letting
anyone know. Norton, of course, uncovered it by gcing meticulously through
the program listing.

Addressees:
(See 1ist attached)
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Memomndum JUL 2185

L LA

: See list below ' Arw;ﬁ&m: JUN2519

68-PA-T-13TA

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

"D" Rendezvous Mission Techniques Ground Rules, Working Agreements,
and other things

On June 14 we cranked up the "D" Rendezvous Mission Techniques
activities again. It was a grueling profitable day. In fact, we
had such a good time we've scheduled another ome for July 12.

Prior to the meeting J distributed a list of working agreements I
thought we had reached previously. The crew presented another list
dealing primarily with the docked LM activation/mini-football reriod
based on a lot of planning and simlations they have been doing lately.
The major part of the meeting was spent going through these lists., .I
have since compiled a new set derived from those - including the
changes, agreements, and comments the discussion brought about. This
list is attached and we can review it July 12. The last section lists
some major discussion items still open. A list of action items is also
attached since they help to paint the picture of our current status,
which I would describe as being typically frantic.

R
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Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosures 3
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THROUGH: NASA Resident Apollo Spacecraft Program Office.
Massachusetts Institute of Technology .
Instrumentation Laboratory _ RECEIVE
Cambridge, Massachusetis 02139 - gk 2 1968

Lo) ¢ Massachusetts Institute of Technology APOLLO DIRECTOR

Instrumentation Laboratory

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Attn: D. G. Hoag, Director
Apollo Guidance & Navigation Program ,

FROM

Chief, Apollio Data Priority Coordination

At the June 14 "D Rendezvous Mission Techniques meeting, I
unofficially (I guess) assigned an action item to your people

who were there. Specifically, we asked for MIT's recommended
procedure for adjusting the W-matrix during rendezvous navigation
in both the LGC and CMC. As a matter of fact, I understand that
your people intend to discuss this with the "D" flight crew while
they are there the week of June 17. However, I would appreciate
it if you could write down the procedure you recommend in one of
your informal MIT memos for discussion and inecorporation into the
mission techniques at our next meeting.

Incidentally, I think there was substantial benefit from having
your people at our last meeting and hope they can come down for
the next one, which is currently scheduled for July 12.

-

D

™ i T
| iPmstion;

Howard W, Tindall, Jr. R. RAGAN * :

D. HORE ;
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TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

See list attached patg: JUL 1 61968

68-PA-T-151A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Lunar Ascent preparation

1l. At the July 3 Lunar Ascent Mission Techniques meeting we cleaned
up the last of the main open items for the pPhase of the lunar landing
mission from IM touchdown to liftoff. We are now ready to go to press
for that part of the mission and will hold a world-wide review of it
before the end of the month.

2. Most of the discussion was devoted to establishing the CSM timeline
prior to IM Ascent. Much to my surprise, the CSM requires about eight
hours (four orbits) to prepare for IM Ascent. Involved is all of the
work associated with determining the position of IM with respect to

the CSM orbit and with making a Plane change if it is necessary., Time
required for the IM to get ready is less than two and one-half hours
unless rendezvous radar tracking is required. In that case, the 1M
crew would have to start powering up the PGNCS about three hours before
liftoff, in order to track the command module during its last pass over-
head. It is necessary for either the command module to track the IM on
the lunar surface using the sextant or, if that is not possible, for the
LM to track the command module using the rendezvous radar, The data
Egtﬁgﬁgiﬁgh};s_mi_r_qi_to,_taxgei_,_ the CSM plane change or the TM
Ascent, 1In The timeline that we settled on, the sextant tracking of
the IM would be done three revolutions (approximately six hours) before
Ascent and the CSM plane cthange, if it is required, would be performed
one and one-fourth revolutions (approximately two and one-half hours)
before liftoff., If the command module Pilot is unable to track the

LM with the sextant it will be necessary for us to target the command
module plane change based on MSFN tracking and navigation, realizing
that that the resultant CSM orbit may be as much as 0.3C away from

the IM position as a result of MSFN imaccuracies. It is only in this
event that_._yg_uauld..requirg__’gt_l_e,l.un track the (SM with the rendezvous

o - ——

radar to obtain the data the—ground ‘would use to determine the out-of-
plane steering the LM should execute during Ascent. It is only in
the event that the command module is unable to track the IM that both
the command module plane change and LM Ascent out-of-plane steering

would be performed.

3. The other thing we firmed up was the logic defining when to use
the command module SPS to make a Pre-Ascent plane change vs. yaw steering

22
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the LM into the command module orbit during Ascent. The rule we established
was that if the IM is less than half a degree out of the CSM orbital plane,
the LM would take care of it during Ascent at an APS propellant cost of
approximately 19 fps. If the plane change required is greater than half

a degree, the command module would be used, Thus, the minimim SPS burn
would be 50 fps. The maximum should be no more than 200 fps, depending

on the location of the landing site and the inclination of the plane.

These limits represent burn times between three and thirteen seconds.

N wa

oward W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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Memorandum

: See list attached pate: JUL 10 1968

68-PA-T-154A

: PA/Chief, Apolio Data Priority Coordination

"o" Mission Clean Up

We'll try to clean up the rest of the "C" mission open items at a
meeting on Friday, July 19, in Room 2032B of Building 30. Retrofire
and Reentry will be discussed in the morning, starting at 9 a.m., and
Rendezvous in the afternoon - or as soon as we finish the Retrofire

session. Attached are open item lists for each session, kindly prepared

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

by Stu Davis, FCD.

Enclcosures 2

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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1l.

iz,

DEORBIT AND ENTRY DATA PRIORITY MEETING ITEMS

Is the entry following an RCS deorbit to be ballistic or guided?
Will the EMS be used for G&N failure occurring at any time?
Is closed loop G&N entry to be the nominal?

What are the thrust vector magnitudes and directions for SM - CM RCS
deorbit Av's?

Is a fine align or coarse align sufficient for deorbit?
Are crew using ADPC procedures?

What are DSKY VG and gimbal angle limits in comparison with ground

maneuver pad?

What are 3¢ BMAG drifts?

What are PIPA bias and gyro drift limits and the compensation procedure?

Are the pads current?
What is the new REFSMMAT flag setting procedure?

Is the G&N needed for hybrid deorbit?

Enclosure 1

7 37



RENDEZVOUS DAT4 PRIORITY MEETING ITEMS
Opcen 1tems:
1. Trim NCCl to keep from doing NCCZ2. Ken Young

2. Rendezvous with SCS if G&N fails anywhere prior tc to
NSR. Phil Shaffer

3. lxll limits for terminal phase. Ed Lineberry

4. Lizhting constraints for TPI hard or is elevation

angle hard? Flight Crew
5. 1Is 27.450 the elevation angle for TPI? Paul Kramer
6. Are P-52 alignment completion necessary prior to NCCl? FDB and FCSB
7. Are the maneuver pads current? Will Presiey

8. Limits on onboard TPI solution comparisons with ground

TPI. Ed Lineberry

9. Discussion of backup TPI l&T burn solutions (duty cycle

problems ). Dick Moore
10. Are crew using ADPC procedures? Flight Crew

11. Limit on DSKY VG's agreement with target load, and limit

on gimbal angles comparision with maneuver pad. MIT
12. Residual reasonableness 1limit G&PB
13. What are allowable BMAG drift and gyro torgquing angles. Gary Coen

14. What are crew time requirements for sextant star check,
P-52, P-L0? Mosel

15. What are PIPA bias and gyro drift limits and compensa-

tion procedures? Gary Coen
16. Should NC1 and NC2 be external[XV or SCS targeted? Stewart Davis
17. What are 3¢ BMAG DRIFTS? NR
18. What short burn logic will be programmed for RTCC? Phil Shaffer

19. Any corrections to Techniques Description document.

Enclosure 2 /LE/
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Memorandum

See list attached pate: JUL 1 61968

| 68-PA-T-1554
PA/Chief, Apollo Date Priority Coordination

1M Descent abortability computation is proposed

Ed Copps of MIT attended one of our mission techniques meeting recently
during which we discussed the use of the LM Descent Propulsion System
low level sensor light. This is the light, you recall, which comes

on when approximately 30 seconds worth of propellant is still available
at full thrust or iwo minutes at 25% thrust. Recognizing that the
astronaut has a complicated job to perform during the terminal part

of descent, Ed Copps is proposing a rather simple new program to be
added to the IM computer to relieve the situation. Rather than the
astronaut trying to keep track of his status based on altitude,
altitude rate, time since the low level sensor light came on, and

the throttle profile he has executed since that time, this new

program would predict for him the time at which he would no longer

be able to abort. This would be in the form of a five second warning,
during which he must either commit to landing or must get out of

there. The PGNCS would be telling him that if he Ffails to abort
before that time, it is probable that an abort would not be success-
ful. -

This sounds like a good thing to me - perhaps allowing us to get
more out of the systems more than we would otherwise be able to do.
If enough interest can be generated in it, it will probably be added

to the Luminary Hopper. W
N

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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Memorandum

See list attached pate: JUL 171968
68-PA-T-156A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Powered descent throttle logic correction

On July 2 I sent you a note regarding the way the DPS is throttled
up after the gimbal trim phase during the powered descent maneuver.
There were a couple of errors in that memo which are too significant
to be left uncorrected.

I pointed out that MIT has programmed the IM computer so that the
throttle up time was a fixed number of seconds after the targeted

time of ignition (TIG). To illustrate how important it is that the
engine be throttled up to the FTP at that time, I pointed out that

for each second delay in throttling we lose 12 seconds of "hover
time." This was my first error since it is not hover time that is
lost but rather "throttle recovery time." Throttle recovery time

is that period which has been allotted in the powered descent maneuver
for the guidance system to regulate the thrust such that it can achieve
the hi-gate targeting conditions. Failure to provide a sufficient
period of throttling will jeopardize meetlng those conditions and can
result in a fouled up descent.

I went on to say that if the engine failed to start when it was supposed
to, the crew could recycle to TIG minus five seconds and the PGNCS would
countdown to ignition again with a delay of about 13 seconds from TIG
(211 true) and that the trim time would be reduced by that amount since
the throttle up time was maintained as originally set. George Cherry
informs me that this is not true since in the event of a recycle to

TIG minus five seconds the throttle up time is redesignated. Accordingly,
the recycle capabllity is really not an acceptable thing to use on the
povered descent maneuver. I do not believe that the program has been
designed improperly. It is just that the capability, as I described it,
does not really exist.

MIT is submitting a PCN describing how the program has sctually been
coded since it is different than documented in the GSOP.

Q-Jéz) Do N
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:Jjs
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Memorandum

: See list attached pate: JUL 1 8 1868

68-PA-T-1594

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

No 15 minute constraint for Lunar Ascent Guidance

The Luminary GSOP indicates that it is necessary for the astronaut

to call up the Ascent Guidance Program (P12) at least 15 minutes

prior to 1ift off. This, of course, is not consistant with our

desire to be able to use P12 if we get 2 No Go for lunar stay I
approximately 10 minutes after landing. In that case , We intend \ -
to call up P12 with less than seven minutes to g0 before lift off. .
By checking with MIT, we have verified that the 15 minute limit is ! 7/
not a real constraint and that the only limit is the time required

for the crew to go through the operations associated with P12, which

is currently estimated to be less than five mimutes. (Similations

will eventually refine this, probably to a smaller value.)

I have asked MIT to modify their GSOP (by PCN) to reflect this.

s

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT'indall, Jr.:js
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, JUL 1 81968
See list attached DATE:

68-PA-T-160A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

The IM can handle big Descent plane changes but requires
protection against APS abort fuel depletion

We have recently verified that the IM has a substantial capability

to translate out of its initial orbital plane during powered Dessent
at very little cost. That is, whegeas previously a limit of 0.3 had
been quoted, it now appears that 1  or more is probably possible with-
out effecting the performance of the guidance equations, the landing
radar, the visibility of the crew during landing, nor are the AV
costs excessive, This capebility gives us more than adequate assurance
that it will not be necessary to perform a plane change trim burn on
DOI day. And that's darn important!

In crder to take advantage of this capability, however, it appears that
something may have to be done to limit the yaw steering the IM would Go
in the event of an APS abort during powered Descent. As currently pro-
grammed, the PGNCS would attempt to guide the LM all the way back into
the CSM plane. If the abort were to occur at "hover" or aZter touch-
down, the AFS AV cost could be excessive (i.e., 1  costs approximately
80 fps and could result in fuel depletion prior to obtaining a safe
orbit). Obviously the thing we must do is to achieve the targeted in-
plane conditions in the case of an abort. We can take care of the
plane change after the IM is in orbit, perhaps using the CSM. Therefore,
it seems necessary to make a (hopefully) rather small change to the APS
abort program (P71l) which would limit the extent of the out-of-plane
steering. MPAD and MIT people are both in the process of studying this
and we plarn to recommend specific action very soon. Something similar
will be needed in the AGS too, I suppoge. -

\

“A
ward W. Tindall, Jr.
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
- Memorandum

TO . See list attached DATE
68-PA-T-161A

 JUL ¢ 81968

FROM : pA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: M Ascent lift-off time can be determined by the crew

Some months ago we submitted a PCR to remove the pre-Ascent targeting
program (P10) from Luminary and this was done. This action was bpased
on an assumption that a simple crew procedure could be developed for
doing the same job, in the event of loss of communications, making

the rather complicated computer program unnecessary. The Lunar Miss:ion
Analysis Branch of MPAD has concluded their development and ana_yslc
cf this technique and is in the process of documenting it. It is

only necessary for the ground to supply two parameters by voice to

the crew prior to DOI which will allow them to independently determine
lift-off time to within about six seconds. This dispersion takes

into account current estimates of MSFN accuracies, etec. The effcct
on the rendezvous differential altitude due to this error is less

than one mile, which is certainly far smaller than other dispersions
which would occur in a non-commnication situation. In other wordas,
it is more than adequate.

Quite simply the procedure regquires that the crew determine the time
of c¢losest approach of the CSM one pass before 1lift off by noting

the time rendezvous radar range rate passes through zero on the wape
meter. To that time, he must add the CSM orbital period and another
AT to obtain 1ift-off time. These are the two parameters included in
the pre-DOI pad message noted above which will be determined vy MCC-H
based on the actual CSM orbit.

L T
oward W. Tindall, Jr. : '
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Memorandum

o . See list attached DATE: JUL 2 6 1968

68~-PA-T-169A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

supject: July 9 and July 2k "G" Rendezvous Mission Techniques meetings

1. During the July 9 and July 2k "G" Rendezvous Mission Technigues
meetings we have developed preliminary intra-vehicular rendezvous
navigation sighting schedules. Crew work load estimates currently

in use for the "D" mission rendezvous are included. These tracking
schedules are very important since they have a predominating influence

on almost everything else. For example, from these it has been possible

to develop a preliminary spacecraft attitude time history which shows

some Pairly large gaps are going to be present in the CSM MSFN zelemeiry
coverage. This, of course, is due to the fact that the S5-band antenna

is on the same side of the spacecraft as the sextant, which must be pointed
down in order to observe the IM. Of course, during maneuvers occuring
within sight of the earth, the CSM can be yawed to a heads down attitude ~
enabling S-band telemetry coverage. The rendezvous activities do not
ordinarily interfere with IM telemetry coverage.

2. The Orbital Mission Analysis Branch (OMAB) of MPAD has distributed

a memo (68-FM62-217, dated July 15, 1968) which presents the revised
rendezvous profile including the relative motion plets and visibility

and slant range time histories. Some of the most interesting features are:

a. Insertion occurs at approximately 340 n.m. slant range. By CSI
this range will have decreased to approximately 170 n.m.

. The IM will appear to the CSM to be less than 80 above the lunar
horizon for the entire first two hours after insertion into orbit. After
that, it will move below the lunar horizon.

c. There will be two points of sun interference for the sextant
tracking of the 1M, one immediately after insertion and another approximately
two hours later, about 20 mimutes before TFI.

3. OMAB presented the results of a study which shows that it is not possible
to use the same maneuver solutions for LM maneuver targeting and CSM mirror
image targeting on a lumar mission as is done on the "D" mission. Accord-
ingly, if the CSM does not have CSI targeting capability in its computer,

the IM crew will have to sequence through P72 to provide mirror image

/372 £
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maneuver targeting to the CSM and then P32 to target its own guidance
systems. If the CSM does have the CSI targeting programs, the IM ci v
will be relieved of this job and will use P32 only. The CSM pilot will
pick it up since the nominal procedure would call for his determination
of the LM maneuver targets using P72, which he would relay to the IM for
PGNCS solution comparison and AGS targeting. He would then use P32 to
compute his own mirror image maneuver. It appears that the TPI time used
in the P32 and P72 computations may have to be different regardless of
which spacecraft does it. Since the mirror image maneuver is to be
executed with a one minute time delay after planned IM ignition time, it may
also be necessary to change CSI time. OMAB is looking already into ttns.

L. There was considerable discussion regarding initialization of the

IM PGNCS and CSM G&N for rendezvous navigation. As reported previously,
rlatform alignments by both vehicles right after inpsertion are now
included in the timeline. Upon completion of the CSM platform allgnments
the MCC-H will relay a new IM state vector into the CMC based on LGC
telemetry after insertion. Even with this update, it is anticipated that
the uncertainties in these state vectors will be quite large, making

it necessary to use initial values in the W-matrix which will not be
suitable for W-matrix reinitialization during the rendezvous sequence.
The Math Physics Branch is looking into that. We ended the meeting by
starting the development of some "G" mission rendezvous ground rules

and working agreements similar to those developed for "D". Those we
agreed to so far are attached.

5. The next meeting will be in September since many key people will be
on leave during August.

~

oward W. Tindall, J:tt'f"CJ i -}
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July 25, r9vo
"G" MISSION RENDEZVOUS GROUND RULES WORKING AGREEMENTS
AND THINGS LIKE THAT

l. General

a. The reference trajectory is that provided by MPAD, dated August
15, 1968.

b. Nomenclature for the burn seguence following insertion is:

(1) ¢csT
(2) cpH
(3) eI
(b) TPT
(5) TFF

c. The rendezvous will be run throughout with the vehicle roll angles =

Oo. The only exception to this is when during maneuvers within sight of the

earth the OSM roll is 180°. TPT from above will be initiated "heads down" and
TPI from below will be initiated "heeds up" for either vehicle.

d. A LM state vector time tagged 12 minutes after insertion will be
uplinked to the CMC within five minutes after insertion. State vectors are not

sent to either wvehicle again during the rendezvous phase.

e. IMU alignments will be made starting five mirutes after insertion by
both spacecraft and take precedence over the state vector update if timeline
and/or attitude conflicts develop.

f. On both spacecraft all rendezvous navigastion will be carried out to
update the IM state vector. That is, the IM radar data will be used to update
the IM state vector in the LGC and the CSM sextent and VHF data will be used to
update the IM state vector in the CMC.

g. The CMC's 1M state vector will be updated after each LM maneuver with
the P76 Target Ay Program using the pre-burn values as determined in the LM's
pre-thrust program. '

h. The state vectors in the AQGS will be updated each time PGNCS is con-
firmed to be acceptable., This will likely be at each time it is committed
to make the next maneuver using the PGNCS except perhaps TPI.

i. AGC alignments will be made easch time the PGNCS is realigned and esch
time the state vector in the AGS is updated from the PGNCS.

139 2=
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Memorandum

See list attached pate: JUL 30 196!

68-PA-T-1T3A
PA/Chief, Apollo Deta Priority Coordination

Pulse Torquing to Achieve IMJ Realignments

This memo is to describe the gyro pulse torgue realign capability
being added to the IMJ Realign Program in Luminsry and Colossus, Jr.
Most of it is quoted word for word from a memo Steve Copps (MITs
wrote last February proposing it.

"The purpose of the program is to provide the capability of moving the
stable member from one orientation to another without losing inertial
reference, The actual program change is an addition to the IMJ Realign
Program (P52). Presently a display comes on showing VOSN22 and the
gimbal angles which will be achieved by coarse aligning the gimbals.
This display is being chenged to provide the navigator the option of
achieving the new orientation by coarse aligning or by pulse torquing
(*enter' achieves one and 'proceed! the other). ~

"Obviously the most accurate method of realigning the IMJ is to use
star sightings, and if star sightings will be taken there is probably
not mch advantage to pulse torquing. However, if there is some doubt
as to one's ability to acquire and mark on stars, or the inertial
reference accuracy required in the next orientation is less than the
error induced by pulse torquing, then this option has great value.

"The time to pulse torque to a new orientation is a consideration. The
maximum time to coarse align is 15 seconds. The time to pulse torque
is much longer. Since only one gyro is torgued at a time, the total
changes in angle for each axis is summed together and that total angle
is multiplied by 2 (torquing rate is approximately 1/2 degree per
second) to obtain an estimate of realignment time.

"The induced error is directly proportional to the sum of the angles tha
each gyro is pulse torqued through. An estimate of the error induced is
obtained by maltiplying the sum total of change in angle by .002.

"So a single 90° yaw reorientation would take three minutes and would

induce an error of .180 degrees. The time to pulse torque is alleviated
by the fact that no star sightings are required following the alignment.

~
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"It should be noted that during pulse torquing there is no need to ho:
the spacecraft in a Pixed orientation since the TMJ is always ine “
However, there is a Possibility of pulse torquing the middile gimb. i1
gimbal lock. It was decided %o do nothing about this problem and leax
it to the astronaut to monitor the FDAT or N20 and maneuver if require

The significant point to be made is that the change is being mechanize
as an option in P52 - the IMJ Realignment Program - and so the control
for achieving the new alignment are the same as exist for that Progran
Thgt is, there is no direct way for the crew to tell the system to mov
90~. Of course, he can probably fake it out by targeting an External
maneuver he has no intention of making - say out-of-plane to get a pre
REFSMMAT and then go into P52 to realign the IMJ to an cut-of-plane
orientation. This last paragraph is my comment. Don't call Steve if
its nutty - or me either for that matter, .

—

-

Howard W. Tindall, Jr. °
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68-PA-T-195A
ollo Data Priority Coordination ’

SUBJECT: (z Rendezvous

In spite of the feverish activity we have on three swinging missions
C, C', and D, a few of us found a couple of minutes to spend on the
G Rendezvous. ©Some things came out of it that are probably worth
reporting:

1. As you know, on the D mission during a IM active rendezvous
the command module will be targeted with mirror image maneuvers to
backup the IM for CSI and CDH. These mirror imsge maneuvers are
identical in magnitude but opposite in direction, since it has been
found that the smell errors resulting are a reasonable price for the
simplicity we obtain in the operation. Unfortunately, when operating
around the moon it's apparently not possible to use identical AV
components for CSM mirror image targeting. This means that it will
pProbably be necessary for the crew to first eycle through the CSI/CDH
targeting program for the other spacecraft (P70 series programs) and
then run through the targeting for their own spacecraft (P3O series
programs).

2. For the D mission it _was decided that a single TPT elevation
angle could be adopted (27.5 ) for all rendezvous situations. That i
either spacecraft coming in from either above or below. Unfortunatel
the lunar rendezvous geometry prevents us from adopting this operatio
simplification and we must use different values of elevation angle de
ing on whether the approach is from above or below. The values we ha
selected (based on Jerry Bell's work) are 26.68 for the approach from
below and 28.3o for the approach from above. The basic difference be
these values is the phase angle between the two vehicles at TPI, whic]
lunar orbit is much greater than around the earth for the same separa
distanze. The primary reason for having to use different welues is t
keep the TPI maneuver 2long the line-of-sight. Another reason is to 1
component maneuver executiocn time for the two vehicles the vame excep
for differences in their navigation.

If you have any comments or questions about any of this, our next get
together on the lunar rendezvous is currently scheduled for 9 a.m. on

September 18, 1968. %)7

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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10 . See list b=low DATE: September 22, 1968
68-TM-T-201

I MET/IL) [, b

FROM : TFM/Deputy Chief

SUBJECT: Resulis of September 1T Apollo Spacecraft Sofitware Configuration
Control Board (ASSCCB) meeting

The first three hours of this marathon meeting vere devoted to imple-
mentation of the descent program in LUMITARY. The carrently approved
pler is to impiement the one-phase descent scheme proposed by Floyd
Bennett and his weyry crew. However, MIT has been directed to impliement
it in such a way that it would be possitle to fly the old two-phase
technique - if desired. Almost all effort is to be devoiad o the
one-phase technigue with only one day's worth of testing included
for the twe-phase - and nc desigp improvenents arve to be developed
or ineluded in the two-phase. ¥What this rezlly means is ithet at the
cost of cne day's worth of testing we huve provided some cheayv insur-
ance for being able to change back later if we have to. I the decision
were mpade Lo use the two-phase, a considerable amount of additi
testing would be recuired and at that time, progran deficiencl
uncovered revealing that that capability dces not reslly exist.

i

Several thinge that interested me aboul the new cne-pnase are:

1. The decision of which way tu go - ont Or Two-phwse 1s made
pro~flight and an opticn flag ig got in erasimle memory before loanch.

o, The much smoother attituds time histoxry of the ong-phase schome
may very well perinit the DPS trim girbal to do all the steering, sutstan-

- e

tially reducing RCS usage.

3, MIT is providing a crew cption via the DEXi for manvally changing
from F63 to PAL in the event they want to do that earlier ihan the auto-
matic switceh,

4, High-gate is now being defined as the time at which thes landing
radar position is changed.

MPAD heo submitied a Program Change Request (PoR 229) to eliminate a
lock-out of the landing radar dats above 35,000 Teet {estimated aliituds).
This was s two part change since il is necessary to fix 2 progran Lo
21liow the data to be read and alsc netesssry to changs the veighiing
function sveh thet data above 35,000 fget iz not glvin @ zerc influenes




on the state vector. Since the propcsed change was estimated to cost
three days schedule impact, Floyd Bennett was requested to rewrite his
PCR to simplify the requirement while achieving the same end results.
Essentially, it amounted to replacing the 35,000 foot boundary with a
50,000 foct beurdary. In addition, it is necessary that I verify that
the rendezvous radar powvered flight designate routine (R29) can bpe
eliminated as a requirement and thus b2 m=de uncaliable from the descent
programs. Subseguent to the meeting I did that and bhave infermed FSD.

Guidance and Control Division brought in two PCR's (Nos. 224 and 2u8)
which influence the processing of the landing radar data. One changed
the reasonability tests and the other provided a delay in utilizing
landing radar data for four seconds after the LGC receives a "data
good" discrete btecause it takes that long for the landing radar output
to converge on the true value after lock-on. Both were approved at a
cost of one day each.

MIT was requested to determine the impact of changing the descent program
such that it would be possible for the crew to command all four RCS jets
in the minus X direction immediately upon touchdown in order to smoosh
the IM into the lunar surface and keep it from turning over while the

DPS belches to a step. Ain't that the damnest thing you ever heard?

Plight Crew Support Division presented a propesal. to modify COLOSSUS IT
to permit the crev to menually steer the TLI durn iy the evenl of a
SIVB IU failure. No action will be takei on this until the technigue
is approved vy Mr. Low's CCB.

A really ancient PCER, Ne. 132, submitted by ths crew to provide a VII¥
ranging 8sta goocd discrete light, was Tinally disapproved since ihe
spacecraft will not be modifisd to provide the additional DSKY lights
whichh wonld have been used for this.

Tom Gibson presented their proposal, vwhich was approved, for the follou-
on spacecraft programs. A so-called COLOSSUS T Mod A will be prepared,
which is basically the COLOSSUS I program with all known anomalies
corrected plus the following three simple program improvemernts:

1. IMJ puise torguing

2. Backup integration

3. An improvement on the mark incorporation.

1, at vhich time micsion operations i

It is planned that a taps release of this program will occur on December
%]
along with rope manufacture. This prog
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A COLOSSUS II program is also now being developed which starts from the
COLOSSUS I Mod A baseline to which CSI/CDH will be added. I suppose it
will also include anomalies uncovered too late for the Mod A version.
MIT's estimate of tape release for this program is February 1, 1969.

Tt ie felt that this program can probably be made ready for Spacecrait
106 - that is, the flight after D, whatever that is. VHF ranging,
incidentzlly, should also be available on spacecraft 106.

TN

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
FM/J. P. Mayer
C. R. Huss
D. H. Owen
¥M13/R. P. Parten
J. R. Gurley
E. D. Murrah *
M. Collins
FML/P. T. Pixley
R. T. Savely
FM5/R. E. Ernvll
Fi¥5/H. D. Beck
FM6/R. R. Regelbrugge
K. A. Ycung
FMY/S. F. Mann
R. 0. Nobles
FM/Branch Chiefs
3RY /Ecuston/R. J. Boudreau
MIT/IL/M. W. Johnston

F:HWTindall, Jxr.:js
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TO
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SUBJECT:

:See list attached

OPTIONAL. PORM NO. 10
MAY 16T TDITION
asa MR (4 ) w1118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

DATE: geptember 23, 1968
68-PA-T-202A

. PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

G Rendezvous Mission Techniques

'If you can stand it, I would like to announce another change in the G

mission lunar rendezvous timeline. In order to provide more tracking
which will hopefully improve CSI targeting and to avoid bothersome
real time variations of time between CSI and CDH which foul up the
plane change scheduling, we propose:

a., Move CSI five minutes later - to 55 mimutes after insertion
which is nominal apogee. This is primarily to avoid a rather large
radial AV at CDE.

b, Always schedule CDH one half a revolution (l80°) after CSI.

c. Schedule plane changes 30 mimutes prior to CDH and at CDH,
as before. The IM should use the Z-axis RCS IM thrusts for the CDH

~ maneuver (by yawing if necessary) to avoid losing RR acquisition.

d. The IM may include a plane change at CSI if the CSM has
adequate sextant tracking for targeting it. Rendezvous radar only is
not considered adequate.

The new timeline looks like this:

55 TS o1 B 30 33
5 b 1z 5

55
INS. csIfsc.)  P.Ce CDH & P.C. TPL

The only disadvantage we currently see is that it reduces the time between
CDH and TPI to about 33 minutes. However, 33 minutes should be adequate
even with dispersions end the advantages of a relatively fixed maneuver
schedule and better navigation before CSI seem well worth it. It should
be noted that a (hopefully small) change irn the CSI targeting programs
(P32 and P72) would be required to force the computer to use the 1800
spacing between CSI and CDH. This can be done ir either of two ways. OQur
preference would be to provide the crew control probably by modifying the
second P32 DSKY display format to utilize the third register which is
currently blank as option code. [The other two displays in this format
are apsidal crossing (N) and TPI elevation angle (E).] The simplier but

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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less flexible way of doing this job is to increase the magnitude of the
parameter currently stored in fixed memory which is used in the CSI R
test, which forces the logic to use a 180" transfer when the pre-CSI
orbit is found to be essentially circular and apsidal crossings become
ill-defined. E4 Lineberry will submit a PCR for this.

Several action items came out of our meeting as follows:

a. MPAD - It is necessary to develop a rule governing the use of the
VHF data in the event no sextant data is being obtained. It is our under-
standing that VEF data by itself is not only inadeguate, but could actually
degrade the processing. If this is so, we need to establish procedures
whereby the crew inhibits VHF into the CMC when sextant data is not avail-
able.

b. MPAD - It is our proposal that the CSM be the prime source of
targeting the plane change maneuver regardless of which spacecraft
executes it. This is because the sextant is potentislly more accurate
than the rendezvous radar for this particular purpose. Here again a
rule is needed to define how much sextant data is needed to target the
plane change maneuver as opposed to using the rendezvous radar solution.

¢. MPAD - We came to the conclusion at the last meeting that it was
not possible to use the same maneuver solution for CSM mirror image
targeting as the IM uses for burn execution. This meant the crew would
have to cycle through two programs rather than just one. On further
thought, it seems as though we can avoid this extra complexity, which
is really rather serious. I am sure we can for the CDH burn and it
seems probable that something can be done for the CSI burn too, particu-
larly since it's constrained to be horizontal. Accordingly, we have
requested OMAB to re-examine this procedure to see if we can't clean
it up. We must also determine whether onme mimute delay in the mirror
image targeting is really a requirement since these are RCS burns and
problems at TIG don't appear to be too likely.

d., ASPO - Milt Contella repeated a rumor that the rendezvous radar
may have random error in the shaft angle measurement when the line-of-
sight from IM to CSM is close to the lunar surface. We must find out what
the true situation is as quickly as possible and start figuring out some
workaround procedure to be added to all the other ones.

0dds and Ends

We are assuming that the C8M will backup the LM CSI and CDH maneuvers
using the SPS; it is probable, however, as on the D mission, that it
will backup TPI with RCS. We have also concluded that the CSM should

/92 &



not backup the plane change since that requires yawing out-of-plane and
disrupts tracking between CSI and CDH. Of course, if it is known that
the IM will not be able to perform the plane change maneuver, the CSM
vill do it at that time. If the LM and CSM both fail to perform the
plane change 30 mimutes before CDH, the CDH plane change wili force the
node near TPI and so in that event the plane change will be taken out
during the TPI burn targeted with R-36 to force a new node 90° after
TPI time. This, of course, is a departure from the nominal TPI plan
which calls for forcing the node at intercept (TEF).

Howard W. Tindall, Jr. & \ -

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js

149



: it
o‘ .

TO

FROM

SUBJECT:
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MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FPMR (4 cPR) 01156

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

: See list attached DATE: September 26, 19¢

68-PA-T-2084

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Unusual procedure required for IM Ascent from the moon

Jack Craven surprised us with a little jewel the other day during the
Lunar Surface Mission Techniques meeting. He says that in order to
enable the APS engine-on and staging commands from the LGC, it is
necessary for the crew to depress (now get this) the Abort-Stage
button! That is, depressing this button muist be part of the standard
countdown procedure to LM liftoff.

Alternately the crew can manually arm the engine which permits them
to send the engine-on command manually, but it does not enable the LGC
signal. PFurthermore, if they do this, it is necessary for the crew

to also send the engine-cutoff signal manually since the signal from
the LGC is inhibited.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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OFTIONAL FORM NG. 10
MAY 1862 EDITION
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-13.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

See list attached DATE: OQOctober 2, 1968
68-PA-T-2134
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Iunar orbit revolution counter for C'

This may seem like a trivial matter - however, before any confusion
arises let's firmly establish the means of identifying revolutions in
lunar orbit by number. Specifically, unless there's some good reason
for choosing another way:

1. Revolutions will be started and ended at 180° lunar longitude,
i.e., on the back of the moon near the point of lunar orbit imsertion
(10I). As I understand it, the RTCC is programmed this way.

2. The first revolution in lunar orbit shall be, appropriately,
called number one (1). It starts at LOI (l) and ends approximately
two hours later as the CSM passes over 180° longitude.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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MAY 1882 EDITION
GsA FPMA (4 CFR) wi-114

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
- Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: October T, 1968
68-PA-T-2154
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Cis-lunar spacecraft navigation for C'

We are still thrashing around trying to figure out what to do with regard
to cis-lunar spacecraft navigation for the C' mission. It is not clear
whether a couple of things are really necessary or not., If we could get
rid of them, it would simplify things. Unfortunately, we aren't confident
it is safe to delete them at this time, so they are still included.
Specifically, I am speaking of:

a. Conditioning and preserving the W-matrix

b. Making star/landmark (both earth and lunar) observations as
opposed to relying completely upon star/horizon measurements.

I think we have chosen the technique requiring the least diddling around
by the crew which preserves the W-matrix. It is based on the following
decisions:

a. The MSFN state vector will always be used for maneuver execution.

b. The MSFN state vector will always be used to reinitialize the
onboard navigation state vector. That is, we don't intend to preserve
the onboard computed value when new data comes from the ground.

¢. The ground will only update the CMC CSM state vectors by uplinks
then into the IM state vector memory locations. (This applies for all
MCC's - translunar and transearth - except for the final one at EI minus
two hours. In that case, the ground will send the ground state vector
to the command module slots.)

It will be the standard procedure to send state vectors for whatever the
spacecraft needs them (primarily MCC maneuver execution) into the IM state
vector CMC memory locations since this does not effect the W-matrix. When
preparing for a maneuver, the crew will transfer these MSFN state vectors
into the command module state vector slots by use of programs provided
specifically for that purpose. This, of course, will wipe out any state
vectors that have been computed using the onboard navigation and subsequent
navigation will use these state vectors transmitited from the ground as a new
starting point. As the crew executes the msneuver, the guidance system will,
of course, measure the maneuver and add it to the state vectors providing
the best source following the maneuver. The crew should then transfer these
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new ‘updated CSM state vectors back into the LM slots prior to any additional
onboard navigation in order to preserve them in case of communication failure,
whatever that is. Note that a2 small change is being made in the MCC-H/R'ICC
to permit automatically generating a command message to uplink the CSM

state vectors into the CMC memory locations used for the IM state vectors.

Someone came up with a clever idea for comparing state vectors onboard
the spacecraft. By calling up a rendezvous display of range and range
rate between the LM and the command module, they are about to see the dis-
placement and velocity of the state vectors - that is, the MSFN versus the
onboard values. How the capability should be used is not at all clear.

Something else came up at the meeting that was rather startling and may
have major impact. Namely, it may be impossible to do effective transearth
navigation on a mumber of days in the current C' launch window. Apparently
on the later days of the launch window, the sun, when viewed from the
spacecraft may be too close to the earth horizon and star/horizon observa-
tions by the sextant may be impossible to obtain for a substantial part of
the transearth coast. MIT, MPAD, and GCD are in the process of establishing
what days in the launch window are effected, based on the various systems
constraints. Once this situation has been clarified, it may be necessary
to make a decision as to whether it is acceptable to launch the C! mission
on a day when transearth navigation capability onboard the spacecraft does
not really exist. How does that gradb you, "Com.mlcat:.on Loss" fans?

ward W. Tlndall Jr.

PAtHWTindall, Jr.:js
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SUBJECT:

OFTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1962 EDITION
GSA PPMR (41 CFR) 101.11.6

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

:See list attached DATE: October 15, 1968

68-PA-T-2194

:PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Cocrdination

Lunar Rendezvous Mission Techniques

A number of people who know about the rendezvous radar (Myron Kayton,
Richard Broderick, etc.) came to our little Lunar Rendezvous Mission
Techniques meeting October 2 and assuaged our anxieties regarding the
possibility of poor shaft angle measurements when the line-of-sight to
the command module passes clese to the lunar horizon. According to the
data they presented, the error introduced by multi-path in the rendezvous
radar data is essentially lost in the noise for elevation angles above
10° from the horizon. (Duglng the nominal Iunar rendegvous tracking
begins at approximately 10  elevation and approaches 20~ at CSI.)

EG Lineberry's pecple have made sufficient runs to show that it is "
possible to use the same CSI targeting data computed in the CMC for -
IM maneuver solution comparison (properly biased) and for CSM mirror 93>
image maneuver targeting. We are currently recommending that the CMP
use P32 rather than P72 since this would avoild the necessity of going
through two pre-thrust programs.

One of the most significant things coming from the meeting, I think, was

a report by the Math Physics Branch people to the effect that the rendezvous
radar data is not expected to be of sufficient accuracy to target plane
change maneuvers prior to terminal phase. The estimated errors are simply
too great (e.g., 11 fps, one sigma). Accordingly, all plane change target-
ing prior to terminal phase must come from the CSM which can do an excellent
job given as little as 10 minutes worth of sextant tracking (0.5 fps, one
sigma). This does introduce sort of a problem since the technique for deter-
mining the magnitude of the plane change maneuver is to input the time of
interest intc the R36 routine. Unfortunately, if we put in the time of the
LM maneuver, the solution would apply to the ocut-of-plane the command module
should make at & substantially different place in orbit. Fbr example, at

CSI the command module is 1ead1ng the IM by as mch as(lg Of course,

the CMP could go through some "mickey mouse” to bias this time as a function
of this phase angle based on some charts or something. However, he is
already pretty well bogged down with other work and so we are going to put
in a program change request for COLOSSUS II giving us a solution based on
the IM state wvectors rather than the CSM state vectors somewhat as the TO
series programs compliment the 30 series.
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Jack Wright, TRW, had an interesting idea regarding the technique for check-
ing the validity of the VHF range data. It is his impression that the
rendezvous radar range and range rate measuremenis are essentially independ-
ent of one another, in effect providing two data sources for comparison with
the VHF. Agreement of either of these with the VEF would provide confidence
in its use. The crew display of raw VHF data is not really accessible to
the CMP in the lower equipment Hy and, of course, does not provide range
rate at all. Therefore, the comparison must be against the DSKY display

of range and range rate based on the navigated state vectors which .include
the sextant observations.. It seems to us, in lieu of real data that this
;is probably a valid test of the VHF since it probably overwhelms the

: !sextant data in the determination of navigated range and range rate. I

would like to emphasize that this is a proposal requiring verification
and may prove to be not useable. However, I thought it interesting enough
to pass on to you.

ward W. Tindall, Jr.

PA :HWTindall, Jr.:js
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o : See list attached ' DATE: October 17, 1968
68-PA -T-220A

" oA

ROM ~ : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
JBJECT: Transearth Spacecraft Navigation

During Jim McPherson's Transearth Spacecraft Navigation Mission
Techniques meeting of October 8 and 15, a potpourri of ground rules,
working agreements and constraints was established. I may be dupli-
cating other reports with this memo but figure better too many reports
than not enough. All of the following apply specifically to the first
batch of sextant sightings - star/lunar horizon - after TEI on the way
back to earth. Many may also apply to later navigation observations,
but I won't attempt to identify them here.

a. Prior to initiation of transearth onboard spacecraft navigation,
the pre-TEI MSFN state vector navigated through TEI will be stored in
the CMC IM slots and will be used to initialize the navigation. That
is, no new state vector will be uplinked.

b. Navigation using star/lunar horizon observations give approxi-
mately the same accuracy as star/lunar landmarks - at least as far as
hitting the entry corridor is concerned. Accordingly for purposes of
mission simplifications - both pre-flight preparation and real time i
operation - all star/lunar landmark observational exercises will be
deleted from lunar missions starting with C'.

c. This exercise is to start at TEI + 13 hours.

d. Altitude, which is not a constraint, should initially be about
6,000 nautical miles.

e. Stars of 2.3 magnitude or brighter are required for lunar observa-
tions.

f. Due to the required spacecraft attitude, the hi-gain antenna will
probably be out-of-lock. Therefore, low bit rate telemetry will probably
be used to transmit the data in real time. If so, marks must be made no
more frequently than one for ea¢h 10 seconds - procedures are required to
assure proper downlink antenna is selected.

g. After completion of this exercise, the crew will obtain sextant 7
photographs of the lunar horizon - to see what the horizon looks like
at altitudes of 10,000 to 20,000 nautical miles - not to determine its
location. :
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h. The W-matrix will be initialized to 3,300 feet and 3.3 fps. If
possible, they will be initialized at TEI and propogated from there. These
are the same values to be used after TLI and included in the E memory load.

i. MPAD and MIT will establish the [&R, Av threshold the crew should
use for data selections - hopefully, it will be simple but perhaps must
be a function of geometry and time in the mission. (The data is on the
downlink regardless of whether the crew accepts the update or not.) It
should be noted that no good simmlation facility will ever be available
to provide the crew any pre-flight judegment. Although the V83 rendezvous
RR display gives relation of pre-navigation versus navigated state vectors,
this kind of activity shall not be a part of the decision logic. If
someone comes in with a good, useful proposal, this will be reconsidered.

j. A P52 align shall be performed immediately prior to this exercise.
k. The sextant calibration shall be repeated until agreement of at
least two checks (not necessarily seguential ones) are within .00
before "preceeding.”

1. Sextant calibrations will be performed every one-half hour.

m. The CMC clock shall be updated by the MCC-H whenever in "error"

by more than .00 seconds.
‘)“"Ill#jizir:::———;;;t/\vr\

Eoward W. Tindall, Jr.
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SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL FORM NG. 16
MAY 1082 EDITION
cSA FPMR (41 CPR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

68-PA-T-2224

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

C' maneuvers - SPS versus RCS crossover

Neil Townsend (EP2) informed me by phone - and will supply written
confirmation - that the minimum duration SPS burn for C' should be
no less than 0.5 seconds. We had been assuming something smaller.

According to MPAD (Otis Graf, FM7) this makes the crossover point
between use of the RCS versus the SPS engine:

Translunar midcourse correction - 5 fps

Transearth midcourse correction ~ 12 fps

These values will be explained completely in an FM7 memo soon to be
distributed. I just want everybody to be aware of the new values and

to start using them in his planning. ]
/ o
////;;1/‘ ’f

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

: See list attached DATE: October 16, 1968

68-PA-T-22LA

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

C' Eaxrth Orbit and TLI Mission Techniques Open Items

It appears we have the Earth Orbit and TLI Mission Techniques for the
C' pretty well under control. The only two significant open items that
I know of deal with the optics check and the crew procedures for pro-
tecting against an SIVB engine cuteff failure during TLI.

The problem with the opties check is that no one has really established
what they are trying to accomplish by doing it. My own personal opinion,
of course, is that i1t is not really necessary. That is, we will be willing
to do TLI with the optics busted, whatever that means, since we should be
able to align the platform using the COAS good enough to perform the

return to earth maneuver. Although, I guess, we really haven't proven

that to everyone's satisfaction yet.

How the crev should backup the SIVB IU engine cutoff signal has been a
sticky wicket (I believe that is the expression). I think we have now
gotten through the emotional phase of this one and have zeroed in on two
possible techniques, both of which seem pretty good. The one I personally
favor was proposed by Charley Parker. Its merits are simplicity and the
fact that it gives the IU the greatest chance to perform its job, if it is
going to. Basically, no crew action would be taken until after an elapsed
burn time is equal to that expected from a 3 sigma low performing engine.
This would be like 10 seconds past the nominal burn duration. At that
time, the crew would manually shut the engine down as soon as the GNCS
indicated the targeted inertial wvelocity has been achieved as readout from
their DSKY display. Of course, if we really have had an IU failure, the
GNCS would indicate that we have already exceeded that velocity at that
time and so the crew would take immediate action by turning the abort
handle to shut down the engine and return it to its neutral position to
avoid automatic separation of the spacecraft from the SIVB. (Note that
the EMS [SV counter plays no role in this procedure.) In the event the

IU has truly failed to send the cutoff command when everything else is
perfectly normal, this procedure would result in an overspeed of about

500 or 600 fps which would require a 2,000 to 3,000 fps return-to-nominal
midcourse maneuver three hours after TLI. This does not preclude going
into lunar orbit.

The alternate proposal is precisely the same as that, except than an addi-
ticnal period permitting mamual crew engine cutoff is included - namely,
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that period containing all burn durations possible with a 3 sigma performing
e¢ngine. This would be a 20 second period centered about the nominal cuteff
time. During this period, the ecrew would send a manual engine off command
if both the GNCS and the EMS AV counter indicated the desired cutoff velo-
city had been achieved.

Studies are continuing on both these techniques and a crew preference will
also be obtained hopefully leading to resolution within the next couple of

weeks. Since there is no crew similation facility capable of faithfully
similating the TLI maneuver, it will not be Possible to base the decision

on experience gained in that way.
K ~
}g\vm

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: October 16, 1968
68-FM-T-225
FROM : FM/Deputy Chief

SUBJECT: Results of the October 8 Apollo Spacecraft Software Configuration
Control Board (ASSCCB) meeting

In this memo I will briefly describe some of the highlights of the
subject meeting:

1. There was a long discussion regarding the effects of CDU tran-
3ients on AGS alignments while on the lunar surface. It appears there
are some fairly simple procedures for making sure unacceptable errors
are not introduced into the system. A matter that was not discussed
wvas what sort of problems we can have in the AGS alignment while on
coasting flight where spacecraft attitude changes make checking very
difficult. We will have to pursue these matters in the mission
technigues development.

2. There were four PCR's approved that I would like to call your
attention to. They are:

a. PCR 546 (IUMINARY): Delete V50N25 display in P68. Crew must
insure a stable IM before "proceed" response to VO6N43. The V50N25 dis-
play is not necessary. Attitude storage can be done after crew response
to previous VO6NL3.

b. PCR 547 (LUMINARY): Delete V3TN57 display at end of PS8 and add
"Do final automatic request terminate routine (ROO)." Chapter L incorrectly
shows P68 terminating with V37N57.

o c. PCR 551 (LUMINARY): Reduce normal maximum commanded rate from
20 /sec. to 1k /sec. since maxirmm commanded rate of ACA normal scaling is
too high for manual lunar larnding. Reduce normal and fine scaling by a
factor of T for the CSM-docked case since normal and fine scaling of ACA
are too high for manual lunar landing.

- d. PCR 552 (COIOSSUS): Add P22 assumption to read as follows: The
first mrrk obtained by this program cannot be the landing site. Coding in
P22 cami:ot accept landing site as first mark.
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3. BSince all of DFS guided burns on the currently planned missions
terminate at 40% thrust or less, it was decided to place the DPS tailoff
for 40% in - memory rather than full thrust.

