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I INTRODUCTION

.. The spacecraft designer faces a numbcr of significant challenges that are unique to his
field. The spacecraft designer must account for environmental rigors that are either unknown
or insignificant at the earth's surface. In addition to creating a component or system to
perform a specific function, the spacecraft designer must ensure that it will operate properly
in the hostile space environment. The system must be thoroughly checked out to verify that
it will survive and operate successfully in space