L. MIT requested that we approve a change (PCR 494), which would put
the LGC value of landing site location (RLS) on the ascent and descent
downlink format. I am not sure why they want this unless it is for systems lj
testing purposes. Note: We have no capability of reading it out in the a@
control center in real time right mow. [ g /Al

5. PCR 250 to put SPS mass flow rate (M DOT) into erasible memory of
COLOSSUS 1A was approved.

6. PCR 245 to permit use of planets in P23 and R53 was approved for
COLOSSUS ITI but will not be in COLOSSUS 14.

7. Just so there is no misunderstanding on this, MIT has been directed
to delete the rendezvous radar acquisition routine (R29) from the IGC

descent program (P63) completely.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

FM:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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TO ! See list attached DATE: QOctober 21, 1968
68-PA-T-226A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Descent Aborts

We have finally started mission techniques meetings on lunar landing
descent aborts. At the risk of losing whatever confidence you might

have in my judgment, I would like to describe a technique we are probably
going to propose for aborts early in the descent phase. That is, within
about 25 seconds of commanding the DPS to full thrust. It is a technique
that Joe D. Payne and Floyd Bennett have been suggesting for quite a while,
but which most of the rest of us had been unwilling to accept.

First of all, I don't think anyone will argue about what should be done
between initialization of powered descent and DPS throttle up after the
trim gimbal period (currently set for 26 seconds). The AV acquired
during that period only drops the apogee down to about 40 miles so the
best thing to do is probably just shut off the engine and sit tight.

That is, no immediate abort maneuvers are required unless it is necessary
to get away from a hazardous DPS stage. '

After going to full throttle, though, there is a short period (roughly

25 seconds) during which aborts become a little difficult to handle.

In this region the trajectory rapidly becomes suborbital, making an immediate
abort maneuver necessary to achieve a safe orbit. The problem is that the
spacecraft is oriented retrograde to perform the descent maneuver, which

is exactly opposite to the direction required to get back into orbit. This
causes the problem. Namely, 1f we want to abort on the DFS, you have a
choiece of:

o%* Either turning off the engine, reorienting the spacecraft about
180 , and reigniting the DPS to meke a posigrade burn into orbit - and
no one wants to turn off the engine! or

b. Ieave the DPS engine on as the spacecraft is being reoriented.
Unfortunately, in order to avoid gimbal lock this attitude maneuver mst
be made in the pitch direction and leaving the engine on causes us to
acquire a large radial velocity during the attitude maneuver which must be
removed., To do this the spacecraft would go through a pretty wild pitch
profile rotating almost a complete revolution from the time of abort to
the time of engine shutdown. The reason for this is that attitude change
is made at a rate of only 10 degrees a second, which means the engine would
thrust with a component in the radial direction for a long time. As you can

162 28~
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imagine, there are also considerable problems in the guidance equations,
which would cause theengine to be shutdown prematurely under certain
circumstances.

Abort Staging with the APS is not much better since it was felt necessary
to provide an immediate separation maneuver (currently coded to be three
seconds or 30 fps) to get away from the DPS before reorienting to posigrade
attitude. And, you can't leave it running for the same reasons as the DPS.
_So you see, even for an APS abort, we end up turning the engine on, then
off, and then back on, which we don't want to do.

Iet me point out that after about 25 seconds at full throttle, the hori-
zontal velocity required to get back into orbit when combined with the
radial velocity picked up during the attitude change results in a guidance
. and attitude control situation considered acceptable. That is, it is not

. necessary to turn off the engine during the pitch over to posigrade atti-
tude. So our only concern is with gborts during the first 25 seconds after
throttle up, when it is neither acceptable to leave the engine on nor to
turn it off for fear that it won't start again.

Standby for Payne's solution!

It is proposed that in the event of an abort recognized in that trouble-
some period to continue operating the DPS irn the retrograde direction

until we have reached the time it is possible to make the attitude change t ~
to the posigrade direction without turning off the engine! If the DPS é?{
is the system that isn't working and it is necessary to "Abort Stage" and .P‘gi

use the APS, it is proposed to burn the APS in the retrograde direction KS LF
. as long as necessary to reach the point when we can pitch to the posigrade tﬁ-&
direction without turning off the APS. o }y*

This solution, you see, avoids the need for turning off an operating
engine and makes the procedures for both DPS and APS sbout the same in rJ
this time period as they are after this period. The thing that takes W
avhile to get used to is burning in a retrograde direction lowering the

orbit still farther after a need for an abort has been recognized. How

do we rationalize doing a thing like that? We currently feel that the
advantages of the simplified, standardized procedures ard particularly

of not shutting down a running engine sufficiently justify thrusting to

a situation a little worse than that which existed at the time of abort
recognition. And, of course, we do have a tremendous propellant surplus

if we abort at this time. Furthermore, aside from some problem associated

with throttle up, the probability of an abort being required in this 25

second period seems awfully remote making it very difficult to justify
development of & unique set of abort procedures and training to use them.

In effect, this proposal creates two rather than three abort zones. No

abort maneuvers are required prior to DPS throttle up since the IM is still
orbital. Procedures after throttle up are all the same. There is no discret
point in the descent required special techniques.
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Formilation of the LUMINARY DFS abort program.(PTO) is completely compatible
with this procedure. That is, for a DPS abort the crew would always delay ;
taking abort action until 25 seconds after throttle up. A program change k9é"
will be necessary to support this procedure in the APS abort program (PTl)

so that if the crew hits "Abort Stage,” the APS will light off and separate,
maintaining a retrograde attitude until 25 seconds after DPS throttle up

time. Then it could go into the abort guidance as currently programmed.
Specifically, the change is to have the spacecraft perform a continuous
retrograde APS burn as opposed to a three second burn followed by an

attitude change and reignition.

Mal Johnston of MIT was at our meeting and will discuss this with our
Priends in Boston. We'll talk about it some more next time after think-
ing it over a couple of weeks. I'd be interested in your comments.

Roward W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT c
Memorandum

See list attached DATE: October 25‘ 1968
68-PA-T-23hA
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

C! Contingency Review

We went through the draft of the C' Contingency Mission Technigues document
on October 22, and I mst say I was impressed with its quality. It seemed
to me the Flight Analysis Branch, the Apollo Abert Working Group, and TRW
had done a good job of putting this together. The final version will be
distributed within the next week or so.

One item that came up needed resolution deals with the block data maneuvers
that is, those abort maneuvers which the MCC-H pericdically sends to the
spacecraft to be used in the event of a subsequent complete commnication
failure. It is necessary to agree on the targeting objectives of these
maneuvers. First of all, let me emphasize that the free return trajectory
that we adhere to on the way to the moon does not necessarily provide a
water landing and almost assuredly does not provide a landing near the
primary recovery forces. All it does it to meke sure that the spacecraft
can get back to earth with minimmm AV in the event of an SPS failure. The
question to be answered is: Should the block data maneuvers merely be
designed to provide a water landing or should they also meet the additional
constraint of landing in the planned recovery area - that is, targeted to
the CIA? We had been assuming that they would zim for the CLA, although,
this may require mesneuvers of as much as 1200 fps. Some people were gques-
tioning whether it would be better to avoid making a maneuver any larger
than is necessary to insure a water landing regardless of where it might
occur. Basically, it is a tradeoff between a maneuver (of up to 1200 fps)
to get where we really want to go versus a smaller maneuver (up to 250 fps)
to provide a safe landing somewhere. Of course, there is also the question
during the translunar coast of when to target the maneuver for a direct
return which costs a lot of [SV'(up to 7,000 fps) as opposed to going
arcund the moon, which is much cheaper. These things are really mission
rules which must be es=iablished before the fligh*. They apparently aren't
agreed to yet., At least I don't know the rule.

.
{

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT:indall, Jr.:js
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Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: October 25, 1968
68-PA-T-235A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination L

SUBJECT: Some more C' Lunar Orbit Mission Techniques

At our October 14 C' Iunar Orbit Mission Techniques meeting we settled

on a few things I would like to tell you about. Along with the TEI

block data to be sent up each revolution in lumar ordbit, we are also

going to update the spacecraft state vector in the CMC every revolution.

This will be done after tracking the pseudo-landing site and before the

P52 fine alignment. Some consideration was also given to including a

TET external AV targeting load on the uplink each revolution but this

will not be dome since the block data should be adequate. Incidentally,

the block data will be for a TEI maneuver for the revolution following

the present one - that is, gbout three hours after its transmission. .

We discussed the use of the tape recorder if the high-gain antenna does
not work. In this event, you recall, it is not possible to dump the

tape at lunar distances. The question to be answered is: What data
should be recorded on the tape to be brought back by the spacecraft

out of lunar orbit? Surely high-bit recording of the SFS burns - LOI

and TET - mist be included and will use about half of the tape (15

minutes at high-bit rate). Recording of landmark tracking on the back
side of the moon should have a high priority to be included and will

take very little tape. The technique will be for the crew to obtain

all of the sightings on & given landmark, which the CMC will temporarily
store in memory. After completion of taking that set of observations

the recorder is turned on for approximately 20 seconds at low-bit rate

to collect and save that data. Since we are making eight sets of observa-
tions on the back of the moon, we are only using 160 seconds worth of tape,
that is, about 2% minutes out of the remaining one-half hour at low-bit
rate.

What else should be recorded is an open question and people with require-
ments should come forward soon and identify themselves so the procedures
can be worked out for the "no high-gain antenna" situation. Of course,.
if the high gein is working, continuous recording on the back side of the
moon should be standard practice.

—
.~
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- Memorandum

TO + See list attached DATE: October 25, 1968
68-PA-T-236A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Date Priority Coordimation

supJecT: CSI and CDH back into the AGS - maybe

Apparently the TRW AGS people have done a good job of putting the new
rendezvous radar navigation filter into that dinky computer. In fact,
they now estimate a surplus of some 80 words.

One of our brilliant seums engineers here in MPAD - Ed Lineberry - has
developed a simple technique for computing the CDI and CDH rendezvous
maneuvers provided the CSM orbit is near cireular as it should be on

the G mission (reference MPAD memo, 68-FM61-318, dated October 15, 1968,
subject: Linearized solution for CSI and CDH for a multiple-half-orbital-
period transfer between meneuvers!). In fact, he expects that it could

be fit into the aforementioned 80 words. He and Milt Contella have already
discussed this with the TRW people who are looking it all over. If things
go well, he expects they will come to the Software Configuration Control
Board with the proposal to include it in some future AGS program and we
can decided at that time if that is the best way to use our little 80 word
Christmas present.

1 wrote this because that idiot E& Lineberry is too darn modest to tell
anybody and I thought you might find it interesting.

W
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT p M ‘
Memorandum

TO ! See list attached DATE: October 25, 1968
68-PA-T-23TA
FROM : Pp/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: X-axis or z-axis for LM TPI?

This memo is in response to a guestion that came up at the October 21

D Rendezvous Mission Techniques meeting. The question was: What is the
additional IM RCS propellant cost if we use the z-axis RCS translation
rather than the x-axis for TPI? Chuck Pace checked with the MPAD
Consumable people who figured the x-axis would cost about 15 lbs. (taking
into account the required attitude changes and use of the APS interconnect)
and the z-axis will use at least 31 lbs. of RCS propellant {assuming the
best CG location). These numbers are based on current spacecraft data
book information. They intend to verify them through use of a 6D simla-
tion program in the near future and will document the results.

In the meantime, we can probably use these estimates to decide which to
use - x-axis which costs less RCS or z-axis which avoids breaking radar P

lock on. /% ‘///'—_' .

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: October 25, 1968
68-PA-T-238A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Descent Aborts -~ Part II

This memo is to carry on from that three page snowflake I sent you the
other day on the same subject. It turns out we have encountered one

of those rare situations when in doing something to fix an undesireable
situation we actually improve something else at the same time. Speci-
fically, the rendezvous people want to target the IM to a substantially-.
higher.orbit following an early .descent.abort than they had previously
proposed. This makes the horizontal posigrade burn following the descent
abort larger, of course, and aslleviates that crazy pitch profile problem
which used to exist during an abort in the first 50 seconds of powered
descent. The point is that by some fairly minor changes in the space-
craft computer program (LUMINARY), we can probably eliminate the special
abort procedure we used to think was necessary early in descent. Changes
to the DPS abort program (PTO) are essentially just changes in some
erasible constants. This does not impact ceoding but has a significant
impact on testing. By that, I mean the program will work now. The AFS
program change noted in last week's memo is still required but is essentially
achieved by a erasible constant change too. This will all be firmed up and
brought to the Software Configuration Control Board in the near future for
their approval or something.

Having the early abort situation under control,, we pressed on to another
phase of descent aborts requiring some attention - specifically, how %o
handle the situstion when the DIS is not quite capable of getting the LM
all the way back into the desired iasertion orbit. In order to establish
procedures, it was necessary to make some assumptions. They are:

1. Ve never want to "Abort Stage" and use the APS, if the DPS is
still operationzl.

2, It is acceptable to operate the DPS to propellant depletion.*
3. VWe have no desire to use the APS engine again after achieving orbit

(that is, during rendezvous). Of course, we intend to use the APS propellant
through the RCS interconnect.

* This assumption must be verified by ASPO and then included in their
data books.
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L. ‘The "Abort Monitor" in LUMINARY remains active following a DPS
propellant depletion cutoff, which may result in a Av monitor alarm, even
though the crew calls up the AV residuals.* :

and standard. Namely, whenever aborting on DPS, the crew will permit that
engine to operate at full thrust until either a guided cutoff is acheived

or propellant depletion occurs. At that time, the crew will "proceed" to A ,pg N
the DSKY display of AV residuals. If the AV remaining to be gained is _ 7 A\’
less than 30 fps, the DPS will be mamually staged and the crew will utilize 1 ke
the RCS to achieve the desired insertion condition by nulling the AV residuals. .
(It is probable that only the horizontal component need be trimmed if a

convenient attitude reference is available. The FDAT eight ball should

be good for this.) If the AV to be gained is in excess of 30 fps, the

crew will hit "Abort Stage,"” automatically Jettisoning the DPS and lighting

off the APS to make up the AV deficiency. Again, only the horizontalAv

residual need be trimmed.

If we can make the above assumptions, the procedures become quite simple phf

It is to be noted that with the new, high apogee we will be targeting for,

the RCS/APS switchover point is orbital by a substantial margin (apogee

-2 in excess of 75 miles) and so there is no problem in the use of an RCS !
burn whose duration is less than conds., It is also to be noted that f .
if the AV required of the APS is less than 100 fps, the burn durstion will hur "ﬁ[J
be less than 10 seconds » Which probably makes it unsafe to reignite the ﬂ:

APS. There is so much mystery with what is and what is not acceptable with :
the APS we cannot really be sure about that. However, it does not matter
since there is no problem anticipated in performing the rest of the maneuvers
with RCS.

<
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One final comment - it has been proposed that the DPS be operated at half
thrust during aborts to prevent lofting when the APS is required to achieve
orbit. Two miles perigee and four miles apogee are the maximum effects.
Those do not significantly perturb the abort rendezvous and therefore the
decision was to meintain full thrust.

«
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A * This assumption must be verified by me with MIT. dé‘( '
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TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

GEA "PMR (41 CPFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

See list attached DATE: November h, 1968
68-PA.T-2L1A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

When is the rendezvous radar designate routine (R29) needed?

George Cherry (MIT) asked if it is possible to drop the rendezvous

radar designate routine (R29) out of the descent abort programs (P70
and P71). He gave me the impression that to do so now would signifi-
cantly reduce their work and permit concentration in testing In more
profitable areas. I don't know when the next Software Board meeting
is - soon I hope. Perhaps this would be a suitable subject tc bring

up at that time.
YN J Y

-Howard W, Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

See list attached DATE: November 5, 1968

68-PA-T-2h2A
EA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

C' earth parking orbit duration is a variable

This note is just to make sure everyone is aware of the rather sigini-
ficant variation in the time between earth orbit insertion (ECI) and
translupar injection (TLI) on the C' mission, depending on day and
azimth of launch. This came as a surprise to me and may have some
impact on what you are doing. According to Ron Berry, the time from
EOI to TLI ignition is 2 hours and 42 minutes at the start of the
December 20 launch window and decreases to 2 hours ard 28 mimites at

the end. On the last day of the launch window, December 27, this time |

period starts at 2 hours and 22 minutes and shortens at the end of
the window to 2 hours and 7 minutes. All these numbers, of course,
are for the first TLI opportunity. It may be desirable to perform a
similation with the shorter duration earth parking orbit just to make
sure everything goes together properly. The poorer ground coverage
and shortened crew timeline may give some trouble if it hasn't been
thought out in advance.

—
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Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO : See list attached DATE: November 25, 1968
68-PA-T-2584

sy

FROM : ©PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: Descent Aborts - Part III

We have had a couple more Descent Aborts Mission Techniques meetings
resulting in substantlial progress which I would like to tell you about
in this memo, if you haven't already heard.

A basic ground rule we have established is that these abort procedures
go into effect at the time powered descent initiation (PDI) is attempted
(i.e., starting at the time of PDI TIG). The point is, if the descent
burn is not attempted at all another procedure is used (TBD). But once
descent is started and an abort is required, the crew will always go to
P70 or P71, the DPS or APS abort programs.

As noted previously we have eliminated the special abort zone during the
first 50 seconds of powered descent which used to require special pro-
cedures. A simple program change was made to LUMINARY to do this. 1In
order to cause the system to work in an acceptable way, it is also neces-
sary to increase the insertion apogee altitude in the PGNCS targeting.
This is done by changing the value of an erasible memory constant in the
I1GC. (Insertion apogee altitude is now 100 n.m.; it was 60.) A prefer-
able solution was considered for LUMINARY but must be delayed to LUMINARY °
II due to schedule impact. It is to have the PGNCS compute the optimum
apogee insertion altitude in real time based on the phase angle between
the IM and the CSM at the time of the gbort. It is possible to do this
such that the subsequent rendezvous sequence is almost identical to the
nominal lunar lending mission rendezvous sequence - always providing a
one rev rendezvous with a differential altitude of 15 n.m. This program
change will likely be made in the AGS, too - perhaps even in time for the
F mission since it is relatively simple. Assuming we are able to fix the
PGNCS program for the lunar landing mission, it looks like we have a very
good, streight forward, simple and standarized abtort/rendezvous procedure.

One cautinn mist be cbserved since the DPS abort program (PTO) comands

full throutle immediately. Therefore, if the crew decides to abort on

the DPS iimediately after PDI they must at least await engince stability
before hitting the Abort button. I should also point out thnt aboris

during the first 40 seconds of powered descent will currently result in

a spacecraft pitch maneuver which will cause the MCC-H to lose all telemetry:
until the crew can realign the hi-gain antenna or switch to the omnis,

A program change request for LUMINARY II has been submitted to fix this.
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Another area in which we have been working is the procedure following a
descent abort using the DPS engine immediately after the engine cutoff.
Like any other maneuver, the standard procedure is for the crew to call up
the AV residuals on the DSKY and check the horizontal AV still required.
Then:

a. If the horizontal AV to be gained is less than 5 fps, which
should be the usual case for aborts prior to about 300 seconds into
povered descent, the erew will trim it with RCS without staging the DFS.
Out-of-plane and radial Z}V components will be left untrimmed and their
effects will be eliminated by the subsequent rendezvous maneuvers.

b. If the l&v in the horizontal direction at the end of DPS burn
is more than 5 fps but less than 30 fps, we want to stage the DES off
prior to burning into orbit with RCS since RCS plume impingement pre-
cludes dragzing the DPS along. However, staging presents a problem
since the P3NCS digital autc pilot (DAP) will not be aware it has
happened. Sinee it would continue to assume the high inertia, unstaged
spacecraft, it would command excessive RCS firing for altitude control.
Like 1My, it would really hose out the RCS fuel. The easiest wzy around
this is to switch guidance control to "AGS" and attitude control to "AGS
attitude hold" and then manually translate into orbit with RCS based on
the PGNCS DSKY [XV display. The procedure would be.to manually stage
immediately after initiation of the RCS trim burn. Again, there is no
reason for trimming the out-of-plane and radial [}V residuals.

¢c. If at DPS engine cutoff the Av residual in the horizontal
direction exceeds 30 fps, the procedure is to simply hit "Abort Stage."
This will automatically separate the DPS and utilize the AFS to complete
the maneuver required to achieve the desired orbit. The AV required
depends on the abort time and can range from as little as 30 fps all
the way to a full Ascent duration burn. The 30 fps boundary was chosen
because attempts to use PTL/APS for smaller maneuvers can result in very
large [&V errors, in fact as much as 60 fps. Again, only the horizontal
in-plane component of [&V need be trimmed after the main engine cutoff.
Of course, in case "a"” noted above it will be necessary to separate
from the DPS sometime. There was considerable discussion as to whether
a special post-insertion maneuver should be made for this or if it was
preferable to await the first of the scheduled rendezvous burrs - CSI.
We finally concluded taat the most straight forwari procedure was to
separate the DPS at CSI in order to avoid the need for more ccmplicated
special procedures for this special situation. Separation at CSI
rather then immedistely at insertion also provides the peripheral advantage
of an extra hour use of DPS consumables. But that is not our reason for
recommending this procedure. Of course, it will be necessary for the
crew to carry out certain DPS safing procedures. Specifically, they
mist vent vhe tanks just as they do after a nominsl lunar landing. One
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open item in regard to this is the determination of how propulsive this
venting is. If it turns out to be unacceptable we may be forced to provide
some special procedure to stage the DPS at insertion. FCD has the action
item of determining the magnitude of venting Av.

LY

(rc b
oward W. Tindall, Jr. .

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1882 EDITION
GSA FPMR (#) CFR) 1W01-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached : DATE: January 10, 1969
‘ i 69-PA-T-2A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apolio Data Priority- Coordination '

SUBJECT: Some decisions regarding lunar landmark tracking on the
} F and G missions

We had an Ad Hoc Mission Techniques meeting on January g to talk
over lunar landmark tracking. In particular, we wanted to discuss
what we thought had been learned from the C' mission and what we
want to do on the F and (¢ missions. This memo is to outline all
that briefly. The specific things we were trying to decide were:

a. Whether special tests of any sort should be included on
the ¥ mission which might permit us to broaden the acceptable sun
elevation angle constraints associated with the lunar landing and

b. To decide if optical observations (SCT or SXT) of the
landing site are required on DOI day for descent targeting and if
so how many, when should they be taken, and how should they be used?

Jack Schmitt has probed extensively into the landing sun elevation
angle constraints problem both before and after ¢! and probably has

s better understanding of this overall situation than anyone else T
know. He has intensely debriefed all of the C! crewman on this

specific subject and is confident that the visibility will be accept-
able for landing if the sun elevation angle is no less than about 3

or 4 degrees. The upper constraint he feels is in excess of 20 degrees
and the actual limit will probably be based on heating considerations
on the spacecraft or the crew during EVA rather than visibility during
descent (we'll find out what that limit is). 1In other words, it looks
like we have a sufficiently wide band of acceptable sun elevation angles
that this imposes no real constraint on G launch opportunities! Further-
more, there appears to be no reason to provide special tests on F
designed to broadened these limits or give us greater confidence in
them. One interesting point he emphasizes, though, 1is that we should
avoid landing with a glide path within about 2 degrees of the sun eleva-
tion angle since there is a definite degradation in visibility along
that line which would impair the crew's capability of evaluating the
landing site. This means that we should avoid sun elevation angles
between about 14 and 18 degrees - a little band of unacceptable light-
ing conditions within the much larger acceptable limits. He feels that
this band may be avoided in the few instances we encounter it by delay-
ing launch somewhat or by adding an extra revolution or two in lunar
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orbit. It is also evident that by the use of the hybrid flight plan
we can extend the translunar coast time with the same effect.

In summary, it appears that the sun elevation angle constraint on G
mission launch opportunities is not significant at this time and
there is no need to provide special tests on F to confirm this
“opinion.

The question of optical tracking of the landing site is not so clearly
understood. However, the consensus is that it would be a seriocus
mistake at this time for the flight plan not to include optical obser-
vations of the landing site as part of the descent targeting operation.
But, based on the ease with vhich the C' crew located and tracked the
landmark on their first opportunity there seems to be no reason not

to eliminate the first series of landmark tracking, which we had
previously included primarily for on-the-job training. Accordingly,
we intend to utilize the tracking plan and ground targeting operations
previocusly developed in our Descent Mission Technigues meetings except
that the Tirst of the two tracking periocds will be deleted or moved

to LOI day if it can be conveniently included in the timeline. Since
the landing site will be in darkness at that time, this particular
session would have to be on some other landmark located 5 or 10 degrees
to the east of the landing site.

T would like to discuss briefly the reasons for retaining the optical
observations. Basically, they reduce to two things neither of which
could be described as mandatory - but they are certainly not just

"nice to have" things either. The first, of course, is tc significarsly
improve the accuracy of the descent targeting which will make the
descent *trajectory more nearly nominal. In line with this, 1t also
makes it more likely the landing radar can return the trajectory to
within acceptable limits. The second benefit is that they provide a
cormplete, independent check on the overall targeting system in the same
sense that the star check confirms burn attitude or the horizon check
confirms retro attitude on other mission phases.

Our discussions included numerically defined MSFN and spacecraft systoms
performance (expected and/or experienced) compared to descent targetings
reguirements which, you see, I have not included at all on this memo.
However, they support the above conclusions substantially and cculd e
made available to you if you want to see them. I left them out ner
simply because it is too complex a matter to discuss clearly in a memo
such as this. What I am trying to say is that I feel these are well-
founded conclusions which may be applied to both the F and G missions
and we are going to press con based on them.

I

\ A S
N
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDTTION
GSA FPMR {0 CFR) 101118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: January 1b, 1969
69-PA-T-3A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination :

SUBJECT: Operations reguired for commnication loss on ¥ and G
are sure better than on C! ‘

I think we have pretty well established how to handle a communication
loss situation on the F and G missions. In effect, we have defined
which Block data mist be sent and what onboard cis-lunar navigation
needs to be carried out. In both cases, of course, it is possible

to cut vack substantially from the C' techniques. This is because

we feel it is reasonable to assume that the IM provides a "perfect”
bvackup for the CSM communications.

BLOCK DATA

We established a ground rule that it is only necessary to send Block

data for abort situations when either the IM is not awvailable or if
sufficient time to use the IM is not available. Following is a table

of all the Block data transmissions planned for F and G giving the

time of transmission for the abort opportunity which it would be used for:

Time of Transmission Time of Abort Maneuver

During earth orbit TLI + 90 minutes. CSM only,
direct return

10T - 15 PC + 2 for fast return following
flyby

Pre LOIl TEIl g assuming perfect LOIl

Pre LOI2 TEI2 Update and TEIb assuming
no LOI2

Post LOI2 For TEI after sleep

Pre LM Jettison TEI 2 revs from jettison

After IM Jettison C!' rev by rev technique except

during sleep
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In addition, remember the crew has the capability of using the GNCS N

(P37) to compute their own return-to-earth maneuvers in the event of a\ o «*,

comminication loss. In order to simplify the crew’s procedures, we jg27 7
A

intend to transmit a small amount of additional information for use a
first guess in the operation of P37. Specifically MCC-H will periodi-
cally send the crew values of the landing area (CLA), the mareuver magni-

tude (AV), and the burn ignition time (TIG) for possible future abort times.

CIS-LUNAR NAVIGATION

As you recall on C', the onboard capability for cis-lunar navigation
using P23 was thoroughly exercised and proven to be an excellent system.
Furthermore, it appears that Jim Lovell was able to do his job just
about as well in the beginning as he was later in the mission, indi-
cating that inflight training is not Particularly necessary. Based

on this experience, only two batches of P23 star/earth horizon navi-
gation sightings shall be scheduled on the entire F and G flights. In
order to get the most from these two periods, one should be scheduled
before TLI + 5 hours and the other after TLI + 14 hours, if it is con-
venient to do so. The advantage of making the first batch that early
is that it will permit the MCC-H to make an accurate determination of
the actual horizon altitude the CMP is using in order to update the
CMC in real time just as we did on C'. To do this it is necessary
that the observations be made in altitude less than 50,000 n.m. and
preferably lower than 35,000, which is the altitude at TLI + 5 hours.
I wouléd like to point out that the horizon Jim Lovell used so success-
fully was sort of a nebulous one of his choice and was not well defined
making it unreliable to use the "C'" horizon altitude for the F and @
missions. Although not disasterous, a good knowledge of the horizon
substantially improves navigation prior to entry which is when it is
most important in the event of comminication loss. Whatever that is.

Recognize that impliecit in this plan of scheduling only two tatches
of observations early in the translunar coast is that there can e
no independent onboard confirmation of the MSFN navigation which was
considered so important to insure that we miss the moon on Cf.

Meth Physics Branch of MPAD has been requested to develop a P23 track-
ing schedule to be used for transearth navigation in the event of no
communication. This schedule will be included in the Flight Plan
labeled "loss of commnication contingency."

As you recall, the primary purpose of onboard navigation during trans-
earth coast was for conditioning the W-matrix. We have selected a
procedure for F and G which makes it possible to eliminate that opera-
tion. Specifically, we have concluded that a crossover point exists
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at 30 hours before entry, which has the following characteristics. If | N
commnication has been lost prior to that time, the onboard system is % [v Y
capable of providing acceptable navigation, maneuver targeting, and !
entry initialization starting from scratch with no special W-m=trix
conditioning. (The flight path angle error at entry should be no
greater than 0.5%under the worse conditions.) In addition, it has been
shown that the MSFN will be sufficiently accurate at EI - 30 hours

that in the event of subseguent comminication loss there is no need

to perform onboard navigation but rather the crew may safely return

to earth using the data supplied for that purpcse at EI - 30 by the
MCC-H. In other words, the same procedure used on C! at EI - 15 will
be carried out on F and G at EI - 30. Namely, spacecraft state vectors
will be updated and the crew will be provided with midcourse meneuver
targeting and entry pad data needed to complete the mission without
further communication.

In summary, F and G operations associated with communication loss are
being considerably simplified from those used on C'. Utilization of
IM communications makes it possible to markly reduce the number of
abort Block data pad messages; the onboard and MSFN navigation per-
formance experienced on C' permits us to reduce onboard navigation
to a total of only two batches of star/horizon observations. No
special procedures are required for W-matrix initialization. I'd
call that a giant step in the right direction!

c:g(“»m&ﬁ\(@;}‘

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:BHWTindall, Jr.:js
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1962 EDITION
GSA FAMA (41 CPR) 101-11.0

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT"

Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: January 1k, 1969
69-PA-T-LA
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F and G cis-lunar midcourse correction scheduling

This memo is to make sure everyone is aware that we are scheduling
the final midcourse corrections before IO0I and Entry differently than
on C'.

The final transiunar midcourse correction shall be scheduled at

1Ol - 5 hours since that provides optimum midcourse correction effective-
ness and confidence in subsequent MSFN tracking for LOI targeting. You
recall on C! this maneuver was at LOI - 8 in order to provide a short

crew rest period after that. This is not required on the F and G missions
at this time.

The basic criteria for selecting EI - 2 hours as a last transearth
midcourse correction was to make it as late as possible while still
providing adequate MSFN tracking for entry initializaticn. On the

¢! mission it was found that although two hours is adegquate, an addi-
tional hour would be advantageous. Since there appears to be no dis- -
advantage to moving this maneuver one hour earlier to EI - 3 nours we
propose to do so. One associated item North American is going to check
out is with regard to the effect of this on the RCS quads. There is a
slim possibility that this schedule may present a thermal problem.

T would like to emphasize that the intermediate cis-lunar midcourse
correction schedule is not based on trajectory consideration but rather
will be selected to fit most conveniently in the crew work/rest cycle
just as it was done on C'. Accordingly, the scheduling of these maneu-
vers mist await development of the flight plan after which they will be
shuffled in at the most convenient times.

%Lzard We. ‘I':Lndall Jdr. S

PA:EWTindall, Jr.:js
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
< MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FPMR (6 OR) 1W01-158

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: January 15, 1969

. 69-PA~T-8A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F and G Lunar Orbital operations - mostly pre-DOI LM activation stuff

On January 10 we had an F and G Mission Techniques meeting dealing
mostly with Iunar Orbital operations, which .I would like to record
with this thing.

In our continuing effort to figure out the best way to minimize the
DOI day timeline, I think we have finally converged on the best
basic procedure for getting the IM checked out. As usual we went
over the three most popular ways proposed - namely:

a. All at one time on DOI day
b. Two wdrk periods - one prior to LOI and one on DOI day
¢c. Two work periods - one on DOI day and one after ID12

We finally selected the last of these, basically by the process of

elimination. Trying to do everything on DOI day not only lengthens
that day by at least one hour but it also sets up a situation which
is completely intolerant of even the most minor trouble as the crew
goes through the process of manning, powering up, and checking out

the IM. And, it should be emphasized that although it may be pos-

sible in real time to slip DOI a revolution, it will be by no means
a2 simple procedure to get all squared away again in preparation for
the most complex operation we have ever attempted in flight. What

I am trying to say is that we want to avoid perturbing the timeline
around DOI at almost any cost ard, splitting up the LM preparation

into two periods helps to do this.

Having accepted the two period technique, the question remains -
where to put the first period? Although the pre-LOI period of
checkout was attractive for a number of reascns, it seemed to us
questionable in terms on what it might do to the spacecraft thermal
situation and more seriously to what might happen to the LM steerable
S-band antenna if it were unstowed prior to the big SPS ILOI maneuvers.
Except for the fact that this time period provides contimious MSFN
coverage, all other advantages are also obtainable if we schedule
this activity after LOI,,. The thing we like about putting a two or
three hour checkout period after 1.012 and before the crew rest period

Z>r 4
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is that it provides an opportunity for the crew to get the IM squared
away - that is, things stowed and other housekeeping chores done before
DOI day. It also provides an opportunity to add an additional activity
which might be discovered during the D mission or as a result of con-
tinued detailed planning of the F and G missions without perturbing the
complicated pre-DOT timeline. (It also provides a place to stick in
some F unique DTO's.) OFf course, this checkout period is much more
tolerant of problems than DOTI day. For example, it can be extended
although at the cost of some crew rest. And, perhaps more important,
will provide more time for the MCC-H to evaluate and digest the checkout
data. Charlie Duke is going to head a tiger team mostly composed of
FCD and FCSD people to develop a detailed timeline for IM preparation
including all those systems tests considered essential and nc more than
that.  They will integrate these into the total timeline which includes
the crew suiting and eating and all of the other IM activation activity
as well as the CSM landmark tracking which now consists of only one
tracking time period. '

We will review the results of their work at a later Mission Techniques
meeting so that everyone in the world can criticize it and finally
bless it.

In addition to that one big item there were s pot full of little
things we discussed and resolved as follows:

a. There is a minor difference of opinion between the ¥ and G
crev as to whether the landmark tracking should be done in the pitech
or roll mode. John Young, who favored the pitch mode, is going to
try out the other technique in an attempt to resolve this.

b. Most of us have pretty well agreed that docked AOT IMJ align-
ments are expensive to do and are not necessary. Accordingly, we now
propose to use the same procedure as D for docked IM aligmments referenced
to the CSM platform using the known relative orientation of the CSM and
IM navigation bases. This does mean that an accurate IM IMJ gyro drift
check can not be made although we expect it will be good enough for a
go/no go of the system. Just how good it is will depend on how stable
the relative orientation of the navigation bases is over a two hour
reriod. We must get this information from ASPO as soon as possible.

c. Prior to and during DOI we want the IM radar turned on to check
it out and if necessary to verify PGNCS performance of the DOI burn.
After that the rendezvous radar may be turned off since there appears to
be no strong requirement for its use until after the phasing burn on the
¥ mission or until about five mimutes before powered descent on the G
mission. :
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d. In lieu of some other positive proposal we stated that the DES
would be separated from the ascent stage 10 minutes prior to the insertion
maneuver by executing a 2 fps horizontal retrograde RCS burn. AGS control
will probably be used for that.

e. It has been stated that there is very little difference in the
accuracy of the results obtained using the sextant rather than the scan-
ning telescope for landmark tracking therefore until C! it was proposed
to use the telescope because acquisition and tracking was expected to be
easier. However, the C' crew informs us that it is actually easier to
track a given lunar feature using the sextant once it is acquired and
so that is what will be done on the F and G flights.

£. Since there seems to be time available following LOI for the CMP
to get some practice landmark tracking, it will be included in the time-
line. Of course, the actual landing site will be in darkness then so
some other feature located to the east must be used instead. It is our
intention to select a landmark which will be at a 3 degree sun elevation
angle on & nominal mission since this experience would give us a little
more confidence of tracking at a low sun elevation angle. This benefit
is not important enough, however, to meke any real time change in the
landmark to be used like we were prepared to do on C'.

t

“y
ard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure
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OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EOITION
GuA Frun (0 oFR) 01-108

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached ' DATE! Jamuary 21, 1969
‘ . 69-PA-T-104
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F and G mission cis~lunar and abort plan

On January 8 a gang of us FOD types got together to develop a proposal
on how we should use.the IM for cis-lunar and lunar orbit aborts. In
other words, how should the C' techniques be modified due to having the
LM DPS available to backup or use in place of the SPS. A great deal
of work has been done and documented by Carl Huss, the Flight Analysis
Branch of MPAD, and the Apollo Abort Working Group and the results -
belatedly reported here are heavily dependent on that work. =

First of all I'd just like to state a few facts and assumptions u:pon
which the Abort Plan given in the attachment are based.

a. Except in the case of aborts from lunar orbit, the SPS will
always be the primary abort propulsion system. That is, the maneuver
will be made with the SPS, bringing along the IM, when possible, so
that the DPS can be used as a backup if the SPS fails. '

b. Since the SPS does not bave enough propellént for TEI with the
1M attached, we mst reverse the order for leaving the moon if we want
a TEL propulsmn system backup. And, I guess we do.

¢. There is a period during translunar coast - from TLI until -
gbout LOI - 20 hours that the fastest return to earth can be made
directly using a maximum SPS burn after jettisoning the 1LM. After ,
that period there is no advantage to direct returns and we don't ever
suggest making one,

N

d. There appears to be no period wherein it is faster to make a
direct return using the DPS than it is to perform a post-pericynthion
maneuver following a 60 mile flyby.

e. It is always preferable to perform a lunar flyby than a direct
return using the SPS unless we truly have a time critical situation,
in which case we would only consider use of the maximum availsble A‘V
solution which, of course, includes jettisoning the IM.

P. The fastest return trajectory including a lunar flyby is with
a pericynthion altitude of 60 n.m. If we maneuver to provide a higher
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altitude, the trip time is most likely going to increase. This accounts
for the use of 60 n.m. in the time critical flyby modes. Of course, the
procedure must include making the standard regularly scheduled translunar
midcourse corrections to achieve 60 n.m.

g. Although the real time situation (particularly spacecraft con-
figuration has an overwhelming bearing on what should be done), it seems
like a good idea to place the spacecraft on a tragectory targeted to the
prime CIA as soon as practical, even though that causes an increase in
trip time, and perhaps a second maneuver after pericynthion to speed it

up.

h. Although we always list the SPS maneuvers as the prlme mode and
only utilize the DPS as a backup to the SPS, it is recognized that the
crew and ground must be trained and prepared to carry out a docked DPS
burn. Accordingly, numerous additional options are available to be
agreed to either pre-flight or in real time wherein the DPS is used
instead of or in addition to the SPS. For example, the desire to make
a DPS system test may Jjustify its use in a non-critical time situation
or the use of both the DPS and SPS may provide a significant advantage
given certain spacecraft system failures to provide greatest crew safety.

Finally - we brlefly discussed how to handle partial LOIl Burns. First
of 21l we are recommending the same procedures as C? in the event of
guidance or control problems during LOI] - namely SCS MIVC rate command
takeover and burn completion. This is proposed for all the same reasons
as for C' - basically it results in a better situation. For SPS failures
prohlbltlng completion of 10Ty, Flight Analysis Branch recommends ground
targeted aborts using the DPS as preferable to the CF type "15 mimte
533?%“'§?S burn using on-board chart targeting, This is probably the
best thlng to do and I'm sure we'll talk about it a lot more before it
finally is resolved. One thing to be emphasized though is that, since

we have the DPFS backup we don't have to be in such a hurry to take action
after SPS troubles show up as we were on C?.

All of this will be thoroughly reviewed at a slam-bang Mission Techniques
meeting scheduled for January 29.

é vard W. T:Lndall Jr. Vla

Enclosure
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CIS-LUNAR ABORT FIAN

Categories depend on when the need for the abort is recognized as
follows:

CATEGORY 1

From TLI until abort LOI - 20 hours (The actual time will be approximately
at the equi-return time - direct return using the SPS vs fliyby. This
tradeoff will be biased as described in Note I.)

A. Time Critical
1. SPS direct return without the IM, to any CIA (AV less than
about 8,000 fps). (See Note II)
o, DPS maneuver at pericynthion + 2 hours to any CILA following a
60 mile flyby. (1500 fps AV max.) -
B. Non-time Critical
1. SPs (or RCS) burn at convenient time before LOI - 5 hours, to
£1yby pericynthion between 60 and 1500 n.m., o the prime CIA.
©. DPS (or RCS) burn at convenient time before LOIL - 5 hours, to
£1yby pericynthion between 60 and 1500 n.m., to the prime CLA.
CATEGORY II

1LOI - 20 hours until the last translunar coast midcourse correction at
I0I - 5 hours.

A.

Time Critiecal

1.

2.

SPS burn at pericynthion + 2 hours to any CLA following a 60 n.m.
flyby.

DPS burn at pericynthion + 2 hours to any CLA following a €0 n.m.
flyby.

Non-Time Critical

1.

2.

SPS or RCS burn at convenient time before LOIL - 5 hours, to
£lyby pericynthion between 60 and 1500 n.m. to the prime CIA.

DPS or RCS burn at convenient time before LOI - 5 hours, %o
f1lyby pericynthion between 60 and 1500 n.m. to the prime CILA.

Enclosure
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CATEGORY III

After JOI - 5 hours - or when propulsion system failures are recognized
too late to do Category II. :

-

A. Time Critical

1.

2.

SPS burn at pericynthion + 2 hours to any CLA following a =~
60 n.m. flyby.

DES burn at pericynthion + 2 hours to any CLA following a
60 n.m. flyby.

B. DNon-Time Critical

1.

NOTE I

NOTE II

NOTE IIT

SPS or RCS at earliest practical time before MCC 5 (about TET
+ 15 hours avoiding sphere of influence) to the prime CLA as
fast as practical. (See Notes I and III) - -

DES or RCS at earliest practical time before MCC 5 (about TEI
+ 15 hours avoiding sphere of influence) to the prime CLA as
fast as practical. (See Notes I and III)

There is an important real time judgment factor influencing
the non-critical abort techniques trading off reduced return
time vs. large maneuvers which may modify the priorities.

The IM is jettisoned only in the case of Category I, time
eritical, SPS direct return aborts.

: DNormal return velocities shall be limited to less than
36,323 fps. Time critical aborts must provide entry velocities
of less than 37,500 fps. :
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

: See list attached DATE: February 5, 1969

69-PA-T-14A

. PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Two-stage LOI looks good after C'

Just like in other fields of endeavor, it always seems possible to
use actual flight results to prove how smart you were before the
flight. I am writing this note to crow about how C' proved we "done
right" in planning a two-stage LOI.

As you recall we originally considered manually backing up the GNCS
during LOI to avoid an overburn using both burn duration AND the EMS

l&v counter. However, when we got down to detailed planning on how
to do this, we concluded that we had insufficient confidence in the

V counter to wait for it to clock out since the consequences of an

overburn are catastrophic. Furthermore, although it sounds simple,
monitoring three data sources simmltaneously and taking proper action
at this critical time turned out to be messy. As a result, the final
C' procedure was to backup the GNCS by manmually shutting down the SPFS
if it exceeded the LOI; estimated burn duration by more than six seconds.
This value was consistent with the 60 x 170 n.m. initial lunar orbit.-
If we had been using a one-stage ILOI our rule would have had to be for
the crew to shut down mamually just about at the nominal burn duration
(no delay) in order to avoid an unsafe pericynthion in the event of a
high thrust engine.

On C! LOI4y we actually experienced z burn duration 4.9 seconds in excess
of that expected. Therefore, given a one-stage IOI on C' the crew would
have shut down the SFS mamually even though the G&N was operating properly
and then they would have had to make a second burn of about five seconds
duration to finish it off. (In addition to that, we would have been
unable to utilize the flexibility of the two-burn LOI targeting to com-
pensate for the trajectory dispersion following the last translunar mid-
course correction and we would have ended up with a 64 mile altitude on
the back of the moon rather than a 60 circular orbit.)

Incidentally, our other pre-flight conclusion, that is, lack of con-

fidence in the [XV_counter was also proven correct on this flight by
several in-flight anomalies including an erratic accelerometer!

uodcw&b\l;ﬂ -

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Weren't we smart?

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:Js
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TO : See list attached DATE: February 6, 1969

= 69-PA-T-184
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollc Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F/G cis-lunar midcourse correction mission techniques

This memo is to document the cis-lunar midcourse correction mission
techniques we agreed to Jamuary 27 and 28 at the F and G Mission
Techniques meetings. The translunar maneuvers are based on the follow-
ing assumptions and guidelines:

a. We are not concerned about getting substantially further off
the free return trajectory than on C' - primarily because we have the
DPS backup.

b. We are especially anxious to conserve RCS propellant, which
led to the procedures of allowing the midcourse corrections to grow
to 8PS size if possible.

¢. 1In order to maintain best control over the situatior we
decided to use MCC3 (at LOI - 22 hours) as the prime MCC, leaving
MCC), essentially for fine trimming if npecessary.

d. The minimum SPS burn is 0.5 seconds which is equivalent to
approximately 3 fps.

Based on all that, we established the following:

a. McCy (at TLI + T hours) and MCCo {at ToI + 24 hours)

The need for these maneuvers will be based on how big MCC
would pe if we did not make them. Specifically, MCCy and/or MCCo will
not be executed as long as MCCz; is less than about 25 fps without them.
Turthermore, we will not meke %hem unless we can use the SPS (that is,
they mist be bigger than 3 fps) and we will not trim residuals.

b. MCCg (at LOI - 22 hours)

This is the prime maneuver to achieve the desired trajectory
around the moon. It will be made if the predicted MCCL is greater than
about 3 fps in order to avoid using SPS for MCC). Residuals will be
trimmed to within O.5 fps on this maneuver, which will most likely be
made with the SFS.

190 48
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c. McC, {at LOI - 5 hours)

By taking advantage of the significant flexibility provided with
two-stage LOI maneuver in targeting the LOI maneuvers, we are often able
to avoid meking an MCCy. That is, the LOI targeting can be Gone to achieve
a 60 mile eircular orbit in spite of substantial approach trzjectory
dispersions. This is done by rotation of the major axis of “he initial
60 x 170 n.m. lunar crbit. However, we established that the apsidal rota-
tion should be limited to less than 45 degrees. If it is necessary to use
the SPS for MCC), the residual will be trimmed to within 1 fos.

Midcourse correction techniques on transearth leg phase of the flight were
somewhat simpler. We are retaining the C' technique of utilizing transearth
midcourse corrections only for corridor control. We have concluded that

it is desirable to avoid making the last midcourse correction (i.e., MCC

at EI - 3 hours) if at all possible. Accordingly, we opened up the entry
interface (EI) flight path angle limits a little more than on C'. Speci-
fically, we will not execute MCCT if the flight path angle falls between
6.3 and 6.6 degrees(zéigfﬁegrees is nominal). In order to minimize the
probability of that midcourse correction, we set the threshold for MCC
(scheduled at EI - 15 hours) at .5 f£ps which is close to the MSFN target-
ing accuracy at that time. The first transearth midcourse correction (MDC5
at TEI + 15 hours) will not be executed unless it is greater than 1 fps.

The most significant change from C', of course, is brought aout by the
DPS backup which safely permits deviation from the free return trajectory.

This mekes the logic much simpler since we don't have to consider moving
the meneuvers earlier to stay within RCS return-to-earth capability.

<\ o

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:Js
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69-PA-T-23A
FROM @ PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F/G Mission Technigues - except for the lunar orbit phase - are
ready to eat

Some of the decisions and open items that came out of our F/G Mission
Technigues meetings in late January are listed in this memo. Basically,
I would say that all mission phases aside from the lumar orbit activity
are very well understood at this time - primarily as a result of the (?
mission - and should be formally documented within the next couple of
weeks.

1. Flight Coatrcl Division 1s going to establish the detailed
procedures for manning and activating those IM systems required to
establish comminications in the unlikely event CSM commnication is
lost. They mist include the techniques for orientating the IM steerable
anterma toward the earth if the comnis are imadequate. It is also neces-
sary to give some thought to when the crew should initiate these procedures.
That is, what should be done with the CSM communication systems flrst after
the total failure seems toc have occurred.

2. As a standard procedure, MCC-H will update CSM state vectors on
a more-or-less periodic basis - say every 10 hours or so when it is
mtually convenient to the crew and ground, unless they have changed so
little as to make it useless. Whenever the state vectors are updated,
it will be to both the IM and CSM computer memory slots, CSM first.

3. REFSMMATS

a. The launch REFSMMATS will be retained until the IMU alignment
after MCCl time whether the maneuver is made or not.

b. The same PTC REFSMMAT will be used translunar and transearth
during the periocds from the post-MCC; to pre-MCCy and from TET plus two
or three hours to EI - 5 hours.

¢. The lunar orbit REFS to be used for the pericd between
the PIC times defined in "b  shall be such that the IM_ in landing attitnde,
over the landing site after DOI would have O, O, O on the FDAT. This

REFSMMAT will be computed by the MCC-H prior to MCCJ_I_ for use in the CSM.
According to my notes, the REFSMMAT will be updated on DOI day to com-
pensate for prediction uncertainties. I can't remember why. (On the
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G mission, of course, the REFSMMAT in the IM will be updated several times
automatically while on the lunar surface by the LGC to correspond to the
ascent alignment. Currently we plan to update the CSM more or less to the
ascent BEE?MMAT but we will not attempt to maintain it precisely the same
as the IM,

L., The only burn monitoring limit it is necessary to change from
those used on C* is the one used for overburn protection on 1.0I,. The
extra mass of the IM makes this maneuver substantially longer in duration,
so that limit has been made correspondly larger. Specifically, it will be

10 seconds rather than & seconds.

5. Math Physics Branch was requested to determine if in order to
maintain a good MSFN orbit determination capability, it is really neces-
sary for the crew to reverse the orientation of the spacecraft x-axis
every three hours during periods of venting. It seems as though the net
effect of the venting is almost exactly in the least sensitive direction
when using the PTC attitude currently proposed and it would certainly
be nice to avoid unnecessary spacecraft maneuvers; perhaps even unnecessary
awakening of the crew.

6. In order to insure that the crew geyer experiences CMC Program 65
during entry, MCC-H will make a real time selection of entry range to avoid
P65 prior to targeting TEI. - This should not be a difficult thing to do
while in lunar orbit but cahnot be done pre-mission to suit all launch
opportunities.

T. The crew is looking for a recommendation as to whether the entry
should be performed using one or two RCS rings. Claude Graves is said
to be working on this.

8. Docked DPFS burns in lunar orbit

a. Tt was established that, if a docked DPS burm is to be used
for TEI, it should be carried out with one burn only as opposed to two
as has been suggested.

b. 1In this event the IM platform will be aligned using docked
AOT sightings of stars in order to determine platform orientation (PS51).
Given the accuracy of pulse torquing, it will be possible to reorient the
IMU for the maneuver without additional AQT sightings.

c. The CSM will use the Average G Program (P47) for maintaining
state vectors if we make a docked DPFS burn.

d. It was estimated that the IM could be made ready for such a
burn easily within 1% hours.
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e. MIT was asked to determine if the DPs gimbal trimming would

work in the docked co flgur tion at 10 per nt the L RY r&li
program. /-w- ﬁH/ ("Mu“\ %.L( //‘11«/ 2Ll f”"‘! ) "J/E@A y
4 4*6//"'\ ,‘\4:17 T lage /f:{;&.ﬁf/ /C 5 '-(o,,, 'é“/ /&”7"(-« -t f-‘.r'/f.é“;ﬂ-ﬁ-,‘%
f. It is evident that complete docked DPS check list must be
prepared for the F andéiicg;ws by FCSD.
L

9. The crew was somewhat concerned with the technique MPAD has
developed for the LOfCTS minute abert. This abort maneuver, you recall,
is one the crew must target for themselves in the event of a vpremature
SPS shutdown during LOI. The crew charts that MPAD has developed present
the [&V required assuming the maneuver will be executed exactly 15 minutes
from the time of SPS shutdown. Since the spacecraft clocks are all keyed
to LOI TIG, the crew feels it would be easier for them if the maneuver
were scheduled to occur 15 minutes from LOI TIG. The point is, they
vere concerned that in the event of an emergency they may not note the
time of shutdown or are more likely to make a mistake in determining
when to execute the abort meneuver. Flight Analysis Branch, MPAD, is
locking into reworking these charts based on TIG rather than SECO.

10. Since there 1s concern over premature shutdown on either the LOI
or TEI maneuver, the crew asked if it were not logical to protect against
it, particularly in the unstable butterfly region, by use of the Thrust : .
Direct On switch. For example, during LOI they suggest turning that |
switch On from TIG + 1 minute to TIG + 5 mimites and on the TEI maneuver $ﬁ
they would switch it On from TIG + 15 seconds to TIG + 2 minutes. Flight
Control and other guys are going to think about that! I think the greatest
fear is what would happen if the crew neglected to switch it off in time.

That's all T can rememeber. Mostly trivia, you see which probably shows
better than anything the status of F/G Mission Techniques for these mission

phases.
(A, -

Howard wW. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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F/G Rendezvous Mission Technigues - mostly F

As part of F/G Torture Week, we spent Thursday, Jamuary 30 on the
rendezvous., Overall, I would say this mission phase is in pretty

good shape with only a few unresolved items that we know about right
now. I would like to tabulate here a bunch of odds and ends we agreed
to at this meeting - as well as my memory serves me. It's mostly trivia
and if I were you I wouldn't waste my time reading anymore except maybe
paragraph 3.

1. On the D mission the CMP is prepared to make a so-called "Hori-
zontal Adjust” maneuver if it is decided to stay in the mini-football
in order to insure a closing trajectory. The F and G crews both felt
this is an’unnecessary complexity and so they will not make such a
meneuver or be prepared to make one con these missions.

2. Bveryone worries about overburning the LOI maneuver. Wait
until they discover it just takes an extrz 12 fps on DOI to cause a -
lunar impact. The LM picks up that much Z&V in about three seconds
when operating at about 40 percent and so it is unlikely we will be
able to establish 2 mamial backup protecting against overburn which
would provide a safe orbit. On the other hand, some sort of monitoring
is required and Rick Nobles (MPAD) was given the action of establishing
the limits for the crew to shut down the DPS manually when both the AGS
%gg the Bu{E,Time have been exceeded by fthese amounts.

3. IM aborts due to a fouled up DOI maneuver are attracting a lot
of attention. For the past year, everyone agreed that the best technigue
is to make a brute focrce burn right back to the CSM immediatcly. This
probably works pretty well if 1t's dome within five to gight minutes of
DOI. After that it doesn't and the crew feels more time than that will
be required for them to ascertain an abori is necessary and then to
execute it. E4 Lineberry was given the action.item of performing a
parametric study to establish the best techniqhe for aborts up to about
15 mimutes after DOI with the maximum possible overburn based on our
backup cut-off procedures., Whatever it turns out to be we are tenta-
tively proposing to use the DPS at 40 percent thrust, controlled mamially
with the AGS maintaining attitude hold. The crew would shut down about

(15"
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19 ©o 15 fps short and finish off the burn with L jet RCS while simmltane--
ously jettisoning the DPS. Milt Contella ventured the opinion that DOT
aborts are going to turn into the F equivalent of D's TFI, - Endless dis-
cuzcion and a mess in the end! I believe it already.

L. We decided to create a new PAD message which the C/P can use for
lozading his Target [}V program_(fﬂ6) for the ground computed maneuvers -
DOI, Phasing and Insertion. It consists of Purpose, TIG, and Av's. 1n
additicn we decided to add burn time (BT) to the LM P30 PAD.

v
4
v
L
k]
et
3
;

5. It was determined that it will not be Possible for the F crew
to use their descent program (P63) for the landing radar test as they
had planned because MCC-H will not be Prepared to support it with the /
necessary input data. Don't get excited. This is no great loss. ﬁ’??'

6. We pinned down the complete rendezvous tracking schedules for
both spacecraft and established the following We-matrix values. The
initial values shall be 10,000 feet, 10 fps, and 15 milliradians. The
values for reinitialization shall be 2,000 feet, 2 fps, and 5 milli-
radians. (For the unique F rendezvous tracking period between the
Phasing and Insertion burns, the W-matrix shall be initialized using
2,000 feet, 2 fps, and 5 milliradians.) MIT was asked why the PGNCS
computer program (LUMINARY) does not provide a simple way for initializing
the W-matrix value for radar bias as it does the position and vejlocity
values. Perhaps a PCR should be submitted for that. 27 ekl fe /

T. We had a lengthy discussion on rendezvous i i during the
Phasing revolution. It was soon recognized that, since the IM has no
tape recorder, it is only possible to evaluate its performance if we
allow the rendezvous navigation to update the state vector. However,
the flight controllers were concerned that if the rendezvous navigation
in back of the moon fouled up the IM state vector they could have
provlems targeting the Insertion Burn which occurs shortly after AQS.

On the other hand, it is possible that the rendezvous navigation could
be useful in detecting dispersions in the Phasing maneuver. Accordingly,
we reached the following agreements:

a. Rendezvous navigation by the command module will be used only

o T e — e e

to update the state vector.

b. Rendezvous pavigaticon in the IM will be used to update the IM_

state vector until shortly before 1.0S. After that, the IM crew will
switch the LGC to update the CSM state vector.

c. While the LM is in back of the moon the flight dynamics people
will determine if the IM orboard state vector is acceplable for executing
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the inserticn burn. If it is, it will be left alone; in fact, MCC-H will
transmit it to the COM after inserfion. If it is not acceptable, the IM
crew will be advised at AOS to terminate their navigation program (P20)
immediately and the update program (PET) will be called so that the ground
may send a good LM state vector for the Insertion maneuver. It is unlikely
that they will have to do this but if they do it must be recognized that

we will not get the rendezvous radar tracking data at the maximm ranges
which we are so interested in.

d. As a standard procedure the ground will always update the
CSM state vector in poth spacecraft computers after.insertion.

8. Rendezvous radar thermal study must be performed, I suppose, and
we established the following profiles for that purpose listed here in
order of our preference:

a. Rendezvous radar continuously operating from during the mini-
foothall to completion of the rendezvous.

b. Same as "a" except turned off from DOI until just after
Phasing.

c. Same as "b" except turned off during the platform alignment
while in the phasing orbit.

If GAEC and RCA feel the rendezvous radar cannot support any of these
profiles - we would rather fight than switch!

9. After a little merry-go-round we agreed on what the CSM should
do for TPI targeting. He starts out running the P34 using the elevation
angle option in order to obtain a TFI solution for comparison with the IM
PGNCS. He then recycles using the time option with & TIG one mimute later
than the IM's in order to backup the LM TFI maneuver.

10. Both the F and G crews and just about everyone else who stuck it
out to the end seemed to want to keep the IM active for TPI even if the
rendezvous radar had failed. You recall the D missicn rule says the CSM
should go active for that failure. I guess that mist be the right thineg
to do since so many people thought so and I was just too groggy to understand.

1l. MIT was asked the following brief questions:

a. Does the CMC automatically inhibit VHF ranging data beyond

t

the recycle range of 327 miles? ﬁl
b. How does the crew request the half-period-between - CSI- ! gﬁ a
and- CDH option in the rqndezvous nav1gat10n program (P32). :
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/
c. Are these opticns in shared erasible memory or is it possible {?ﬁ“ !
to load them pre-launch on the E-memory K-Start tape.

d. How should the erew handle the sign of the ocut-of-plane velocity u[7
display from R36 if: (1) the CMP requests the LM option for relay to the !

IM or (2) if he uses R36 to target his own plane change maneuvers.

< —

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Well, I warned you.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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69-PA-T-224
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimation

SUBJECT: G Lunar Surface Phase Mission Technigues

During the first half of 1968 we held a sequence of meetings which
culminated in a proposed set of mission techniques concerning use of

the guidance and propulsion systems while the IM is in the lunar

surface. This was documented in a Lunar Surface Phase Mission Techniques
ook, dated October 6, 1968. On February 5 we reviewed these technigques
with the newly selected G crews, MIT, and other organizations concerned
with this business. Some changes were made, which I would like to tell
you about.

Probably the most significant change deals with CSM activity during

this period of time, something which most people almost completely
ignore. The most important thing the command module does is to execute

a plane change such that the IM ascent can be carried out essentially
in-plane. The second thing the CMP does is to attempt sextant tracking
of the IM on the lunar surface in order to refine targeting for the IM
ascent maneuver. Our proposed plan had both of these things scheduled

in the period immediately prior to IM ascent, taking almost eight hours
of fairly continuous activity. The plane change was l% revs before lift-
off. As a result of somebody's suggestion - 1 think it was Buzz Aldrin -
we looked into performing the plane change about 2% revs after the IM
lands. We found that this resulted in considerable improvement in the
cverall operation, provided it is unnecessary for the IM to lift-off pre-
maturely. This single disadvantage is brought about by the fact that the
plane change targeting is based on an assumed IM lift-off time. The
advantages are:

a. It provides a long period of stable trajectory conditions prior
to the IM lift-off.

b. Tt makes the mission plan tolerant of slippage in plane change
exccution or any other CSM activity, for that matter.

¢. It shortens, simplifies, and balances the periods of CSM activity
better and makes them more consistant with IM periods of activity.

By moving the plane change into the landing period of activity, it is only
necessary for the CMP to start IM ascent preparation about 3/k rev vefore

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan /27 g-



IM lift-off. It is at that time while in darkness that he aligns his

platform such that during the over of the he may hope
make sextant observations for MCC-H's use in targeting the ascent.

Incidentally, you will probably be interested to know that the nominal
plane change for a mission carried out in July will be about €0 fps and
in August about 170 fps. Although the state vectors for MSFN tracking
should provide ample stability for carrying out the CSM plane change
maneuver this long before ascent, it is probable that some IM yaw steer-
ing will be necessary to compensate for whatever errors propagate to
lift-off time. These errors, we feel, should be well within the IM yaw
steering capability. (the: The yaw steering propellant requirement is
proportional to the square of the yaw steering required; one-fourth degree
costs about 5 fps, one-half degree yaw steering costs about 20 fps of AFS
propellant. )

Considerable time was spent discussing the insertion orbit for which we
should target aborts immediately after IM landing. As you know, during
powered descent, aborts are targeted for a iable insertion velocity

to achieve the desired rendezvous light and 4H characteristics. At the
start of powered descent abort targeting aims for a high apogee. This is
contimiously decreased for aborts later in power descent until it reaches
30 n.m. apogee below which we do not care to aim. Therefore, for aborts
from powered descent later than that and when first on the lunar surface we
continue to aim for a 10 x 30 orbit. After passing the first go/no go
approximately three minutes after touchdown the crew exits the descent
programs which deactivates the "instantaneous" abort capability. There-
after, if it is necessary to abort they mmst use the standard ascent
program (P12). The question was - what should we aim for then? After
lengthy discussion we arrived at the non-unanimous decision to target an
abort at that time to the 10 x 30 orbit also. The most favorable alter-
nate was to aim for the standard 10 x 45 which is used in the nominal
mission, although in this case, you recall, it is necessary for the IM

to remain in the insertion orbit for two revolutions in order to cateh up
to the command module before going intec the standard rendezvous seguence.
The primary advantage of the lower orbit is that its higher catch up rate
permits spending about three more minutes on the lunar surface evaluating
the IM systems and preparing for the IM lift-off if it's necessary. It
also reduces probability of APS propellant depletion which is somewhat more
likely in an abort since the crew has not yet gotten rid of some of the
equipment which they plan to jettison on the lunar surface. We may hear
some more about this decision.

The fhird topic consuming most of our time dealt with lunar surface PGNCS

aligmment. I think everyone is now pretty well satisfied that the opera-
tional alignment procedure should use the gravity vector as opposed to the
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AOT since it is not only easicr for the crew to perform but is more likely
{0 provide the smaller dispersion in flight path anglc - that is, it is the
caTer. On the other hand, it was finally agreed that AOT/s i

should nlso be attempted - not only as a test of the system but also for
the data_they will provide for determining the location af.thetM-on-them—
lunar surface. For those familiar with the various alignment options, we
all finnily agreed on the following sequence for both the similated count.-
down to lift-off at the end of the first CSM revolution (abort) and for the
1ift-off at the end of the nominal lunar surface operation; the option order
iz 1, .2, 1, 3. (One thing somcone ought to look into is whether the IM
leps deflect as a result of crew movement within the spacecraft because if
it Jdoes significantly change the spacecraft attitude they mist be careful -
not. to move around during these alignments. This sounds like a good action
item for the FOP.)

George Cherry suggested an alternate way of stopping RCS jet firing immediately
after touchdown. He pointed out that just jogging the hand controller will

not necessarily immediately stop the firing and suggests instead cycling

the PGNCS mode control switeh to Off and then pack to either Attitude Hold

or preferably Auto to reset the DAP.

In summary, I would say this whole business was substantially simplified
at our clam bake and is in pretty good shape right now. We have a solid
plan for the crew and ground activity which everyone is satisified with.
I think the only soft spot is in regard to the targeting for aborts from
the second go/no go point and that should be easy to settle soon.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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FROM TA/Director of TFlight Operations S\i;!:_~4° b
'susjecT: Spacecraft guidance for TLI

(2-18-69) -
After yesterday's meeting/on the F mission, I have had some second
thoughts and prompting by others about using the. spacecraft
guidance and platform for S-IVB TLI. The following summarizes my

oosition and is to be used as policy in FOD.

The primary (andé _originally my only) rezson for using the space-
craft guidance as a backup to the iaunch vehicle platform is to
assure crew safety during first stage flight where a platform
Failure coulé cause a nasty abort situation at or near max g. Frol-
lowing this decision, it was fairly reasonable and relatively easy
to provide the crew with the capability of guiding the launch
vehicle into orbit, and I therefore subscribed to this position.
The switchover tc spacecraft guridance was to be utilized when and
only when the platform fail lights were given to the crew and for
"o otTher reasons. My concern here was that we would get ourselves
back in the same box as Gemini where an inordinate amount of work
was required to provide switchover criteria throughout the powered
flight phase. The probabilities associated withiApollo 10 platform
failures just plainly don't warrant that kind of -effort when faced
with the work load we have in the Apollo program.

After listening to yesterday's discussion on the work we're about

to set out on in order to be able to perform TLI with the spacecraft
cuidance, it began to be painfully obvious to me that we were
putting ourselves back in the same box mentioned above. TFurther, as
Sig Sjoberg pointed out to me, Sam Pnillips gave very specific in-
structions to both MSFC and MSC that we were tTo 1imit our studies to
backup guidance during the launch phase and, in fact, gave expiicit
instructions not to consider any other backup modes other than the
polynomial in the Tirst stage and manual guidance during the second
znd +third stage for orbital insertion. '

Bzsad on the above, it is my direction that we cease WOrk on any
switchover or backup guidance schemes that would be used beyond
aormal crbital imsertion. I realize that this will make some people
in FCOD unhappy, but I don’t feel that +the work necessary to accom-
plish TLI guidance with the spacecrait is worth the effort at this

time. ///
(e G2l
.2 AL P A .
',\Z,/-':?:f l;_r/“fff/‘- - L% /
Christdpher C. nrq;t,)k?.
Adcressees - '

[see list ztrached)
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GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MemOTandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached DATE: February 20, 1969
69-PA-T-284
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Descent Abort Mission Techniques

On February 13 we went over our Descent Abort Mission Techniques

with the world. In general they were accepted as is. That isn't

to say we didn't have some lengthy discussions resulting in some
improvements and/or changes but we didn't make any substantial changes
to the basic ground rules, philosophy, or overall procedures. I would
like to list here some of the things we decided as well as some open
items requiring work. :

1. Although we didn't spend any appreciable time discussing this,
it probably would be worthwhile to look into fixing the spacecraft
computer program (LUMINARY) such that we could use the DPS and AFS
Descent Abort Programs (P70 and P71) before PDI (TIG). In other words,
prior to PDI the crew and/or MCC-H may decide PDI is "no go." Since
the descent abort programs have the capability of targeting and guid-
ing an ideal maneuver to set up the standard rendezvous sequence it
may be quite an advantage if we are able to call upcon those programs -
without actually having attempted PDI as the program is currently
constrained.

2. It was agreed that if the steerable S-band antenna lock-on is
lost during a descent abori, ‘the crew will not attempt to reacquire with
that antenna but rather will switch to the ommis as soon as it is con-
venient for them to do so. Of course, this will only supply the ground
with low-bit rate data but reacquisition with the steerable is considered
-to be almost impossible, particularly in an emergency situation like this.
(Landing Analysis Branch was given the action item of determining if the
ipnitial descent abort attitude maneuver for any period in a nominal descent
would cause the S-band steerable to loose lock. )

3. It was concluded that there is a significant advantage to having
the AGS Mode Control switch nominally set to Attitude Hold during descent
in order to permit the crew to complete a landing using the AGS 1f they
have a PGNCS problem late in descent and consider it safer to land than
to abort. Of course, this means that an extra switeh setting mist be made
if it is necessary to abort on the AGS. Specifically the AGS abort sequence
would be:

a. B8et Guidance Control to AGS
b. Make a manual maneuver to approximately the abort attitude
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¢. Set Mode Control:AGS to Auto (This is the "extra")
d. Push Abort or Abort Stage

L. We had a lengthy discussion about whether or not the DPS should be
run to propellant depletion. The Propulsion people (who are never in
attendance in any meeting dealing with how: their systems are going to be
used) have stated that running the DPS to propellant depletion should not
be done unless crew safety is involved. There are obviously times in the
descent aborts at which crew safety is decreased if we turn off the DPFS
any -sooner than we have to. Accordingly, in order to avoid some sort of
complicated logic to guide the crew in determining when they can or cannot
run to propellant depletion, we all agreed that the DPFS will ordinarily
be run to propellant depletion if the guidance system does not shut it off
first. The crew took proper note that there is some hazard incurred in
doing that and plan to mamually shutdown the DPS when the propellant gauge
reads 1 or 2 percent remaining provided they are clearly in the region that
shuttingdown the DPFS is not going to increase the probability of hitting
the moon AND it is clear an APS burn will be required to achieve orbit.
Implicit, of course, is that they are not so busy in treating the cause
of the abort that they fail to monitor and take this action.

5- In the event it is necessary to use the APS to achieve orbit,
it was concluded that the crew will not attempt to provide ullage prior to
pushing the Abort Stage Button. Although this is not accepted practice for
an in-orbit maneuver, we could see no reason why it should not be perfectly
safe to do this following a DPS burn of any magnitude with completely full
APS propellant tanks.

6. By far our longest discussion dealt with how to handle the situation
at insertion following an abort during the first 300 seconds of powered
descent. Specifically, we are faced with the problem of how to jettison
the DPS conveniently and safely and at the same time trim the l&v residuals
in order to get on the desired rendezvous trajectory. The results of this
discussion were so meager that I will not report them here. Particularly
since subsequent to the meeting several new proposals have been made that
appear better than anything we considered. What I'm saying is that our
discussion was fruitful to the extent that it got a lot of Pecple thinking
about this problem but we probably need to get together again to discuss all
the resultant ideas and choose our course. I will set up a get together just

for that purpose.
m%,

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT :
NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

Memorandum | | Mission Planning & Analysis Divisio:

TO : Bee list below _ DATE: February 20, 1969
_  69-FM-T-30
FROM : FM/Deputy Chief

SUBJECT: Results of the February 18 Apollo Spacecraft Software Configuration
Control Board (ASSCCB) meeting ‘

This is just a short note to inform ybu of the most significant actions
taken at the subject meeting. ‘

1. PCR 268 for both LUMINARY 1A and COLOSSUS 24 was approved. As
a result, these programs which will be used on the G mission will be
modified to speed up Programs P34 and P35 as recommended by E4 Lineberry,
Bob Regelbrugge, etec. Specifically, this ‘change to the TPI and MCC tar-
geting programs is to use a Kepler prediction:rather than the precision
numerical integration since it is so much ‘faster with no appreciable
decrease in accuracy. It is estimated that about 80 seconds is saved
each time these programs are called up. Since the command module runs
through P34 three times between CDE and TP » this represents a saving of
about four minutes in that extremely crowded timeline. MIT intends to
implement this such that it normally operates in the fast mode but they
are providinga crew optior to override that logic and use the old pre-
cision integration if it is deemed necessary. [Incidentally, no change
is being made to the Stable Orbit rendezvous program (P38).]

2. PCR 273 to put the jerk limits used on the descent abort programs
into erasible memory was disapproved. However, we were given the action
item of determining the values which we Pfeel are best to be put in fixed
memory. These mist be relayed to MIT on or before February 21.

3. PCR 274 for LUMINARY 1A and COLOSSUS 24 to modify the lunar potential
was disapproved based on George Cherry's estimate that the impact would be
substantial. MIT was asked to start s parallel effort in developing the
formilation for the expanded lunar potential model for their programs but
not to plan to implement it for the G mission. This obviously means we
will have to develop workaround procedures for DOI and descent targeting
to be used in the MCC-H/RTCC.

L. PCR 732 LUMINARY 1A to add rendezvous radar bias to the W-matrix
input/output display was approved. As you recall, the crew was already
glven a convenient way to readout and update the position and velocity
terms of the Wematrix but had to go through a special procedure for load-
ing the rendezvous radar term. This change merely added that parameter
to the standard display. There was considerable discussion regarding units
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of these terms. MIT was given the option of changing them for crew
convenience at no impact if they could do it to both COLOSSUS and LUMINARY.
It should be emphasized this is Just a nicety.

5. BSeveral changes have been approved to the Descent programs of
LUMINARY ]A. Probably the most significant deals with providing the crew
with the capability of taking over manual control of spacecraft attitude
and then returning to automatic control while in the terminal descent
programs. If you are interested in this sort of thing T suggest you
contact the experts to learn precisely what is being done. As I under-
stand it, if the crew does take over attitude control, it is important
that they maintain the computer recommended attitude as displayed in the
FDAI error-needles, otherwise the throttle control by the LGC will get
screwed up. Also, there is some concern that if the crew does not respond
fast enough they may create an unstable situation.

Finally, I would like to confess a misteke I have been making, which I

am going to try to avoid in the future. Namely, in the interest of
expediency, I have been signing MPAD's PCR's which are not written up
accurately or completely enough. From now on I am going to be looking
for much more detail specifically deseribing the change and the advantages

to be acecrued.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
FM/J. P. Mayer
C. R. Huss
D. H. Owen
R. H. Brown
FM13/R. P. Parten
FM2/C. A. Graves
FM5/R. E. Ernuil
H. D. Beck
FM6/R. R. Regelbrugge
K. A. Young
R. W. Becker
¥™7/S. P. Mamn
R. 0. Nobles
FC5/C. B. Parker
TRW/Houston/R. J. Boudreau
MIT/IL/M. W. Johnston
NR/Dowvney/B. C. Johnson, ABLE
FM/Branch Chiefs

FM:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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GSA FPMR {41 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M emorandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

- See list attached " paTE: February 2k, 1969

69-PA-T~31A

. PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordinmation

Tet!s have no unscheduled water dumps on the F mission

During a recent Data Selection Mission Technigues meeting we were
informed that the CSM has some sort of autometic water dump system.

It was even rumored that it might be enabled on the F mission while

the crew is sleeping during cis-lunar flight. This memo is to inform
everyone that an unscheduled water dump can really screw up MSFN orbit
determination. Accordingly, if we have a vote, this sutomatic capability,
if it exits, should be inhibited@ and water dumps should only be per-

formed as scheduled by MCC-H.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall; Jr.:js
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FROM

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL FORM NG, tO
MAY 1962 EDITION
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MemOTandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: February 2L, 1969
69-PA-T-32A
Pa/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Some things about MSFN orbit determination

A couple of interesting things came out of our Data Selection Mission
Techniques meeting of Pebruary 19.

There had been concern that the last translunar midcourse correction (MCCh)
was being scheduled too late before LOI. You recall that it is at LOI -

5 hours. Math Physics Branch reported that the MSFN 1 sigma perigee
prediction uncertainty at the time of LOI targeting (at LOI - 2 hours) is
1.4 n.m., assuming MCC, 1s executed to within .2 fps. It was also reported
that if it vas unnecessary to perform MCC) the uncertainty in perigee pre-
diction is essentially constant from LOI - 5 hours through LOI - 2 hours;
the 1 sigma value being .4 n.m. The significance of this; of course, is
that our current midcourse correction logic makes t probable that MCCy
will nct be reguired and, therefore, it should be possible to perform LOI
targeting as much.as 5 hours before LOI without any additionzl error if

it is operationally desirable to do so.

If you recall, on the C' mission we stated that MSFN ranging while the
spacecraft was in lumnar orbit was unnecessary unless orbit determination
problems cropped up, which they never did. This same procedure applies

to the F mission with one significant exception. In order to give us

the greatest chance of sclving our current lunar orbit determination and
lunar gravitational problems, we would like to obtain as much MSFN ranging
as possible during the Iandmark tracking exercise to be carried out on TEI
day. Although not mandatory, we would like to assign it a priority high
eriough that it would be obtained even at some cost of voice comminications
and/or other things that might conflict with it. 1In other words, it is

not trivial.
p i

Howard W. Tindell, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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FROM

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FPMR (1 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M emorandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Cente;'

: See list below DATE: February 25, 1969

69-PA-T-3kA

: PA/Chief, Apollo Dats Priority Coordination

D Mission IM PGNCS IMJ drift checks

This memo is to backup a telephone conversation with Will Fenner., I

hope it doesn't just add confusion but I thought it might be worthwhile

to put into writing my latest with regard to the D Mission IM PGNCS IMU
aligmments and gyro drift checks. T am Pretty sure if limits are approached
or slightly exceeded, the guidance officer is going to be forced to exercise
some real time judgment and I don't envy him in this particular case, I
would recommend he reference this memo if it supports his judgment but

if he doesn't use these mumbers, I certainly will not call anyone's attention
to it. '

Marty James, TRV, has spent z considerable amount of effort in determining
the magnitude of the various error sources contributing to our Qncertainty
in the relative orientation of the two nav bases. I spent a good bit of
time talking to him and my feeling is that he has done a good job and these
numbers are probably okay. The following table shows the contribution of
each of the error sources: ' .

Values listed are the 1 sigma misalignment uncertainty
estimates between the listed spaceeraft components

Around x-axis Around y and z-axes
CSM M
1 min % min
CSM NAV BASE
10 10
CSM SPACECRAFT AXES
20 8
CSM DOCKING RING (OR INDEX)
15 L
1M DOCKING RING (OR INDEX)
5 I
IM NAV BASE . .
2 2
IM IMU
RSS 14 min 28 min

If you RSS these values, we find the 1 sigma uncertainty around the y and

z-axes is about i+ degree and around the x-axis is about + degree. That is,
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The PGNCS alignment against the CSM IMJ should be within better than 3/L
degree around the y and z-axes and 1% degree around the x-axis. If we

add to this the maximum gyro drift we are willing to tolerate (i.e., 1.5
degree per hour) for the 2 hours between alignments, we can obtain. the
largest tolerable gyro torquing angles beyond which we say the IMJ is
broken. It seems to me then that 4 degrees should be that limit, However
since we have no real experience with IM IMJU alignments of any sort this
number must be tempered by real time Jjudgment and thus becomes more of a

guideline value than & limit.
%MMA%

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

>

Addressees:

FC/E. F. Kranz
FC4/R. L. Carlton
FC5/W. E. Fenner

ccec:
PA/G. M. Low
¥D/A. Cohen
FD7/R. H. Kohrs
CF24/M. C. Contells
EG2/C. T. Hackler

C. P. Wasson
FA/C. C. Kraft, Jr.
FC/J. G. Renick
FCL/J. B. Craven
FM/J. P. Mayer

C. R. Huss

D. H. Owen
FML3/R. P. Parten
FM2/C. A. Graves
FML/P, T. Pixley
FM5/R. E. Ernull
FM6/K. A. Young

R. W. Becker
FM7/R. O. Nobles
FM/Branch Chiefs
TRW/R. J. Boudreau

C. M. James
MIT/IL/M. W. Johnston, 7-279

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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: Informel ristribution _ ' DA FEB 25 1869

69-FM61-47

: FM6/Chief, Orbital Mission Analysis Branch

Comparison limits for rendezvous rader test on Apollo 9

Reference: Shannahan, Philip: Rendezvous radar checkout for Apollo 9,
OMAB Memorandum 69-FM62-38, Feb. 20, 1969.

The comparison limits for the rendezvous radar test on Apollo 9 were -
determined by OMAB and documented in the above reference. Recent studies
conducted by MIT/IL have pointed out an additional error source not con-
sidered in the OMAB analyses. This error source results from the compu-
tational inaccuracies in the Rendezvous Parameter Display Routine (R31)
for range and range rate based upon the vehicle state vectors. At the
very close range at which the radar test is being conducted (~ 0.6 n. mi.)
the computed range can be in error by 600 feet and the range rafte by

2 fps. This information was relayed by Mr. Malcolm Johnston of MIT/IL
via a telephone conversation on Feb. 24. Inclusion of this error source
results in limits as follows:

Range comparison 1600 feet
Range rate comparison 7 fps

The revised limits have been relayed to Mr. R. Carlton of FCD and Mr. M.

Contella of FCSD.
ﬁue

Edgéi c. Llneberry

Distribution: FC5/C. B. Parker

., Johnston C. E. Charlesworth
TRW/D. P. Jdohnson ) S. L. Davis

R. J. Boudreau W. E. Fenner
CF21/J. C. Callihan S. G. Bales
CF24/M. C. Contella E. L. Pavelks

P, C. Kramer . , P. C. Shaffer
D. W. Lewis H. D, Reed
CF34/T. Guillory FM/J. P. Mayer
T. W. Holloway H. W.Tindall
CB/J. A. McDivitt C. R. Huss
R. L. Schweickart D. H., Owen
D. R. Scott R. P. Parten
FCS/G. S. Lunney Branch Chiefs
J. C. Bostick FM15/Editing
FC/B. Carlton MM6/Section Heads
ECL:fc
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emorandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached DATE: February 26, 1969
69-PA-T~35A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: F/ G Mirror Image Targeting shall use a three-minute delay

As you know, we have established as a standard procedure during Apollo
rendezvous hav:.ng CSM backup IM maneuvers in order to retain the
nominal relative motion during this critical mission phase. On the D
mission these "mirror image" CSM maneuvers are targeted with.a TIG
delayed one mimte after the IM TIG. One minute was chosen based on
our estimate that it would be adequate for the crew to determine
whether or not the command module should go active and to take the
proper steps subsequent to that decision. John Young - the F mission
CMP - was concerned that by using a one-minute delsy he is forced to
turn on his SPS trim gimbel motors for each of the mirror image maneuvers
. whether he has to execute the burn or not. Since there is no significant
disadvantage in making the delay larger, we are changing it to three
mimites for the F and G missions in order to avoid having to turn on
those motors unnecessarily. Henceforth, all F/G analyses, simulations,
procedures, and techniques will be based on that value.

(L |

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:BWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emOTandum MNASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached ' DATE: February 26, 1969
. 69-PA-T-364
FROM PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Review of the Launch Phase Abort Mission Techniques Document
for Missions F and G ' ,

1. References:

MSC Internal Note No. S-PA-8T-026, "Apollo Mission Technigues Saturn
V/Apollo Launch Phase Aborts, Techniques Descriptions ," dated October
22, 1968.

/

2. A review of the subject document is scheduled for Marchj, 1969,

at 9 a.m. in Building 4, Room 378. The purpose of this review is to
discuss launch phase abort technigues which have changed significantly
since the publication of the referenced technigues document, which had
been written specifically for C' and D. The following list defines the

ma jor revisions: i
a. Modification to the COI maneuver and expanded capability.
b. Use of a launch \}ehiclle performance envelope fbr an abort cue.
c. ﬁse of the exit heating limit as an abort limit.

d. Incorporation of the steerable LV marmual capability to the abort
techniques.

3. It is hoped that all groups associated with this area be represented
to expedite this review. Draft copies will be available at the meeting.

/N
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

FM3:EMHenderson: js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M emorandum : NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached , DATE: February 27, 1969
69-PA-T-3TA
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Some more trivia for thg F mission

This memo is to point out a couple of owiersights in our F Mission
Techniques. .

1. With regard to docked DPS burns we should remember that the
LUMINARY program used on F is the same as the SUNDANCE program to be
used on D, which due to scaling problems or something barely recognizes
that the DPS is running when it is at only 10 percent thrust in the
docked configuration. Accordingly, it is necessary for the crew to
mamially advance the throttle to 40 percent thrust for awhile prior to
going to full thrust in order for the PGNCS to trim the DPS thrust
vector through the CG. (Note: LUMINARY 1A for G has been Pfixed so
that gimbal trimming will be done at 10 percent and the stopover at
L0 percent is not required.)

2. During the planning of the speciasl F mission landmark tracking
exercise just prior to TEI we forgot to include the CMC state vector
updating from the MCC-H once per rev. This is so obviously necessary
that it would certainly have been caught during the eerliest similations.
However, we might as well start including it in F mission documentation
now to be done at about the same time as the periodic P52 platform

realignments.
NG

Howard W. Tindell, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:Jjs
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum WaSh Nanmed Spacecraft Center

To  : FM/Technical Assistant, Mission Planning DATE: February 28, 1969
and Analysis Division 69-FA-T-394

FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordinaticn
SUBJECT: Some MPAD work needed for the G mission

During the February 26th Data Select Mission Techniques meeting, Math
Physics Branch {MPB) picked up three action items for the G mission, of
which you should be aware. :

1. Prior to DOI sextant date is used to determine the relative
location of the landing site with respect to the CSM orbital elements.
Rased on this data the landing site coordinates will be changed to
facilitate descent tergeting. However, it is clear that thers is a
1limit beyond which we will be unwilling to change the landing site
coordinates from those established pre-mission because such a big change
would appear to indicate something is fouled up. Accordingly, we have
requested the MPB to determine the magnitude of the various error sources
which would contribute to this real time change in order that the flight
controllers can intelligently assess the situation in real time. In
addition to this they are also to recommend a lower bound - that is, a
"yho cares" limit wherein the change is so trivial it should be ignored.

2. On the Tirst pass after touchdown and on the last pass prior to
IM lift-off, the two spacecraft observe each other with optics and
rendezvous radar. As presently configured, the RICC processes the M
and CSM data independently. However, there are apparently techniques
for combining the solutions to get the best total solution. The MPB
was requested to analyse and document the technigues which should be
used in the processing of this data in real time. Incidentally, it is
to be noted that on both of these occasions this process should be aimed
at changing the orientation of the CSM orbital plane as opposed to moving
the IM position. That is, we will use our best estimate of the landing
site (RLS) as the fixed reference in establishing this relative situation
in preparation for ascent targeting and the CSM plane change.

3. MPB was also requested to re-examine the quality of the various
state vectors which could be used for targeting LOI, - especially in the
out-of-plane direction. As I recall, when we were figuring the battle of
the two-stage LOI, the consensus was that our knowledge of the lunar orbital
plane based on the approach trajectory plus GNCS navigation through LOT,
was superior to the single pass MSFN solution after TOIy. As a result ve
were recommending as s standard procedure that LOI, should always be tar-
geted as a completely in-plane maneuver basically because no new out-of-plane

245
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information was available prior to LOI, based on which we could do this
targeting. Obviously this must assume small G&N dispersions in the
execution of IOIy. The question is - is that still the right way to go?
I accidentally discovered that the flight controllers were figuring on
using the post 10I, deta to do out-of-plane targeting on LOIe.

Dave, if task assignments are'needed, will you make sure they are prepared?

I suspect this work is already covered.
Ny
l

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

ce:
FM/J. P. Mayer
FM2/F. V. Bennett
FM4/J. C. McPherson
E. R. Schiesser
FM5/E. C. Lineberry
FM13/R. P. Parten
J. R. Gurley
FC/C. E. Charlesworth
FC5/P. C. Shaffer ‘
TRW/R. J. Boudreau
MIT/M. W. Johnston, IL T-279 -
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TO : See list attached DATE: Pebruary 28, 1969

69-PA-T-404
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: There will be no VHF ranging data collected while tracking the IM on
the lunar surface

It has been suggested that, in addition to optics and rendezvous radar
tracking one spacecraft of the other while the IM is on the lunar

surface, we should also utilize VHF ranging. This data would certainly

be useful for post-flight analysis if not in real time. I have attempted
to resolve the situation with regard to obtaining this data and have come
to the conclusion that it is too late to get it, as unfortunate as that may
be. The basic problem is in the formulation of the RTCC program. And, the

program changes required appear to be too large for obtaining data which at
best mist be labeled "desirable."

Through the years our plans for CSM tracking of the IM while on the lunar
surface have all been based on just using the sextant. Obviously, we
intended to use the Lunar Orbital Navigation program (P22), which not

only provides sutomatic opties tracking but also complies the desired
optical data, time tags, spacecraft attitude and landmark I,D, in a special
downlist package for transmission to the MCC-H. The RTCC programs have been
formilated to accept this data in that format and process it in real time.

First indications are that the spacecraft Rendezvous Navigation program
(P20) would serve the crew as well as P22 for tracking the IM on the lunar
surface with regard to automatic opties, and would have the additional
advantage of including VHF ranging data on the downlist. Unfortunately,
though, the P20 downlist format is substantially different than the P22
downlist and would require rather extensive changes in the RTCC program.

- For example, the sextant data is not stored in a batch of five observations
as in P22 but would have to be stripped out one at a time as the observa-
tions are obtained. This could easily cause us to miss some points. But
more important, the RTCC would have to be coded to store them for processing.
Finally, it is to be noted that P20 only collects a VHF data point once per
minute - almost not worth the effort! Implicit in the sbove is that VHF
telemetry via the CMC is the only source; raw VHF does not come down directly.

In summsry, we are abandoning efforts to get VHF for the G flight. It may
be worthwhile to put in a PCR to add VHF sampling to the P22 program and
its downlist at a reasonable data rate. Jim McPherson - would you take the
action on this, if it seems reasonable to you?

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

MemOTandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO  : See list attached ' . pate: Merch 7, 1969
- 69-PA-T-k2A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

snmqﬁcr: G Lunar Surface stuff is still incomplete

On February 27 we held a Mission Techniques meeting which I thought was
going to simply edit the "final" version of the Lunar Surface Document
prior to its release. To my chagrin we discovered that there are at
least two areas requiring much more thought and anslysis. We will
probably meet again to resolve these during the last week of March. The
release of the Mission Techniques Document will have to be delayed
accordingly. :

Before delving into these major items, there are a couple of other

things I would like to mention. The first may seem trivial. It deals
with terminology - specifically, use of the expression "go/no go" regard-
ing the decision whether to stay or abort immediately after landing on

the lunar surface. Every time we talk about this acitivity we hasve to
redefine which we mean by "go" and "no go."” That is - confusion inevitably
arises since "go" means to "stay" and "no go" means to "abort" or "go."
Accordingly, we are suggesting that the terminology for this particular
decision be changed from "go/no go" to "stay/nmo stay" or something like
that. Just call me "Aunt Frms."

last summer GAEC honored us with their presence at one of our meetings

and to celebrate the occasion we give them an action item. We asked them
how to make the tilt-over decision and to establish the attitude and rate
limits for aborting. We haven't heard Prom them since, on that or anything
else except RCS plume impingement. Don't worry, we still have four months
to figure out how to do it.

I would like to emphasize that we do not want to trim residuals following
the CSM plane change maneuver. It is recognized that they may be rather
large since it is the first SPS undocked burn, but we would rather take
them into account by adjusting the ascent targeting than by spending CSM
RCS propellant. ' ?

Another thing we realized about the CSM was that we had not definitively
established the attitude the CSM should maintain during IM ascent nor
whether it was necessary for the MCC-H to compute the associated TMU gimbal
angles.

' ’
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Our biggest problem in this mission phase deals with Platform alignments.
Specifically, we are still not sure what sequence of alignment options
should be used, although, I think everyone agrees we should use a gravity
alignment for the actual ascent. The basic problem seems to stem from a
lack of understanding of just how the IM Lunar Surface Program (P57)
actually works and, in each case, what the torquing angles really indicste.
Of course, the thing we are Primarily interested in accomplishing is to
evaluate the performance - that is, the drift of the IMJ - in order to
decide if it is working, if we should align the AGS to the PGNCS, if we
should update the IMJ compensation parameters » 1f we should lift-off on
the PGNCS or the AGS, etc. Prior to our meeting at the end of March, TRw
will write out in detaii how they think the system actually works along with
a description of how we should use it. Guidance and Control Division may
do the same. Then, we will all get together with MIT to see if we can get
this thing straighten out and cleared up. *

Finally, our other big problem has to do with how we should handle the

IM location on the moon (RIS) and the CSM state vector, particulariy
during the first two hours on the lunar surface in DPreparation for the
countdown demonstration and, if necessary, ascent at the end of the Pirst
CSM revolution. The point is we will have g1l the data needed to determine
the IM's location but we do not want to change it in the various computers
(rac, CMC, RTCC) unless we can maintain a consistant OSM state vector, too.
And, it is not at all clear how we can do all that. This subject becomes
another major item on the agenda of the "ides of March" meeting.

dhroa LN

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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See list attached _ DATE: March 1k, 1969
69-PA-T-hlA
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Happiness is having plenty of hydrogen

As T understand it, there has been a desire or requirement to have the
capability of surviving a cryo-tank failure at any time in the lunar
mission. After C', it was decided to keep the IMU powered up through-

out all lunar missions even though it might be at the cost of having the
backup cryos. However, according to a recent analysis by MPAD's Guidance
and Performance Branch (R. C. Wadle, W. Scott, and D. A. Nelson), these

two characteristics are not incompatible. Since this is quite different
from what I have heard in the past, I thought you might find it interesting,
too.

According to Wadle, Scott, and Nelson, it is possible to operate with the
platform powered up and even if one tank fails as late as TEI, there is

still enough hydrogen left in the other itank to provide a four day return-
to-earth in a powered-down state. (Hydrogen is the most critical consum-
able.) The powered-down state still provides for communications; essentially
it consists of just taking the guidance system and one fuel cell off the

line and turning off non-essential equipment.

P

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:EWTindall, Jr.:js
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MAY 1982 EDITION
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO . See 1list attached " DATE: March 12, 1969
69-PA-T-45A

NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: Simplification to the pre-PDI abort procedure

As a result of a passing comment in one of my previous notes, Tommy
Gibson and George Cherry looked intc what it would take to provide
automatic PGNCS targeting for IM aborits at initiation of powered
descent (PDI). They found the capability already exists in the
LUMINARY program. How's that for great!

The situation I am discussing is when the need for abort is recognized
after DOI and before PDI on a lunar landing mission. The ideal proce-
dure, of course, is for the. IM to make a maneuver at about FPDI time
which will set up a nominal rendezvous sequence with CSI 3 rev later.
This is exactly what the DPS and APS abort programs (P70 and P71) do
automatically, but it was thought these programs could only be used if
powered descent was actually started and we certainly didn't want to
start powered descent - a retrograde maneuver when the abort maneuver
mst be posigrade. That would make it necessary to execute a large
attitude change while thrusting. It turns out that the crew may obtain
automatic targeting for an sbort maneuver by proceeding intoc the descent
program (P63) just as if intending to land, except that he must maneuver
the spacecraft manually into the posigrade abort direction pricr to FDI
time. He actually starts the DPS burn in P63 but since P63 does not
start descent guidance until the engine is throttled up, it will auto-
metically meintain the abort attitude the crew has established. After
achieving engine stability at about TIG plus five seconds, the crew

can press the Abort button which will automatically call up the DPS Abort
program (P70) to compute the abort maneuver targets, immediately throttle
up to full thrust, and control the burn.

This certainly seems like a straightforward procedure, completely con-

sistent with standard descent procedures, and aborts immediately after

PDI. I think we should establish this as our primary abor‘b technigue

for this mission periocd. %

Great work, Tom and Geo'rge.- Keep tGha);i;lj gnd I predict you'll go places.
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum

TO : See list attached DATE: April 1, 1969
69-PA-T-524

NASA Menned Spacecraft Center

FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Ccordination
SUBJECT: PGNCS operations while on the lunar surface

During our March 27 Lunar Surface Mission Techniques meeting I
think we finally settled how we think the PGNCS should be operated.
How many times have I said that before? This memo is to broadcast
a few new items that might be of general interest.

MIT has recently made a significant change in the PGNCS lunar surface
alignment program (P5T). They have added a pew altermative governing
the orientation to which the IMU can be aligned. Specifically, before-
this change there were only two alternatives - a "preferred" align-
ment associated with lift-off time computed by the LGC and an align-
ment to a REFSMMAT uplinked from the Mission Control Center. The

nev alternative provides the capability of an alignment to the stored
REFSMMAT - that is, the same REFSMMAT to which the IMUJ was aligned
the last .time. This program change significantly simplifies crew
procedures and since it will be used several times during the lunsar
stay you should be aware of it.

We have finally converged on the sequénce of P57 options to be used
on the lunar surface. They are described in considerable detail in
the attachment. RBriefly the sequence is:

a. A gravity alignment (Option 1) to determine the direction of
the gravity vector.

b. An AOT star alignment (Opticn 2) to establish an inertial
reference which can be used with the gravity vector to determine the
IM's position on the lunar surface. This alignment will also provide:
a drift check on the IMJ since the pre-DOI AOT star alignment.

c. A gravity and star alignment (Option 3) in preparation for
1ift-off at the end of two hours stay, if that is necessary, and to
initialize the system for a sustained IMUJ drift check.

d. Two Option 3's in the nominal ascent countdown. The first,
which completes the drift check, also sets up the system for the
rendezvous radar tracking of the command module two hours before the
1ift-off. The second supports the Ascent itself.
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This sequence not only provides all of the data needed to support the

actual operation but also exercises all of the options which makes the
engineers happy. The consensus was that we have trimmed this activity
Just about to a minimum and it should be fairly easy to include in the
crew timeline. v . . S '

Flight Dynamics' flight controllers were requested to select the stars
to be used for the lunar surface alignment on the nominal G mission
as soon as possible.

It is our understanding and recommendation that the IMJ will Tremain
powered up -throughout the lunar stay. We should emphasize-that it

is also necessary that the LGC remain powered up as in order to main-
tain gyro compensation in the IMJ as well as to provide the downlink -
data continuously to the Mission Control Center. Apparently there
was some uncertainty about this. ' ’ - .

After considerable discussion it was decided ‘that our best course of
action is to update both the LM position on the lunar surface (RLS)

and command module state vector in the LGC during the first two hours

on the lunar surface to support an ascent at that time, if it is
necessary. The RIS will be based on the AOT alighment and’ gravity
vector data as well as crew observations during the landing and perhaps
on data gathered prior to DOI. (The exact.manner in which .the Mission
Control Center will do this job is the subject of a meeting next week.)
The CSM state vector will be the best MSFN estimate at the time of the
update. This is such an obvious choice you must wonder how we wasted
our time. The only point we were concerned with was meking sure that

the RIS and CSM vectors were compatible enough to support ascent guidance
at the end of a two hour stay. We feel that this technique will probably
provide that, but we may want to reconsider after obtaining F mission
experience. ' - :

In addition to the Data Select business noted above about how to establish
RIS, we are also scheduling a meeting specifically to discuss the AGS
operation on the lunar surface next week. After incorporating the '
results of those meetings into the Mission Techniques Document for

Lunar Surface Operation, we will review and finally publish that docu-
ment a couple of weeks later. Hopefully, at that time this mission

Phase should be fairly well closed out. ' '

e Ve

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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IM IMU ALIGNMENT SEQUENCE

Pre-undock - align to Mission Control Center REFSMMAT
Pre-DOI - P52 AOT align to REFSMMAT (stored)

Post Touchdown

a. Option 1 to REFSMMAT to obtain the g vector

Do not torque the IMU - specifically, the crew should recycle
(V3ZE) out of the program at the VO6N93 torquing angle display

b. Option 2% to REFSMMAT - to obtain IMU drift since pre-DOI align-
ment. Given the g vector of Option 1 this supplies all data

required for IM position determination on the lunar surface
both onboard and at the Mission Control Center.

c. Update RIS and CSM state vector in the LGC based on best
sources of data available - no attempt is made to make these
"consistent."

Touchdown plus 1% hr to prepare for RR track or lift-off after
first CSM rev.

Option 3% to landing site - using updated lift-off time from

the Mission Control Center.

During lunar stay (about 19 hours duration) monitor CDU angles
continuously at the Mission Control Center.

Lift-off - 2% hours

Option 3¥ to REFSMMAT to obtain drift and to align for RR tracking.
Update CSM state vector in LGC. Optional update of RIS. |
Lift-off - 45 minutes

Opticn 3% to landing site for Ascent.

*(a) If attempt at Option 2 fails because stars are not visible,
replace with Option 3 using sun or earth if possible.

(b) If attempts at Option 3 fail (even with sun or earth) replace
with Option 1's.

Note: Unset REFSMMAT flag before #6 above if using Option 1
to eliminate drift effect over long lunar stay.

22¢
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum NASA Manned Spicecraft Center

TO : See list below DATE: April 3, 196¢

69-~PA-T-53A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Some G Mission Techniques -action items

This memo 1s just a 1ist of action items assigned. to MPAD and/or
MIT which I remember coming from our recent G descent/descent abort
meetings. In addition to reminding those responsible for them, they
serve as some sort of indication of what's going on in this Tusiness
which you might find interesting.

1. Orbital Mission Analysis Branch

a. Establish a preferred rendezvous maneuver sequence to
guard against lunar impact in the event of late c.escent aborss on
the AGS. This includes a recommerndation on [XV srimming at Insertion,
too.

b. Determine if an unacceptable abort situation would exist
if PDI were delayed one rev in real time.

2. Math Physiecs Branch

a. Determine how the flight controllers should decice when to
apply the altitude bias update to the Lear Processor Display of H vs.
H. Is there some way to take into account the kn:own lunar s:rface slope?
Specifically, find out from the mapping people wiat the exac: slope is
for the landing sites.

b. Determine the effect of non-synchronization cf tie data
sources when updating the lLear altitude from PGNGS.

3. ZLanding Analysis Branch

a. Establish a technigue {or testing anc determinin,. sccepts-
vility of the LGC IM state vector pre-PDI. Also, recommend the action -
that is, under what conditions they should abort, updste the siate vector,
advise crew of large AH, or what?

b. There is a PDI attitude burn check made at TIG - Z minutes,
referenced to the horizon. Determine how accuraiely a pre-iiight wvalus
may be established and thus if it is necessary to update thai; iest in
real time. Also, ascertain if the sun will interfere with tiis test.

238
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¢. Is there some way tc monitor the PGNCS to determine failure
of the P63/P6s program change to occur when it should have by using the
v, H, B DSKY displays? I would like to avoia having to call up Tgy.
Also establish what course of action the erew should take if they fail
to get the program change.

L., @Guidance and Performance Branch

Establish strip chart limit lines defining AGS perfoimance in
terms of acceptable, marginal, and failed. Simiar limits aze alsoc
required for the telemetry comparison display.

5. Landing Analysis Branch and Math Physics Branch

Determine if and how the descent targeting must be u-dated in
the event PDI is delayed one rev in real time afser DOI.

6. Guidance and Performance Branch and MIT

Establish abort limits for the stfip charts beyond waich impend-
ing failure of the PGNCS should be considered imminent.

T. Ianding Analysis Branch, G&CD, and MIT

a. Establish attitude error and attitude rate limits to be used
by the crew during descent and recommended action if violatedl.

b. Establish what constitutes adequate landing radar data. Speci-
fically, what should be used as a measure of this:

(1) The amount obtained and when it was obtained.

(2) AE from the strip chart at the time of lariing radar loss.

(3) Others? -
’ Giz<§Z(AéLﬁl W
A %
Howard W. Tindalli, Jr.
Addressees:; -
PA/G. M. Low " FM/C. R. Huss
FA/C. C. Kraft, Jr. ' FM/D. H. Owen
FC/C. E. Charlesworth FM13/R. P. Parten
FCh4/R. L. Carlton FM13/J. R. Gurley
Fclli/J. B. Craven FM2/C. A. Graves
FC55/J. H. Greene FM4/P. T. Pixley
FC56/S. G. Bales FM7/R. O. Nobles
FM/J. P. Mayer FM/Branch Chiefs
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RIS Determination

On April 2 we had a Mission Techniques meeting to discuss how we
should handle the determination of the LM's position on the lunar
surface (RLS). Specifically, we were concerned with how to deter-
mine its values and, after improved values are determined, when they
should be loaded into the spacecraft computer. One obvicus conclu-
sion, if anything can be called obvious coming from this discussion,
is that we have meny excellent data sources for determining RLS, each
of which is estimated to be of a quality much better than we need to
support the operation.

"RIS" is actually the IM position vector on the lunar surface consist-
ing of three components. It is moon fixed - that is, rotates with
the moon - and is simply the latitude, longitude, and radial distance
of the IM from the moon's center.

Prior to landing it is necessary to establish the values of RIS to be
used in Descent targeting. For the first lunar landing, where the F
mission will have thoroughly surveyed the landing site, the consensus
is that we should use the RIS determined on the F mission and .only use
in-flight mission G measurements as a system check similar to the
horizon check made before retrofire. For landings at sites which have
not been surveyed previously, the RLS mmst be determined in real time
based on the MSFN/sextant tracking done pre-DOI. The Math Physics
Branch (MPB) of MPAD proposes that this be handled in the following
way and I think everyone finally agreed it was logical, at 1east pend-
ing results of the F mission:

8. 'I‘he CSM/LM state vectors will be a so-called single pass MSFN
solution based sclely on data obtained during the sextant tracking
pass. Orientation of the orbital plane of this solution will be con-
strained by the pre-LOI plane plus confirmed maneuvers. (In fact, MFB
proposed that we use this technique throughout lunar orbit from LOI
through TEI. Data Select and MPR people have the task of establishing
the technigue for monitoring rev by rev single pass solutions with the
orbital plane unconstrained to confirm that the pre-IOI value falls
within the scatter of these determinations and of establishing the
limits beyond which they would abandon the pre-LOI plane orientation.)
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b. Having established the CSM state vector as described in "a,"
the sextant tracking data is given full weight in the determination
of RIS. That is, the landing site location will be based entirely
on the sextant data determination of its position relative to the CSM
state vector. - But I would like to iterate that this RIS determination
is only used as a system check for a surveyed site such as planned on
the nominal mission.

After landing we have five good data sources for determining various
conponents of RLS. (MPB has the task of establishing their relative
accuracy.) We have decided to put off figuring out how we will actually
use them in real time until after the F mission since it is anticipated
that it will impact our choice tremendously. The various data sources
are as follows: . -

8.  The crew observations made during descent and after landing
referenced to onboard maps - This is simply a matter of the crew
informing the ground of where they think they landed in texrms of
longitude and latitude based on their visual observations. In addition
to relaying latitude and longitude, they should also express an opinion
of how certain they are about where they are. '

. "b. The position is determined by use of star cbservations and the
gravity vector data obtained during the first IMU alignments on the
lunar surface. This data will be processed both omboard the space-
craft.and at Mission-Control Center. It is also only capable of
determining latitude and longitude - not radius.

_ ¢. The Lear powered flight processor which uses MSFN doppler
data during descent is expected to have outstanding accuracy in deter-
ming the change in IM position from PDI to touchdown, provided we do
not encounter sustained periods of data dropout. The problem in
determining IM position on the lunar surface with this data, of course,
depends on the accuracy of our knowledge of the IM position at PDI to -
which we will add the position change measured by Lear. According to
MFB it is possible to obtain a very accurate estimate of IM position at
PDI using a MSFN short arc solution with the orbital plane constrained
as discussed previously. (They emphasized, however, that the short
arc solution is only accurate in the determination of position - not
velocity - and would only be cbtained during post-landing processing
of tracking data obtained on the LM between AOS and PDI.) RIS then
is found by determining the IM position at PDI using the short arc
solution and manually adding to it the change in latitude, longitude,
and altitude as measured by the Lear Processor during powered descent.
Note that this yields all three components of RIS.
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.. - d. PGNCS telemeiry data may be used in-a similar manner to the
.Lear Processor. That is, by taking the PGNCS estimate of position at
PDI and at landing we are able to determine its measurement of change
in latitude and longitude during.descent. . They may alsc be added to
the short arc solution described above to get RIS. It is to be .
emphasized, however, that PGNCS accephtance of landing radar destroys

_the capability of determining the change. in altitude as measured by

.the PGNCS. . ' : :

- e.. We can do the same thing with the AGS state vectors as :
described for.the PGNCS. Again, since altitude updates are currently
planned during descent, only latitude and longitude can be obtained.

The guestion now is which of these sources do we use?

a. For RIS radius our preferred source is the pre-flight
 determined value if we land at a surveyed site. If not a surveyed
site, we would either use the radius determined by the MSFN/sextant
observation obtained pre-DOI or from the Lear Processor plus short
arc solutions. These two sources are currently estimated to be
roughly equivalent.

b. For latitude and longitude all of the sources noted above
(i.e., crew/map, AOTVg, ILear, PGNCS, and AGS) are all considered
competitive and their priority must await F experience. "It should
be noted that Lear, PGNCS, and AGS are not completely independent
in that they are all initialized from the same socurce.

Flight Dynamics, Data Select, and MFB people were given the task

of establishing the precise technique for obtaining the Lear, PGNCS,
and AGS solutions for RIS latitude and longitude. This is not some-
thing that falls automatically out of the RICC but will require a
considerable amount of menipulation of many different state vectors
stored in it and 2 bunch of mamual (simple) computations.

You will note that all of the above data sources are available within

an hour after landing and, as far as we are concerned, should provide
all of the data ever needed to carry out the operation. However, we
have currently planned to obtain rendezvous radar and sextant tracking
of each spacecraft by the other, both two hours after touchdown and

two hours before 1lift-off. Based on our discussions at this time, the
consensus is that this tracking is by no means mandatory. In particular,
if rendezvous radar tracking by the 1M becomes even slightly problematic,
it can easily be dropped. For example, if it conflicts with other crew
activity, uses too much IM power, presents thermsl problems, or wears
out the rendezvous radar we can eliminate it from the timeline. Of
course, if in real time our other data sources get nocdled up in some
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way, it would have to be added back in at that time. 1In fact, I should
emphasize that we are not proposing that it be dropped from the timeline,
but rather that it could be dropped if necessary - so can the sextant
tracking for that matter, although no reason for dropping it occurred

to us. ' T ' -

In summary, we have many excellent data sources for RLS determination.
How we will use them will be established after the F mission. Rendezvous
radar tracking by the IM on the lunar surface is no longer a requirement.
And, a couple of new MSFN facts are that a short arc solution yields a
good position vector and it is proposed that the pre-LOI determined
orbital plane plus confirmed maneuvers be used throughout the lunar

orbit activity.
A e 4 -

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWPindall, Jr.:js
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AGS alignments in lunar orbit and operations on the lunar surface

On April 2 we finally got around to establishing how to operate the -
AGS on the lunar landing mission. The two basic subjects for dis-
cussion were how to handle CDU transient problems when aligning the
AGS to the PGNCS in lunar orbit and how to cperate the AG‘S in total
while on the lunar surface.

I am certainly no authority on CDU transients and only attempt

the following brief description sc that the rest of the memo will
moke some sense to you. If you are interested in what CDU transients
really are, I recommend that you find an authority on them. There
are lots of 'em - and as many versions. As you know, the AGS uses

the PGNCS as the primary reference in its alignments. As I under-
stand it, CDU transients have’ something bad to do with the electronics
in the PGNCS which are used to generate the data transmitted to the
AGS which the AGS uses in its alignments. Unless certain precautions
are taken, CDU transients can occur and are not ordinarily obvious

to the crew. I gather that they can result in errors in the AGS
alignments of up to 12 degrees or so. During much of the operation
even the largest misalignment errors would not particularly concern
us. On other oceasions, such as during descent, they would essentially
disable the AGS as a useful guidance and control system.

I will go through each of the AGS aii'gmnén’cs:

a. IM Activation before Undocklng

The commend module should be used to orient the spacecraft
to a so-called AGS calibration attitude whieh is essentially just
displacing all three spacecraft axes at least 11-12- degrees away from
zero or miltiples of 45 degrees from the IMJ principle exes. This
action, it is said, will permit the AGS alignment and calibration
to be carried out free of CDU transients. :

b. Pre-DOI after Undocking

The AGS is aligned to the PGNCS after its AOT alignment in
preparation of DOI. Since AGS alignment errors do not create & problem
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but are more of an annoyance in the AGS monitoring of the DOI burn, no
precautions will be taken to avoid CDU transients.

¢c. Pre-PDI

This alignment in preparation for descent is most critical.
The AGS must be aligned accurately and, in order to minimize drift, it
mist be aligned to the PGNCS very late before PDI. The choices here
were to add special crew procedures into an already erowded timeline
to avoid CDU transients vs. taking no precautions against their ocour-
ring, but being prepared to redo the alignment if the MOC detects a
CDU transient alignment error has occurred. Either of these two
approaches were considered acceptable and are almost a toss-up. It
was finally decided to avoid the special procedures and to take a
chance on the transient. If the MOC determines that a CDU transient
has occurred, the crew will be informed within 30 seconds and they must
then rezero the CIU's and repeat the alignment. This procedure is felt
to be simpler for the crew and, in particular, it avoids attitude
maneuvers which are part of the CDU transient avoidance procedure.

d. Post-Insertion Alignments

After insertion into orbit the AGS should then be aligned to
the PGNCS. Again in this non-critical period it was decided to take
a chance on a CDU transient ocecurring, particularly since this align-
ment is carried out within sight of the earth and the MCC is in a
position to advise the crew if a realignment is necessary.

Attached to this memo is a detailed sequential list of AGS options on
the lunmar surface at each step of which it is assumed the PGNCS is
still operational. In other words, it is the nominal sequence. If
the PGNCS becomes broken on the lunar surface, different and more
extensive operations will be required, which we have yet to define.
In the development of the attached sequences, some items of interest
and action items popped out which I would like to add here,

a. Whenever RIS is updated in the PGNCS, it should be standard
procedure to update the AGS lunar launch site radius (Address 231).
This update will be based on a voice relay from the MCC of the wvalue
to be input via the AGS DEDA by the crew.

b. With regard to CDU transients during AGS alignments on the
lunar surface, it was decided that we would rely on the MCC to
monitor and advise the crew if a CDU transient has occurred. That
is, the crew would follow no special procedure to determine if one had
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occurred except in the case of no communieation.

c¢. Guidance and Control Division and TRW were requested to advise
what timetag should be associated with the CSM state vector voiced to
the crew for input into the AGS in the event the PGNCS has failed.

d. MPAD was asked to determine if it is acceptable to input state
vectors into the AGS 15 minutes or more prior to PDI. The question here
really is whether or not the AGS numerical integration causes unacceptable
state vector errors for descent aborts if the state vectors are loaded
too early. .Barly loading, of course, is desirable to reduce crew
activity just before PDI.

All of this AGS jazz will be added to the Lungr Surface Mission Techniques
Document. I think it's the last chunk. We will review the whole subject
of lunar surface activity next week and then can forget it - I hope.

Howard W. Ehndall Jr.
Enclosure

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum o NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: April 8, 1969

69-PA~T-56A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Some things about Ascent from.the moon

On April 3 we had an Ascent Mission Techniques meeting - the first
in a long time. This memo is mostly toc express some rather general
observations. -

I guess we all recognize that Ascent is really different from most
other maneuvers in an Apollo lunar landing mission. It is one in
which fairly small dispersions in the guidance can create an unsafe
situation either by setting up an imminent lunar impact or poor
conditions for carrying out the subsequent rendezvous, or by running
the APS out of propellent. Accordingly, special efforts have been
spent in trying to set up techniques for monitoring and detecting
dispersions of this type omnboard the spacecraft so that the crew

can switch over from the PGNCS to the AGS in hopes of correcting the
degrading situation. Of course, in a case of an obvious failure
like the platform turned upside down, or something, the crew should
have no problem in knowing they should switchover. However, I am
confident that they will not be able to detect insidious, slow drift
malfunctions of a magnitude, which could be catastrophic, in time to
save the mission. The techniques which have been proposed for this
are not sure-fire, even if executed to perfection. And, they are so
complex that I seriously doubt the crew, with their limited training,
would ever learn to use them with enough confidence that they would
switchover from the PGNCS to the AGS even when it was necessary. If
my assumptions are correct, then it seems we must recognize that the
ground is ncot only prime for detecting and advising the crew of slow

drift malfunctions but, in fact, MCC is virtually the only scurce for

this. This in turns means that if the MCC loses hi-gain S-band telemetry

-there will be no drift malfunction monitoring carried out and we will

simply have to trust that the PGNCS is working. Off-hand, that does
not strike me as an unacceptable situation since we only get in trouble
if commnications are lost AND the PGNCS fails insidiously.

Another thing we must face up to is that we do not have a memal
backup for Ascent Guidance and Control. TUnlike the rendezvous, where
crew charts provide an excellent capability to press on in spite of
guidance system failures, no such capability exists for backing up
Ascent. It is true that techniques have been studied and proposed,
some of which might possibly work. However, the fact is that we do
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not have a workable technique in hand today, and even if we did, it
certainly could not be considered operational unless the crew were
thoroughly trained in its use. And, that they certainly will not be.
Here again, this situation strikes me as no worse than "unfortunate."

So much for general observations. Following are a few specific items
coming from our discussion:

a. I would like to re-emphasize that like most other maneuvers in
the Apollo mission, lift-off must occur on time. We are not planning
for some sort of launch window. Accordingly, if in counting down to
Ascent TIG the crew falls behind for some reason, the lift-off should
be delayed one CSM rev and the trouble that caused the tardiness should
be cleaned up. For example - one test for determining whether it is
possible to 1lift-off or not is the PGNCS alarm coming on at about TIG
~40 seconds, indicating average g will not be turned on at the right
time and the PGNCS will not be ready for lift-off.

b. In the event the PGNCS displays a AV Thrust Monitor Alarm
after the APS engine actually comes on, the crew should stick with
the PGNCS which should be holding attitude until they have determined
that the PGNCS is not going to control the spacecraft properly such
as yawing it to the proper launch azimith and pPitching over as programmed.
When these various cues have all confirmed lack of PGNCS guidance, the
crew should switchover to the AGS without attempting to recycle the
PGNCS first. Of course, before switching over to the AGS they should
ascertain that it is working better than the PGNCS. To do this we
recommend that the nominal display for initial ascent on the AGS DEDA
should be altitude rate (5). Following switchover, recycle attempts
should be made to clear up the [}V monitor alarm in an attempt to get
the PGNCS back on the air.

¢. In order to provide redundancy for the "Engine On" signal,
procedures call for mamally pushing the "Engine Start" switch. It
is to be emphasized, however, that this should be done only after the
crew determines that the LGC "BEngine On" command has caused the engine
to start. We do not want to lift-off if the PGNCS is not issuing commands.
Of course, in order to get an automatic guidance engine cutoff at inser-
tion, this manual Engine Start signal mist be removed. The procedure
calls for doing this when the velocity remaining to be gained is about
200 fps (i.e., about 10 seconds to go). Immediately preceding setting
the "Engine Arm" to "off" the interconnect should be closed. If remov-
ing the "Engine Arm" does turn off the engine, the crew should use the
same switch to turn it back on. OFf course, they will then have to stop
the engine again when the velocity displayed by the PGNCS reaches nominal.
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d. We have no procedure for monitoring and backing up the PGNCS
"Engine Off" command like those used for TLI, LOT, DOI, and TEI. Due
to RCS attitude control activity during Ascent, the burn time can vary
as much as 20 seconds from nominal, which mekes that a useless parameter
for this purpose. The AGS and the rendezvous radar range rate are
potential candidates, but it was finally decided that rather than
adopt some complex voting logic involving those systems, the best
technique was to simply utilize the ground monitoring to determine
which system should be used to control the Ascent Guidance and to use
whichever system is guiding as the sole cue for APS cutoff. That is,
as long as we are riding the PGNCS, let it do the job and back it up
manually only if it indicates the spacecraft has exceeded the desired
velocity. If a switchover to AGS has occurred, then use the AGS as
the sole source. It seems to us that, since this maneuver is always
in sight of the ground, a procedure like this is acceptable. Of course,
it depends on not losing telemetry.

e

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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69-PA-T-584

. PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Descent monitoring at MCC

We have reached a plateau in our work on Descent Monitoring, perhaps.
making it worthwhile to send out this memo. First of all, I don't
think there is any question that Descent is the thing that requires
most of our attention between now and the G mission, at least in the
empire of Mission Techniques. There are still a lot of things to do
and so starting about a month ago we have been having one full day
meeting per week, which will probably contimue for another month. I
think we have pretty well established what the MCC has to do and how
they do it during Descent. That's really the subject of this memo.
Our job is to work over the onboard techmiques and integrate them
with the ground monitoring to make sure everything is complete and
consistent.

After considerable discussion, we have esteblished that the ground's
job during Descent is to attempt to do the following things (mot
necessarily in order of importance!):

a. Detect DPS malfunctions and excessive RCS plume impingement.

b. Predict that adequate propellent margins are available to
permit landing.

c. Detect impending PGNCS failures.
d. Mske sure PGNCS guidance is not diverging.

e. Make sure trajectory constraints of some sort or other are
not being violated.

As far as we can tell, all of the necessary telemetry and tracking
data programs have been identified and are being implemented in the
RTCC; all necessary display formats have also been provided in the
MCC. There are a couple of items associated with this which I would

like to mention:

10100

a. We are on the verge of assuming that RCS plume impingement is &
honest-to-God constraint which must not be violated. Choke! The IM
systems guys have a display which processes telemetry data yielding the
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cumlative plume impingement from each of the downward firing jets. They
subtract this from the wvalue GAEC has established as the total allowed
duration and display the results. That is, it is a display of permissible
time remaining. It is proposed that when this parameter reaches zero,
indicating we have violated the plume impingement constraint » they will
recommend that the crew "Abort Stage™ out of there!!! ‘

. b. Another interesting computation and display that the CSM people
have provided themselves is a prediction of DPS propellent margin at
touchdown. This is an especially sophisticated processor which utilizes
& number of PGNCS guidance parameters obtained by telemetry to predict
the amount of DPS propellant required to.fly the remainder of the descent
trajectory. They subtract this propellent requirement from the measured
propellant still remaining obtained from telemetry data , to obtain the
predicted margin at touchdown. This parameter is plotted vs. horizontal
velocity on an analog display. It is proposed that if the prediction
of propellant crosses "zero," the crew should be advised to "Abort."

It has been stated there is no question, when this predietion reaches
zero, that propellent depletion will oceur before landing and so abort-
ing is the thing to do. It is not safe to assume the converse - that
is, it does not always accurately predict that sufficient propellant

is available to complete the Descent. We're going to check this program
thoroughly to see if it really does that.

c. Impending PGNCS failure will be detected from strip charts dis-
Playing guidance system differences, very much the same as during the
launch phase. That is, differences between the AGS and PGNCS and differ-
ences between MSFN and PGNCS will be displayed on the strip charts. Abort
limit lines will be provided upon which that action will be recommended,
Other displays are used in conjunction with these strip charts to positively
ascertain that the PGNCS is the errant system.

d. There was a somewhat surprising outcome from our discussion of
trajectory constraints. Unlike launch, we were basically unable to find
any "hard" descent trajectory constraints with a possible exception of
the APS abort line (previously callouslyreferenced as the "Dead Man"
curve). That is, there appears to be mo reason we could identify which
would prevent the LM from flying all over the sky, if that is what you
call it at the moon. As a result, it seems as though we have two options-
either provide no trajectory abort limits or alternatively select dispersion
limite (for example, 3 sigma, 6 sigma, or 9 sigma) beyond which we will
arbitrarily not allow the trajectory to diverge from nominal. This cur-
rently is my personal preference, mostly based on intuition and no data.
There is by no means a general agreement on that yet.

Lo LA

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

And that's our plateau.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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M emo Tandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached : DATE: April 15, 1969

| : 69-PA-T-61A
FROM : FPA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Let's drop one of the lumar surface RR tests

During our review of the G Mission Lunar Surface Mission Techniques
Document on April 10, we came to a conclusion which may interest you.
Tt deals with the need, or really lack of need, for the crew to do
some things that are in the current flight plan. Specificaliy, in
the crew IM timeline, we have included two periods of IM rendezvous
radar tracking of the command module - the first is two hours after
landing and the second is two hours before lift-off. Neither of
these periods are really needed although it may be interesting to
try it once. On the other hand, it does require crew activity, uses
electrical power, wears out the radar, and so forth and may even
place a constraint on command module attitude during his sextant
tracking of the IM. It was our conclusion that at least one of these
periods of tracking should be eliminated and we are recommending that
it be the first. The reason for deleting the first is that it
interferes with the crew countdown demonstration (CDDT) for ascent,
which is synchronized with the first CSM passage over the IM. If

the crew were to perform rendezvous radar tracking, the CDDT would
have to be terminated about 15 minutes before "lift-off.” By elimina-
ting the rendezvous radar test, the CDDT can and should be run until
about TIG minus one minute. ‘

Although we are not proposing to delete it yet, it should be noted
that the CDDT itself is of marginal importance and if it interferes
with other more important activity, it could also be eliminated. It
is not a precise countdown, anyway, since obviously the crew must not
fire pyros, bring the APS batteries on line, pressurize tanks, and so
forth, unless they really intend to lift-off. This CDDT should cer-
taifly be eliminated from lunar landing missions after the first.

As noted in a previous memo, the command module sextant tracking of
the IM is not mandatory either, although the flight controllers will
use the data if they get it to reinforce confidence in their other
data sources. And, of course, the post-flight people will undoubtedly
find it interesting. Here again, though, it may be worthwhile to con-
sider omitting one of the two sextant tracking periods. We are not

proposing this yet either.
(T

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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69-PA-T-634

PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
Some things about Descent

This memo is to list a few odds and ends dribbling out of our latest
Descent Monitoring clambake.

1, We have identified a new entry for the PDI pad message
voiced to the crew before DOI. Just prior to PDI the crew makes a
crude estimate of their altitude above the lunar surface by measuring
the time it takes for a lunar landmark to move from one end 4o the
other of their LPD line on the IM window. (I believe it normally
takes about 20 seconds and therefore two seconds is equivalent to
about a mile accuracy in altitude.) The new pad entry is the time
at which the altitude check landmark should appear at the lower end
of the LPD line. It is currently proposed that the landmark to be
used will be the same one the crew performs their on-the-job training
sextant tracking on LOI day. This has the additional benefit of
providing the MCC with data for determining its location with some
precision before the altitude check.

2. During powered descent the crew monitors their various
data sources to ascertain whether or not the DPS is producing an
acceptable thrust. If there is thrust degradation of a fairly small
amount, they are supposed to exercise established malfunction procedures
in an attempt to improve DPS performance. If the degradation is more
severe, malfunction procedures will not help and the crew should abort.
IM systems flight controllers were requested to establish the amount
of thrust degradation which the crew should tolerate bhefore beginning
the malfunction procedures and what amount they should use to decide
on an immediate abort.

3. There has been a great deal of discussion over the merit
of the crew observing the lunar landscape during the early part of
powered descent. There are some benefits the crew 1s supposed to
obtain from this but it is important that it not be carried on so long
that landing radar data is lost as a result. Since it is possible %o
start getting landing radar data as early as two mimites after FDI, if
altitude is dispersed low by one mile, it is proposed that the crew
yaw the spacecraft from its face down attitude no later than PDI + 2
minutes. Yawing sooner would be fine.
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4. The attitude the crew should hold after yawing to acquire
landing radar is 6° off the principle axis in order to give symmetrical
landing radar antenna coverage. This, of course, provides greater
probability of acquisition and "data good." (Incidentally, a possible
candidate for future spacecraft computer program change is to have the
aptomatic system also control to this attitude, compensating for the

landing radar antenna offset.) :

5. It has been said that the hi-gain S-band pointing angles
during the braking phase of powered descent are more or less constant
once the spacecraft has been yawed for landing radar acquisition. It
would be very useful for the crew to have these pointing angles in
their onboard data for use in manual acquisition during this period if
the S-band were to lose lock. Who figures out what these angles are -
Rocky Duncan is that you?

]

/

\
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:EWTindall, Jr.:js
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: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordinstion

How the MSFN and sextant data are used to target DOI and Descent

We had a meeting on April 9 which was extremely interesting to me.
We discussed and settled on how the MSFN tracking and sextant land-
mark observations would be used in the MCC/RTCC to produce optimum
DOI and Descent targeting for the IM. The big new factor that had
to be taken into account somehow was the propagsted state vector
errors resulting from our inaccurate modeling of the lunar potential.
This has forced us to change our planned technigues somewhat from
+those proposed before the C' mission. Most of what we now plan to do
is just as the Math Physies Branch (MFB) of MPAD proposed to us at
this meeting, I feel they should be commended for e pretty feir
piece of work. :

" I would first like to describe the manner in which MPB proposed

‘that the RTCC orbit determination consistency checks be made during

the flight. As you recall, in a previous memo I noted that they

feel it is best to use the orientation of the orbital plane determined

pre-10I to which they add the in-plane orbital elements based on new

MSFN tracking. Of course, it is necessary to contimiously monitor and

confirm that the plane established in this way is right. They intend
to do this by performing single-pass MSFN solutions after each lunar
orbit and comparing the resulting inclination with that established
pre-10I. It is expected that the single-pass solutions will show a
random veriation about the pre-LOI value indicating it is safe to
contimie using it. If they detect a bias or trend in these single-

: See list attached : DATE: April 16, 1969

pass inclinations awsy from the pre~-LOI wvalue, they will have to update

it.

In addition to the inclimation check performed continuously, they also
plan some discrete consistency checks made in revs 6, 7, and 8. These

© checks will be made by processing MSFN tracking just as will be done.

o108

later for the DOI and Descent targeting. That is, they will determine

the orbit based on rev 3 and 4 data and propegate it to rev 6. They
will make a "plane-free"” single-pass solution in rev 6 based on rev
6 tracking. They will compare the three position components in local

vertical coordinates (that is, downtrack, altitude, and crosstrack) at

20 minute intervals throughout rev 6 and will plot the differences vs.
time. These plots should show the propagated error from the older

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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solution as a function of time throughout rev 6. They will do the same
thing using revs 4 and 5 data Propegated to rev 7 and compared with a
single<pass rev T solution. They will do the same thing with trevs §
and 6 propagated to rev 8. (These position difference plots determined
for revs 6, 7, and 8 will be superimposed upon each other to make sure - T,
there is consistency on determination of bropagated state vector errors.
This consistency, incidentally, has been demonstrated on C' and we expect
to reconfirm it on the F mission prior to G. If it works as expected,
it should be possible to determine the propagated error in all three
components as a function of time on a state vector Propagated ahead two
revs. The significance of this, of course, is that the DOT and descent
targeting is performed with a state vector which is two revs old and-

if we are able to determine the propagation error, bias may be applied
to compensate for them. That is a description of a rather complicated
process. The important thing for you to understand is that a technique-
appears to be available for determining and compensating for propagation
error in real time. . : o

The manner in which we intend to use sextant tracking of the landing.
site has not changed since before C'. That is, we intend to determine
the landing site position by applying the measured relative displace-: -
ment in all three components - latitude, longitude, and radius - to

the current MSFN solution at the time of the sextant observations, - ..
‘Thus, the targeting solves the relstive problem compensating for errors
in both MSFN state vectors and the preflight estimate of the landing
site location. We have established that the change from the preflight
value in each of these components based on the real time data must

not exceed the following values:

a. ILatitude must not be changed more than 12,000 feet.
b. Longitude must not change more than 6,000 feet.
c. Radius must not change more than 6,000 feet.

These values are based on our current 3 sigma estimates of preflight
map accuracy RSSed with the MSFN orbit determination accuracy. It is
felt that corrections larger than these must indicate some sort of
gross failure demanding either that the sextant tracking be redone by .
delaying DOI one rev or that the sextant tracking be ignored and the -
Descent targeting be based on the preflight values. Incidentally, - -
the mission rule defining which of these choices to pursue is a..
significant open item which must be resolved.
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Now I would like to describe how the propagated errors are compensated
for. '

_ a. Crosérange, which is essentially lstitude, will not be com-
pensated for propagation errors at all. Since we are using the frozen
plane technique, by definition, no propagated error can occur.

b. Error in spacecraft altitude is compensated for by changing
the radius of the landing site by an amount equivalent to the propagated
state vector error in the altitude direction. The empirical correction
igs determined from the propagation state vector plots described above
by reading out the error in altitude associated with a time in orbit
equivalent to touchdown time. The point is that the state vector is not
corrected, but rather compensation is applied to the landing site -
radius since this is & much cleaner procedure. .

c. Downrange error is more-or-less equivalent to landing site
longitude and presents special problems. Consideration was given to
compensating downrange propagation errors by changing landing site
location in a manner similar to the radius bit just discussed. That
would work fine for Descent, but can result in a serious problem in
Descent aborts. Specifically, downrange error in the state wvectors
during powered flight act in a way equivalent to a platform alignment
error in inertial space. Specifically, 10,000 feet downrange error is

" equivalent to 0.1  IMU misalignment. Therefore, if we were to leave
the propagated downrange error in the state vector, all powered flight
by the inertial guidance system would be carried out with 0.1° error
and, in the event of a Descent abort, would cause the system to aim -
for the wrong insertion conditions by that amount. Of course, the AGS,
which is initialized from the PGNTS would also have this error. Although
we don't expect the downrange error to exceed about 5,000 feet, we have
no assurance of this and conservatively feel that an alternate approach
for compensating downrange error is preferable. The alternate approach
we adopted is to change the time tag on the state vectors such that the
downrange error at touchdown time is zero. Changing a state vector time
tag is not a simple thing to do in the RICC. It has not yet been
"automated.” As a result, it is necessary for the Data Select Officer
to manually enter the entire state vector into the RTCC using his type-
writer like input device. This is a time consuming process because
it mst be very carefully checked. (It is recognized that the RICC
program for the lunar landing mission has been frozen, but it was

- suggested to the Data Select people that they consider asutomating this
input since it is becoming part of the nominal operation.) It is to

be emphasized that this time tag compensation is applied to both the LM
and CSM state vectors in all three computers - RICC, LGC, and CMC. We
may eventually establish a lower bound in this downrange compensation
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below which it is considered acceptable to live with the error. For
example, if the downrange error is less than 5,000 feet, we may choose
to apply that small correction to the landing site longitude and leave
the state vectors time tag alone since that is a muech simpler thing to
do. But that's not the current technique. ° e o

One significant open item I failed to mention in passing is that
there is still a controversy raging on whether a single-pass or two-
pass MSFN orbit determination shoula be used for Descent targeting .,
That is, the sextant tracking is done on rev 11 and the MSFN tracking
on that rev is certainly used. The question is, should rev 10 MSFN
tracking be incorporated in as well? The solution to this depends

on ‘ironing out inconsistencies between two computer programs which
are given conflicting results. The answer could come at any time. -
Once the one-rev vs. the two-rev decision is reached, of course, it
will not only apply to orbit determination techniques for Descent
targeting but will also be incorporated in the MSFN propagation error
determination techniques described above. '

It is currently planned that these G mission operations will be
carried cut on the F mission exactly as if that flight were a lupar
landing. This obviously means that to the maximum extent possible
these techniques will also be used in the F mission simlations.’
There is some question, however, if changing the state vector time
‘tag to compensate for propagated downrange error is a reasonable thing
to do on-the F mission. Accordingly, this mist be discussed with the
F mission operations people before we naively assume they will do it.

‘Mach of the preceding discussion deals with the landing site location
to be used in the LGC during Descent. The landing site position (RLS)
- to be loaded in the command module computer should be the preflight
map values of the prime landing site landmark and there is no reason
to go through this "mickey mouse" of updating the CMC values from

the MCC before the IM lands.

The time tags on the state vectors transmitted to the spacecraft
computers on G are essentially the same as on the F mission. The IM
state vector sent to both the IGC and CMC will be time tagged at DOT
-10 minutes. The CSM state vector sent to both spacecraft will be
time tagged at PDI + 25 minutes, which should be close to the initia-
tion of rendezvous navigation in the case of a late Descent abort.

Except for the open items noted above, I think this pretty well
establishes how we plan to do the targeting for DOI and Descent on
the lunar landing mission, at least until F mission results come ‘in.

] IR e

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

F mission rule regarding DPS gimbal drive failure indication

This memo is to report how it is currently planned to handle an
indicated failure of the DPS gimbal drive actuator (GDA) on the

F mission.

On the F mission there are two DPS maneuvers - DOI and Phasing.

The DOI burn is about Tl fps achieved by 15 seconds duration at

10 percent thrust and about 15 seconds at 4O percent. The Phasing
burn is about 195 fps achieved by 26 seconds at 10 percent and
about 19 seconds at full thrust. The question to be answered was
what should the mission rule be covering a GDA fail light occurring
on either of these burns? .

From the offset it should be made clear that advice from the MZC
during the maneuvers is out of the question due to the commnication
delay when the spacecraft is operating at the moon. And of course,
the DOI burn is performed in back of the moon.

The fail light coming on can mean any one of three things - the gimbal
is moving when it is not supposed to be, the gimbal is not moving
when it is supposed to be, or the indication itself is at fault.
Apparently by far the greatest probability is that the failure indica-
tion itself is in error. As you know, there is no direct cockpit
readout of DFS gimbal angles. Accordingly, the only way the crew has
of determining that the light is in error is by waiting for some other
cue such as excessive attitude error on the FDAT and hearing or seeing
the RCS jets firing to maintain attitude, as they will when the IM
agtitude error as controlled by the DPS gimbal positioning exceeds

1.

If the light comes on during the G mission, the mission rule will
almost certainly be to await the second cue before taking any action
because even a runaway gimbal cannot create a problem and you unnec-
essarily have blown the mission by turning off the GDA if the light

is wrong. It is currently intended to use this same rule on F,
although it is not so clearly proper for ¥ as G. Specifically, in the
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event we really do have a runaway gimbal, it is almost certainly possible
to contimie on with the nominal mission provided the crew deactivates

the GDA immediately in all cases. That is, by freezing the DPS gimbal
position, it is possible to complete not only the DOI burn, but also

the entire Phasing burn using RCS for attitude control. Analysis has
shown the RCS propellant required is not excessive and the plume impinge-
ment constraints are not exceeded. For example, if the GDA misalignment
were 1%0 throughout the entire Phasing burn, only 15 seconds of RCS
would be required of the worst jet. This gives the crew more than 5

or 6 seconds to deactivate the GDA in the worst situation - namely a
runaway gimbal moving at 0.2° sec. If the crew does not deactivate

the GDA as soon as they get the light, but rather awaits the second

cue, mistrim may be too great to permit use of the DPS for the Phasing
burn. This would force us either to use the APS for Phasing or to
perform a FPDI abort, which essentially eliminates the long range
rendezvous navigation exercise and results in a non-nominal rendezvous
sequence. We don't think this is the case and are getting some computer
simlations run to prove it. That is, we expect that even by awaitinpg
the second cue, the resultant misalignment will be within RCS control
capability.

In the event of a real GDA failure during the DOI there are some
things the MCC can do once the IM appears from behind the moon. Care
mst be taken, however, to make sure that these tests do not result
in further misalignments of the DPS gimbal during the Phasing burn.
Certeinly the MCC can make an estimate of which direction the mistrim
appears to be the largest prior to the maneuver and could recommend
that the opposite RCS jets be used for ullage in order to reduce the
Probability of reaching the plume impingement constraint during the
Phasing burn.

The mission rule is currently written this way, with the approval
of everyone I know who is interested. The only perturbation I can
foresee would result from the analysis noted above showing we might
lose the DPS for Phasing if the ecrew awaits the second cue. In that
case, a review might be worthwhile.

g__~_____-—"’

“—4511~>C144£2qu\Q \~A<§1unaj\[\,
oward W. Tindall, Jr.

ce:
(See list attached)
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PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
CSM rendezvous navigation works fine using just VHF ranging

I made an announcement during the F Operations Review which was
absolutely flat-out wrong. This memo is to correct that statement
and/or just to make sure you know what capability really exists in
the CSM for rendezvous navigation.

Sometime long ago, I got the impression that acceptable rendezvous
navigation could not be done in the CSM using VHF ranging data
alone. That is, I thought that if sextant tracking were not also
avallable due to failure of the optics or the IM tracking light,
there was no point in processing the VHF data. It turns out that

- this is not true. In fact, under certain circumstances, such as
before CSI on the ¥ and G missions, use of VHF ranging data alone
is said to be better than using the combined data sources. In fact,
the only place there is some question about using VHF ranging alone
is after TPI where some analyses show it breaks down.

My apologies to you, Mr. Charlesworth.

\

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:js
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FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: Descent Monitoring Mission Techniques - a status report

I think we are beginning to see the light at the end of the Descent
Monitoring Mission Techniques tunnel. At the April 2k meeting on
that subject we thoroughly discussed the integration of the onboard
techniques with the activity at the MCC during powered descent and I
feel the resultant is as reasonable and complete as possible, con-

- sistent with practical operational constraints.

One thing we have finally been able to get under control was this
squirmy idea that there is some way for the crew. to compare the
output of the AGS and PGNCS onboard the spacecraft with the objective
of making abort and/or switchover decisions. Obviously there is no
guestion that a massive system failure will be obvious to them and
their course of action will be clear. Obvious too, is the fact that
the crew will be monitoring both of these systems as well as many
other data sources throughout powered descent. But, now known to
everyone, is the fact that there is no way for the crew to compare
AGS and PGNCS such that they are able to detect which system is mal-
functioning, if that malfunction is of a slow drift degradation type,
at least not with the assurance necessary toc take any action. There-
fore, just as in the case of ascent, not cnly is the MCC prime for
carrying out the task of slow drift malfunction monitoring, but we
now recognize that MCC is the only place this can be done., That, my
friends, is a fantastic event - the death of a myth we have been
haunted by for two years. Don't get the idea I'm happy with the situa-
tion. What I am pleased about is that everyone now agrees it is the
situation. : “"

There is another thing about powered descent crew procedures that has
really bugged me. Maybe I'm an "Aunt Emma" - certainly some smart

people laugh at this concern, but I just feel that the.crew should not

be diddling with the DSKY during powered descent unless it is absolutely
essential. They'll never hit the wrong button, of course, but if they
do, the results can be rather lousy. Therefore, I have been carrying

on a campaign aimed at finding some way to avoid the necessity of the
crew keying up the on-call displays. This campaign has not been alto-
gether successful. I guess partly because not everyone shares my concern.
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Although, I started out by saying the end is in sight, we still have gquite
a batch of unresolved issues which I would like to list here so that
everyone can continue to think about them.

a. There is still a wide open guestion concerning what is considered
our real time minimum landing radar data requirement in order that descent
can be continued. There are many of us who feel that failure to obtain
a certain amount of good landing radar data by some point in the powered
descent is sufficient justification to abort - for example, landing
radar altitude updating by 13,000 feet has been suggested as a reguire-
ment. The crew apparently feels that this constraint is not real and
that their observations - visual, I suppose - are an adequate substitute.
Just how we are able to integrate in these real time crew observations
to overcome the landing radar deficiency has not been established yet
and I am not sure who, if anyone, is working on it.

b. Although, a month or so ago, the decision was made that the
crevw is to manually backup the automatic switching of the landing radar
"antenna position during a nominal descent, there is still substantial
concern that this is not the right thing to do. For example, the IM
systems people point out that the switch the crew uses to do this must
be cycled from "auto" through the 0ld landing radar position to get
to the new landing radar position and a switeh failure could override
a perfectly operating automatic signal and send the sntenna scurrying
back to the position it just came from.

¢c. I am still not content with the AGS altitude update techniques.
That is, how many times and when during powered descent should this be
done?

d. There is some point in powered descent after which it should
be possible to continue the landing with an inoperative gimbal drive
actuator. Procedures for handling this situation in real time remain

to be established.
c::l;lﬂu) “U\Ql

Howard W. Tlndall Jr.

PA:HWTindall, Jr.:Js
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FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimatiom

SUBJECT: Ascent newsletter

This memo is to report several interesting-things regarding lunar'
ascent, both nominal and after a descent abort.

(

(,;j[‘“
1. It turns out we demand better performance of the PGNCS to ﬂc;i/J
support ascent to orbit than we do descent. Accordingly, if it is i
necessary to abort during descent due to degradation of the PGNCS,
it is automatically necessary to switchover from the PGNCS to the
AGS. Of course, this assumes that the AGS is performing better
than the PGNCS.

2. We have recently had a running philosophical argument regard-
ing ascent switchover. Of course, switchover in itself is not cata-
strophic as is an abort; if the system you switch to is working okay,
the mission continues just as planned. This led me to push for establish-
ing fairly tight switchover limits -since I felt that it was highly desirable
t0 assure as near nominal rendezvous characteristics. as possible. That is,
why stick with a degraded PGNCS if the AGS is working better? The only
disadvantage seems to be the hazard -involved in the act of switchover
itself; all the switches, relays, and so forth have to work. In other
words, it comes down to a tradeoff between the hazards involved in switch-
ing over versus the dispersions in the rendezvous situation which could
be avoided by switching over.

More recently we have adopted a procedure for eliminating dis-
persions at insertion following descent aborts by making an adjustment
maneuver immediately after insertion. This so-called tweak burn is . used
specifically to assure satisfactory rendezvous conditions. This procedure
may also be used to compensate for degradation of the PGNCS during ascent
and makes it possible to leave the PGNCS in control as long as it is still
capable of providing a safe orbit. However, if the PGNCS degradation is
‘sufficient to justify it (say, worse than 3 sigma) the crew should be
advised of the situation during powered flight such that they will stand
by for a tweak burn to be executed immediately after insertion using the
same procedures as for the descent abort.

Having adopted this technique, it seemed reasonable to set the
PGNCS switchover limits fairly wide. The value chosen was 6 sigma. The
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compromise here, of coursé, is the operational méssiness of a tweak burn
traded off against the switchover to AGS "hazard."

3. One thing which could give us bad trouble is a misaligned PGNCS
prior to ascent, particulariy if we align the AGS to it as was Plarned.
The problem, of course, is that small misalignments can result in unaccept-
able insertion conditions and, even though ground monitoring would probably
detect the situation during ascent, switchover would do no good since the
AGS would be equally misaligned. To avoid this situation entirely, we
have concluded that the best course of action is to independently align
the AGS while on the lunar surface rather than to align it to the PGNCS.
This makes the two systems truly independent, which not only gives us a
cross-check on the accuracy of the alignment of each but also permits a
useful switchover if somehow a PGNCS misalign escapes our detection
techniques. Incidentally, this also eliminates the problem of CDU tran-
sients in the AGS lunar surface alignments. Accordingly, we are proposing
that the procedures be changed to always utilize the AGS gravity lunar
surface alignment technique rather than alignments to the PGNCS. I expect
this will be done once some details have been worked out.

b, It is interesting to note that the problem just discussed is not
quite as severe in the event of a descent abort. In that case, of course,
the AGS mst have been aligned to the PGNCS and so they both will suffer
- the same misalignment at PDI. What happens then if we have a descent .

abort and try to achieve orbit with both systems misaligned? It turns - @
out that this particular error is partially compensating - that is, thel QJ: u(k9
et 2

f

I “’\.\:L

trajectory dispersion during descent is partially eliminated by the

trajectory dispersion during ascent back into orbit. In addition, the
descent abort limits will be tight enough that unacceptable dispersions JE R
should not occur prior to descent. In other vords, we feel we have a kf“ . -ﬁ;?

safe situation here.
o et

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

D

!
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Comments on IMU compensation procedures

Attached is an MIT memo I thought you should see. It proposes that
the MCC update the gyro compensation terms in the spacecraft computers
whenever they are detectably wrong. One benefit, of course, is the
possibility of eliminating a bunch of IMJ alignments. But more
important, it keeps the system right.

Incidentally, the threshold listed in the ¥ and G Mission Rules
beyond which the PIPA bias will be updated is twice too big. The
Data Priority recommended value is .003 ft/secg. (See F Rules 15-

11 and 25-10, G Rules 15-11 and 24-3.) I'm sure you appreciate my
calling your attention to this important matter! Seriously, I'd | ,
like to emphasize the significance of this on the LM during descent.
Accelerometer bias is one of the two most undesirable LM IMU errors
and should be minimized as much as possible. (The other, of course,
is y-axis misalignment at PDI and that’s a tough one.)

I
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure

Addressees:
FA/C. C. Kraft, Jr.
¥C/E. F. Kranz

G. 5. Lunney

C. E. Charlesworth
FC3/A. D. Aldrich
FCk/R. L. Carlton
F¥C5/C. B. Parker
FM/J. P. Mayer
FM7/S. P. Mann
MIT/M. W. Johnston, IL 7-279
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The LM+ RR/LGC interface may be broken, but that's okay - sorta

This memo is to document the Data Priority position regarding a recent
IM: systems problem. To wit, it is considered acceptable to proceed
with the nominal F mission with a gquestionable or known interface
failure between the rendezvous radar (RR) and the LM spacecraft com-
puter (LGC). It should be emphasized that a properly operating ren-
‘dezvous radar with crew readout is still considered mandatory for DOI.
Also, this recommendation does not necessarily apply to the G mission.

Justification for this position is based on the unigue character of

the F mission and on the availability of three adequate alternate

data sources. The F mission rendezvous starts with precisely controlled,
known initial conditions since one spacecraft sepsrates from the other
in orbit; furthermore, consumables - particularly, propellant - are
abundant. The alternate data sources which can be used for rendezvous
navigation and maneuver targeting in the event of an RR/LGC interface
failure are: ' .

a. The crew backup charts using raw KRR data as displayed on the
tape meter and/or DSKY

Error analysis by FCSD has proven the crew backup chart solution
to the renmdezvous problem is competitive with the PGNCS. These charts
are utilized in the nominal crew procedures. The tape meter is the
primary source of input data, however, it is also possible to obtain
raw RR data by use of the RR Self Test routine (ROM) with the RR test
switch set to the "Off" position. Incidentally, the crew already uses
this routine periodically to check and calibrate the tape meter. It
should be noted, however, that ROL cannot be used simultaneously with
the rendezvous navigation program.(P?O) nor if the RR/LGC interface is
totally broken rather than intermittently malfunctioning.

b. The OSM using sextant and/or VHF ranging data

This solution is also routinely available and competitive with
the PENCS. It should be noted, however, that the VEF ranging system
has never been flight tested and there is certainly no great confidence
in the high intensity tracking light on the IM. It failed on D! However,
either of these data sources is adequate for successful operation of
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the system.

c. The MSFN solution based on pre-separatiocn tracking and PGNCS
navigation through LM maneuvers

This solution is also comparable in accuracy to the PGNCS and,
in fact, is the real foundation upon which we are able to base our
case for this recommendation. It assumes, of course, that the PGNCS
is operating nominally - controlling and navigating through the
maneuvers. It should be noted that if it is known the interface has
failed and PGNCS rendezvous radar navigation cannot be carried out, it
is possible for the MCC to update state vectors to the LGC enabling it
to obtain its own targeting more-or-less equivalent to the MCC. Procedures
for doing this are well known to the flight controllers.

d. It is important to emphasize that AGS rendezvous navigation
and maneuver targeting should not be utilized on the F mission due to
computer program limitations which result in unacceptable errors. The
AGS can be used for maneuver execution, of course.

If an RR/LGC interface failure occurs but is not detected by some other
means, it is quite possible that the LGC LM state vectors could be
damaged by acceptance of bum RR data - that is, crew editing is not
infallible by a long shot. However, special rendezvous solution com-
parison and AGS state vector update procedures are not required since
current mission technigues were developed especially to prevent execution
of wrong maneuvers. Failures of this type are the reason for the very
existence of Mission Technigues!! The specific situation under discussion
here is not unique except that preflight concern makes everyone alert for
this specific problem. (I am assuming that the crew will be adequately
briefed, although, I am not sure when and by whom at this time.)

This paragraph is to present the other side of the coin. Our only real
concern is the added vulnerability to failures of other systems which

can force switching the mission to a rendezvous abort sequence (such as

an APS failure at the insertion maneuver). Crew backup charts are not
avallable for these high ellipse cases (except for a CDH chart for the

PDI abort situation). Multiple failure cases leave us dependent upon the
CSM solution, item"b" above, plus the PGNCS solution noted in item "c”
above, which should be adequate for a safe return without RR data, although
probably dispersed and perhaps costly.

This recommendation has been coordinated with authoritative representatives
of FCD, FCSD, and MPAD, who all agree with it. No crew input has been
obtained, however, I would be amazed if they do not also agree. Assuming
Stafford's vote, T assume this matter is settled. The mission rules do not
specifically address this interface problem and reguire no change unless

it is desirable to add this.
%Mm/

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Cis-lunar state vector updating procedure change

A lot of you won't care - but I want to make sure that those that
need to know, do. It deals with state vector updates from the MCC
to the CSM during cis-lunar flight on the G mission.

On the C' mission, state vector updates were always transmitted to

the IM slots in computer memory in order to avoid messing up the
infamous W-matrix. Since essentially no onboard cis-lunar navigation
will be carried out on G, there is no need to protect the W-matrix

and the crew has expressed a strong preference for preserving their
sacred state vectors omboard the spacecraft. With some justification,
they want the ground to update only into the CSM state vector slots,
sfter which they will make some checks to determine if they have been
received and stored properly and are reasonable. They will then transfer
them to the IM slots for safekeeping. In other words, the IM slots are
for the crew to use as they wish. The flight controlliers have agreed to

do it this way« G)_)ﬁ»\.———-—._._
1

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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G mission lunar descent is uphill - all the way

Just in case you didn't kmow, I thought I would send you this note
about some nominal G mission landing site characteristics which I
thought were kind of interesting., First of all, apparently this
landing site (2-P-6) is about 9,000 feet lower than the mean lunar
radius. The significance of this, of course, is that all ascent
and descent targeting - in fact, all lunar altitudes - are referenced
" with respect to the landing site radius. That is, the 60 mile cir-
cular, IOI orbit is targeted with respect to the landing site and
thus is lower by 9,000 feet than you might have assumed. But more
important, the insertion altitude after ascent which is nominally
60,000 feet above the landing site is really only 51,000 feet above
the mean lunar surface and, of course, less than that over the bumps.

Another interesting characteristic is that the approach to this landing
site is even lower. Specifically, the estimated slope of the lunar
surface as the spacecraft approaches the landing -site is about 1° up-
hill. This in itself appears to be tolerable, although it does perturd
the descent trajectory a little causing the approach angle to be low -
that is, toward the visibility washout direction. Something we do want
to look into about this was brought out by Bernie Kriegsman (MIT) the
other day. One of his computer runs showed that during the final portion
of the descent trajectory under automatic control, the spacecraft would
actually stop descending and would achleve a positive altitude rate prior
to landing. The dispersion that caused this was a 1° slope uncertainty
in the lunar datum, which when added to the aforementioned estimated
slope resulted in a 20 pphill grade. We are going to have to cross-check
this to see if this is really what happens. If it is, we are going to
have to look in to the effect of this on how the crew would respond and
how the landing radar works under this condition.

% (

Howard W. Tindall, Jxr.

PA:HWT:js

7 RSF

Ruw T1.5. Savines Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan



TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL. FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
csA FrMRr (01 CFR) M1-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emorandum _ NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: May 12, 1969
' ' 69-PA-T-TTA

PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
Manual Steering for LM Ascent

Over the years various groups have attacked the problem of if and how
the crew can manually steer the IM back into orbit from the lunar sur-
face. These studies were started before GAEC was even selected to
build the LM and some analysis is still going on to define the optimum
pitch attitude profile, which should be used in this mode. On My 8,

- I invited representatives of the MSC groups I knew had been involved

in this business to a discussion - the purpose of which was to pin
down just what the status is today. We were also interested in deter-
mining if something useful could be done between now and the G mission.
In summary, I think we all agreed that: o :

a. We should certainly not count on a manual operational backup
mode for lunar ascent in the same sense that manual modés backup some
other critical mission phases such as rendezvous targeting, burn control,
etc. However, it's better than nothing and we ought to be prepared to
do scmething. o ’ : :

b. Without a rate command attitude control system, it is extremely
doubtful they could achieve orbit even if they had trained thoroughly
in the technique. (Currently there is no - training planned for the G
crev. ) g S

¢. ‘There are some things we should and will do before the G missicn
to prepare for this contingency, since it is an unfortunate fact.that
there are apparently quite a variety of two-failure combinations that
can put us into this serious situation.

One of the first impressions you get when you start looking into manual
ascent is that the procedures which should be used are strongly dependent
upon the character of the system failures. That is, there are many
different combinations of failures, each of which should be handled in

a different way. As a matter of fact, the multiple-procedure-sets idea,
combined with the low-probability-of-cccurring idea has probably been

the major reason we haven't got this whole thing all worked out in

detail now. However, Jack Craven has finally convinced me the situation

is not that remote and a worse situation can hardly be imagined. Further-
more, our discussion leads me to believe that these multitude of procédures

5%t
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don't really present an insurmountable problem that can only be resolved

in real time. I get the feeling that the "variation in procedures"” which
come about from many of the component failures is primerily a reconfigura- .
tion of spacecraft switch settings and the crew procedures probably aren’t
too different than for the nominal ascent itself. Of course, in that

case the MCC must be prepared to advise the crew exactly how the spacecraft
should be configured to best support ascent .in one of these degraded modes.
It was interesting to find that the method which must be used for the next
level or class of failures essentially boils down to the following few
options: -

a. Prior to lift-off, some sort of initial azimith réference must be
chosen such as a prominent landmark or probably the IM's shadow on the
lunar surface. Immediately after lift-off, the crew would yaw the space-
craft to place the LPD line on the shadow prior to initiating pitchover,
after which a landmark to aim for could be selected by the crew in real
time.

: b. After manual "Engine Start", the crew would hold the vertical

rise pitch/roll attitude for 15 seconds. They would then pitch the
spacecraft in accordance with pre-selected four step pitch profile.
These angles are essentially known today both:

(1) 1In inertial coordinates for use if a spacecraft inertial
reference system is avallable and ’

(2) 1In a relative coordinate system - that is, the overhead
window marks which should be held on the lunar hqrizon.

¢. Fropellant depletion should probadbly be used as the "Engine Off"
technique and it is recommended that the intercomnect not be used for
attitude control since APS propellant is marginal to start with and should
be utilized ex¢lusively for getting into orbit. The "Engine Off" command
could possibly be issued manually using the DEDA output of Z&VX provided
the AEA and x-axis accelerometer are functional but probably shouldn't be.

This procedure, which essentially targets the spacecraft to the nominal
insertion altitude and flight path angle most likely will result in a
large dispersion in velocity, which of course would foul up the subsequent
rendezvous. At least it provides the greatest chance of achieving orbit
at all and probably minimizes the dispersions to give us a reasonable whack
at rendezvous.

It is evident the two things that the crew needs to do on this job are

an attitude reference and an attitude control mode. I was very interested
to find that if we constrain ourselves to talking about pure manual as
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opposed to the various levels of degraded automatic ascent modes, we
really came out with a very short list of candidates for these

two things. Specifically' for attitude reference, we have the following:

a. If the CES is broken, but the AEA, ASA, FDAT, and needles are
available, they provide an excellent attitude reference. In fact,
in 'this case, the crew should fly the needles as opposed to the four
step piteh profile noted previously since they are driven by the actual /7
ascent guidance error signal. (Unfortunately, it probably means having | -/
to fly in Direct Attitude Control - heaven forbid!) - ) ' {

b. If only the LGC is broken, we can use the IMJ and GASTA driving }
the FDAI to provide a good inertial attitude reference if we can align
it somehow (caging, probably) and can figure out how it is aligned.

~

¢. The overhead window has been especially configured for use .with
the horizon during ascent, which fortunately is sunlit throughout the
nominal ascent. ' (A sunlit horizon is not always available for.descent.
- aborts or lift-off immediately after touchdown.) Spacecraft pitch is
controlled using the horizon and window marks; spacecraft yaw utilizes
the horizon tilt and roll (that is, azimith) mist use some landmark
as noted previocusly.
Those are;all the choices we could think of for an attitude reference
if aitomstic- control has beén lost. Furthermore, we found there are
only three manual attitude control modes, which I will list in order
of preference:

a. If a PGNCS accelerometer is broken, it is possible to use the
LGC, IMU gyros, and hand controller to obtain a DAP rate command mode.

b. TIf the ASA and/or AEA is broken, it is possible to use the ATCA,
rate gyros, and hand controller to obtain a rate command mode.

¢c. The rotational hand controller (ACA) can be used in either of
two Diréct Attitude Cogtrol modes, both of which are probably unacceptable.
They are four jet - 12° (hardover) and two jets - 23°.

Following is a list of things we are going to do:

a. MPAD/TRW will recommend the final angles - inertial and horizon -
to be used for carrying out the four step pitch profile.

1. FCSD will check with the crew to determine if they want to add
these numbers into their checklist along with the nominal attitude profile
check points they have already, or if they want to leave this for a real
time voice relay from the MCC.

26C EZ¥



c¢. Clark Hackler and Jack Craven are going to develop a complete metrix
defining the preferred spacecraft configuration and capability remaining
for degradation or failure of each component. This should be done by the
first week in June. Incidentally, something along this line has apparently
been worked out by GAEC already. -

d. I am going to see if it possible for some experienced pilot, pref-
erably Pete Conrad, to run a few simlations of some of these manual
abort modes, particularly to evaluate using the overhead window attitude:
reference with the three rate command and direct attitude control modes
noted above.

In mid June, we will set up a Mission Techniques meeting on this subject
with world-wide participation - particularly MIT, TRW, and GAEC - to see
where we stand at that time. Considering the catastrophic nature of the
situation under discussion here, it seems some effort is certainly justi-
fiable to get prepared. I would recommend that it be an effort equivalent
to manual TLI steering. In other words, a blank check. Everyone at MSC
‘and particularly the prime crew can spend full time on’'it, if they want
to. And, I currently plan to have a Mission Technigues document prepared
specifically for it, too - prior to G.

@_._Q:Q\(:u |

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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OFTIONAL FORM NOG. 10
MAY 1862 EDITION
GSA FPMR (4t CFR) 1012118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emOTdndum NASA Mznned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached DATE: Mey 15, 1969
69-PA-T-T8A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Some "improvements" in the Descent preparation procedures

As we wade deeper and deeper into Descent Mission Technigues, one
thing coming into focus is that, of all IMJ error sources, the

two that hurt the most are accelerometer bias and y-axis (pitch)
misaligonment at PDI. Having recognized this, we are now proposing
some specific procedures to minimize them. This memo is to tell you
all about it in some length, I'm afraid.

There is no better test bed for determining accelerometer bias than a
spacecraft in orbit. Any output from an accelerometer is bias and
procedures have been well established for monitoring, selecting, and
updating the accelerometer bias compensation terms in the LGC. On
- flights prior to G, the practice has been to establish a threshold
‘below which the compensation would be left alone and above which it
would be updated from the MCC. Meny of us now feel, and I am proposing
that on the G mission, it should be standard procedure prior to DOI
for the MCC to update accelerometer bias compensation terms in the
LGC routinely, regardless of how good or bad the currently stored
values are. The threshold is zero.

Pitch misalignment is a 1little bit tougher. May I first just state
some facts to build on?

a. The current Mission Technigues provide only a coarse IMJ drift
check by comparison of the docked IMIJ alignment at DOI - 2% hours to
the undocked AOT alignment performed at DOI - & hour. The docked align-
ment uses the CSM IMU ss its refdrence and has an estimated accurscy of
0.5° in all axes, so drift rates as large as 0.5°/hr could go undectected.
{(Specifically, the accuracy of this drift estimate is + .25%hr.) PDI
oceurs about 12 hours after the AOT alignment, which means it is possi-
ble for pitch misalignments like 3/LL° to build up. That's sort of a
worst case kind of number, and to quote such a value will drive statis-
tically-minded people out of their gourds, but it helps me make a point.

b. Tolerable pitch misalignment at PDI to support a successful
landing is in the order of 1° assuming the landing radar comes in early
enough to compensate for the dispersions that have built up.
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¢. Descent aborts become hazardous if the pitch misalignment at
FDI exceeds about 0.35°. (This number is being more accurately deter-
mined, but I'll bet it comes out within 0.05° of that guess.) This is
assuming the worst abort situation, namely aborting at an altitude of
about 13,000 feet because no landing radar data has been accepted. If
we are willing to go beyond that point with no landing radar, the tol-
erable misalignment is smaller than that. The point is that the IMU
performance requirement to support descent aborts appears to be the
more constraining than to support descent itself and I think we all feel
that it is intolerable to continue descent beyond the point a safe abort
could be executed with the degraded PGNCS.,

d. Since the AGS has to be aligned to the PGNCS prior to PDI, and
Pitch misalignment in the PGNCS has an equal effect on the AGS. They
are not independent in this respect.

e, Given high bit rate telemetry, ground monitoring techniques
are adequate to detect an unacceptable IMU misalignment within the
first two minutes of powered descent. Thus, the crew could be informed
and instructed to abort safely.

f. To abort a lunar landing mission, if it could have been saved
by improving procedures, is rather unacceptable.

‘Based on all that, we have two recommendations, either or both of
which should help the situation considerably.

The first is a proposal for a better docked PGNCS alignment suggested
by Bob White of MIT, which should allow us not only to deteet a drift-
ing IMU, but to update its compensation such that we may proceed with
a nominal mission. Detailed procedures development and performance
analysis is under way at this time. It will demand some modification
in the crew timeline during the LM activation and checkout period as
well as the implementation of a new RTCC and/or ACR computer program
and MCC procedures. The technique requires +wo spacecraft attitude
maneuvers. vhile in the docked configuration with the IM and CSM crew
similtaneously keying out CDU angles before and after each of these
attitude changes. All of this must be done after the IM IMJ has been
coarsely aligned as in the current flight plan. With this data, the
flight contrcllers can compute the LM IMU orientation and torquing
angles reguired. This technique is expected to be as good as an AOT
alignment. It does not require knowing the relative orientation of
the two navigation bases nor reading the docking ring index!

The other proposal involves making a drift cheek prior to PDI; it

requires no MCC participation. Considerable effort was given to
including an IMJ alignment in the timeline but many of us have
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concluded the lighting conditions meke it chancey at best. The only
place it fits in the timeline is from PDI - 30 to PDI - 15. 'This
period is almost perfectly centered around local high noon. Either
the sun or the moon is in the AOT field of view for almost this
entire time, making use of stars almost impossible. Except the sun!
The nice thing about the sun is that it is certainly visible. Also
since the whole mission profile is keyed to lighting regardless to
landing site and month of the year, the sun will always be located
in the same place with respect to the ILM. MIT has been asked to write
up a precise step by step procedure for doing this. Essentially it
consists of the following:

After entering the descent program (P63), the crew would accept
the option offered them to go into the alignment program (P52). They
would specify the sun as their first "star". The LGC has the solar
ephermis and will control the spacecraft attitude to place the sun in
the center of the AOQT. (Ihe rear detent position should probably be
used to minimize attitude change unless we do PDI with windows up.)

The crew would readout the CDU gimbal angles to which the LGC is posi-
tioning the spacecraft; of particular interest is DSKY register No. 2 -
the y-axis. The crew would then take over attitude control and cause
the sun to cross the AOT retical line in the pitch direction at which
time the actual spacecraft CDU angles would be keyed out on the DSKY.
‘The difference between this actual pitch CIDU angle and the previously
noted predicted value is a direct indication of drift sinete the AOT
alignment one hour earlier. The mission rule would be: if indicated
misalignment is less than 0.25°, the nominal mission should be con-
tinued; if the indicated misalignment exceeds that value, PDI must be
delayed one rev, an AOT alignment would be performed two hours after
the previous one and the MCC would determine and update the PGNCS drift
compensation prior to LOS.

The value of the first recommendation is that it provides a chance to
detect and fix a problem without perturbing the nominal mission. The
value of the second is that it allows detecting and fixing a problem
before PBI is attempted, although in the worse case it forces delay
of PDI one rev, which I am sure we are going to find is a highly
undesirable thing to do.

That in a million words-or-less is where we stand on this matter today.
We will continue our analysis and procedures development based on this.
One unfortunate fact is that if we adopt these proposals, they will

not have been tested on the F mission, but I think we would all be naive
if we thought we are not going to learn things on ¥ that force us to

change the procedures anyway.
\
ALV

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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OFTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 12 EDNTION
G3A FPMR (40 OFR) 01-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum {ASA tenned Spacecratt Genter

TO : See list attached DATE: May 28, 1969
69-PA-T-824
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Descent, Lunar Surface, and Ascent Mission Techniques with the
H crew

On May 20 and 21 we reviewed Descent, Lunar Surface, and Ascent Mission
Techniques with the H crew (Pete Conrad and co.). This get together
had two major objectives - to tell the H crew how we think these things
should be done and conversely, for the first time to get a flight crew
reaction to the techniques since in the main, they have been firmed up
too late to review thoroughly with the G crew. In general, I think

we are in pretty good shape on this stuff although there are, of course,
the inevitable open items and questions we never seem able to rid our-
selves of completely.

It was interesting to note that the H crew seems desirous of cutting

back some of the activities the G crew considered worthwhile. There

are also obvious philosophical differences in their attitude regarding

the use of the automatic systems vs. a more manual mode. Conrad seems
mich more inclined to stay with the automatic system longer than Armstrong
as well as insisting that they work. For example, he does not propose

to contimue in the face of no landing radar data, whereas Neil apparently
feels he can substitute visual data for it. Some other interesting
examples are:

a. Pete would like to drop out all the visual observations of the
lunar surface, both before and after PDI including the LPD altitude
checks.

b. Pete would like to substitute a landing redar altitude check
prior to PDI.

c. Pete wants to do PDI face up. (Hallelujah baby!)

d. Pete also wants to drop the crew voice report of their estimate
of where they actually landed.

It might be worth reporting some other interesting things resulting
from our discussion:

a. We probably ocught to add in some sort of AGS drift check pre-fDI
after the PGNCS alignment check using the sun.

2010308
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b. There is still a controversy over when we should switch to the
AGS. BSome feel it should be done only if the PGNCS is degraded to a
point where it can't make a safe orbit; others feel we should switch-
over as soon as it is certain the AGS will do a significantly better
Job than the PGNCS.

c. The decision has been firmly meade that the crew will not manually
backup the automatic landing radar antenns position switeh.

d. There is still some work to be done in establishing procedures
in the event the GDA failure light comes on late in descent. Early
in descent, I think everyone agrees the crew must await secondary cues
before deactivating the GDA. There may be some advantage to immediately
turning it off if the light comes on late in descent in that it may be
possible to complete the landing using RCS attitude control only.

e. It was suggested that some sort of VHF ranging check could be
done while the IM is on the lunar surface, perhaps during the last over-
pass prior to IM ascent or even during the ascent itself. We will have
to look into this to see if it is practical and useful.

Given the longer lunar stay of the H mission, it is clear the guidance
system must be turned off to comserve electrical power. This has cobvious
implications on how the system should be used Just after landing and
Just before lift-off. We have also decided to throw out the similated
countdown for 1lift-off at the end of the first CSM rev. As a result of
these and other things, I have asked TRW to revise the Lunar Surface
Mission Techniques and we will review them with everyone when they get

done, '
.
A= PN

Hovard W. Tindall, Jr.
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SUBJECT:
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OFTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
MemOTdndum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: May 29, 1969
69-PA-T-83A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

DPFS low level propellant light

During our final review of the Descent Mission Techniques cn May 28,
GAEC presented a comprehensive review of the low level DPS propellant
light - its operation and accuracy. The most significant piece of
information coming from this was that we are assured of about 98
seconds more DPS operation at the hover thrust level after the light
comes on. An uncertainty of about four seconds is included in that
number thereby making it the "worst" case. Note that this is quite
a bit smaller than numbers quoted in the past.

We are proposing the following techniqgue. The crew should commit

to landing or else they should abort one minute after the low level
light comes on. That is, the descent is continued in a normal manner
for one minute after the light, at which time the crew must decide
that they can assuredly land or they should abort right then. By
aborting right then they have approximately eight to ten seconds of
DPS capabllity remaining at full thrust prior to propellant depletion.
Selection of one minute as the go/no go point came about based on an
intuitive feeling that approximately eight to ten seconds of DPS
thrusting is a reasonable minimum to get the IM the hell out of there
‘coupled with the operational simplicity of keeping track of a integer
minute during this busy and exciting time. It should be emphasized
that time since the low level light should be the primary cue and would
require no secondary cue provided the light is not malfunctioning and
the crew noted the time it came on. In that event, of course, they
mist use the backup system - namely the more critical propellant tank
gauge indication of three percent remaining as their cut-off time for

making the go/no go decision.
<<
%JQ,QJLJ\( -

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO
FROM . :

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1922 EDITION
GSA FPMR (&t OFR) 101-118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum  JaSh vemned Spacecratt Center

See list attached DATE: June 4, 1969
69-PA-T-84A

PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

G Rendezvous Navigation OJT is proposed

CMP Mike Collins called the other day to ask if there is any reason
why he should not do active rendezvous navigation between DOI and FDI
on the G mission. That is, he would like to run P20 incorporating
sextant and VHF ranging data to update the IM state vector in the
CMC. His primary purpose is to get some on-the-job training (OJT)
before he has to do it for real during the upcoming rendezvous. 7You
recall, this was in the F Flight Plan and I assume John Young did
it, although I'm not sure. I told him that I knew of no reason vwhy
he shouldn't and I have asked several other experts who agree. I
also suggested to Mike that he contact John personally to get any
pertinent ¥ mission feedback.

This memo is to inform you that this activity will be included in
the G mission timeline unless somebody comes up with a valid

objection. Do you have one?
D

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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GSA FPMR (21 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M 6 m 0 Ta nd um NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached DATE: June 5, 1969
’ 69-PA-T-8TA
FROM PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: PRN ranging in lunar orbit is unnecessary

This memo is to restate our requirements for PRN ranging while in
lunar orbit. I am writing it since there is evidently some confusion
about it.

At no time in lunar orbit can PRN be classified as more than "desirable" -
never "mandatory," or even "highly desirable" as long as things are going
reasonably well. The only time ranging could become a requirement is if
the entire trajectory determination system blows up and it is necessary

to reinitialize from scrateh when knowledge of the current state vector

is essentially nil.

Since the specific questions arising recently deal with PRN requirements
during powered flight - that is, ascent and descent, I would like to
further state that during those periods PRF ranging is virtually of no
use whatsoever. In fact, the powered flight processor in the RTCC will
not even accept that type of data. Accordingly, if there is any advantage
to be gained in configuring the spacecraft to exclude FRN during those
periods in order to enhance the quality of other comminication reguire-
ments, I recommend that this be done.

(bv‘;)\
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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" OPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 122 EDITION
GHA FPMR (4 CFR) 101-11.8 .

_UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M 8mOTandum : NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See 1list attached DATE: dJune 11, 1969
_ 69-PA=-T~-924
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination o

SUBJECT: CSM Rescue Mission Techniques are complete and clean

On June 9 we had our final Mission Techniques meeting on CSM Rescue. T

am pleased to report that this stuff appears to be in very good shape.
After much hard work by many people, the CSM rescue rendezvous plans

shake down to only two basic profiles. Each of these has minor modifica-
tions to account for the number of revs required for rendezvous and the
effect of various separation ranges on the rendezvous tracking schedule.

‘the point to be made is that even though it is pessible to list a great
variety of versions for CSM rescue depending on the initial conditions

and status of the IM, the fact that the differences between them are so
minor gives us assurance that the limited training and simmlations we

are able to afford should serve to check them out adeguately and to

provide adequate assurance that they will work if we need them. The G

and H CMP's chose to deal with them somewhat differently, but I think

their differences are clearly within the realm of crew preference.
Specifically, Mike Collins (G) has requested and is being provided with
what he calls a "Cookbook"” of procedures. It consists of about 18 different
two-page checklists, each designed for a specific abort situation. In the
event of one of these aborts, it will only be necessary for him to select
and use the appropriate pages defining the operation of the guidance and
propulsion system in the usual checklist detail and giving specifie input
targeting parameters and tracking schedules. 'They also contain typical
relative motion plots and maneuver magnitude all referenced to GET. These
two-page contingency checklists will each be thoroughly reviewed by FCD,
FCSD, and MPAD people this week to make sure they are accurate. Dick Gordon
(H) apparently prefers now to rely somewhat more on his memory and knowledge
of how the programs work and so forth and does not intend to carry these
contingency procedures with him. It is his feeling that the differences

are really minor enough that he should have no trouble in carrying out the
appropriate procedures.

My personal opinion is that either of these approaches are perfectly
acceptable and should work just fine,

There was very little new to discuss at this meeting. Probably the most
significant result was our detailed specification of control center to CSM
targeting assistance required for the abort situations. Specifically:

a. If the CSM must make the "tweak” maneuver (that is, if the IM
inserts into orbit unstaged), the ground will supply the GET of the burn
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initiation (i.e., IM insertion +12 minutes), the A‘Vx, and the pitch gimbal
angle. )

b. For the CSM to backup the phasing burn, we concluded that no special
volce transmission to the CSM is required. Immediately after LM insertion
the ground will voice to the IM (and the CSM will copy) the AV and CSI
time as soon as possible. If time permits, this will be followdd by a
complete P30 Pad to the IM but nothing more will be sent to the CSM.

¢. Before DOI the CSM will be sent a "CSM rescue Pad" consisting of
a Phasing TIG, TFI time for abort before FDI + 10, and TPI time for abort
after PDI + 10. These guantities are included in some more extensive IM
Pad messages but some effort should be taken to assist the CMP in stripping
out these specific parameters of interest to him or to send them up as a
separate Pad. Upcoming simulations will show which course of action is
preferable.

d. If it is decided to delay PDI one rev, MCC will relay to the CMP
Phasing TIG, TPI time for all descent aborts and TPI time for the -

abort time shortly after IM touchdown.
O

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO
FROM :
SUBJECT:

OPTICNAL PORM NO. 10
MAY 1588 EDITION ‘ .
GBA PPMR (& CFR) 01-118 ) . ) N

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emOTandum ' ‘NASA Manned Spacecraft Cegter

See list attached DATE: June 13, 1969
, . 69-PA-T-93A
PA/Chief, Apollo Date Priority Coordination '

.Some significant LUMINARY program changes you should know about

I really blew it at the June 5 Apollo Spacecraft Software Configuration
Control Board meeting. Although dozens of rather minor changes were
approved, the one I was most concerned about wasn't even discussed and I
completely forgot it. This memo is to inform you that we are now des-
perately trying to include a capability in the LM computer program for a
lursr landing flight in November which substantially improves descent
sbort targeting and procedures. Currently the IM descent abort programs
target the spacecraft to insertion conditions which is not entirely
accurate. This is because the more sophisticated eguations reguired to

do the job right were too complicated to get in the program for the G
mission and we settled for some approximations that only do a pretty

good job. Unfortunately, if we have a descent abort this makes it
necessary to trim the insertion conditions based on ground targeting.

This is the so-called "tweak" maneuver you'wve heard so much about which
either the IM or command module must execute shortly after IM insertion
into orbit. It is a messy procedure and the program change proposed will
eliminate its need. Furthermore, for aborts late in powered descent L
(that is, after PDI + 10 mimites) it is necessary for the IM to execute i
a phasing maneuver approximately one-half rev after insertion to set up ‘
the proper rendezvous conditiomns. This, too, is a messy ground targeted
procedure which will be eliminated if this program change is implemented. =

Although I wanted to tell you about that, my main purpose in writing this
memo was to inform you that in order to get this program change in we have
to sacrifice some other things and I thought you should have an opportunity
to complain if you wanted to. First of all, storage has again become a
problem and so we propose that, if necessary, MIT should delete the two
Stable Orbit Rendezvous targeting program (P38 and P39) from the IM
program. We have never discovered an operational use for these programs

but maybe this deletion may bug somebody. (Incidentally, in order to
provide more room for the dozen or sc other changes already approved, the
externally targeted Lambert pre-thrust program [P31] has already been
deleted.) The other capability which may have to be dropped is the rendezvous
radar automatic acquisition provided by the PGNCS during the Descent Abort
programs (P70 and PTl). Disabling this capability (R29), may be required
to avoid a computer cycle problem. That is, obviously the computer can
only do so much in a given period of time and it is MIT's option that
adding the proposed sophistication in the guidance may cause us to exceed
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that limitation. This in turn forces us to give up another task and we
have chosen the so-called Rendezvous Radar Designate Routine.

This final paragraph is on another subject, but I thought I would point
out that one of the more significant capabilities added last Thursday

was the capability for the crew to readout raw rendezvous radar range and
range rate data on the DSKY during the operation of the Rendezvous Naviga-
tion program (P20). This capability had been requested several times

previously but never made it in to the program due to scheduling problems.

It is a real nice thing to have.

Jlmhﬂ.,o\l Qlw.\\

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO

FROM

. PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

MAT fol KDEFIGN
asa FPMR (41 CFR) 01-108

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M emorandum : NASA Mamlzed .Spa-ce.craft Center

- S8ee list attached R _ DATE: June 19, 1969

69-PA-T-94A

SUBJECT: Ascent with busted guidance and control systems

On June 11 we had a Mission Technigues meeting to discuss manual ascent
from the lunar surface. The term mamual ascent, though, is somewhat
misleading since most of our discussion had to do with how the guidance
systems should be operated if certain of iits components failed prior to
sascent. In summary, I think everyone generally agrees that:

a. Given a rate command attitude control system, the crew should be
able to guide the spacecraft into orbit quite satisfactorily using the
horizon viewed through the overhead window as his attitude reference. The
resultant orbit will be far from nominal which could present rendezvous
problems, but at least we feel fairly confident he can get into orbit.
Monual steering in the "Direct" attitude control mode is considered pretty
hopeless in the sense that it is probably impossible to control the space-
eraft at all - not in the sense that the insertion conditions are not '
acceptable. :

b. Both the AGS/CES and the PGNCS have & substantial capability, even
if the accelerometers are broken. However, special procedures are required
to utilize this capability.

c. Gyro feilures virtually wipe out the system with the possible
exception of the rate gyros in the AGS/CES package.

The rest of this memo just adds s little detall to the above summary
if you are interested.

Pure Manual Ascent using rate command and the horizon

Since our last meeting, Paul Kramer and Chuck Lewis have set up and run

a series of simlations using CES rate command and the overhead window,
which I understand were generally quite successful. They are .in the process
of documenting their results, so I suggest you contact them if you are '
interested. Briefly, they found that using the four step piteh profile
MPAD/TRW has recommended works very well. They also found that it is
possible to use the pitch angles in the current checklist that the crew

uses to monitor a nominal guided ascent. These angles are tabulated for
each 30 second time-hack. They found that letting the APS run to propellant
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depletion always resulted in an excessive overspeed - that is, yielding
apogees up around 400 miles or so which suggests that it may be desirable
to use the interconnect during manual ascent just as during nominal,
thereby using APS propellant rather than RCS for attitude control. I
expect we will all agree this is the right thing to do. Due to simulator
limitations, they used the initial FDAT as an azimuth reference. It was
the consensus of those at the meeting that if the inertial reference is
not available, as could easily be the case, an acceptable alternate is for
the crew to yaw the spacecraft during vertiezl rise to place the LPD line
on the IM shadow. Given this initial launch azimmuth as a reference, they
should be able to choose prominent features downrange to head for in real
time. In addition to the horizon angles,as- viewed through the overhead
window, corresponding angles as displayed on the FDAI are also available
for the crew's use if an inertial reference is available. The reason we
Place greatest emphasis on the horizon is that it will always be there

and a good FDATI may not be. . - —“q_h<“___;:,__*_;\\\

PGNCS with accelerocmeter failed still provides attitude hold rate command AN
and FDAT ‘

As well as anyone can determine, there is no reason why the PGNCS IMJ
cannot be aligned even with accelerometers broken. Of course, the gravity
align is out, but it still should be possible to use the IM body attitude
option and the AOT two star sightings option (alignment techniques O and 2).
The accelerometers will cause program alarms but the aligmment programs
should still work. In either case, we would recommend aligning the IMJ

to the standard nominal REFSMMAT. No special procedures are required for
this and the crew would be provided a perfectly nominzl FDAT display.

i Of course, no navigation or automatic guidance can be carried out without
the accelerometer, but it still should be possible to get a rate command
attitude, hold control capability provided we are able to manage the
digital autopilot (DAP) in the LGC properly. Of specific concern is

what speclal inputs, if any, are required to take care of vehicle mass

as the ascent progresses. You recall, the LGC decrements mass as part

of its DAP function but without PIPA's it won't., This also had some

ingct on which program the LGC should be operated in during ascent. It

s our impressicn that the standard Ascent program (P12) is preferable. \

]
Alternates suggested were the Average G program (P47) or the Idling }
program (POO). MIT was assigned the action item of advising us precisely | ; i'
how we should handle the mass in the DAP and which program was best from ( i
their viewpoint. One thing, reasons for preferring P12 is that the PGNCS i
might offer a redundant Engine-On capability as well as a more favorable H
attitude deadband. If the PGNCS is used with a broken accelerometer, the i
crew should follow the standard four step pitch profile and fly to propellant §

11

{

depletion as noted above.
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PGNCS-1GC failed leaves only an attitude reference - maybe '

- If the LGC has failed, it is impossible to realign the IMU. This presents

two choices, if the alignment is known and favorable at the time of LGC
failure, it may be desirable to leave it alone. If that is not the situa-
tion, it is possible to cage the IMJ thereby aligning it to the IM body

axis, which may provide a useful reference if the IM has landed in a fairly \
ievel attitude with the z-axis close to in-plane.. Obviously if the LGC has
failed, the only capability the PGNCS can possibly offer is an inertial
attitude reference since attitude control and navigation demand a functional

AGS y or z accelerometer failed .- AGS can still go "Auto"

If either the y or z-axis accelerometer is broken, it is impossible to do
a lunar surface gravity aligmment. However, it is possible to align the
AGS given two AOT star sightings and ground assistance to compute the LM
body attitude. Given the star data, the MCC will compute and relay to
the crew both the IM and CSM state vectors in the AGS coordinate system
assuming a body axis alignment (DEDA entry LOO + 50,000). It will be
based on the assumption the crew will select initial guidance (DEDA entry
400 + 10,000} at precisely two minutes before lift-off. By zeroing the
bias and scale factor coefficients in the AGS computer for the failed
accelerometer, it is possible to use automatic AGS steering into orbit
with a guided cutoff. Of course, no out-of-plane steering will result
since the spacecraft_will always be oriented such that the broken acceler-
ometer is oriented out-of-plane. -

If it is the z-axis accelerometer which is broken, it would be necessary

for the IM to fly into orbit on its side. It is instructed to do this by
loading the so-called W, (Addresses 51k, 515, 516) as relayed from ground

to arm the Wy (DEDA ently 623 + 10,000). "It my be possible to load 2
pseudo bias to compensate for the 1%0 APS engine cant angle. There is a
real trade-off to be made here between using the manual guidance noted

above with a resultant overspeed or to fly the automatic AGS guidance with
the IM on its side. The crew would be unable to monitor its performance but,
if it works as advertized it would produce good insertion conditions for

the subsequent rendezvous.

Tf AGS x accelerometer is broken a good imertial reference is all that's
left

If the AGS x accelerometer is broken, it is possible to perform a lunar
gravity aligmment using the standard procedures associated with brokern
PGNCS/good AGS. In this case, we are assured of a good initial attitude
reference for use in flying the pitch profile, but the automatic guidance
and navigation is completely lost by the AGS.
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AGS/CES with a rate gryo broken

No one is able, at this time, to say whether or not the AGS can fly completely
automatically with a rate gyro disabled. It is suspected that rate feedback
is required to provide a stable system but we are not sure. Accordingly,

some runs are planned on the GAEC facilities with the RGA disabled to see
what happens. If it can't handle it, the erew will have to fly Direct in

the channel with the broken rate gyro using the error as a reference. This
will also be simlated.

One major open item coming from all this is how we should play the rendezvous
game given any of the situations here. Specifically, should we bias the 1lift-
off time either late or early to give more time to do the rendezvous or to
put the command module behind the IM at insertion? Should some CSM maneuver
be made prior to or immediately after launch? A number of people will think"
about this and we'll probably get together in the next couple of weeks to

lay out some plans since this is just as important as knowing how to get in
orbit in the first place. .

In all of the above cases z number of action items were identified, primarily
dealing with establishment of precise procedures Por initislization of the
systems. It is expected that the necessary information should be available
within a few weeks so that we can document all this before the G fllght.

%‘*&:iu J;\wy.
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TO :See list attached DATE: June 24, 1969

69-PA-T-954
FROM :PA/Chief, Apollo Deta Priority Coordination

sUBJECT: Post Insertion CSM P52 is optional

Dick Gordcn and Pete Conrad called the other day to ask how important
we feel the CSM platform alignment is just after IM insertion into
orbit. As I recall, this alignment is a carry-over from the time we
planned to do the CSM plane change just prior to lift-off rather than
just after landing as we currently plan to do. We didn't have pulse
torquing then either. Given these changes I don't really see why it
is needed anymore, particularly if we have been monitoring the IMJ
for several days inflight and if necessary, have compensated it. As
a matter of fact, if it is not too late it might be reasonable to .
consider dropping this CSM platform alignment from the G Flight Plan
too. The main advantage is that it would permit CSM to remain in an
attitude compatible with rendezvous radar tracking by the IM as soon
as they finish with their P52. Any comments anyone?

ER N

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Post-insertion alignment is lower priority than rendezvous
navigation ’

It has been agreed that it is more important for the IM to obtain
rendezvous navigation tracking data than to complete the platform
realignment after insertion into orbit if problems occur which pro-
long it. The point is, an accurate CSI maneuver is vital but it is
recognized that bad angle data does not substantially degrade that
solution. Thus, even though the lunar surface platform alignment
may not be red hot it should be adequate %o support the rendezvous
navigation; if the crew experiences diffieculty in realigning, they
should terminate that effort to insure they get an adequate amount
of rendezvous radar data. Specifically, they should complete or
terminate the P52 by 30 mimutes before CSI. If they do fail to
complete the alignment, they should add one into their timeline
immediately after CSI and depend on the CSM for their plane change
targeting.

T would like to emphasize that this is a contingency procedure since
everyone anticipates that adequate time has been provided to do this

alignment.

. 1 r\
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO : See list attached DATE: July 1, 1969
69-PA-T-1024

FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination
SUBJECT: New DFS GDA Descent mission rule is imminent if not now

A lot of activity has been going on lately regarding the manner in
which the DPS gimbal drive actuator {GDA) is managed during descent.
This memo is to make sure everyone knows this business is going on -
and producing dramatic changes - and it is not finished yet.

The basic gquestion, of course, is, What should be done if the GDA
caution and warning alarm goes off during descent? Until a few weeks
ago it was planned to ignore it until some secondary cue appeared to
backup the alarm since it was felt a properly operating GDA was manda-
tory for descent. A number of new factors have appeared on the scene
recently, which almost certainly changes this procedure. The first

and most significant was the addition of the RCS plume deflectors which
apparently have all but eliminated RCS impingement as an operational
constraint. GAEC's analysis is continmuing and unless we have some sort
of duty cycle limitation, it appears we can tolerate as much activity
as is required for total attitude control by the RCS during a complete
lunar descent. Incidentally, RCS propellant quantities also appear
adequate for this puxpose.

Some secondary factors which support this technigque are the uncertainty

of whether or not the crew can sense a build-up in RCS activity when

wearing helmets and gloves. Another interesting factor is that during

normal descent, apparently the GDA doesn't move the DPS engine more than

about 0.1° to account for c.g. shift during the entire descent. Apparently,
the main excuse for even activating the GDA is to guard against unsymmetrical
DPS throat erosion and engine compliance changes when throttling. It

appears a final mission rule will be to turn off the GDA as quickly as
possible if a GDA caution and warning alarm occurs and complete the descent
using RCS attitude control unless something unexpected appears in the analysis

going on now and between the flight.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT: js
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, o 69-PA-T-1034
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimation

SUBJECT: Some nevw ideas on how to use the AGS during Descent

This memo is to £ill you in on a couple of late ecrew procedure changes
proposed for the G mission regarding AGS operation during descent. The
first is a technique to prepare the AGS for immediaste ascent which can
be used to quickly reinitialize the AGS LM state vector immediately
after touchdown if there is any concern that the navigation during
descent has fouled them up somehow. This is possible since the LM

state vector on the lunar surface can be easily predicted before descent.
Specifically, it involves loading some storage location through the DEDA
just after the final state vector update from the PGNCS at about seven
mimites before PDI. The numbers loaded would be the lunar radius (2LO +
56023) and the lunar rotation (262 - 00150), which essentially comstitute
the entire state vector on a lumar surface. The rest of the state vector
elements (241, 242, 260, 261) are all loaded zeros. None of these
addresses are used during descent or descent aborts so this procedure
does not conflict with anything planned. The idea is that immediately
after touchdown, when the lunar surface flag is set, the crew would key:
in k14 + 20,000 instead of updating altitude as currently planned. This
would initialize the AGS state vector with these quantities quite accurately
to suppert an immediate ascent. 'This procedure is supposed to be brought
to the Crew Procedures Change Control Board very soon, but I noticed that
Buzz Aldrin was already doing it during the Descent similations last week.

Everyone I have talked to feels it is & good thing to do provided it does
not overload the crew.

The second possible addition to the crew timeline involves meking use of
the AGS DEDA display just after touchdown to provide the crew a little
more information regarding his touchdown attitude condition.  Bob Battey
called me with a Braslau suggestion (AGS/TRW) that, since the DEDA is not
used during the terminal descent, immediately after touchdown it is pos-
sible to call up address 130, a component of the transformation matrix,
which is essentiaslly the cosine of the tilt angle displayed in octal. It
was noted that this parameter has an interesting characteristic. If the
spacecraft is perfectly vertical, the DEDA will read 40,000. If the space-
eraft is tilted 42°, which is the critical tilt angle, the DEDA will read
just under 30,000 regardless of the direction of tilt. Display above
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30,000 is okay - the bigger,the better - and below 30,000 is bad news.
This convenient crossover value seems to make this a possible extra cue
for the crew to gquickly assess whether the spacecraft has tilted more or
less than the critical tilt-over angle. So far, none of the experts I
have spoken to have seen anything wrong with this idea and generally
consider it a desirable thing to do. That is > the procedure should work
and should provide some useful intelligence for the crew, if they get
into a suspected tilt-over situation. It could certainly not be con-
sidered mandatory and so the decision as to whether to do it or not to
do it rests entirely on the crew's task loading during the last several
bhundred feet of descent. Simply, should the crew be fooling with the
DEIA at this time? Ordinarily I would say no, but Buzz seems to be able
to get music from that little mommy with his head turned off and both

hands tied behind him.
Lo S

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Mamal Ascent revisited

On July 2 we had another meeting regarding Manusl Ascent. As I have
pointed out previously, the consensus is that the crew should have an
excellent chance of achieving a safe orbit by mamually steering the IM
from the lunar surface if they have a rate command attitude control
system by using the horizon view in the overhead window as an attitude
reference. The two primary facets we discussed this time were:

a. What sort of ground support could be provided to the crew during
powered flight and

b. What sort of rendezvous sequence would be pursued following the
1M insertion.

This memo is to summarize the results of this session. Briefly though -
the ground assistance can be substantial and the rendezvous can be a
falrly standarﬁ CSM rescue requiring one or two extra revs. '

As you recall, the fligbt controllers on the ground have a substantial
capability for monitoring the ILM's trajectory during powered ascent, even
with the guidance systems broken, providing the RTCC powered flight
poocessor (the "Lear") is working. This program provides a complete
up-to-date state vector to drive the analog and digital displays in the
control center. As a result it is possible for the Flight Dynamics

- Officer (EDO) to monitor the ascent trajectory continuously and to dis-
‘cern deviation from the nominal. For example, by monitoring the altitude
vs. ‘downrange distance plot and the velocity vs. flight-path-angle plot,
he will be able to advise the crew if the radisl velocity (altitude rate)
becomes unacceptably dispersed. Specifiecally, starting about three and a
half or four mimites into ascent, after the trends are well established,
he should be able to advise the crew to bias the remainder of their pitch
profile up or down probably using 2° increments. Given this assistance,
it is anticipated that the crew should insert with a nearly nominsl
flight-path-angle.

It is also possible for the FDO to assist the crew in maintaining a near
nominal out-of-plane velocity. That is, once the crew has keyed their
initisl launch azimth on their shadow and then aimed for a prominent
landmark (such as the south rim of Crater Schmit for landing site 2), the

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan 287 1=

©10.108



FDO will call out 2° north/south (or left/right) attitude changes when-
ever his digital display of out-of-plane velocity exceeds 50 fps. This
vectoring of the crew can start very soon after lift-off if necessary.

A major problem we feel we have now resolved has to do with when the crew
should shutdown the APS. Analysis has shown that a contimiocus pitch
angle bias of 2° can result in an unsafe perigee unless the APS is run
to propellant depletion., Therefore without ground vectoring, as noted
above, we feel it is advisable to permit the APS to operate until pro-
pellant depletion; a 2° bias does not appear to be out of reason for
manual steering using that weird lunar horizon as a reference. However,
given ground assistance in attitude control a propellant depletion, cutoff
will certainly result in an excessively high apogee, which makes the
rendezvous situation more difficult and costly. Accordingly, we propose
that as long as the ground monitoring of the trajectory indicates that it
1s reasonably close to nominal, the FDO will voice command engine "Off"
zhen his display of safe velocity (Vg) equals zero. (Briefly, Vs is the
V required to assure a 35,000 feet perigee at the current altitude and
flight-path-angle.) A call at this time, assuming a 15 second delay, will
produce an overspeed of about 300 fps ¥ielding about 200 miles of excess
apogee which .should be adequately safe. The important thing is that it
protects against apogees in excess of 250 n. mi. (which have been regularly
occurring in simlations). Although these high orbits can be handled,
there seems to be no reasorn to accept them, In this same vein, apalysis
has shown that we have been unduly conservative in proposing usé of the
RCS propellant for attitude control during ascent. We now feel confident
that it is safe to stick with the nominal procedure of using APS propellant
for attitude control during mamual ascent and saving the RCS for whatever
conmes next.

Just about any failure combination which mekes it necessary to perform a
manual ascent will also demand a CSM rescue sequence. The seguence which
seems to suit the situation best is as follows:

a. CSM performs a phasing burn (NC1) on the IM's major axis "maneuver
line" approximately one rev after IM inmsertion.

b. CSM will perform CST  to 1% revs after NC1 depending on how high
the LM apogee turns out to be.

¢. CSM performs CDH % rev after CSI.

"d. CSM performs TPI at nominal elevation angle which should occur
about midpoint of darkness.

€. Braking can be done by the LM and/or CSM at the crew's discretion,
based on the real-time situation.
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f. Plane changes should be handled in the standard way - that is,
combined with the otheér CSM maneuvers and with the extra plane change
burn between CSI and CDH performed by the CSM if it is necessary. (It
is to be noted that any large out-of-plane situation must almost certainly
be due to-a velocity error at insertion and not an out-of-plane position
error.) This would cause the node of the orbital planes to fall near the
major CSM burns such that most of the plane change required would be
efficiently combined with them. Given control center assistance in
ascent steering though, a large out-of-plane situation seems unlikely.

To insure that even a very low insertion orbit can be handled, it was
decided to bias the IM lift-off late, approximately three and one-half
minutes. Specifically, the FDO will compute a LM lift-off time con-
sistent with & 10 mile circular insertion orbit and a nominal rendezvous
sequence. However, since it is most desirable to utilize the sequence
noted sbove rather than having to make rendezvous maneuvers soon after
insertion if a low orbit is achieved, we feel the best course of action
is for the IM crew to be advised to make whatever ground computed maneuver
is required at insertion to achieve an orbit equivalent to at least 10 x
30 n mi. orbit. That is, if they truly burn out very low, they should
boost their orbit with RCS to permit use of the CSM rendezvous sequences
noted above. . Incidentally, they will also be advised to meke an apogee
maneuver to pull up perigee to about 16 n. mi. as a safety measure in any
case.,

If for some reason the IM does not achieve a safe orbit with or without
the control center assistance noted above, we still have a straw to fall
back upon. The flight controllers have the capability immediately after
insertion of computing a maneuver to insure at least a 35,000 feet perigee
based on the Lear Processor. This maneuver will be scheduled at three
minites after APS shutdown or at apogee, whichever is required. It is to
be noted that ample RCS should be available to execute this maneuver.

Although we have | nowhere nearly the same confidence of success, procedures
have been established for the crew to execute mamal Descent Aborts. The
problem here, of course, is that a single pitch attitude time history can-
not be established for aborts occurring at any time in powered descent.
However, the necessary work has been done by MPAD and TRW to provide the
flight controllers with an acceptable pitch profile as a function of abort
time in powered descent using the horizon attitude reference .which would
provide a safe orbit if the crew were to follow it. Accordingly, if
comminications are retained or regained after a descent abort, the crew
can be informed of a pitch profile to follow to achieve orbit.

One other item we discussed was the relative merits of flying a completely
manual ascent vs. a completely automatic ascent using the AGS with a broken
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z-axis accelerometer. TYou reecsll in this event it would be necessary to
Ply the IM into orbit on its side in order to place the broken accelerom-
eter in the out-of-plane direction and bring the good y-axis accelerometer
into plane to provide the automatic AGS capability. If the AGS works,
everything should be just fine, but the erew will be unable to monfhtor

its performance which leads to consideration of a completely mamual ascent
with its horrible overspeed prcblem. However, given ground monitoring we
feel confident that a malfunctioning AGS can be detected and it is our
strong recommendation that it be used. If the control center detects an
unacceptable failure, the crew would be advised to yaw in-plane and pro-
ceed into orbit using the standard manusl sscent technique.

g W. Tindall, J &L
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Tweak burns

’

-

If you can stand it I would like for you to hear the latest on tweak
burns - the trim maneuvers made after IM insertion from a descent
abort. I thought we had this settled and on ice a couple of months
ago but some things have happened which probably make it logical to
revise the tweak rules. The things that have happened are:

a. The LM RCS plume impingement constraints have been substan-
tially reduced.

_b. 8imlations have shown that the Flight Dynamics Officer (FDO)/
RICC capability of computing the tweak maneuvers on a timely basis is
mich better than anticipated.

Some FCSD, FCD, and MPAD guys got together July 8 and came up with the
following: :

a. Our previous rule was gquite simple; if the LM inserted into orbit
with the DPS attached, the command module would make the burn; if the M
had staged, the IM would make the maneuver, Now that the 1M has been
modified with plume deflectors and additional thermal protection, it has.
the capability of performing any tweak maneuver we foresee. Accordingly,
the rule is being modified to say that for all descent aborts prior to
PDI + 10 minutes the IM will perform the tweak provided it is within
the RCS plume impingement constraint, regardless of whether the LM has
staged or mot. If for some abnormal reason the IM capability is exceeded,
the CSM will perform it; the IM should not stage the DPS just to provide
a greater RCS capability. Also, the LM should not trim insertion condi-
tions. ‘

b, As you recall, aborts after PDI + 10 mimutes require an extra
vev in addition to a phasing maneuver, which makes the tweak burn unneges-
sary. We have also stated that trimming the insertion conditions i-
essary. However, if the crew wishes to trim +x there is no objectien~to
that and obviously if the +x required is large, there is no choice. It
mist be trimmed.

e. I would like to emphasize another rule which has been on the books

for a long time but which may not have been clear to the crew. Namely,
if the DPS shuts down with a AV required to reach the insertion conditions
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greater than 30 fps, the crew should utilize the APS and P71l to achieve
orbit. We have recommended that automatic Abort Stage sequence to achieve
this.

. o ——

(

. Howard W. Tindali, Jr.
EA;HWT:JS ‘
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TO ! See list attached DATE: July 11, 1969
69-FA-T-1064
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination ‘

SuBJECT: Descent Data Select procedures are finalized

On July 7 and 8 we held a final review of the Data Select procedures
and Flight Controller interface during the Descent phase of the
lunar landing mission. This lengthy memo is to describe briefly
some of the items discussed, all of which are being thoroughly
documented before the flight.

Cn F, as you know, John Young did not track the center of the Land-
ing Site 2 landmark - a crater designated "130" - but rather used a
mich smaller crater on the rim of 130. He did this primarily because
it was much easier to do and, he thought, would improve the accuracy.
It is planned to use this smaller crater, which has been called "130
Prime," on the G mission also, and the RTCC is set up to do so. How-
ever, it was emphasized that we must also be prepared to use the old
"130" if for some reason llghtlng makes it impossible for Mike Collins
to acquire "130 Prime.”

It was strongly emphasized by the Data Select people that they should

be in the high-speed mode for Lear filter initialization and condition-
ing at least four minutes before PDI. If for some reason they are delayed
‘past this point, their confidence in the system will be degraded. In

fact if initialization is delayed until 20 seconds before PDI - the drop-
dead peoint - they feel they will have no canfidence in the system through-
out descent at all.

. Analysis of the F flight data has revealed that the Lear processor for
some reason gives best results when using three tracking stations
rather than four, which it was originally set up to use. Accordingly,
it will Dbe operated in the mode where the fourth staticn's data are
available but are excluded from the solution. If one of the three active
sites fails during descent, the Data Select people will immediately
replace it with the previously excluded site. If it is concluded that
the failed site will not be restored quickly, another site will be called
up immediately to provide backup for a second failure. It is to be
emphasized that bringing up this new station is to provide a backup
and an opportunity to observe its data. It will not be actively used
unless gnother site breaks down or the performance of the Lear processor
unexpectedly becomes degraded in a manner consistent with poor station
locaticn geometry which the new ststion could help correct.
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The Data Select people reviewed their real-time procedures for declaring
the "Lear filter is go" as follows:

a. During the free-flight processing after going into the high-
speed mode at PDI minus four minutes, they plot and compare Lear results
with their best estimate of radius and altitude rate based on previous
MSFN tracking and a confirmed DOI maneuver. If these parameters differ
by more than 3,000 feet and 13 fps, respectively, the Lear is considered
uncertain.

" b. During powered descent they have doﬁpler comparison pilots for
each of the individual MSFN sites vs. the PGNCS. These are used to
sort out a bad station.

c¢. They monitor Lear output plots of altitude, altitude rate, pitch,
and IM mass rate of change looking for dlsCOﬂtlﬂUltles internal incompa-
tibilities, smoothness, etc.

d. The Lear filter displays an estimate of its own performance -
residuals, rate biases, and so forth. A particularly strong indicator
of performance is the residuals of the fourth (excluded) site, which is
not. included in the solution.

During the Descent briefing to the management people, a week or so ago,
Chris Kraft proposed that some sort of inflight lunar orbit checkout.

be made of the Lear Processor prior to Descent. After lengthy and some-
times emotional discussion, we- have concluded that it is most advantageous
to use the same tracking stetions and commnication lines as during descent.
To do this we must perform the test on either the first or second lunar
orbits before the Madrid station is lost due to earth's votation. It was
also concluded that to perform this test in the on-line RTCC computers
with the active third floor MOCR was too risky. Accordingly, the pro-
posal is as follows. Configure the network stations to transmit high-
speed data for a period of 15 mimites during the first lunar rev when

the spacecraft is more-or-less over the landing site. Log the data in
the control center and then play it through a third, off-line computer
utilizing the second floor MOCR display system. Since no compatible G&N
telemetry will be available at this time, it will be impossible to operate
some of the displays such as the guidance officer strip charts. It will
be possible however to make a realistic, useful comparison of the ILear
output with the other MSFN processing to see that this system is working
properly end-to-end - from spacecraft to display system in the MCC. Mike
Conway (FSD) is responsible for assigning personnel to do this and for
getting the control center configured for the test. He also intends,if
possible, to get some simulated data and practice this test before the
flight. I think the consensus is that this test is like airline flight
insurance - a small waste of resources with very little chance of gain;
however, it can pay off real big, if we're lucky! ¥

| |
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Another question answered was, What spacecraft position should be used
for initialization of the Lear Processor in preparation of the T, lift-
off? ("T5," you recall, is the delayed abort time shortly after landing
assoc1ated with the second stay/no-stay decision.) The problem here is
that very little time is avallable to assess the descent tracking and
‘telemetry data in order to select the best estimate of the actual land-
ing site location. We finally concluded that the best solution was to
use the preflight nominal wvalue - the one computed from the F mission
tracking.

One very significant item resulting from our meeting dealt with reconfig-
uring the MSFN tracking network after a T, stay decision. It had been
planned to keep all stations in the same configuration as during descent
in order to support a lift-off one rev later (T;) if that turned out to
be necessary. Unfortunately this leaves only two tracking stations with
very little geometry on the command module which produces two substantial
disadvantages. TFirst, the command module state vector hasn't been updated
since before DOI and it's getting kinda worn out and yet it is the one
which would have to be used in support of a T, launch and rendezvous.
Probably more significant is the effect on thé& nominal mission, namely

it is intended for the CSM to track the IM with the sextant at the end

of that first rev. It is anticipated that this data will provide the
best estimete of IM position on the lunar surface in support of nominal
ascent targeting as well as post-flight analysis. In fact, we intend to
use this RIS determination in preference to any of the other RIS sources
unless there is some reason to suspect it is screwed up. However, for
the sextant data to be useful we must have an accurate CSM state vector
to reference the sextant data too. This requires better MSFN tracking
than had been planned. Accordingly, it was decided that immediately after
a T, stay decision, the Ascension station would be reconfigured for CSM
tracklng on the remainder of the descent rev and for the next rev too.

It will only be switched back to the IM in the event of a Ig no-stay
decision.

The problem of determining IM position (RLS) to support a T, launch is

a tough nut to crack. Our choices are based on powered flight navigation
by the PGNCS, AGS, and Lear adjusted after touchdown with an improved
estimate of LM p051t10n at PDI. It is anticipated that the IM's AOT/
gravity alignment data will not be available in time to support the Ascent
targeting although if everything goes Jjust right it might be. The point
is that none of these data sources have ever been used before and each
has its own potential problems that could foul it up badly. This makes
its unreasonable to assign hard and fast priorities to these sources
today, although everyone agrees that the Lear should probably be the
best. The point is, determination of RLS for T; is being left open to
real-time judgment of the experts who will include whatever bits of
intelligence are avallable during the flight to select the best value.

As noted before, the CSM state vector and sextant tracking will normally
be used for the nominal ascent, but it obviously won*t be available for

a Té launch.
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We discussed the PGNCS reinitialization required if PDI is delayed one
rev. - It was finally decided that virtually under no circumstance would
the state vectors in the PGNCS be updated even though later tracking
data is available. The values of RLS will be updated by applying addi-
ticnal propagation biases to account for the extra rev. The exact pro-
cedure for doing this is too complicated to put in this memo but I
believe it is understood by everybody involved. '

And that's that!

e

e )N

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT: js
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OPFTIONAL FORM NO. 1&

:::r‘:m(ﬂ CFR) 101-118 Rm.uanm Wan Cﬂﬂef

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT Mission Piansing & Anslysis Division

To  : FC/Chief, Flight Control Division pate: SR 14 888
69-FM21-191

FROM : FM/Chief, Mission Planning and Analysis Division

SUBJECT:

Descent monitoring after landing radar velocity updating

There has been considerable discussion concerning the capability te
monitor powered descent with velocity residuals after landing radar
(IR) velocity updating begins. This memorandum presents the recom-
mendations of the Mission Planning and Analysis Division (MPAD) for
powered descent monitoring during this period of powered descent.

After IR velocity updatbing begins, the AGS/PGNCS velocity comparisons

are no longer valid. However, the powered flight processor (PFP)/PGNCS
velocity residuals and the MSFN/PGNCS range rate residuals (Ab) can be
used for powered descent monitoring provided this data is valid. There-
fore, if the FFP is operating satisfactorily until the time of LR
velocity updating and no anomzlies in the PFP are detected after velocity
updating, the PFP/PGNCS and MSFN/PGNCS aAp should be used to monitor the
descent trajectory. ' '

The objective of this monitoring is to prevent erroneous IR velocity
data from destroying the PGNCS state vector to the extent that a PGNCS
abort cannot be achieved. The monitoring should basically ensure that
the PFP/PGNCS velocity residuals converge to a near zero value after LR
velocity updating. The 1imits for PFP/PGNCS wvelocity residual monitoring
after velocity updating should be the same as the values used prior tc
velocity updating, unless the PFP/PGNCS residuals are near the limits
when velocity updating begins. In this case the PFP/PGNCS residuals
1imits should be increased by 10 ft/sec to ensure that the IR has
sufficient opportunity to cause the PGNCS velocity to converge to the
correct value.

Ay 050 Aoy

ce:
(See list attached)
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OFTIONAL. PORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
GsA FPMR (41 CPR) 101-118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

M e m 0 Td nd um . NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

! See list attached : DATE: July 1%, 1969

69-PA-T-109A

: PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

How we will handle the effect of mascons on the IM lunar
surface gravity alignments

What do we do if one of those big damn lumps of gold is buried so near
the IM that it screws up our gravity alignment on the lunar surface?
Without exception, the calculations of all the various far-flung experts
Predict that mascons should have no significant effect on our lunar sur-
face gravity alignments. In fact, based on this we have chosen to use
gravity alignments nominally as opposed to star alignments. They are
easier to do and probably more accurate. A few of us got together the -
other day, though, to figure out what to do if, contrary to expectation,
some sort of weird gravity effect is noted, which appears to be acting on
the IM on the lunar surface. This memo is to tell you about that. '

As you know we have several sources of data for determining the IM's
position on the lunar surface (RLS). One of these is through the use of
data obtained from IM platform measurements of the direction of the lunar
gravity and from AOT observations of the stars. If this determinmation,
using the IM data, disagrees substantially with the other data sources,

ve must consider the possibility that it's due to gravity anomalies. The
sort of difference we are willing to tolerate is 0.3° in longitude, which
is more or less equivalent to 0.3° pitch misalignment in the platform.
True alignment errors in excess of that could present ascent guidance
problems. Since 0.3° is equivalent to about Ffive miles, you'd expect the
crevw's estimate of position could probably be useful in determining the frue
situation. All they'd have to do is tell us they are short or over-shot
the target point a great deal.

If uncertainty still persists, it seems we must believe the gravity and use
it for our alignments - both PGNCS and AGS. That is, we have more faith in
it than in our other sources of RLS determination. However, if examina-
tion of all these sources convince us that the gravity does have some fun-
nies greater than 0.3° associated with it, we would have to modify the crew
procedures in real time such that the ascent platform alignment is done
using the stars (Alignment Technique 2) rather than gravity.

Consideration was given to hedging our bet by aligning the PGNCS to the
stars and using the lunar gravity aligmnment in the AGS. Further considera-
tion, however, revealed an interesting and somewhat sad thing. What we
actually discovered was that the ground trajectory processing during ascent

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan < ?—?



is also affected by downrange position error - that old demon that seems to
be plaguing us in so many ways recently. The fact is that throughout ascent
we would never know which system was right and so we would never have the
intelligence to switch over from one system to the other. In other words,
there is no point in using different Alignment Techniques for the two guid-
ance systems.

The problem noted above is primarily in support of Ascent 1 rev after land-
ing. After that, additional very accurate sources of RLS determination
become available. Specifically CSM sextant tracking of the IM is always
the prime source and if Mike has trouble on one try, he should try again
on later revs -~ there are plenty of opportunitics and little else to do.
If he still fails and the uncertainty noted above exists, we have the
situation in which IM rendezvous radar tracking of the CSM becomes manda-
tory. You recall we deleted this from the timeline with the understanding
it would be reinserted if we could determine RIS in no other way and this
is that case. 'We sure don't expect this to happen, but if it does KRR will
be needed.

In summary then:

a. We should always align both AGS and PGNCS to the same data source,
gravity or stars.

b. We use gravity unless we have some eoncrete reason to question it -
such as all data sources including the crew estimate of RIS are in dis-
agreement with it by more than 0.3° in longitude (pitch). In that case,
use tne stars (both AGS and PGNCS).

c. DNaturally longitude initialization error louses up the ground"
ascent trajectory monitoring just like it does descent.

d. If RIS uncertainty persists, either CSM sextant or IM RR tracking
of the other vehicle becomes mandatory.

o
oward W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT: js
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SUBJECT:
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MAY 1962 EDITION
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M 3mOTa nd um NASA Menned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: July 16, 1269
69-PA-T-111A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Change in delayed FDI Descent targeting procedures

This probably doesn't amount to a gnat's elbow to you, put I would like

to change something in a memo that I just sent out the other day dealing
with spacecraft state vector updating if we delay ¥DI one rev. Previously
we planned to leave the state vector in the 1M computer alone but to
change the landing site position (RIS) to account for propagation error
for the extra rev. Since then there has been a big flap brought about by
our discovery that the command module is making uncoupled attitude maneu-
vers which cause surprisingly large perturbation to the orbit. In order

" to minimize these effects in the descent targeting for the delayed PDY

situation, we have concluded that it is best to redetermine the LM state
vector based on the newer MSFN tracking (revs 12 and 13) and uplink it to
the IM if PDI is delayed. Since the RIS already has been compensated
properly for the associated propagation errors, it does not need to be

changed.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA-BWT: js
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SUBJECT:

MAY 1982 EOITION
asA FPMR (4 CFR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memorandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

See list attached DATE: July 17, 1969

69-PA-T-112A
PA/Chiei‘, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Gyro calibration and accelerometer bias update and redline values

Chuck Wasson wrote a memo, dated June 27, 1969, to Gene Kranz and me
defining in detail the Guidance and Control Division's (G&CD's) position
on "in-flight gyro calibration and accelerometer bias update and redline
values." TIn it he pointed out that both the Mission Rules and the Mission
Techniques Documents should be brought into agreement with his recommenda-
tions. Actually this subject has been discussed endlessly in the Mission
Techniques meetings and elsewhere and so there were no surprises in the
values and techniques proposed. However, his memo does again draw our
attention to the minor differences in official documentation and reminds
us that that is a sloppy way to do business. I talked it over with

Cliff Charlesworth (FCD) and Mal Johnston (MIT) and we all concurred

that the numbers Chuck Wasson proposes are as good as any and we have
taken steps to comply with his recommendaticn. Namely, future issues

of Mission Rules and Mission Technigues Documents will conform with the
G&CD's recommendations as listed in the referenced memo.

—

A

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA:HWT: js
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TO : See list attached ' o | DATE: Auguéﬁ 1, 1969

: : . S 69-PA-T-114A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination : ‘

SUBJECT: How to land next to a Surveyor -~ a short novel for do-it-yourselfers

As you know a decision has been made for;the H mission to land next

to Surveyor III. Considerable amount of work has already been spent
in Piguring out how to perform a so-called point landing, but a number
of computer program and procedure changes are required which cannot be
implemented prior to this mission. Accordingly, we have had a three- .
dey Mission Techniques free-for-all starting July 30 to see what we
could jury-rig together to improve our chances of landing next to the
Surveyor. Obviously, the technigques used on G are not adequate for
that purpose, but we don’t want to shake them up too badly at this time.
If you would like my guess as to how well we will actually do prior to
getting any analysis results for the technigues proposed or even much
understanding of what happened on the last mission, I would guess that
we will probably be able to land within about one mile of where we aim.
If we land within walking distance, it is my feellng we have to glve
most of the credit to "lady luck." .. oo

Almost the first question that anyone asks is, How well do we know the
location of the Surveyor? The mapping people gave us an excellent brief-
ing on what they know so far about the landing site. They are virtually
certain they know exactly where the Surveyor is with respect to the

local terrain based on a comparison of photography taken by the Surveyor
itself against Qrbiter photography of the local terrain pattern. Other
data sources confirm these results. They broughtout that the sun eleva-
tion angle during descent will be .such that the Surveyor is entirely

in darkness {unless the launch date is changed) and almost certainly \
will not be visible to the crew. This is because the Surveyor is well
inside a shallow fummel -shaped crater whose sides slope at an average

of about 15 . They also informed us that someone has already chosen a
landing target point located 1,000 feet east and 500 feet north of the
Surveyor ‘itself. There is some question if that is the spot we really
want to aim for, but all precision mapping and survey work is being

done with respect to this target point. This includes selection of -
five distinet landmarks which can be used for the sextant tracking required
for descent targeting.

We have made a two-pronged attack on the problem of how to land next
to the Surveyor. The first deals with improving as much as possible
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the ground targeting of the PGNCS. That is, providing the best possible
state vector and landing point position - telling the system where it

is and where it is supposed to go. Hopefully, this will get the crew

to within an envelope from which they can fly over to the desired land-
" ing point. The second prong, of course, is to increase as much as PoOs-
sible the IM's maneuver capability under crew control so that they can
do that.

Regarding the targeting, several things are being done to substantially
improve the situation on the H mission as compared to the G mission in
this respect. First of all, the fact that the landing site is "16
minutes” further to the west provides time after DOI to update the LM
state vector and RIS from the ground. On the G mission we had to do
all this on the rev before DOI. Slipping the update this way permits
us to use MSFN tracking data one rev younger and reduces the effect of
propagation errors significantly. Furthermore, the last pass of MSFN
tracking is obtained directly on the IM itself afier undocking, thereby
reducing the effects of docked attitude maneuvers and the undocking
maneuver itself on the staté vector.

In addition to the better MSFN tracking situation just noted, we must
make a concerted effort to reduce the in-orbit perturbations during
the last three revs before DOI and are offering the following nine-
step program tc do this.

1. While docked to the LM,the command module should use balanced
RCS couples for attitude control. (A data book change involving IM
plume impingement constraints is required which Bob Carlton will
work out.)

2. When undocked, the IM should use balanced RCS couples for
all attitude control. (This would have required an onboard computer
program change which we can't get for this flight and MIT insists
ve are better off without it.)

3. Absolutely no venting or dumping is allowed!! TFor heaven's
sake, will all spacecraft system people please take note of this.
What seemsinsignificant to you is a nightmare to orbit determination

people.

L. The IM RCS hot firing test should be reduced and modified.
Specifically, no translational hot firings should be made and the ACA
pulse mode jet firings should be made balanced and with minimim dura-
tion. (TICA checkout should be done with cold firings.) B
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5. Partlcular attention should be given to m1n1m1z1ng LM PGNCS
"average g" on time during DOI. To do this we have decided to elimi-
nate all re51dua1 [XV trimming (unless x is greater than 1 fps and it
shouldn't be). MIT was asked to advise on how to terminate ' '‘average
g" the best and fastest way. :

6. Associated with item 5, ‘program changes must be made in both
the PGNCS and the RTCC. Specifically, we are changlng the PGNCS
coast/allgn downlist to include the residuals and the RTCC/MCC to
process and dlsplay them to within C.01 fps for use in "confirming"
the DOI burn.

T. The undocking maneuver should be executed in a radial
direction with the IM below the CSM.. Docking probe capture latches
should be used to eliminate any net [&V but that technique requires
approval of the structures people. (John Zarcaro is following up on
this.) If this is impossible, the IM should null all residuals
acquired during undocking, ‘

8. The IM 360° yaw around inspection maneuver should be eliminated
unless there is a real time indication (barber pole) that the landing
gear did not deploy properly.

9. All stationkeeping should be done by the CSM - none by the
ILM. To permit this, the CSM should use Z rather than X-axis RCS jets
to execute the separation burn, thereby retaining v1sual contact
with the 1M.

In summary, it is intended to perform the same sequence of tracking
and state vector updating as on the G mission in order to assure
capability of landing in the event of subsequent problems. However,
in the H mission nominal timeline a IM state vector will be uplinked
at about A0S + 10 minutes using MSFN tracking from the last two revs
before DOI plus a confirmed DOI maneuver as discussed above.

At this time we have no assurance that even the targeting based on these
improved state vector techniques will support a point landing. Accord-
ingly, we have examined additional data sources available after DOI
which may be used to further tune-up the targeting. MSFN tracking,

IM visual observations, and LM radar observations were all considered
potential candidates. Of these we fipally decided to concentrate only
on the first. Although the anticipated errors will most likely be in
the state vectors, it is felt to be operationally too difficult to .
update them again. Accordingly, all adjustments and targeting have to
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be made to the targeted lanmding point, which hopefully will achieve
the same end objective. A change is being provided in the spacecraft
computer program.(LUMINARY) to permit updating the landing point loca-
tion in the downrange and crossrange directions. (Altitude updating
capability will also be provided in this new extended verb.) At this
time we know of no datz source which can be used to obtain a cross-
range correction but we have work underway to use MSFN tracking to
obtain a downrange correction which will be voiced to the crew for
input into the PGNCS prior to FDI - 8 mimutes. There are three possi-
ble ways for using the MSFN tracking now under consideration:

1. Tmmediately after AQOS, at least three MSFN ranging (not doppler)
observations will be obtained on the IM over a six to eight minute
period., Since downrange error at AOS is predominently along the line
of sight to the MSFN station, range almost gives a direct measurement
of the downrange error. In order to obtain this data it is necessary
that the IM high-gain, S-band antenna be operating and that tbe space-
craft Ranging switch to set to "Range."

2. The Lear Processor will be activated as soon after AOS as is
possible, consistent with the generation of the confirmed post-DOI
state vector. (That is, at about AQS + 12 mimutes). The inertial
velocity determined by the Lear Processor will be compared to this
updated state vector to determine the difference in radial velocity
which may be directly related to downrange error. FCD, FSD, and
MPAD have the task of defining the RTCC program change requlred to
pernit activation of the Lear in coasting flight at this time in the
mission,

3. The weighting structure of the Lear Processor may be changed
to permit direct measurement of position and wvelocity as opposed to
velocity alone as is now done. There is some hope that this may give
us a direct measurement of downrange position error.

The Math Physics Branch has a task of determining the accuracy of these
three techniques such that we can choose which, if any, should be used
for this job. It is to be noted that the Lear Processor can only be
operated in one of the two modes suggested. FCD, Data Select people,
and FCSD flight plan guys will work out the detailed timeline to
establish how this all goes together.

Given a ground estimate of downrange error from one or two of these

data sources, there are two ways to go. The preferred is to voice
this correction (in feet) to the crew for direct input into the PGNCS
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via the DSKY with an extended verb before calling P63 for the last
time. This will cause the entire descent trajectory to be slipped
by that amount. If the LUMINARY program change required to do this
doesn't. get in, the flight controllers have been requested to be
ready to command up a new, corrected RLS. In either case, it must
be done within the period of five minutes or so between availability
of the correction and the crew call-up of P63.

It is to be noted that the crew can use this new extended verb even
after PDI... If they have the guts! Accordingly, later indications
of error could be handled this way, although everyone is reluctant
to use that technique now. Alternatively the ground can advise the
crew of how to trigger their LPD when it is first activated in PEL
to achieve the same objective with the least possible DPS propellant
cost. This idea is not universally accepted yet either.

Finally, one word about the IM optical tracking of an upstream
landmark. This task was already assigned to the H mission as a DTO.
Since the tracking occurs at about PDI - 15 minutes, there 1is some
concern that it will interfere unacceptably with operationally required
activity. Hopefully it will not interfere but if it does, it will
probably be dropped: In any case, it is anticipated that the landmark
sighted will not have been previously surveyed accurately enough to

be useful. Accordingly, current plans do not include real time use

of the data. If the IM crew does make the observation, it has -been
suggested that the CMP could subsequently track it apd the landing
site, thereby providing useful postflight data. - '

Seriocus consideration is being given to modifying the descent trajectory
to provide as much hover capability as possible for the crew. We feel
this could enhance their capability of flying over to the Surveyor.
Possible modifications include coming in "hotter.” One specific sug-
gestion was aiming at 500 feet altitude for 19 fps sink rate and 80 fps
horizontal velocity rather than the 14 fps and 60 fps used on G. Other
changes include optimizing the throttle recovery time, moving high-gate
higher and things like that. Floyd Bennett!s guys and MIT are prepar-
ing a shopping list of possible performance improvement items for our
selection.

Good luck... and good night, Suzy, wherever you are.

—JJ-WJG_MQ(D\( uncx-awf-»
Howard W. Tindall, Jr. )
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M emOTdndum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

. See list attached DATE: August 29, 1969

69-PA-T-116A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination o :

A lengthy status report on lunar peint landing including some
remarks sbout CSM DOI '

It is clear that lunar point landing capability is absolutely necessary

if we are to support the exploration program the scientists want. That

is, mission success intrinsically depends upon it. (The current definition
of "point landing" is for the LM to touchdown on the lumar surface within
1 kilometer of a point referenced to specific features on the moon which
have been selected preflight.)

For Apollo 12 we have made a number of Mission Technigques improvements
which should reduce landing point dispersion significantly. . However, we
were constrained to implementing only those changes which have small impact
on the MCC and crew timelines due to the imminence of the flight.

A primary goal of Apollo 13 is to demonstrate a real, honest-to-goodness
point landing capability and various groups have been working on ways of
doing that job as well as possible without the minimum timeline impact
constraint. This work has been going on for several months now and has
led to a number of proposals for changes in the Apollo 12 procedures,
software, and hardware. On August 22 and 25 we reviewed these proposals
in an attempt to evaluate and incorporate them - and anything else that
came up - into the Mission Techniques to be used on Apollo 13. It is the
purpose of this memo to present the current status of all that, including
items being worked on, and hardware and software changes needed.

It was interesting and encouraging to observe that we really did not come

up with any radical changes from the Apollo 12 baseline. In fact, there
were only two basic changes involved in the plan we are all now concentrating
on. They are: :

a. Schedule the IM/CSM undocking sbout one revolution earlier - that
is at about 2% revolutions before PDI. (This does not mean an extra two
hours in the timeline; some activities can be moved from before undocking
to after undocking.)

b. Achieve the pre-descent orbit (i.e., 8 x 60 n.m.) on "LOI day"
rather than on "descent day." This, of course, means getting into that
orbit with the CSM SPS and makes descent the only burn to be done by the
Dm.
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Each of these individually is beneficial; however, the second probably is
not possible without the first. They both require a lot of work to prove
feasibility and desirability and - assuming that is proven - to produce
the final procedures, plans, and rules to support a flight.

So much for the introduction!
One way of slicing the point landing pie is like this:-

a. The MCC must supply accurate state vectors and targeting (i.e.,
where the IM is and where it's supposed to go to) to initialize the IM
guidance system (PGNCS) for descent. Any inconsistency in these parameters
will result in an equivalent position error when the crew takes over during
the last several thousand feet.

b. The PGNCS must be adjusted and operated during descent as accurately
as possible for the same reason. This includes things like pre-descent
tuning and optimum utilization of the landing radar data.

c. The crew must be provided with as much terminal descent maneuver
capability and control as possible.

Most of this memo deals with the first of these, although a great deal of
attention is being given all three.

How can we obtain accurate state vectors and targeting for descent? First
of all, experience has shown that the MSFNorbit determination system works
best when utilizing tracking data obtained on two successive revolutions.

We have also found that the results are better when the IM and CSM are
separated. This leads to the first proposal, which Dave Reed (FDB/FCD) has
been pushing for a long time, in spite of our ignorance. Namely, undock

one rev earlier so that we can get two complete MSFN tracking passes on the
IM alone. Although the primary purpose of this is to assure getting the
best possible MSFN determination of the LM orbit, some other benefits spin
off. For example, the IM crew would be able to perform two PGNCS alignments }
(P52's) two or more hours apart to get a decent IMJ drift check and perhaps {
even allow the MCC to determine and uplink improved gyro compensation
coefficients. We couldn’'t do that before. It alsc means the landing site
tracking with the CSM optics is done undocked. The significance of this is
that undocked tracking is necessary to make the early "DOI" with the CSM
possible. More about that later. Anyway, Bob Lindsey (FCSD) and others
are busy assembling a revised flight plsn to reflect this change and I'm
sure all the ramifications are not apparent yet. Hopefully, they will be
able to reshuffle the LM activation and checkout activities so that we do
not require much increase in the crew work period. Certainly it should be

less than a complete rev (i.e., two hours).

f
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The other thing we concentrated on to improve the state vectors was to
reduce as much as possible any perturbations to the LM trajectory caused
by onboard activity during these last two revs before FDI. And, the
importance of these things cannot be too strongly emphasized, particularly
to the crews themselves since they are the best and final policemen. The
Apollo 12 changes caught most of these (see memo 69-PA-T-114A, dated
August 1, 1969); undocking earlier eliminates all the rest of the known
ones except that darned IM water boller venting (we must leave fixing

this To the CCB) and the DOI burn itself, which is the next subject.

Doing the DOI burn with the CSM SPS is not a new idea. It was proposed
several months ago by MPAD primarily to save 1M DPS propellant. (It can
save as much as TO fps which is equivalent to about 14 seconds of hover.)
Tt also eliminates the wear and tear of the low thrust DOI burn on the
DPS engine - particularly throat erosion. The big guestion is - when
should this CSM DOT burn be performed? After several false starts we
have finally concluded the only place it can be done in the timeline is
on LOI day since on descent day the crew timeline and/or the descent
targeting was rent asunder by it - usually both. On the other hand,
doing it on LOI day - perhaps combined with LOIp into a single maneuver -
probebly improves the targeting. This iIs because the MCC/RTCC is given
about ten revolutions of stable orbit tracking to psych out exactly what
that crazy lunar potential is doing to us and to compensate for 1t; also
there is no last minute DOI maneuver to introduce unknown [&V errors. OFf
course, the accuracy of the CSM landmark tracking of the landing site must
not be degraded too much or this advantage can be lost.

Actually, it appears right now that finding a way to do landmark tracking

is the key to whether or not we can do the CSM DOI. First of a2ll I'd like

to meke clear that this tracking is mandatory for point landing. Many

people have expressed surprise at this but it is a fact. Accordingly, it

would be ridiculous to launch a mission on which point landing is equivalent

to mission success if we are not confident the tracking can be done. Our

problem, of course, is having done the DOT burn with the CSM, we must , ,
either do the landmark tracking in the low orbit or we must raise the CSM's Ry
orbit at least 1% revolutions before FDI to track from the higher orbit in ' )
time to target the LM. Unfortunately there is no similator on earth with ‘;iahg
which we can develop confidence in the low orbit tracking operation. And, VLI,
certainly the benefits of CSM DOI are not sufficiently great that we would \ G
be willing to try low orbit tracking on Apollo 13 for the first time thereby i
jeopardizing the entire point landing demonstration objective of that flight. I
That leaves early circularization as our only remaining possibility. On fj;4
the surface it appears feasible but we'll have to get intc the details Ty
before we'll know. R
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There are some other things about which we must satisfy ourselves regarding
CSM DOI. PFor example:

a. Can LOI, and DOI be combined? Is there a solution to targeting such
& burn? gIncidentally, an RTCC program change would probably be required
for this.

b. How do you monitor this maneuver where one second overburn results I /t/
in lunar impact? And, what is the contingency recovery plan? N

c. Is the post-DOI orbit safe or does it get too low sometime before
FDI? :

d. How large will the PDI disperions be (primarily Ah)? can the ]
descent guidance handle them? Are there any crew or MCC monitoring impli- f
cations? If the PDI dispersions may be too large, must a trim burn be / :(
scheduled and when?

e. Is it possible to include a landing radar test a rev or two before
PDI which traces out the descent approach terrain signature for us? If
so, bow do we use it (e.g., real time slope determination and LGC coefficient
update, RLS altitude update, part of the real time landing radar enable
decision during descent, etc.)?

f. When does the CSM circularize {at 60 n.m., I suppose)? And how
are the current abort targeting programs and procedures affected?

Although this memo 1s already too long, I'm afraid it can't be complete
without a comment on the proposal for pre-FDI landmark tracking by the

IM to tune up the descent targeting. Attempts to include this and the
associated activity into the timeline have been very frustrating. On the
other hand, estimates of its benefit have been decreasing to a point where
some of us even feel it is more likely to foul things up than to help.
Accordingly, it is my recommendation that it be dropped completely from
Apollo, including related computer program changes and any premission
photographic requirements. I will write another note to document the
reasons for this negative recommendation. -

In summary, I guess it's obvious but the fact is we really don't know

how much benefit we'll get from any of these things we're talking about
doing. Our approach actually has been to dream up anything that might

help and see if it can be applied without too much strain. It is based

on the assumption that the task is almost impossible and so we've got to

do everything we can, no matter how little each item contributes. What

is our chance of success? Hopeful is my guess. The kind of things proposed
here plus optimization of the descent trajectory to squeeze out the last
millisecond of hover time on the DPS plus some intelligent handling of the
IR deta (requiring computer program changes, no doubt) just might do the

trick.
' N A
\ A Q aay
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
’ Sas— Aoy
PA:BWT: js
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TO

FROM

SUBJECT:

OPTIONAL, FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EOCTION
GSA FPMR (41 CFR) W1-15.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

Memorandum

NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

69-PA-T-118A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Pricrity Cocrdination :

Invitation to an Apollo 13 Lunar Orbit Mission Techniques meeting

"The time has come" the walrus said, "to talk of many things." This
classic quotation apparently now applies to the Apollo 13 lunar orbit

mission techniques and this walrus is suggesting Tuesday, September 23.

Beb Lindsay has subjected his flight plan to three iterations already

and it's shaping up nicely; the FOD guys have a lot of answers regard-
ing CSM DOI, LM descent targeting and general trajectory information,

and, if no one cobjects, we're going to aim for a Fra Mauro landing to

break the data flow log jam.

As a result of the modifications to the Apollo 12 baseline for point
landing like early undocking and CSM DOI, there are a number of things
to be understood and agreed to. For example -

/1. LOI and DOI targeting and subseguent orbits.

/2. PDI dispersions; i.e., trim or no trim.

/3. Is a CSM separation burn needed? If so, when?

\/ 4. The abort situation in general and specifically - should we
consider reducing the standard altitude from 60 n.m. to LS (say)?

/5. Descent trajectory modifications for optimum DPS propellant
usage.

/6. Descent targeting objectives.
'/T. Use of RLS and LPD.

‘/8. -- and like that --

Room 378, Building 4, has been reserved for this clambake. We'll start

: See list attached DATE: September 12, 1969

at 9 a.m. _
IEx
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
PA:HWT:dpf
Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan NASA — MSC
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OPFTIONAL FORM NG, 10
MAY tof2 EDITION
GSA FPMR (01 OfR) W1-185 :

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M 8mOTdndum NASA Manned -Spacecraft Center

TO . See list attached : DATE: September 16, 1969
69-PA-T-119A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: We don't have to change LUMINARY much for point landing but there's
gold in them hills!

On September 12 we had a spacecraft computer program requirements meeting
for Apollo 13. We called it because there were a lot of proposals float-
ing around which had been advertised as "needed for point landing." On

the other hand, these programs must be released for rope manufacture on
about November 15 and so there obviously wouldn't be time to take much
action after Chris Kraft's software CCB late this month. But it turns out
that that doesn't matter because we came out with only one or two changes

we felt were worthwhile for LUMINARY and meybe one small, unimportant change
for COLOSSUS.

We also uncovered what appears to be a DFS l&v gold mine! Some GCD guys
(Tom Moore and Ed Smith) and Allen Klump (MIT) have been working on a
scheme which involves temporary throttling down early in Braking (P63) to
almost eliminate the need for sustained low throttle operation at the end
of P63. If this isn't Fool's Gold the potential saving appears to be in
excess of 100 fps. This technique certainly deserves a lot of attention
pronto! MPAD will immediately crank up their analysis factory to learn
more about the effect on attitudes, monitoring procedures, MCC-H trajectory
processing, etc., and to develop confidence in it. An off-line program
tape will be made by MIT for the crew to try in the IMS. We must also get
a Deta Book change to permit operating the DPS this way. (Ed Smith is gonna
do this.) And, we'll look for other hardware problems too.

We've requested that, if possible, this descent program modification be
designed so that it can be deactivated by changing constants or something
if some late discovery scares us.

The other significant change is to compensate for a spacecraft deficiency.

Pressurizetion causes the IM to become bloated and that in turns moves

the LFD window markings. Sincé this can't be corrected on the Apollo 13

IM, we propose to add some biases in the LPD program. (Conrad will have to
. do this in his head, I guess.)

One other change is still under consideration but will probably be dropped.
That is the "co-ordinated turn" feature proposed for P66.. The PGNCS would

align the z-axis along the velocity vector as a pilot aid. It appears they
don't need or want it but they're teking one last 1look.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan Sro g
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Two programs were deleted outright, forevermore. They are:

a. The docked alignment technique - since it doesn't fit in the new
timeline and we don't need it anyway. That is, we wouldn't use it if we had
it. b

b. The pre-PDI landmark observation program in the ILM. As noted in an
earlier memo, this idea didn’'t pan out.

The rest of the ideas were rejected for Apollo 13, Maybe some will turn out
to be worthwhile on some later flight, particularly the first one. They
are: .

a. "Delta Guidance" which tends to standardize the terminal trajectory
and reduce LPD AV costs,

b. Landing radar (LR) pre-filter
¢. Addition of a terrain model for use in LR processing

d. Provision for enabling only IR velocity data (without altitude data)
into the PGNCS navigation. :

e. Changes in the IR weighting structure.
f. Increase in the LR sample rate into the PGNCS navigation.

g- Increasing the LR data rate on the downlist in R77 from 1 to 10 per
second. -

Neither of the two COLOSSUS proposals are really associated with point landing,
nor are they really needed. One is the rate assistance for the opties and

the other is a change to permit the computer to accept optics marks when the )
spacecraft attitude rate exceeds 2/3” /sec - the current limit in the program.
This change increases the danger of CDU transients and we must learn from MIT
how mich before we buy this one.

I was surprised and pleased to find we could get by so cheaply. I expected

we would want more but the message appears to be that we have a good - and
reliable - program already. Let's leave it alome! T swear T don't see how

I could have been unaware of that AV nugget - considering how hard everyone's
been looking for them. Had my head up and locked, I guess.

— .
. OLLJQLL)\lLAA .
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure .
List of Attendees

PA:HWT: js
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GPTIONAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
GSA FeMn (0 cPR) 101-11.8

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
M emorandum ‘ NASA Manned Spaceci-aft Center

TO . SEEliSt attached ' ' DATE: Sep-te’mber 2).1,.’ 1969

- o 69-PA-T-1224
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

suBJECT: Apollo 12 Mission Techniques

On September 15 and 16 we had the second (and last) Mission Techniques
meeting for Apollo 12. It was advertised to be a "catchall"” and it was.
It =211 went smoothly enough considering how many people were there - the
place was stuffed (even the projection room!) - and the exhaustion and
emotion these things bring. Personally, I think it was productive - lot's
of agreements - and complete. This memo is to record what happened - as
well as I can remember. Please excuse the length. I've drawn arrovs in
the margin by the things which fascinated me the most. If you don't want
to read it all, follow the arrows. ’

Cislunar Navigation

On all lunar missions so far, the crew has performed on-the-job tralning
of cislunar navigation (P23) while on the way to the moon. This had the
additional objective of establishing the earth horizon altitude that the
current command module pilot was using. Although it was suggested that
this activity is unnecessary, the crew elected to include it in their
flight plan as on previous flights. In faet, they may even try some_star/
horizon tracking on the return-to-earth phase of the mission to see how
badly the sun interferes. Another associated agreement was that Apollo 1z
would revert to the Apollc 10 technigue for storage of spacecraft state
vectors in the CMC. That is, the values transmitted from the ground would
be stored in both the command module and IM slots.

LOI Targeting

It was agreed that the LOI targeting would be biased to provide a 60 n. mi. ﬁ
circular orbit at the time of the CDH maneuver in the nominal rendezvous, '
~ just as was done on Apollo 1l. TYou recall there were some people who felt
that aiming for a circular orbit at DOI would have been preferable. In
<32 fact, it was even suggested that procedures be developed to provide a cir-
\igy’ cular orbit on both occasions. .
N

10T Avorts

The 15 minute SPS aborts from LOI have been dropped just like the TLI 10
minute jobby-dos. ' .

% Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan Sl g



Starting with Apollo 12, most Apollo missions do not héve a comblete DPSIu

backup abort capability throughout the entire LOI burn. For example, on
Apollo 12 there is a period of about 100 seconds in the IOI burn during
which the DPS slone would not be able to provide a return-to-earth capa-
bility. It is possible to close this gap on Apollo 12 by augmenting the
DPS with an APS docked burn. Procedures for doing this were discussed
and settled upon, and a checklist is under development. One important
agreement was that the crew would ordinarily use what they refer to as
the "quick and dirty" procedure to execute the docked DPS burn. It is
estimated to take about one-half hour to go through it., If more time is
available, they will use the same procedures but will proceed at a more
relaxed rate. The only exception to this occurs when two DPS maneuvers

- are required, the second of which is at least 15 hours after the first.
'In this case, they might as well go ‘through the full-blown process of
aligning the PGNCS and carrying out a targeted burn.

MIT was given the action item of confirming that the CSM DAP was okay .

for an SPS burn with a fully loaded IM ascent stage since under certain

circumstances, it may be desirable tc attempt an SPS burn before falling
back on the APS.

Pre-DOI Stuff

The crew has currently scheduled four times at which they will obtain
CDU angles simltaneously in both spacecraft to be voiced to the ground -
for precise determination of the IM platform orientation while docked to
the CSM. The ground support programs and displays are said to be in
working order. It is intended that prior to LOS before the undocked LM

IMU alignment (PS52), the MCC will relay the anticipated gyro torquing angles

for comparison with the crew's P52 results. If the torquing angles they
actually experience differ from these values by more than O. 50, the PGNCS
will be considered NO-GO for DOI. (Rick Nobles has the action item of

confirming acceptability of that limit or of proposing a better wvalue ASAP, )
Because this procedure provides an accurate IMJ-drift check before DOI, we

have agreed to delete the post-DOI sun check used on Apollo 11l.

The crew has changed the AGS targeting procedures for the DOI Burn such that

they use the ground relayed pad values rather than the PGNCS N86 values.

. importance of this change is that the AGS will now be targeted correctly

and post-burn AGS residuals will have meaning.

D01

The flight controllers requested that the crew call up P4O for the DOI burn

before LOS and hesitate long enough for the MCC to obtain the actual intended

PGNCS DOI maneuver on the downlink. They need this data when confirming
‘the burn in the IM state vector after DOI.

Sr> /#ﬁ



—; As a result of the briefing by MPAD on the effects of FDL dispersions on
the powered descent trajectory, it was concluded that there is never a need
to trim any component of the DOI burn. This decision modifies a previous
proposal that any AX residual in excess of 1 fps was to be trimmed. Essen-
tially, we have established that as long as the residuals at DOI are small
enough to indicate that the PGNUS/DPS is not broken (currently set at 5 fps)
we are willing to absorb the residual dispersion in the descent trajectory.

DOI Abort

9 The Apollo 12 crew was completely unhappy with the procedure we had developed
for the DOT aborts on the last two flights. It is their intention to use
a guided rendezvous in this situation instead of the old brute force technique.
Specifically, they will use the AGS rendezvous programs executing a TPI type '
maneuver at DOI + 10 minutes with a transfer time of 20 minmutes. Use of this
technique will result in a braking maneuver of no greater than about 30 fps,
which is much smaller than the brute force technigue yields and which was
their major objection with it. Bob Carlton (FCD) was asked to resolve the
open item of whether or not it is acceptable %o attempt braking with the
Z-axis RCS jets without having staged the DPS. Specifically, it was thought
that this would cause considerable X-axis thrusting for attitude control
which might exceed thermal constraint limits. If that turns out to be the
case, we will probably modify the procedure to include jettisoning the DFS
before TPI. .

PR ——— Y T i e P
~- A —— e s ~

Point Ianding

meats M e e e o e T

There are several new things we learned with regard to our attempt at point
landing on Apollo 12. Analysis based on a typical spacecraft attitude time
history shows that an estimated 0.16-1b. thrust from the IM water boiler
will result in a 6,000-ft. miss. Grumman is now reporting that it may
actually be more like a .25-1b. thrust. If this data is right, we are

in deep trouble with a capital "S".

_e This basic spacecraft design deficiency, along with other unknown perturbative
effects, have forced us to accept a proposal which worries a lot of us.
Namely, it is now felt mnecessary that a fingl correction to the descent tar-
geting be carried out during powered descent through use of the new program
capability ( ARLS) tha® we requested at our last meeting. Furthermore, this
mamual input will only be done at that time, never before entering P63 as we
had previously planned. We put preliminary upper and lower limits in the
. magnitude of this correction. Specifically, 1t will only be applied in the !
_ downrange direction if the correction falls between 2,000 and 20,000 feet. i
It was felt that the accuracy was not sufficient to support smaller correc-
tions and that the effect on the guidance makes larger correctlons unacceptable.
Two action items were issued on this subject. One was for me to schedule a
' Data Select meeting. to work out precise procedures for determining the ARs
correction. (It was held September 17.) The other item was for MIT to
concentrate heavily on testing this program change during the powered flight
‘phase to develop high confidence that this procedure won't blow the whole
mission.

31y



Allen Klump (MIT) has recommended that some procedure be developed to
determine a crossrange correction to be computed as a function of measured
platform drift. And, he was promptly given the action item of finding out
" how to do this. I would like to emphasize that if a way can be found, it -
may be the solution to one of our more serious problems because current
indications are that we are miuch worse off crossrange than downrange. It
is Klump's feeling that the biggest contributor to that is platform mis-
alignment

It was reported that the crew set the updating AGS altitude at T,OOO feet
rather than 2,000 feet which the Apollo 11 crew used. (This was a CPCB
action endorsed at our meeting.)

Descent Trajectory Changes

Mission Analysis Branch briefed us on recommended descent trajectory
changes, some of which have been incorporated and some of which still
enjoy "proposal" status.

9 a. Most of the changes which could be considered for improving the
DES AV situation were so ineffective that they were rejected. One which
deserves considerable attention, however, is the elimination of .the descent
. trajectory constraint which provides insensitivit‘y to a failure in the DPS
propellent valves, A potential saving of about 52 fps can be obtained from
this, and first indications are that most concerned organlzatlons will agree
to it. (ASPO is working on this.)

b. The only other trajectory change involves increasing the IM tar-
geted horizontal velocity at 500 ft. altitude from 60 fps to 80 fps to
increase the LPD redesignation capability. The vertical velocity at 500
f£t. will remain unchanged at 16 fps. This trajectory change creates no
real difference in the AV budget.

9 One particularly interesting item that came from this presentation was the

refutation of a commonly held belief that it was impossible to redesignate -
short. MPAD shows that to the contrary substantial redesignation short is
possible without unacceptable loss in visibility of the landing point. I
believe this fact has quite a bearing on choosing the PGNCS target location
with respect to where we really want to land and should cause a s:.gnlflcant
change in the way people have been treating this subject.

: Landing Radar Operation

Four significant changes are being made to the crew procedures involving
the landing radar.

a. During the pre-DOT landing radar test, the crew will not drive h
the antenna to determine if it will move properly. (This is an endorsement

S5 2



of a recent CFCB action.)

b. The crew will not normally backup the landing radar antenna
reposition command from the LGC in P6L, as was done on Apollo 11. However,
if the antenna fails to reposition automatically, they will attempt to
manually command it. Regardless of whether this works or not, if they
get a 523 alarm, it is the consensus that they should enable landing
radar data to be processed during the rest of the descent by hitting
“proceed”. :

c. A modification to the Apollo 11 procedures was previously
recommended to include a landing radar test at about 9 minutes before
PDI. It was for early evaluation of the landing radar as well as a
direct measurement of spacecraft altitude at that time. After considerable
discussion at this meeting, it was concluded that this landing radar test
was really not worthwhile, and it is now recommended that it be deleted
from the procedures. Because a specific IM attitude had been selected to
support this test, it may be advisable to pick a new optimum value.
Accordingly, Rocky Duncan was requested to work with Ed Fendell to deter-
mine this new IM attitude to be relayed to the flight planning guys. z

d. The Apollo 12 crew - bless their hearts - are anxious to avoid
any unnecessary diddling with the DSKY during powered descent. In line
with this splendid goal, they have requested that the flight controllers !
monitorAn (the difference between landing radar-measured and PGNCS--
estimated altitude) and advise them when they should inhibit and when -
they should enable the landing radar data so that they do not have to
call up that parameter on the DSKY.

Low Level DPS Propellent

The Apollo 12 crew has requested .that the flight controllers call out the
DPS propellent situation during hover somewhat differently than was done

. 6n Apollo 1l. Whereas the Apollo 11 crew wanted a countdown of time remain-
ing, the Apollo 12 crew has requested a call out of time since low level.
Specifically, they would like reports at 30 seconds, 60 seconds, and 90
seconds since the low level indication and "commit time" - all properly
biased for comm:nication delays.

Descent Aborts -

" Although there were a lot of words spoken on the subject, 1t was obvious

that descent abort techniques have been changed very little since Apollo 11. —
In fact, the only significant difference is the substitution of the variable (
insertion targeting for aborts after PDI + 10 minutes in place of a variable
~phasing burn one-half rev after insertion. This simplification was possible

/6 i



due to a program change made to the Apollo 12 version of LUMINARY. A1l
descent abort targeting is based on the assumption that the IM will perform
some perigee-raising maneuver before going through perigee again., For
aborts-after PDI + 10 minutes it will be a 10 fps burn performed 50 minutes
after insertion. ’ :

The tweak vs. trim rules were discussed again and it was agreed-that fhé
MCC would only relay a tweak maneuver in the event of one or the other of
the following circumstances:

a. An abort after PDI + 10 minutes on the AGS (because the AGS program
discontinues variable insertion targeting after that point). R

b. If the FGNCS is degraded but is still working well enough to avoid
switchover. (We define the FGNCS as being degraded if its trim maneuver )
differs from the ground computed value by more than 10 fps,)

Although all of the abort rendezvous procedures follow a pattern very
similar to the nominal rendezvous there are slight differences which could
create problems if they are missed. As a result, the command module pilot
intends to carry along the same "Descent Abort Rendezvous Cookbook" origi-
nally developed for Mike Collins on Apollo 1l. This handbock of assorted
rendezvous procedures is essentially unchanged from the last flight except
to reflect slight changes in the descent trajectory and new MSFN coverage
times. :

Lunar Surface Activities

After considerable discussion, a proposal for extending the lunar stay two
hours was rejected. The advantages cited for this Proposal were better

MSFN coverage during ascent and a timeline less sensitive to real time
extension of the EVA. On the other hand, we would either have to reduce

the subsequent sleep period or delay TEI one rev in order to satisfy the
photographic objective. In addition it is said to violate a mission directive
limiting the stay to 32 hours, which we would have to get changed, and would
delay development of the operational trajectory, crew training data package,
etc. Since the current MSFN coverage is operationally adequate (although the
AISEPscientists may not agree) and the other advantages were of marginal
benefit, we decided to leave it as is except to recommend that the IMJ be

kept powered up throughout the lunar stay as long as real time computations

of electrical power confirm it is adeguate. Accordingly, the Apollo 11 IMU

- Iunar surface alignment procedures will be used without change on Apollo 12.
If in real time it is necessary to power down the IMU, the only modifiecation
to the alignment procedures would be to change the first Alignment Technique 3
performﬁg)after Powering up the IMJ from a REFSMMAT option (3) to a T align
option. .
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Due to the high inclination being used on this flight the AGS lupar surface
calibration drift estimation can be in error as much as 1.3° per hour. TRW
has recommended that the AGS lunar surface calibration be dropped unless
the crew is able to apply some biases to the corrections, which they must
input into the AGS during this procedure. It is currently planned that the
crew will apply these corrections which will be provided them within a week
by TEW.

Ascent

One particularly interesting piece of information reported at this meeting
was that the current ascent profile assures us of losing S-band steerable
antenna lock-on for the last three minutes of ascent! Wouldn't that have
been a surprise? Anyway, it has Dbeen agreed that the crew will yaw right
200, four minutes after 1ift-off (I now hear this should be two minutes)

in order tc provide solid high-gain coverage. (This, incidentally, also
applies to late aborts from descent.) There is some gquestion as to what
should be done about the AGS since it does not provide a mamual yaw attitude
override feature like the PGNCS and thus we would lose high-gain coverage
if we switch over to the AGS which would be undesirable. The crew will
work with Jerry Thomas (TRW) to sort out the AGS operation. Specifically, -
they will input new vaues for Wy which controls spacecraft yaw attitude
during & burn- even though this screws up the FDAT ball. There are some
obviously horrible implications on manmual ascent when high-gain coverage
and a window view of the horizon are both particularly necessary.

Another ascent agreement is that the targeted radial velocity at insertion
will be adjusted to compensate for CSM orbital dispersions to provide a
nominally zero CDH maneuver.

Rendezvous

Consideration has been given to deleting the platform alignments (P52) bBY
one or both of the spacecraft immediately after IM insertion into orbit.
Although it is agreed that these alignments are not by any means mandatory,
we have decided to leave them in the flight plan. That is, both spacecraft
 will continue to do the post-insertion P52. To assure adequate rendezvous
navigation at this eritical time it was emphasized that the IM should
discontinue the P52 if it has not been completed within 38 minutes before.
CSI. Pete Conrad indicated that they had also modified the checklist to i '
continue rendezvous navigation to within 8 mivutes instead of 12 minutes |
of CSI providing about four more marks. .

Also associated with the rendezvous navigation was the agreement that in
211 cases the crew would reinitiate the W-matrix immediately after each
maneuver before taking any additional observations. This applies to both
spacecraft not only in the nominal case but even when the instrumentation
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is operating in a degraded mode. (This is another endorsement of a CPCB
action. ) ' : '

The rendezvous maneuver voting logic has been changed slightly to reflect
fully active participation of the AGS in place of the menual charts. In
- order of decreasing priority, the maneuvers will be performed as follows:
a. Burn PGNCS if it agrees with the CMC. i
~b. Bure PGNCS if it agrees with the AGS (or charts). o
c. Burn CMC solution using whichever IM guidance system is better.

In ail cases, the same AV comparison values are to be used as on Apollo 10
and Apollo 11. '

PostQRe'nde zvous

After the rendezvous , the CSM makes a plane change in order to obtain

photographic coverage of future landing sites. It was agreed that the
crew would monitor this plane change burn using the same attitude and

attitude rate limits as other maneuvers and a manual backup of engine

cutoff if the burn exceeds the predicted value by more than 1 second.
The EMS is not included in this shutdown logic.

Entry

G&N program changes have been made which result in a guided entry that more
nearly approximates the ideal 4g tragectory. As a result of these changes,
it 1s necessary to reduce the nominal entry range to 1250 n. mi. to assure
no "up control”.

Once committed to a G&N entry, we have decided not to change the target
point even if the G&N subsequently fails., In order to make the landing
point obtained with EMS guidance consistent with this, the EMS procedures
are being modified for this specific case to include a bank reversal at
20,000 fps velocity. 'If the G&N has failed earlier than about EI - 10 hours ’
there is time to move the recovery force the 7O or 80 miles north and no

EMS bank reversal will be used. This makes this EMS entry compatible with
its backup - the hg constant manual technique.

- -
G_LAQ(D\{ “-—-Aa-b/k
Howard W. Tindall, Jr. T

- That's it for Apollo 12. Bring on 13!
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TO : See list attached DATE: September 29, 1969
_ 69-PA-T-123A |
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimation -

SUBJECT: Status report on Apollo 13 Mission Techniques - or "Go for CSM DOI"

Based on the September 23 Mission Techniques meeting, it appears that the
command module DOI type mission should be adopted for Apollo 13. At this
meeting we reviewed all facets of this approach and could find none that
would keep us from going this way; on the other hand, the advantages
appeared to be substantial. As a matter of fact, it appears ‘to me that

the mission techniques for Apollo involving a CSM DOI are essentially almost
complete - long before the mission. I would particularly like to bring your
attention to the fine work that Bob Lindsey has done in the development of
the detailed flight plan. This had a very important part to play in proving
feasibility of this approach and it appears to be in excellent shape. Our
next step is to present our plans to the CCB for their approval.

As you recell, it is our desire to place the CSM/IM into the pre-descent
orbit on 10I day. In fact, the LOI maneuvers should be designed to accomplish
this. There appears to be no reason why they’couldn’t. In fact, one of the
more important decisions made yesterday was to rename the LOI maneuvers:.
the terminology LOI; and LOIL, will be discontinued and LOI and DOI will be
used instead. The current pﬁan is for LOI to do the job of LOIj - that is,
to provide an intermediate 1unar orbit of about 60 by 170 n. mi. DOT will
achieve the combined objectives of the old LOI, and DOI; that is, it will
bring the spacecraft into a 58.5 by 7.5 n. mi. orbit. It is this shape,
according to Math Physics Branch (MPB) of MPAD, vhich will precess to the
desired 58.6 by T.8 n. mi. orbit at the time of PDI about 1 day later.
Incidentally, this was a point of particular interest to us. MPB expressed
considerable confidence in their estimate and are convinced that the orbital
altitudes will never become dangerously low but will only vary a little over
this period. MPAD also confirmed that there is no problem in targeting the
newv DOT maneuver. Apparently, the computational procedures 4o not differ
from those used for LOIQ.

Considerable discussion was devoted to monitoring DOI and providing a
contingency bail-out technigue for a G&N failure that produces an overspeed.
Although this work is not complete, it seems that procedures which guarantee
safety can be developed. This is true in spite of the fact that an overburn
of only 1 second will pesult in lunar impact which means there is no way for
the crew to insure a safe DOI, at least in the sense that it is insured for
the old LOI; and LOI, maneuvers. On the other hand, since the crew can
certainly prevent ovérspeeds in excess of 40 or 50 fps, it is only necessary

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan S2¢ é
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to provide a contingency, canned maneuver to be executed which will preclude
lunar impact if an overspeed in this range has occurred. Accordingly, we
reached agreement that the crew will give the G&N a chance to do its Jjob and
will not manually shut the SPS off until burn duration was at least 1 second
longer than predicted. If the crew is unsure about whether a G&N failure has
occurred, they will properly orient the spacecraft and prepare for the con-
tingency maneuver while awaiting confirmation from the ground after AOS as to
whether they have a safe or unsafe situation.

-The next question concerned the possible magnitude of the dispersion at PDI

if no adjustment (trim) maneuver were provided between DOI and FDI. More

to the point, the question was whether a2 trim maneuver mist be included in

the nominal flight plan. On lunar missions so far, the altitude dispersion,
which is the only one of significance to us, has averaged about 630 feet per
revolution. (The largest was 900 ft. per rev.) If this is a one sigma value,
the largest dispersion that should be expected in altitude at PDI on a three
sigma basis is about 23,000 feet. We tried to think of all the possible
adverse effects on descent which could result from a known altitude dispersion
at PDI. These included guidance capability, landing radar availability, crew
visibility, onboard and ground monitoring, crew training, effects on aborts,
and AV costs. Of these, only the last seems to be effected significantly,
and even that one is not too bad. Specifically, it appears that if we arrive
at FDI 20,000 feet higher than we desire, the DPS AV pemalty is in the order
of 35 fps. If we are 20,000 feet low at PDI we actually save about 16 fps.
Based on all this, we concluded that it did not seem necessary, or even
desirable, to include a trim maneuver in the nominal timeline but we would
establish a contingency procedure to handle excessive PDI altitude dispersions.
Thus, if during the crew sleep period MOC prediets the altitude at PDI will
be outside of acceptable limits, the crew will be awakened 30 minmites early in
order that they may make the small CSM RCS maneuver reguired. Initially, we
have established the acceptable region of acceptable PDI altitude to be
between 30,000 and 70,000 feet (the nominal, you recall, is 50,000 feet).

The RCS burn objective would be to raise the altitude, if too low, to 30,000 feet

(since it's wasteful and unnecessary to go higher) or if it is too high, to
lower it to 50,000 feet.

The Flight Crew Support people have revised the IM activation and checkout
timeline extensively from the Apollo 11/12 baseline. Since we are undocking
one rev earlier, a special attempt has been made to move as many activities
as possible from before undocking to after undocking. By doing this, and
slightly reducing the crew eat period, it is only necessary for the crew to
‘start their work period 30 minutes earlier than on Apollo 12. Those of you
interested in specific details should get in touch with Bob Lindsey.

Some of the activities we spent a good deal of time reviewing dealt with
. undocking, IM inspection by the CMP, and the separation burn. It had already
been agreed that the IM inspection by the CMP could be substantially reduced
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unless there had been some earlier indication of problems in landing-gear
deployment. This being the case, it seemed desirable to combine the separa-
tion burn with the undocking. Accordingly, we proposed that with the space-
eraft in the undocking attitude {i.e., X-axis along the local vertical with
the CSM below the IM) a soft undocking would be executed, followed by a CSM
_X RCS 1 fps by the command module using P47 to set up a separation rate.

It is noted -that the sun will be behind the LM but this was felt to be
acceptable. Separating like this will place the CSM in front and above the
IM three-quarters of a rev later at the time of his cirecularization burn.

Having moved the separation maneuver earlier like that, the CSM is relatively
free to perform landmark tracking on the landing site while in the pre-FDI

low orbit two revs before PDI. The longest discussion of the day dealt with
vwhether or not they should do this. It was clear from the start that it would
not contribute much, if anything, to the Apollo 13 operation, but on the other
hand, it provides sort of a free opportunity to gain valuable experience which
could be used for planning a Pfuture mission. Final resolution was that it
would be included in the current timeline with the understanding that it was
not a mandatory reguirement. If simulations show that it interferes with
required activities, it will be dropped.

It is very interesting to note the relatively urnbusy timeline the IM crew
has after undocking. And that's nice. In spite of that, we are proposing
to delete two other activities from this pericd. The first is the IM
rendezvous navigation (PEO), primarily because it reguires extra LM atti-
tude changes with the possibility of perturbing its orbit. The second was

a test of the landing radar during the last pass over the landing site which
would also provide an opportunity for mapping out the lunar terrain on the
approach path to the landing site. Although, intuitively, it sounded like .
nice data to get, nobody could offer a concrete use for it and so it was
dropped.

One item that I am sure will be getting plenty of attention by the time you

read this deals with the crew's request to change the mission profile in

order to provide a higher sun-elevation angle during descent. Everyone, -
Jim Lovell in particular, is concerned about using the 0ld minimum sun-elevation
angle constraint when going into a mountainous region like Fra Mauro. The

whole area is likely to be bathed in shadows and that sounds poetic but like

bad news. MPAD and others should be looking into the tradeoffs in terms of

SPS AV required and translunar transient time, etc. to relieve this undesirable
characteristic.

Another thing that gets changed by the CSM DOI is descent abort. This is
brought about by the fact that we really do not have confidence that CSM
landmark tracking can be done in the low orbit. Accordingly, we have
scheduled CSM circularization l% revs before PDI. This makes the abort

32.1,%



.‘-.J LA

4

situation from powered descent different from on previcus flights. Speci-
fically, it will be essentially identical to. descent aborts from the second

. FDI opportunity on Apollo 11/12. I don't feel that this is a particularly

bad situation. As a matter of fact, aborts from hover are actually better -
that is the resulting rendezvous is more nearly nominal than aborts from
hover on a first opportunity Apollo 11/12 descent. One thing we are looking
into is a use of the variable insertion targeting capability such that aborts
early in powered descent would take an extra rev to rendezvous » in order to
obtain navigation tracking data before CSI.

In summary, I think we can proceed with this Plan with confidence. There
1s plenty of detailed work to do primsrily regarding the DOI monitoring and
contingency procedures. However, many products like the flight plan are in
good shape today. Unusual, but nice, this far before the flight date.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr. ‘Yl -

PA :BWT: js

NASA — MSC

RL """ of



OPTIGNAL FORM NO. 10
MAY 1982 EDITION
asA FPMR {0 CFR) Wi=118

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT _
Memorandum sk Yomed Bgacecratt Center

TO . See list attached DATE: October 20, 1969

69-PA-T-120A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Deta Priority Coordimstion ‘

SUBJECT: What can be done about the ACT?

One of the largest error sources affecting precision landing on the moon

is the IM platform alignment accuracy at FDI. The AOT is adequste to fly
an Apollo 11 type mission but it is simply not designed to support precise
landings; AOT alignments, as currently carried out, leave something to be
desired. The result is we must depend more on the LFD to get us where

we want to go - that 1s, to correct the terminal descent trajectory for
errors built up during the braking phase. This is undesirable, of course,
particularly in the crossrange direction. Another unfortunate fact is

that the lousy alignment accuracy obscures inflight IMUJ drift determination
and virtually forces us to depend on the preflight compensation for any-
thing but gross changes. This is good enough for flight safety (1.e.,
abortability) but can also screw up the rrecision landing. (Here are some
numbers: 0.1° out-of-plane alignment error at PDI causes a 2,000 ft. cross-
range error. A 3 sigma PGNCS drift will cause this misalignment. AOT align-
ments experienced in flight haven't been much better than that either.)

Aside from making sure you are aware of the situation, T am writing this
snowflake to solicit any ideas you might have to improve this business. Is
there some way we can improve the AOT? Or its alignment in the IM? Or the
way we get and use the merks in the computer program? Or should we ask the
crev to make more marks - (Note: without a DOI burn, the crew timeline is
tolerant )? - or something?

If you think of something, do it - or give me a call and I'1) put your name

in lights, Baby!
O

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

PA :HWT: js
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. See 1ist attached DATE: October 21, 1969

69-PA-T-130A

- PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

Let's hear it for "Delta Guidance"!

As part of the Apollo scftware team's contribution in the search for extrs
IM hover time and/or payload capability, they are vigorously working on
the development of a new descent guidance and throttle control technique.
The pay off could be impressive compared to things like trying to decrease
IM veight. Specifically, a AV improvement on the nominal mission of as
mich as 100 fps might be realized, which 1s eguivalent to 18 seconds of
hover or 300 1lbs. increase in descent payload. There are also some other
substantial benefits to be gained from this new program formulation. It
is the purpose of this memo to make sure you know about this business as
well as to give you a report on its status. o

Sometime ago a couple of Guidance and Control Division (GCD) people,
Tom Moore, Jay Montgomery - and others I am sure - conceived the basic
jdea of what they celled "Delta Guidance." The unique characteristic

" of this guidance scheme, as I understand it, is that given a dispersion

it attempts to guide the spacecraft back to the nominal trajectory as

opposed to looking for a new way of achieving the targeted end conditions

like most guidance techniques do. Tt appears that this can be done with-

out significant penalty in terms of payload or undesirable transient tra-
jectory characteristies. Thelr work has been further developed by a group

of MIT people, led by Allen Klump, which has resulted in a finished set of
guidance equations in our hands at this time, which only await the thorough
analysis and testing required for final tuning and to develop flight con-
fidence. In addition, a complex targeting program has been developed for )
use in pinning down the various guidance coefficients and targeting parameters.

On October 16 MIT, GCD, and MPAD peeple got together to discuss and under-
stand the program formmlstion and to layout plans for the anmalysis work
ahead. The specific products we are aiming for are an off-line LUMINARY
assembly which can be exercised in the various simulators within a month

or so and an agree-to analysis plan which will yield all of the understanding
and confidence required to permit addition of this program into the IM space-
craft computer for the Apollo 14 flight. Release of that program, I suppose,
will not oceur until March, which may seem like a long time from now. But
it's clear that substantial changes to the descent guidance program - the
program controlling the most eritical phase of the mission - will certainly
not be approved unless we have the absolute confidence of everyone involved
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that we are doing the right thi'ng. And that is going to také some ‘time.

In addition to the nominalAV improvement (that is, increased hover or
payload capability) there are some other benefits from Delta Guidance.

1. Although K69 ( A RIS) corrections during P63 are relatively cheap . ..
with the present system, the new guidance technigque allows us to perform
them with no AV cost. X

2. Redesignations are improved in two ways. First of all the AV
required to relocate the landing point a specific distance is markedly
reduced. Furthermore, massive redesignations can be performed both long
and short without unacceptable loss of landing site visibility.

3. The fact that the guidance is attempting to return the trajectory
to nominal means that we are essentially providing a standardized terminal
descent for the crew. For example, it eliminates the drooping characteris-
tic that sometimes occurs as a result of dispersions or landing radar updates
during P64 which in the worst cases could even lead to lunar impact. A ..
standardized terminal trajectory should also have a beneficial effect -on
crew training in somewhat the same way the standardized rendezvous terminal
phase has done.

The second-and third benefits just listed will be available if- Delta .. .
Guidance is implemented, regardless of whether or not we obtain permission.
from the DPFS pecple to operate their engine in the new way I am going to
discuss here. And, they are probably sufficient Justification in themselves
to implement it, particularly because redesignation apparently will plasy an
important role in providing a point landing capability. However, we can
only get the big AV saving dangled tantalizingly before you in the first
Paragraph if we can operate the DPS engine differently than we are currently
allowed. Actually we have two choices we can give the DES reople; it doesn't
make mich difference to us which they choose. The first involves no hardware
changes at all, as far as we know, but I am sure the Propulsion people will
want to do some qualification testing on the DPS to permit it. The thing

we want to do is to throttle the engine from the full thrust position .down
to 50 or 60 percent thrust (their choice) and back to full thrust periodically .
during the descent braking phase (P63). With a nominal engine, this throttling
would occur about one per mitmte for a duration of about six seconds each
time. Tower thrust engines will do it less often and higher thrust more.

The alterrnate approach involves providing a small throttlesble region around
FTP large enough to compensate for the engine thrust dispersion. This so-
called "shallow throttling" can be used with the same guidance techrique

and it eliminates the need for throttling through the forbidden zone. Intui-
tively, this would seem to be a superior approach since it compensates con-
tinuously and directly for the engine characteristic that is giving us all
the trouble. However, it only saves AV if good engine efficiency is main-
tained within the shallow throttling zone. I have heard that in order to
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do that, some sort of DPS hardware chsnge must be made. (According to
Allen Klump it involves & precise shaping of some propellent valve

pintle, whatever that means.) Engine requalification would no doubt be
required for that too. Mr. Apollo Spacecraft Program Manager, if I still
have your attention, I would 1like to urge you to exert whatever influence
you can spare toward clearing the DPS for this kind of operation. The
benefit to be gained is expected to be worth the cost and effort (converted
to 1bs./buck) particularly gince our informal data sources indicate the

DPS can hack it. '

One other area requiring immediate attention, which I haven't mentioned
so far, involves descent monitoring both onboard and on the ground. The
1LGC commanded thrust will be entirely different than now which means that
some of the MCC displays and Flight Control Mission Rules will become
obsolete and will require replacement. It may be desirable to change some
of the omboard displays also. Nothing at all has been done so far in this
area.

In summary, it appears our guidance people have conceived and are developing
a technigue for descent guidance which has real advantages over the existing
system if it works as advertized. It is possible to get it ready and imple-
mented by Apollo 14 provided we place high priority and continuous effort
on it. In order to reap one of the greatest benefits, it is necessary that
the DPS be qualified to operate in a new way and £O that must be vigorously
pursued. Why are you still sitting here reading this stupid thing when
‘there is all that important work to be done?

vErd W. Tindall, JN. iu—“«b’
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Apollo Spacecraft Software Coni"iguration Control Board meeting
mamber 32 .

On October 9 Chris Kraft convened the first Software Configuration Board
meeting since June 5 at MIT. We had a real pot full of PCR's to diseuss,
some of which were approved for Apollo 13, some for 14, and some were put
in a category in which MIT was to contimue development to a point where
their value could be assessed, perhaps for Apollo 14 implementation.

This memo is to document briefly what happened there:

1. COLOSSUS Apollo 12

PCR 960 - In case you weren't gware, a L9_word erasable memory
program hae been developed which will permit the CMC to start Time Base
Six (TB6) in the S-IVB. This relieves the crew of a somewhat dangerous
mamual setting channel bits, '1f they ever encounter this absolutely lmpos-
sible-to-encounter S-IVB inertial reference failure.

2. COLOSSUS Apollc 13

There were seven program changes approved for this program, some
of the more interesting ones were:

PCR 936 - This change relieves the crew of the task of keying in
TIG when he needs to apply an out-of-plane component as part of the CSI
or CDH burn. The LM program was fixed this way too.

PCR 949 - Software fix for the split pulse problem in the VHF ranging
equivalent to the fix for the two radars on the LM.

PCR 966 - This makes Option 3 the nominal option in P52. This
saves the crew some DSKY key strokes.

PCR 967 hopefully will fix the pulse torquing program so that it
will execute a 90° REFSMMAT change three time faster than it currently
does and without screwing the FDAI ball around like a drunken sailor's

Augekugle.
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3. COLOSSUS Apollio 1k

About 1k program changes were approved for Apollo 1k (that's fitting,
isn't it?). Some of the more interesting ones are:

PCR 869 provides rate-assisted optics for the landmark tracking
program (P22) which should be especially useful in the low orbits currently
planned. - . |

PCR 868 consists of several cis-lunar navigation program {P23)
changes, some of which are probably useful since they help the crew orient
the spacecraft to get good star/horizon observations. One improvement
involves meking the altitude of the horizon a function of range which
doesn't leave me particularly warm. I would suggest that Math Physics
Branch take a look at that.

PCR’s 822, 917, 916, and 857 were all deletions ylelding a total
of about TOC words. Specifically, they are the stroking test, P31,
TPI search (Pl'T/PYT) , and a chunk of the pre-flight performance test
flight program.

PCR 86T makes it possible to carry out orbit rate torquing with
any roll attitude using R6kL.

b, COLOSSUS Off-line Assemblies

The two programs in the development hopper are PCR 876, a new pre-
launch technique, and PCR 927, the Universal pointing routine which will
be needed by at least Apollo 16 to support the CSM experimental package.

5. LUMINARY Apollo 13

About 9 changes were approved for LUMINARY, ipcluding:

PCR 882 to replace the DSKY display of horizontal velocity during
P66 with the horizontal velocity component in the spacecraft X and Z plane,

PCR 285, submitted by yours truly, to remove the check for the auto
throttle discrete. Essentially this change eliminates program P67 and
mekes it posslble for the crew to use the manual throttle at any time during
descent. It also mekes the program insensitive to failure of the auto
throttle discrete. (CCK requested that MIT look into making the LGC com-
manded thrust a DEKY display as a part of this PCR.)

- 6. LUMINARY Apollo 14

Approximately 11 changes have been approved for Apolio 1%, including:
PCR 896, which not only saves about 50 wdrds, but should increase

descent navigetion accuracy by centering the readout of landing radar
velocity at PIPTIME.
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PCR 892, which deletes the rendezvous radar automatic acquisition
capability during ascent. It is already inoperable during descent and
descent aborts. Deletion of R?9 frees 390 words of memory. Incidentally,
Routine 29 does not work in the Apollo 12 program and will not be fixed
for Apollo 13. In other words, it never worked and never willl

T. LUMINARY Off-line Assemblies

There is some interesting development work going on with LUMINARY.
fhe one that appesls to me the most 1s Delta Guidance (PCR 969), which I
have written about in another memo. Work on & 1anding radar pre-filter
(PCR o41) and addition of a simple lunar terrain profile (PcR 940) are
also under comslderation for descent program changes. The so-called co-
ordinated turn during a manually controlled lunar landing (PCR 884) is
gtill in the mill.

PCR 888 is under consideration to modify the DAP control authority
model to include the effect of RCS plume deflectors.

PCR 890 is supposed to improve the slosh stability of the LM DAP
to be used when docked with the CSM. .

A very interesting endeayor underway at MIT that you should be aware of
is an attempt to develop & CSM rendezvous Pprogram which will operate as
pearly automaticelly as ig possible. If the off-1line program pProves
dramatically successful in the crew simulations, the efforts may be
expanded to other computer Programs including those in the IM.

Another substantial effort at MIT has been devoted to recoding the CSM
program mich more efficiently than COLOSSUS. This effort has been completed,
resulting in a program called Artemls which they have in their hands now,
but which bas not been tested. It provides at least 2,700 words of avail-
able memory and with some program deletions could cough up as much as 4,300.
Since we have no foreseeable need for this extra storage and we don't want
to give up the considerable confidence we have in the current operationally
proven COLOSSUS program, MIT was directed to discontinue further work on
Artemis. Incidentally, no equivalent effort has been done on LUMINARY and
no such work is planned now. It was stated, however, that the LUMIRARY
savings potential is estimated to be_much less than for COLOSSUS.

\’_.—_———.\

\ l

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:
(See attached page)
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TO ! See 1list attached | DATE: October 21, 1969
' 69-PA-T-132A
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Apollo 12 Rewsletter

So many things have changed - some subtly, some considerably - that
I thought a newsletter might be useful. It is written particularly
for those of you who have not been directly involved in preparation
for Apollo 12. '

IM IMJ Drift Check

Based on providing a safe (not point) landing with abortability, MPAD

has established the IM IMJ drift rate tolerances to be .35%/hr. about

the pitch axis (Y) and 1.5°/hr. about the roll and yaw axes (X, Z).

Using the new docked aligmnment technique followed by the pre-DOI/ PDI

AOT alignment (P52) about 2 3/4 hours later, the alloweble differences

in the actual torquing angles from those predicted by the MCC are 0.8°
ground Y and 3.6° around X and Z. These are nice and wide, making a

WO/GO improbable. However, if they are exceeded, DOI must be delayed

one rev and the crew will repeat the P52 sbout two hours after the first.
Based on these torquing angles, the crew will compute and update the IMIJ
compensation parsmeters in the LGC using standard techniques and a decimal -
to-oétal conversion chart they have been supplied. If the P52 repeat
confirms & changing drift rate greater than 1.5°/hr. in any axis, the IMUJ
is broken and DOI is NO/GO for the mission. Otherwise, there is no further
check and the mission is continued. (Note: it is necessary for the crew
to update their own IMU compensation since the P52 occurs shortly after
LOS and it is important that the new compensation be in operation ASAP
after the P52 to avoid a misslignment build-up before FDI.)

DOI

A change in the Mission Rules has been agreed to which clarifies action

in the event of large DOI residuals. As noted previously, we're willing
to accept PDI altitude dispersions resulting from DOI residuals less than

S fps. There are failures which could cause larger residuals than that,
though, that do not preclude descent. For example, failure of the PGRCS
to shut off the DFS. Manual backup for this could result in about 8 fps
overspeed with perfect PGNCS, AGS, and DPS still available. RCS (-X) plume
impingement prevents trimming more than about 5 fps so the rule says:

a. If PGNCS residual is greater than 10 fps - abort
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b. If PGNCS residusl is greater than 5 fps but less than 10 fps -
trim to 5 fps and continue if the PGRCS is working okay.

. c. If PGNCS residual is less than 5 fps - continue if the PGNCS is
okay. '

DOI Aborts
FCD has determined that the X-axis RCS plume impiﬁgement is marginal to
support IM Z-axis braking from a DOI abort rendezvous, so the procedure

is to jettison the DPFS at TFI.

Landing Radar

Since our September 15/16 Apollo Mission Technigues meeting we have had

second thoughts on how we should handle a 523 alarm, which indicates that

the landing radar antenna has failed to reposition correctly after high

gate. At the time of our meeting, consensus of those present was that
processing landing radar after high gate was a desirable thing to do even

when it was actually near Position 1. Since that time independent analysis /
by MIT and MPAD has indicated that, although we wouldn't be in bad troudble
allowing the landing radar to come in, we are better off to inhibit it in
some cases, provided we have had good landing radar data until high gate.

It is true that with the recent spacecraft computer program changes there
are some occasians when we would be slightly better off to process the

date but the operational complexity of sorting out which situation we have
in real time is not warranted. We also preferred, if possible, to keep

the crew procedure the same, regardless of whether comminication with the
control center was available or not. Therefore, in the event of a 523 alarm,
the precise crew procedure is V58 (to inhibit the landing radar) and "Proceed"
(to clear the alarm) and then an "Error Reset."

Lunar: Surface

Everyone must know by now that the CCB decided the PGNCS should be
povered down on the lunar surface. Before powering down, though, the
crev has agreed to do two (rather than one) AOT alignments (Technigue 2)
to provide data which gives the MCC a substantially better chance of
determining IM position on the moon.

MSFN Orbit Determination

It has been found that by adding one more term in the RTCC lunar potential
model, we are able to improve the orbit determination and descent targeting
significantly. It even permits high-quality single-pass solutions! There
was some concern that the incompatibility of the RTCC with the spacecraft
computers might present some problem but as of now we can't think of any

so = it's in the RTCC, but won't be in the spacecraft for either Apollo 12

or 13. =~L£$;)théQJL;)\(:;~(L

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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M emOT(lndum NASA Manned Spaéecraft Center

TO  : See list attached o DATE: October 29, 1969
' ' 69-PA-T-133A"
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination :

SUBJECT: Spacecraft separation procedures

T blundered into something the other day which is probably none of my
business but is interesting, so I thought I would bring your attention

to it. Some time before Apollo 10 the trajectory flight controllers
assembled a "Cookbook" of spacecraft separation recipes condensed from

the myriad of proposals and recommendations that have been floating
around -- both written or verbal - dealing with all of the possible sepa-
ration operations involving all of the various spacecraft and booster
pieces during nominal and contingency missions. Apparently this had

become an overwhelming business, obviously requiring understanding and
preflight agreement. And, they reacted on their own to be prepared.
Subsequent to that, they requested MPAD to refine their Cookbook into

a formal document presenting each of the different separation sequences

in a standard format, including such things as crew procedures, diagrams

of spacecraft attitude in various stages in the seguence and relative
motion plots. As this work progressed, a great deal of simplification
resulted due to the similarities of the various situations. On October 22,
we had a pseudo Data Priority meeting-at the flight controllers' request
with MPAD and FCSD people to review this document (MEAD'S Internal Note
69-FM-262, which Flight Analysis Branch preparéd for Apollo 12) and to reach
final agreement on the procedures given. Although the document proved to
be in excellent shape, as well as complete, several substantial modifications
were agreed upon, and it will be updated in the near future to reflect them.
Currently it includes all of the separation situations that could ever be
encountered on Apollo - not just Apollo 12. Furthermore, it is planned

to have those dealing just with Apollo 12 included in that crew's checklist
.at their own request.

In order to maintain control over this business, which up til now has
been informal, it is my understanding that Carl Huss intends to put this
document under the authority of the Crew Procedures Control Board if
they're willing, such that changes can only be made with their approval.
That certainly sounds like a good thing to do to me.

m‘/‘;\CJ

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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See list attached ' DATE: October 29, 1969
‘ 69-PA-T-13LA
PA/Chief, Apollo Deta Priority Coordination

Don't turn off the landing radar

A ripple just passed through our system, which I probably ought to-
document for the record. Pete Conrad called the other day suggesting
that it might be a good mominal procedure to inhibit (V58E)} landing
radar data from the PGNCS at about the time it exits the Descent visi-
bilty phase (P64). Ordinarily, this would be when they initiate manual
control (P66) at about 500-ft. altitude. After polling interested MSC
and MIT people on this, we have recommended against it and the crew

has concurred even though it was agreed that the accuracy of the naviga-
tion probably would not be significantly affected and there is & slight
possibility of some spurious data getting in, particularly below 100-ft.
altitude. (In fact, I think everyone agreed that if there were a way
to iphibit the velocity data at that point, that would be a good thing
to do.) The primary reasons for advising against this procedure were:

a. Landing radar altitude data 1is highly desirable during this
part of the descent and ng stops everything.

b. DSKY operations are undesirable if they can be avoided.
Consideration was given to changing the landing radar velocity weighting
factor to zero in P65/66/6T but this is also not recommended (although it
may be before the flight) because that technique stops the velocity data
too early in the descent.

Although the decision is to leave the crew procedures as they are, this

. was probably a worthwhile review of this volatile subject and may yet

result in a change in the weighting factor as Apollo 11 landing radar

analysis is further defined.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO : BSee list attached | DATE: October 29, 1969
| ' 69~PA-T-1384
FROM : PA/Chief, Apocllo Data Priority Coordimation

SUBJECT: Automatic CSM Rendezvous

Partly because of Mike Collin's post-flight criticisms and partly
vecause we don't have anything else to do anymore, some of us M3C

and MIT guys had a little meeting the other day to discuss implementa-
tion of a quasi-autometic CSM rendezvous capability in the GNCS. Of
course, it is impossible to provide a fully automatic rendezvous system
in the CSM because of the manual optics which are required for rendezvous
navigation. Our objective at this meeting was to review and endorse

an MIT proposed design of a system that comes as close to fully autcmatic
as is reasonably possible. Based on the agreements reached at our meet-
ing, MIT is going to develop an off-line COLOSSUS assembly and associ-
ated support documentation which we can try out on the CMS. Although
MIT was noncommittal on schedule, the impression given was that it would
be available around the first of the new year. If it turns out really
great and doesn't shake up the program too much we will probably add

it to a flight assembly and perhaps look at some of the other programs
the same way, including those in the IM. At the least, 1t is a good
source of experience for future projects.

To give you a little idea of what is being done, let me just 1list some
of the operations which the computer will relieve the crew from doing.

a. Automatic W-matrix initialization
b, More judgment in the automatic data editing
c. Automatic eyeling from program to program

d. Automatic loading of "Target Av" to update the IM state vector
when it has maneuvered .

e. Automatic DAP (RO3) initialization

£. Automatic attitude maneuvers without crew authorization (but
with displays to tell what it's trying to do)

337 %
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In addition to these specific items, there is also a general clean-up
of the program such as eliminating the need for the crew to input
standard parameters we are unlikely to ever change (such as elevation
angle and terminal phase transfer angle) and a number of displays

- which the crew ordinarily has no interest in seeing. Altogether it
is anticipated that the total number of DSKY key strokes would be
reduced from the 850 or so required on Apollo 11 to under 300.

There is some question as to whether it would be necessary for a crew
to learn how to operate the system in the 0ld non-automatic mode. It
appears there is a good chance that the automatic mode will Dbe capable
of handling not only a standard rendezvous, but also any of the abort
situations that can be imagined as well. We will have to await comple-
tion of the program before we will know that. Provision is being made,
of course, to interruptthe automatic mode to permit non-nominal things
such as unscheduled platform alignments (P52) and up-links from the
ground (P27) or anything else that might become necessary in real time.
This is being done by providing standard reset points throughout the
sequence, each identified and callable by a new program number. (MIT's
current plan is to use the P8X's for this purpose.)

Two new programs or routines were strongly endorsed for additién into
this system, if they aren't too difficult. The first is a new targeting
(prethrust) program to permit onboard computation of the height ad just-
ment maneuver used in a number of abort sequences. At present the crew
is required to use a chart in conjunction with the CSI program (P32) to
back-upthe ground targeting, which is prime. Provision of this program
would make the spacecraft independent of the ground for all abort rendez-
vous segquences currently planned. The other would provide automatic
sequencing of the G&N for a command module SPS plane change, including
IMU pulse torquing and spacecraft attitude control. At present this is

a really messy procedure which the CMP would have to carry out by himself
in a time critical period if that need ever occurred in flight. Inci-
dently, these capabilities would be good additions to the present system!

It was interesting to note the enthusiasm most of the people had for this
undertaking. But, of course, I was careful to invite only those whom I
thought would be friendly since we are not necessarily designing a flight
system but rather a trial system based on a philosophy new to MSC operational
people. It will be easier to deautomate it later if that's a good idea

than to 80 the other way.
l t ~ !

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO : See list attached DATE: October 29, 1969

, 69-PA-T-1394
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

suBjecT: AGS licks PGNCS for RCS Insertion

Pete Conrad has discovered and, if necessary, intends to do something
that Dan Payne and others around here got squared away a year Or more
ago. Unfortunately, due to the press of more urgent business, we
failed to advertise it enough.  This note is to make sure you know that
the AGS does a better job than the PGNCS of guiding the IM into orbit
using the RCS if the APS stops prematurely and can't be restarted. And,
it should be used in this unlikely and horrifying event.

It may surprise you to learn that if the APS fails during the last minute
of IM ascent, insertion may still be achieved using the RCS. TFor this
specific case, a L jet RCS burn about 9 minutes long would be required
to pick up the remaining 1,000 fps. (This obviously far exceeds the
85-second constraint currently limiting +X RCS operation, but who will
quibble over that?)

The proper procedure for RCS insertion is to switch to AGS AUTO, since

AGS will steer the vehicle sutomatically at RCS thrust acceleration levels
while PONCS will not. Meanwhile, the PGNCS velocity-to-be-gained display
may be monitored to verify that AGS is performing adequately. When the
PGNCS velocity-to-be-gained is small (i.e., less than 25 fps) control

could be switched back to PGNCS and the standard velocity residual trim-
ming procedures could be employed. Use of AGS AUTO relieves the crew of
manually maintaining attitude such that the PGNCS display of total velocity-
to-be-gained is along the X-axis during a long RCS burn. Also, AGS guldance
has cross-range position control assuring insertion into the CSM plane while
PGNCS does not.

As I said, Pete found all this out for himself and intends to act according
with our blessing if this happens. This is another example of a low-

probability contingency procedure cleared away. We'll have to be careful
we don't carry this kind of effort too far or we'll be arrested for viola-

tion of the law of diminishing returns!
g;; —

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Memorandum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO ! See list attached : DATE: November U4, 1969

69-PA-T~1424
FROM : pA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Apollo 12 Descent - Final comments

There are a couple of new developments you should know about the
Apollo 12 descent.

Back in July somebody decided to offset the landing-site targets

1,000 £t. east and 500 ft. north of the Surveyor, primarily based on,
the assumption that it would be easier for the crew to take over man-
ually from a position biased that way and fly over to the actual point
they want to touchdown. Since that time, simulation experience and
descent analysis has shown that biasing the descent targets like that
is not only unnecessary, but is actually a- little undesirable. For
example, it appears for visual reasons that short redesignations may
be even better than redesignating long. In response to Pete Conrad's
request for eliminating these biases, I have pollied everyone I can
think of who has interest in this subject and have found that everyone
either feels it is a good idea or they don't think it makes any differ-
ence. And so we are going to remove the biases in the descent guidance
targets. This does not change any crew procedures, onboard data packages,
or ground procedures. It only involves changing some constants in the
control center computer program and the basic philosophy of how we want
to do the Jjob.

The other modification deals with the IM venting. For one reason Or
another, GAC has made a precise measurement of the IM water boiler thrust
ievel. According to Ron Kubickl, the results of their tests will be

added to the data book. The preliminary estimate of the effect on the

PDI state vector, if the venting is ignored in the RTCC orbit determina-
tion and integration programs, is an error in the order of 4,000 ft. in

an uprange direction (i.e., short). As you know, we have established

a routine procedure of adjusting the PGNCS landing-site target (RLS)
during powered descent based on MSFN tracking immediately prior to FDI.
This procedure, hopefully, will compensate for up or downrange state
vector errors resulting from any source, including venting. As a result,
if we were certain the MSFN tracking will be working and able to support
this procedure, there would be no reason to even consider compensating for
the venting in the initial descent targeting. However, to cover the pos-
sibility that the system might fail at that critical time, we have decided
to bias the landing-site targets (RLS) transmitted to the IM prior to
powered descent. The Math Physics Branch of MPAD has the responsibility
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for determining the magnitude of this correction amﬂfbrinclﬁding it in
the Data Select procedures.

I would like to take this opportunity to modify a prediction I made in
writing early in August. At that time I thought our chances of landing
near the Surveyor were very low. That if we landed closer than about a
half mile, we would have to credit Lady Luck. Based on things that
have happened since then, including the addition of the Z}RLS update
during powered descent, and particularly the confidence the crew has
novw developed in the LPD since the visual capability of their IMS is
working so well - and for whatever it's worth - my feeling now is that
as long as the systems work as well as they have in the past, we have

a pretty good chance of landing near the Surveyor. And I would rather
be on record as predicting that, than bredicting a miss. If we do miss,
I'11 bet it's because of errors in the crossrange direction, so large
that the crew does not recognize where they are after high gate or
beyond this redesignation capability. The MSFN targeting is weakest

in that direction and crummy AOT alignments hurt us most in that direc-

4T

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Memorandum , NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO : See list attached . DATE: November 17, 1969
' : 69-PA-T-1k54
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: TM high-bit rate telemetry data is not mandatory -

A somewhat controversial mission rule is on the books for the Apollo 12
flight dealing with IM high-bit rate data. Speeifically, it indicates
that it is all right to proceed with the mission (e.g., undocking, DOI,
PDI, etec.) in the absence of IM high-bit rate data with an implied pro-
vision that some sort of procedures would be carried out to verify the
PGNCS is operating properly. On November 13 Chris Kraft, Sig Sjoberg
Gene Kranz, Cliff Charlesworth, Steve Bales, and I reviewed that mission
rule and concluded that it is proper and will be used on Apollo 12. I'm
writing this memo at CCK's request to record that fact,

Prior to the meeting, Steve Bales prepared a rev-by-rev listing of the
procedures to be followed to certify proper PGNCS operation from power-up
through lunar surface operation, which showed that it is possible through
use of voice communications and some special onboard procedures to check
the computer, the gyros, and the accelerometers. It is obviocus that

these procedures impose an additional workload on both the crew and the
flight controllers, which could force delay of DOI. Under no circumstances
would DOI be performed prior to the satisfactory completion of the checks.
The most significant impact would result from loss of command uplink
capability since that would force the crew to manually input a lot of data
into the computer via the DSKY, which they ordinarily do not have to pay
any attention to at all. The IM state vectors (twice), RLS, and perhaps
the REFSMMAT are the most significant of these. However, as I understand
it, loss of high-bit rate telemetry does not necessarily mean the uplink
wouldn't work; for example, it should be operational if the failure is in
the high-gain antenna. And, it was agreed to use it to aveid the voice
read up of the data and the crew input task. .The new thing brought about
by absence of high-bit rate telemetry is that it would be necessary for
the crew to read out and voice down all of the data for the MCC to verify
complete and accurate receipt.

Subsequent to the meeting, it was recalled that the Luminary program has
the capability of computing its own Descent REFSMMAT - (P52 Option &) -
using a landing time supplied by the ground. This capability should
probably be used although it mey introduce cther problems. Steve is
checking this out.

: 33p =
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Another item requiring further investigation deals with the erasable
memory. As you know, it is standard procedure to dump erasable memory
to the ground for a complete check to make sure none of the parameters
loaded preflight have been lost. It is not obvious that this is a
mandatory requirement since in no flight has a single parameter ever
been found to be in error. Furthermore, MIT conducted a special tezt
involving numerous off-on cycling of the LGC with a check of the E-memory
on each cycle. Again, no loss of data was observed. (The test exceeded
10,000 cycles when it was terminated due to test-equipment failure.)
Steve was given the action of identifying E-memory critical parameters
which the crew must check if an E-memory dump cannot be performed.

Incidentally, it will be necessary forthe crew to synchronize the LGC
clock without MCC assistance. They should be able to do this using
the CMC as a reference to within 0.3 seconds which is considered acceptable.

In summary, the mission rule is correct as written. This meeting confirmed

that but also uncovered some open items which we must have squared away
before descent without high-bit rate data.

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO : See list attached DATE: November 2%, 1969

69-PA-T-1k6A
rrom : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordimation '

sujecT: Apollo 13 0dds and Ends Meeting

This memo is to notify you of an 0dds and Ends Mission Techniques meeting

for Apollo 13 on December 5, 1969, starting at 9 a.m., Room 378 of Building L.
Very likely it will be the last big get together we will have for that
mission. Generally, subjects to be discussed result from the effect of

the CSM DOI on the mission techniques: specifically, the DOI monitoring,

the contingency bail-out meneuver, the descent abort rendezvous plans and
things like how to align and check the IM IMU, the attitude time history,

and so forth. Obviously, feedback from the Apollo 12 mission could also

have quite an influence. I will put together some sort of an agenda before
the meeting and welcome your suggestions.

o

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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MemO Tan dum NASA Manned Spacecraft Center

TO ! See list attached DATE: November 24, 1969

69-PA-T-14TA
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Rover Navigation

I poked my nose into the Rover Navigation System and so Dave Pendley
invited me to a meeting at MSFC on November 21, 1969. The purpose of
the meeting was to try and firm up the basic design of the Rover Ravi-
gation System with the Boeing people who are responsible for building
it, It was strongly emphasized that time is very short to provide any
system at all if they want to fly the Rover as currently scheduled. In
fact, the Seattle Boeing people seemed very reluctant to consider any
system other than the one they originally proposed because they insist
there is not enough time. (Curiously enough it doesn't seem as though
they really have a detailed design for even their proposed system. At
least that is the impression I got from their responses to questions.)

It was interesting to observe that Marshall, the locsl Boeing management,
and MSC people were completely in agreement on everything. What we all
wanted to do was to simplify the system as much as possible. For example,

a. FEliminate the automatic sun-seeking azimuth alignment device.

b. Use the astronaut to reinitialize the system pericdically through-
out the traverse, thereby relaxing the accuracy requirement. They will
want to check it periodically anyway.

c. Decouple the components such that failures in one part do not wipe
out the entire system. Specifically, we would like some way of determining
Rover heading and distance travelled - the most useful outputs - if the
computer fails. This makes use of a directional gyro logical.

Boeing (Seattle) acted as if they never had heard of a directional gyro and
almost certainly will come in with a negative response on their action item
of looking into this simpler system. However, there were some guys from
MSFC with heavy German accents who said they intended to check back into
their labs tc come up with some proposals. And the local Boeing guys will
too. Then they are all supposed to get together in a week or two to decide .
what they are going to do. I would be amazed if Marshall is not put into

a position where they mist either:

a. Direct Boeing to implement the simpler system, which of course also
gives Boeing a blank check for cost, schedules, etc.
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b. Permit Boeing to implement the system they want to use.

My opinion is that it really doesn't matter what happens because after
listening to the Apollo 12 EVA and John Cooper's description of how the
operation is conducted, I am convinced that we don't need any navigation
system at all! The important point was that prior to starting a traverse,
the ground and the crew will have jointly laid out the whole thing in
detail. Then as the traverse progresses there will be a joint, step-by-
step tracking of current position on their maps. There should never be

a time when the crew and the ground people don't know exactly where they
are and if any uncertainty ever arises, the number one task will be to
reestablish their location somehow - by retracing their steps to a known
benchmark if necessary. Visualize then what you would do if it ever

became necessary to return directly to the IM. " If the navigation system's
displays agree with what you see on the map, there is no question about it.
If the navigation system's displays do not agree with the map, again I

don't think there is any question - you have got to believe the map and

act in accordance with it! I have come to the conclusion that the naviga-
tion system is not required to get the crew back to the IM. Certainly it
would be helpful, but not necessary. It doesn't seem necessary to establish
where you are for scientific purpcses either, since again the crew's eyeballs
and map will have highest priority along with their photography. It seems
as though the most useful function of the navigation system is to make their
EVA more efficient by helping them keep track of where they are on their
map. Of course, all that is required to do that is an indication of their
heading and distance travelled - a compass and an odometer. All of these
points were made very clear to the Marshall and local Boeing people, who
understand them completely and intend to proceed accordingly.

In summary, I don't think we have anything to worry about from an operational
standpoint, regardless of what kind of navigation system we get on the Rover.
There may be some problem in getting the system they are most likely to try
for, but those problems will be in terms of cost, weight, and schedule which
are the business of others who are well aware of the situation and apparently
competent. I was quite impressed with the gquality of the Marshall and local
Boeing people who are in charge of the overall Rover program.

1
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Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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TO ! See list attached . DATE: December 17, 1969
69-PA-T-149A

FROM © pp/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT:

Apollo 13 Mission Techniques are in good shape

On December 5 we had what I expect to be our 1ast full-blown Missicn
Techniques meeting for Apollo 13. This memo is to tell you about it.

As you probably know, the recovery people would like to move the end-of-
mission landing point closer to their support base in Samoa. Accordingly,
the TEI and entry targeting will be aimed at 172° W rather than the 1650 W
longitude used on previous missions. The Retrofire Officer pointed out
that this change does not apply bto the targeting for all the block data
nor will it be used if due to a G&N failure it is necessary to perform
the TEI maneuver with the ses. In these cases they want the landing point
well clear of any land at all and they'll use the o0ld mid Pacific line.

A more important change, from the crew's standpoint, was their agreement
to be prepared to fly the EMS and 4 g mamal backup techniques, banking
either to the north or south. On previous missions they have only been
prepared to go morth. The reentry planning people (MPAD) felt that this
additional capability was required since the more westerly landing site

is close to a bunch of jslands and could get us in a bind if we were not
prepared to g0 either way. Unlike previous missions, steering to the
south will be the prime mode unless land or weather is unacceptable there.
T would like to reemphasize that all this only applies to entry without
the G&N.

One of the techniques that is significantly changed on Apollo 13 deals
with IM IMJ aligoments and drift checks. The change is due to: a) we

are undocking 1 rev earlier, which makes it impossible %o carry cut an
accurate inertial alignment while docked like we did on Apollo 12, but

it does permit two undocked AOT alignments; b) the smaller size of the
acceptable landing site mekes it necessary to reduce the allowable drift
rate about the vertical (x) axis since that results in an out-of-plane
dispersion at landing. Until this flight we used a limit selected to
protect against continuing the mission with a broken IMJ. We mist reduce
this limit row to meke sure the guidancesystem will deliver the LM to
within the 1 kilometer radius of the desired landing point for both crew
safety and mission success Ieasons. The fipal result of our deliberations,
at this meeting and at a subsequent meeting, yielded the following technigue.
We concluded that by far the most accurate drift determination could be
carried out by comparing the IM system to the CSM while still docked to
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the CSM. Accordingly, we will use that data to determine whether or not
it is necessary to update the IMJ drift compensation in the LGC and to
determine the new compensation values. If new compensation is required,

it will be uplinked from the ground prior to the first undocked AOQT align-
ment. We will then confirm that the IMU is operating acceptably to proceed
with descent based on the torquing angles calculated at the seccnd undocked
AOT alignment. (I am writing a detailed description of all this for those
interested in more detail.)

As a result of the excellent landmark tracking the Apollo 12 crew carried
out, we feel confident we know the Apollo 13 landing site location accu-
rately enough to recommend the following mission rule: landmark tracking

is not mandatory for descent. Obviously we intend@ to use whatever landmark
traEEEhg is obtained and plans call for attempts to be made in both revs 12
and 13. The point is that if for some reason we do not get this tracking,
the landing should not be delayed. Although this data will significantly
reduce dispersion, we do not need it badly enough to g0 an extra rev thereby
clobbering both crew and ground procedures.

By far the most emotional discussion of all involved monitoring of the CSM
DOI maneuver. The basic question was, should the EMS be included in the
monitoring techniques? Our final resclution was that it should not and
‘that the CSM DOI monitoring would be carried out exactly as was done during
LOI, on all previous lunar missions. Namely, the G&N will be given every
opportunity to do its job and the crew will mamally command engine off if
either the predicted burn time is exceeded by 1 second or the G&N itself
indicates that an overburn is occurring because the automatic cutoff failed
to get through for some reason. In the event the burn is epparently com-
Pleted satisfactorily but the EMS indicates an overburn, it will obviously
be necessary to convinee ourselves beyond a question of a doubt that the

EMS is wrong and that the G&N has achieved the targeted orbit. This deter-
mination will be made by the crew's observation of time of earth rise above
the lunar horizon compared to & prediction provided by the ground before
DOI. The details involved in this ground determination must be worked out
and the technique will be rehearsed in flight during the lunar orbits before
DOI. {For your information, a 1 second overburn will produce an extra 10 ps
which just results in lunar impact. Earth acquisition time will be delayed
14 seconds due to a 1 second overburn thus it is this kind of time difference
the crew must be able to discern with absolute confidence.) If an overburn
actually occurs, the crew is to make canned SCS/SFPS posigrade maneuver of
100 fps. Execution time is 30 mimutes after DOI.

MPAD currently predicts that the perigee and apogee altitude should only
change about % mile between DOI and PDI. It is their estimate that at DOI
they will be able to prediet the PDI altitude to within 9,000 feet. Asso-
ciated with this was a discussion regarding necessity for trimming DOI
residuals, which also affects the PDI altitude. It was decided to trim x
to within .2 fps and z to within 1 fps. However, since then we have
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reconsidered and agreed that the rule should be to trim both x and z to
within 1 fps. Out-of-plane (y) is mot to be trimmed at all. The objective
of this is to make it almost certain that trimming will not be required
since we want to save the RCS and it is not really necessary.

You are probably well aware of the special effort we have been making to
reduce trajectory perturbations as mich as we could. Our cbjective was to
improve the ground targeting for the descent to provide a pinpoint lending
capability. We have now proven, both analytically and on Apollo 12, that
we are able to compensate for these perturbations by use of the targeting
update (ARIS) during powered descent. It also seems unlikely that we are
ever really going to be able to eliminate the perturbations. That is, we
must plan on continued use of ARIS. If we accept this as a fact of life,
there is no justification for fixing the IM vent in an attempt to make it
non-propulsive. It is also possible to live with venting from the CSM
water boiler if the systems people decide it's necessary to run it, although
it is certainly better if we don't have to. One thing for sure. If the
CSM G&N performance degrades due to the higher operating temperatures, we
mist make sure that that is not worse than venting on the overall trajectory
control problem.

Although the Apollo 13 IM LID is supposed to have been fixed to compensate
for the effects of IM bloating, we concluded that it is still desirable to
check it in flight as was done on Apollo 12. A change had been made in the
IM's computer program to take into account misalignment of the LFD. We
established a rule that if the in-flight check shows that the LFD is off

by more than 10, in either pitch or yaw, the ground will update the param- }
eters in the erasable memory. MIT was requested to inform the MCC Guidance §
Officer exactly how this is to be done. \

We discussed establishing an alternate flight plan to be used in the event
1M/CSM separation is delayed for some reason, but finally concluded that it
could best be worked out in real time. It seems, as a rule of thumb, that
delays in separation of up to 1O minutes could be tolerated fairly well -
beyond that would probably require delay of the descent for an extra rev.

Descent aborts are a little different than on Apollo 12 because the earlier
undocking changes the CSM/IM separation distance substantially. Actually,
the situation is better. During the first 5 mimutes and 40 seconds of
descent a 2-rev rendezvous is required; after that it changes to 1 rev through
T1. T, is 2-rev and occurs at about 20 minutes and 45 seconds after PDI.
(This compares favorably to Apollos 11 and 12 when we had a l-rev rendezvous
through 10 mimites, then 2 revs through Ty and 3 revs for Tp!)

Agide from some rumbles about knocking 2 hours out of the rendezvous,
Apollo 13 techniques seem pretty firm. Although I'm sure there'll be the
typical diddling til the f£light, we probably won't get together again.

<=Llyuaa‘aisz:T:iiizgz;uj(b.
rd W. Tindall, Jr.
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See list attached , DATE: December 18, 1969

69-PA-T-148A
PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

IM IMJ drift checks prior to descent for Apollo 13 and up

We are making some fairly substantial changes to the way we are align-

ing and checking the drift of the IM IMU before descent on the Apollo 13
migssion. dJust for the record I would like to document what it is we are
doing and why.

Two things have happened as we progressed from Apollo 12 to 13 which have
made it necessary to change the techniques. Probably the most signifidant
is performing the DOI maneuver with the CSM. This in turn presented a
problem with regard to landmark tracking by the CSM since we aren't sure
it can be done in the 60 x 8 n. mi. pre-descent orbit. So, in order to

.assure getting the landmark tracking, we declded to recircularize the CSM

orbit to the 60-mile altitude. And to get the tracking done in time to
use the data, we are forced to undock from the LM 1 rev earlier than we
did on Apollo 12. Undocking earlier means that less time is spent while
docked during the IM activation and checkout which precludes our meking
an accurate docked alignment of the IM platform. (We have neither suffi-
cient time nor the necessary attitude changes in the new timeline.)} On
the other hand, undocking early gives us an extra rev of IM free flight
which allows carrying out two AOT {P52) alignments during each of the
last two darkness passes before FLI.

The other significant thing that made it necessary to change the techniques
is the fact that we are landing on a rough area on the moon in which the
acceptable touchdown conditions are constrained to a very small area. For
planning purposes it is defined as a circle with 1 kilometer radius. The
point is, whereas on previous missions we could miss the targeted-landing
point by many miles and still land and achieve the primary mission objective,
on this flight we cannot even land safely very far from our 1 kilcmeter
cirecle. This obviously imposes a demand for superior performance from the
PGNCS than was needed on previous flights. In particular, we must make
sure misalignment of the platform at PDI about the vertical (x) axis is
about an order of magnitude smaller than was acceptable on Apollos 11 and
12. On those missions the maximum acceptable x misalignment was based on
protecting against continuing with a broken system. Specifically, we were
able to tolerate a platform drifting at a rate up to 1.5 ©/hr. The fact
that this would cause a very large miss in landing point location was not
sufficient justification to delay or scrub out the landing. DNow we are

Sy A
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not willing to go on if the guidance system is going to miss our little
circle. An analysis shows that a misalignment in excess of 0.19° at PDI
is all we can tolerate. By moving our last platform alignment as late as
possible before PDI, we can pinpoint our largest acceptable drift rate.
Assuming the latest we can do the P52 is 1 hour and 20 minutes before PDI,
the maximum allowable drift rate turns out to be .145 °/hr. (that is about
a 4.4 sigma system).

Qur number one problem comes about when determining first of all if the
system is working better than that, or not. Becondly, if it isn't, how

deo we get the new compensation to the spacecraft? After a good bit of

head scratching, the consensus is that our best determination of drift

rate (not absolute inertial alignment) can be made using the CSM platform
as a reference while the IM is still docked. If you can assume there is

no slipping or bending between the two spacecrafit while docked, the MCC

is able to detect drift rates in excess of .04 O/hr. dependably. We feel
this is at least as good as two P52's spaced 1 rev apart. In fact, it's
probably better. So we plan on using the crew's readout (N20) of IM and
CSM gimbal angles while docked to make the determination of whether or not
the IM IMU is working well enough to support a landing. Furthermore, if we
find the drift in excessive, we intend to use that same data to determine
new values of drift compensation which will be uplinked tc the IM after
undocking, but before the first AQOT alignment. This procedure should not
only be the most accurate way to do it, but also avoids another problem.
Namely, there is no straightforward way of using the data obtained from

the two AOT allgnments the last of which occurs in back of the moon 1 hour
before FDI, and uplinking the new compensation values, if that turned out
to be necessary, without delaying the landing 1 rev. Of course we have every
intention of rechecking the system for acceptable performance based on the
undocked AQT alignments but the procedure outlined above should preclude
finding it unacceptable at a time when it is difficult to do anything about
it.

We are not changing our criteria used to establish acceptable drift and
misalignment about the other two axes, y and z. As before the y limit was
chosen to provide a safe descent abort capability since piteh misalignment
does not significantly affect landing-point accuracy as long as the land-

ing radar data comes in. The z-axis limit is still based on making sure

the system is not broken since we can stand massive misalignments around

the braking thrust axis. (Note: IMU z is approximately along the IM x-axis.)

Howard W. Tlndall Jr. 6\
Enclosure
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FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT: Can we cut 2 hours out of the Apollo rendezvous?

As you no doubt are aware, there is a movement afoot to shorten the
Apollo rendezvous by 2 hours. This would be done by eliminating the

ST and CDH maneuvers and executing TPI about % hour after insertion.
The reason this is being considered is to reduce the crew's workday
which currently is really pretty bad. Of course the thing we would
have to accept is a reduced capebility to tolerate dispersed conditions.
In any case, at the urging of members from several of the upcoming
crews, Ed Lineberry and his people have been working on a new trajectory
end timeline. We would like to get together on January 14 to go over
this business and decide what to do next. I am sure it is too late to
consider a change of this magnitude for Apollo 13, but I don't believe
it is too late for Apollo 1L unless the new plan has some major drawbacks.
If you're interested, call me in & week or so for time and place.

S

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

Addressees:

AC/C. C. Kraft, Jr. FM/J. P. Mayer

PA/J. A. McDivitt FM4/J. C. McPherson
FA/S. A. Sjoberg ™5/R. E. Ernull

CB/T. P. Stafford FM6/E. C. Lineberry
CB/D. R. Scott FM6/R. Regelbrugge
CB/A. B. Shepard FS5/J. C. Stokes

CB/E. A. Cernan FS5/L. Dungan -

CB/E. D. Mitchell NASA HQS./XS/R. Sherrod
CF2L/P. Kramer MIT/M. Johnston, IL

CF24 /M. C. Contelle
CF34/T. W. Holloway
EG7/C. T. Rackler
FC/E. F. Kranz
FC/C. Charlesworth
¥C/G. S. Lunney
¥Cch/J. E. Hannigan
FC5/J. C. Bostick
FC5/P. C. Shaffer

£
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER
HousToNn, TExas 77058

IN REPLY REFER TO: TO=-PA-T-2A January 5, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached
FROM . PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT . A small change in CSM DOI confirmation procedures

We ran into a little snag on confirming the CSM DOI maneuver which has
forced us to change the mission technique a little bit and I think you
should know about it.

The CSM DOI burn brings perigee to about 8-miles altitude and 1t only
takes an overspeed of 10 fps to cause an impact. Accordingly, we mst
have absolute confidence that such an overspeed has not oceurred. On

the other hand, we strongly desire to give the G&N every chance to do

its job since it almost certainly will do it right. For this reason

we have retained the simple crew technique for protecting against a mal-
functioning G&N by manually shutting down the engine if the predicted
burn time is exceeded by 1 second, and we are not including the EMS in

the logic. If at the conclusion of the maneuver the EMS confirms that

the G&N did right, we should have confidence that everything is okay simce
that has got to be more than just coincidence. Our only problem occurs

if both the G&N and EMS appear 1o be operating properly, but the EMS
indicates an overspeed. Then something must be done to determine which
of the two systems is correct. If the G&N proves to be correct, we should
press on with the mission. If the EMS is right, an emergency maneuver must
"be executed within % hour to get out of there and, since the G&N must be
broken, the landing will probably have to be abandoned. Originally we
intended to solve this dilemma in the unlikely event it occurred by having
the crew note the time of earth rise. It was originally felt that this
observation would provide the crew an absolutely dependable, simple
onboard technique for making this critical decision. We have since found
that that is not so dependable and have chosen to use an alternate pro-
cedure. RNamely, we have been unable to find dependable onboard techniques
and have decided to depend on the MSFN tracking and MCC processing to
determine which of the sources is correct if the G&N and EMS disagree with
each otter. This can be done dependably to inform the crew in time for
them to execute the bail-out maneuver. This procedure has been agreed to
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over the phone by key flight controllers snd the Prime Apollo 13 crew, and
it will be used during the similations starting this week. Work on earth-

rise procedures is being terminated.
(S

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER
HousTon, Texas 77058

IN REPLY REFER TO: TO-PA-T-1A -Jamary 7, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: ©See list attached
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Dzta Priority Coordination
SUBJECT .  Important LM computer program change for Apollo 13 descent

There were some things about the terminal descent on the last mission
that kind of spooked a lot of people. One of the things suggested as

a result of this was to add a capability to the IM guidance and control
system which would assist the crew during the last 10C feet or so of the
descent. - Specifically, fix the PGNCS so that it will provide an auto-
matic nulling of the horizontal velocity while the crew controls the
descent rate with the ROD switch. This memo is to inform you that we

are adding this capability to the system for the next flight - Apollo 13 -
and to describe briefly just what it is we are doing.

A modification is being made to P66 which will eliminate P65 o, if you
like, replace it with a similar but superior capability. We are retaining
the current P66 mode of operation exactly but are adding the following
feature to it. If the crew switches from "Attitude Hold" to "fugte" the
PGNCS will null horizontal velocity to zero - both fore/aft and lateral.
It does this, of course, just as the crew would in the manual mode by
controlling the spacecraft attitude. There is no restriction for switch-
ing back and forth between 'Attitude Hold" and "Auto" in P66 as often as
the crew desires. ‘

It is anticipated that the crew would fly the descent to an altitude of
about 100 feet exactly as has been done on both previous missions - that
is, they will exit P64 and go into P66 {Att. Hold) ani manually control
rate of descent and attitude to place the spacecraft over the desired
touchdown point with small horizontal velocity remaining (say about 3 fps
and certainly not more than 10 fps). At this point they can switch to
Auto which would-cause the PGNCS to take over attitude control to get and
maintain the horizontal velocity as near zero as it is able, leaving the
crew free to monitor their systems, watch out the windows, control the
rate of descent, etc. MT also fixed the system so that the attitude
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errors are always displayed on the FDATI "error" needles in P66 so the crew
will know what the PGNCS plans to do when they enable it.

Since there is no programmed constraint keeping the .crew from switching
to Auto when the horizontal velocities are gquite large, spacecraft atti-
tude limits have been programmed to insure that the IM does not suddenly
pitch or yaw to an extreme attitude in an attempt to kill off these velo-
cities, if the crew were to select Auto under those conditions. This
limit is in erasable memory and is currently set at 200,

Y -
An associated feature we are implement ng is the inhibiting of the landing
radar data at about the same Qoinﬂ in order to insure that spurious velo-
city data does not cause undesirable attitude or translational transients.

Since there is no apparent reason P65 would ever be preferred to the new
Auto P66, the PGNCS logic is being fixed so that if the P&: target condi-
tions are met prior to the crew taking over in P66, the automatic program
switching from PE4 will be to P66 Auto rather than PGS. Thus, with this
change and the one previously implemented so that the PGNCS ignores the
throttle mode switch position, we have essentially eliminated both P65
and P67, and have remaining two modes of operation in P66. Most experts
involved seem to feel that if we had been clairvoyant the programs would
have been implemented this way in the first Place. :

One final word, this program change was not seriously considered until
December 12 at which time a group of us got together here and pinned

down specific functional requirements which we then discussed over the
phone with MIT's Russ Larson and Allan Klumpp. It was interesting to

note that they had also thought about this and had arrived at almost
exactly the same conclusions. At our reguest they set about implementing
this change in an orderly but expeditious way, resulting in an offline
assembly delivered to MSC at the break of dawn on December 23. Gene Cernan
and Pete Conrad exercised it in the LMS that day and proclaimed it to be
outstanding. Jim Lovell has also played with it at the Cape and is said

to have expressed his pleasure and burning desire for it. MIT, in the
meantime, has completed their detailed reverification of the program.

GAC's Clint Tillman has also exercised it on their similator and John Norton
has reviewed the actual coding and I am told declared it to be a work of
art. TIn other words, although we are messing with absolutely the most
critical part of the most critical phase of the mission, we are confident
that the change has been made correctly and are releasing the tape to
Raytheon to meske the new Module 5 rope to be delivered to KSC before CDDT.

Although I'm certain there are others, T personally know that a large dose
of special eredit should go to Allan Klumpp and Tom Price for getting this

Jjob done so well and so quickly!
IS
- - ~
GLL«SLL«_)‘\{ A

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Mission Planning and Analysis Division
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER
HousTon, TExas 77058

IN REPLY REFER TO: TO-FM-T-k Japuary 13, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached
"FROM : ™M/Deputy Chief

SUBJECT : AAP Rendezvous Mission Techniques

In order to help solidify requirements for the AAP CSM computer program
we sre having a Mission Techniques type meeting on Tuesday, Jaouary 27
at 9 a.m., in Room 378 of Building 4. The specific subject to be dis-
cussed is the rendezvous phase of the AAP mission. The thing we are
particularly anxious to pin down is the type of maneuver sequence we

feel should be utilized, since that will define onboard programs required.
It will also probebly help clarify other aspects of mission planning such
as crew procedures and onboard charts, trajectory and attitude profiles
and even some. hardware requirements such as the flashing beacon and VHF
specification. A basic assumption, which I believe has been accepted
without argument, is that a completely onboard capability for performing
the rendezvous should be implemented since the ground support may be
marginal. In fact, as a spin-off from this meeting, just how well the
ground should be able to help with the rendezvous may become better
understood.

This is a working session and attendance should be limited to people
directly concerned with this subject.

(hn \

Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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Mission Planning and Analyéis Division
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER

HousTon, Texas 77058

IN REPLY REFER TQ: TO-FM-T-5 _ January 13, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached

FROM : FM/Chairman, Apollo Spacecraft Software
Configuration Control Board

SUBJECT : AAP CSM Computer Program Requirements meeting

|
I thought it might be fun to have an overall AAP CSM Computer Program
Requirements meeting so we've scheduled one on Wednesday, January 28,
1970 at 9 a.m. in Room 966 of Building 2. At this time we would like
to reach agreement upon a list of deletions which can be made to a
particular mainline Apollo Colossus program established as the base-
line. We would then like to identify all additions and/or modifica-
tions required to support AAP. This definitien should be in the form
of functional .requirements although it should be advantageous to carry
their definition to a fairly fine degree of detail when possible to
do so. We are also anxious to understand just what these programs are
going to be used for.

Based on the results of this meeting, the Flight Support Division of
FOD will generate the formal requirements documentation to be forwarded

to MIT for implementation and the program will be placed under config-
uration control as soon as possible - over two years before the flight!

wd
CldugglA.A) Ua
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER
HousTon, TExas 77058

\N REPLY REFER To: TO-PA-T-8A January 20, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached
FROM : PA/Chief, Apollo Data Priority Coordination

SUBJECT : The Apollo rendezvous can be shortened by 2 hours

As you no doubt are aware, there is a movement afoot to shorten the
Apollo rendezvous by 2 hours. This would be done by eliminating the
cSI and CDH maneuvers and executing TFI about % hour efter insertion.

I thought the reason this was being considered was to reduce the crew’s
workday, which has been pretty long. Apparently it is also to permit
more EVA time on the luner surface. In any case, a gang of us got
together January 1k to talk it over. We were interested in hearing
about what work has gone on, what the feasibility of doing this is,

and to decide where to go from there. This memo is to briefly describe
the technique (Ed Lineberry's people are documenting this in detail
and if you are interested you should call him) and to let you know

that it does appear feasible. I will also note what has to be done

now - the first thing being, to obtain MSC management spproval to go

on with it.

Following is a brief description of what the technique is:

a. Both the CSM and IM platform are aligned prior to LM lift-off.
They are not ordinarily realigned during the rendezvous.

b. The CSM orbital should be 60 n. mi. circular as before. The IM

ipsertion orbit will be 10 x 48 n. mi., instead of 10 x L4s n. mi. This

small change will cause the post-TFL trajectory to be virtually identical
to that utilized in the past.

c. Lift-off. will be timed to provide the proper relative position
of the IM to the CSM at the time of TFI execution which will occur
38 minutes after insertion. Thus, lift-off would be about 24 minutes
esrlier than on previous missions.

d. TIt should be possible to obtain at least 25 marks by each
spacecraft for their rendezvous navigation. Since we intend to always
use the time option of the TPI targeting program, it should be possible
to continue navigetion significantly later than in the past. It can't
slip early on us.
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€. The TPI maneuver is significantly different than before. It is -
about 85 fps and rather than along the line-of-sight, it is almost
perpendicular to it (i.e., pitched down about Ls0), Also, in order to
provide an in-plane braking, the TPI meneuver will be made to force a
node 90° later, that is, at the second midcourse maneuver.

f. We concluded that, since the LM TPI maneuver is RCS, the proba-
bility of an unexpected IM inability to execute the maneuver i1s almost
zero. Accordingly there should be no requirement for the CSM to prepare
to execute a mirror image TPT maneuver. Of course, if g IM failure has
occurred which would preclude its performing TPI, the CSM would do it.
It was noted that, since a CSM TFI would result in a very low orbit, it
mist alsoc be active for braking.

Although we probed all related areas, we could find very little adverse
impact by going to this plan. Certainly we have not changed the descent
aborts and their associated remdezvous techniques - that is, one and two
rev plans, including the CSI and CDH would still be utilized exactly as
before and, of course, the crew and ground control must be trained and
prepared to do them. This plan essentially consists of eliminating part
of that standard rendezvous and, therefore crew training is unaffected.
One area that FCSD will probably look into is the provision of TPT chart:
for the crew to backup the PGNCS and AGS. If these are required, they
must be substantially different from the current ones.

The only other open area deals with changes to the RTCC. Only two were
identified - the lift-off time computation and a program to determine

a2 trim maneuver after IM insertion into orbit. The former should be
extremely simple, if it is required at all. The need for the latter
will depend to some extent on the sensitivity of the rendezvous to small
errors in actual IM lift-off time and other insertion dispersions.

Ed Lineberry's people will continue their work in Pinning down this
sensitivity. The three involved FOD divisionswill then establish what-
ever new RTCC requirements are really needed. This should be done within
a week or so.

One pseudo-missiorn rule we agreed on was that this rendezvous approach
should only be used in the nominal case when all important systems and
trajectory conditions are as they should be. That is, if things like
the rendezvous radar, the tracking light, or any of the other systems
used for rendezvous -are known to be broken, or if we have targeting
problems, such as poor definition of the IM's position, or of the CSM
orbital elements we would, in real time, switch from this quick remdezvous
to the standard approach used on all previous flights. Of course, this
switchover must be made before liPt-off since after that time we will
have crested a phasing situation that pretty well commits us to go on
with the shortened plan.



In summary, a simple approach to shortening the Apollo rendezvous by

2 hours was agreed upon by just about everyone interested in this

subject. The impact seems guite limited and, to me, well worth paying

for the rather attractive bemefit. I would be surprised if we have
overlooked anything that would change this picture although, of course,

it is possible, I suppose. Accordingly, we will contimue working on

this approach - cleaning up the loose ends noted above gnd will approach
our leaders to see if it should be incorporated into the Apolio 1k mission.
Essentially what we are offering is an increased capability which can be
used either to extend the lunar surface work or to just shorten a long,

tough day.
%@mw A
Howard W. Tindell, Jr.
PA :BWT: js

NASA — MSC — Coml., Houston, Texas
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFI‘ CENTER
HousTon, Texas 77058

IN REPLY REFER TO: 70-FA-T-13 =~ o ' “February 12, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached

FROM '+ FA/Chairman, Apollo Spececraft Software
’ ' Configuration Control Board '

SUBJECT : Software for the AAP CSM spacecraft computer

The time appeared right to try to find out exactly what the program
requirements are for the CSM computer for AAP and we had meetings on
January 28 and 30 to’ do that. ‘As a result of these meetings, a number
of PCR's will be prepared and submitted to the Apollo Spacecraft Soft-
ware Configuration Control Board (SCB) meeting to be held early in
March. At that time we w1ll approve or disapprove these changes and
the program will be essentlally under configuration control. One thing
that seems clear from our discussions is that program changes required
for AAP are very few in number and except for the docked d1g1tal auto-
pilot, seem to be guite 81mple ThlS is no surprise, of course, but it
is nlce to conflrm it.

Before getting into the detail of these meetings themselves, I would
like to state a couple of ground rules which we established associated
with the AAP computer program and how we intend to manage it. First

of all, we selected the Apollo 14 command module program as our base-
line since it is the latest, completely defined program we have right
now. - It is our intention to approve automatically any PCR for AAP which
is approved for Apollo. In the case of program changes for Apollo which
are not desirable for AAP we will issue an AAP PCR at the -same time
_which deletes that particular capability. By this paper-work device we
will maintain a complete list of PCR's defining the AAP program changes
required for the current Apollo program to make it ready for AAP if we
were to break off a flight program from Apollo for AAP at that time.

In addition, "it will provide an up-to-date definition of the capabilities
of the AAP CSM program we plan to implement.

To get this list off with a big bang, we went through the entire Apollo 1k
program and identified all those programs, routines, and extended verbs
which we felt should be deleted. This list, which will be covered offi-
cially by PCR's, accompanies this memo for your information. The criteria
used to decide just what should be dropped from the Apollo program for AAP
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was simple. If someone could not identify a firm requirement for a ;. )
particular capability, it was automatically deleted. It should be
pointed out that by deletion we mean that the capability will not be
available for use in flight. We are not insisting that every word of
code associated with that particular program needs to be torn from the
assembly, but we are asking that all references to these capabilities
be eliminated from all AAP program documentation such as the GSOP's,
Test Plans, User's Guides, Flow Charts, and so forth. Of course, the
thing we are trying to do is to minimize the work of the program devel-
opers. Obviously under ¢ertain circumstances it will be easier to leave
some of these capabilities in the program, including testing them. 1In
that case they should be retained. However, this w1ll be by exception
only and will require approval of the SCB. '

By far, the largest discussion dealt with the rendezvous and how it should
be performed. Basically the question was, should we use the standard
Apcllo techniques involving a CSI and CDH maneuver or, as some people
suggested, should we change to a more flexible sequence of maneuvers used
on occasion on Gemini, namely the NCC/NSR combination? The advantage of
the former is that it exists in the current program. The advantage of
the latter is that it provides a great deal more capability to maintain
a nominal terminal phase in the face of dispersion. Its advocates
expressed concern, that dispersion could be rather large on AAP due to
the limited tracking avalilable for targeting the early phasing-type
maneuvers. The eventual outcome of all this was that we decided to go
with the NCC/NSR sequence and this program will be changed accordingly.
It should be noted that this decision also impacts the mission planning;
that is, future reference trajectory documentation will reflect this
decision. In addition to agreeing to the change to NCC/NSR, which is
said to be rather trivial as far as the programming is concerned, we

also agreed to add a new targeting program for computatlon cf two earlier
phasing maneuvers.

There were only about 6 or 8 other program changes suggested specifically
for AAP and they are all pretty simple, like extending the VHF ranging

input capability beyond 327 n. mi. and improving the SPS short burn

logic to support the small rendezvous maneuvers. I might also point out
two rather substantial Apollo changes which AAP will automatically inherit.
They are the rendezvous improvements to simplify the crew's procedures and
the universal pointing program being added to P20. Special attention will

. be given this important one to assure that there are no unigue requirements
for AAP which have not been provided by this routine since it will probably
be used for attitude control of the docked configuration.

We also assigned some action items:
a. Make sure there is no specizl problem involved in aligning the

CSM IMU prior to launch from a Saturn I-B, rather than a Saturn V pad.
(Charley Parker, FCD).
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b. Verify the interface from the CMC to the Saturn IU is identical
to Saturn V to make sure our PLL program is all right. (Tom Lins, GCD)

c. Identify any coarsealignment program requirement we might have
for aligning the command module IMU while docked to the Cluster, using
the Cluster as an attitude reference.

d. Prepare a complete PCR identifying the functional requirements
for the docked DAP. This big job, of course, is the responsibility of
the GCD and Tom Lins will see that it gets done.

e. Jack Williams will get everyone concerned together to scrub
the telemetry downlist, identifying spares and additions, if any.

I think everyone at the meetings agreed that we are in pretty good
shape with respect to the definition of the AAP programs and should
have little trouble in preparing the program from the Apollo assembly
at the time we decide to do so. Although that won't probably occur
for at least another year, it is expected that some off-line assemblies
and documentation will be prepared by MIT as often as their effort on

Apollo mainline permits.
52 7\4 ;*‘sz

ward W. Tindall, Jr.

Enclosure

FA:HWT:Jjs
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DELETTCONS FOR AAP

DELETED PROGRAMS

P15
o2
2L
P32
P33
P37
P38
P39
P52

P65
P66

P72
P73
P74
P75
P76
PT7

P78 -

P79

Initiation of IU TB6

Orbital Navigation

Rate-aided opties for landmark tracking
Co-Elliptic Sequence Initiation (CSI)
Constant Delta Altitude (CDH)
Return-to-Earth (RTE)

Stable Orbit Rendezvous (SOR)

Stable Orbit Midcourse  (SOM)

IMU Realign (Option L4 only)*

Everything used exclusive for V» 27,000 fps can be deleted
from the Entry program such as Up Control and Ballistic

IM Co-Elliptic Sequence Initiation (CSI)

LM Constant Delta Altitude (CDH)
IM TPI Targeting

-IM TPM Targeting
"~ Target AV

IM TPT Search
IM SOR Targeting
IM SOM Targeting

DELETED ROUTINES

_ S-Band Antenna Acqulsltlon Angles
CMC/th Clock Sy'nchronxzatlon g

Op'E:Lcs Calibration - © b 7ot -

PTC/Orbltal Rate

. fme I B

et DEBETED EXTENDED VERBS. - .. .ol
v : 5 ; L th - Set Surface:hr:lag ) ﬁ o n -
1*”3’ ""T ‘ vhs = = --Reset ASu.rfaceﬂ Flag - w :_
“ M :.\VSE e Marked ou Offset Landing Site o
CLanTenoon "“i?“--\v59 Please. Mark (.Optlcs Cal:.bratlon) E
vél Start “S-Band ‘Ant Calibration R
V68 CSM Stroke: Test.-On
;3\{9l+ Enable Cls]‘.unar Trackmg Recycle

*General - Delete ail lunar and cislunar capability such as numerical
integration and anything that requires use of the lunar ephemeris which

will not be provided.
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- NATIONAL-AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
MANNED SPACECRAFT CENTER
HoustON, TEXAS .- 77058 - - R

IN REPLY REFER TO: TO-FA-T-16 S o ~ February 19, 1970
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MEMORANDUM TO: See list attached

FROM : FA/Chairman, Apollo Spacecraft Software

Configggatign_Control Board
SUBJECT . "For whom does the bell toll?" ...
"Delta Guidance" ... :

"Oh n

A couple of years ago, before any of the lunar flights, GCD started
looking into improvements in the IM descent guidance and navigation
(G&N) computer programs to compensate for possible problems in rough
terrain, landing radar performance, descent targeting by the ground,
ete. Actually, they were quite successful; they conceived the so-
called delta guidance, prefilter, and terrain model package which sub-
stantially increases the LFD capability at a very reasonable descent
propellant cost. Since then we have performed two lunar landings,
ineluding the pin-point Apollc 12, which have pretty well eliminated
the original need which the modifications were to satisfy.

But, delta guidance does provide a chance to make a big Av saving in
the earlier braking phase of descent by compensating for the inability
of the descent engine to throttle near the max-thrust setting. So the
decision had to be made - is the Av saving (i.e., 90 fps which is
equivalent to 300 "lbs pdyload to the moon's surface, or to 20 seconds
of hover time) valusble:eénough-to extensively revise the LM G&N program
and to modulate the descent engine through the non-throtteable zone up
to 10 times? P e e e

An additional data point to be considered before meking that decision is
the fact that about one-half of that -Av-savings can be’obtained in other
ways. One way is to change the targeting, which has no effect on the
on-board guidance or procedures at ail; but is not so-conservative about -
protecting against simultaneous DES .valve failures and.a low performing
DPS engine. A second approach is.to develop a procedure for throttling
the DPS engine down only once during the braking phase for a period to

be determined at the start of descent :based:on either on-board or ground-:

computed estimates of actual DF§ performance.

The decision is - do not implement. delta. guidance (tearing up the ILGC
program is not worth the 4o or 30 fps.extra that it would provide); do
_implement one or a combination of both of the alternates noted above.
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Some small program and display changes may be implemented to provide an
on-board capability - either auto or manual - to throttle the DPS.

Incidentally, there is one survivor from this delta guidance program
change "package". There appears to be unanimous agreement that we should
add the terrain model of the specific landing site we're going to in
place of the present "billiard ball" moon. This will eliminate some
objectionable pitch excursions and will make the LPD work better.

N
Howard W. Tindall, Jr.

FA:HWT: js

NASA — MSBC
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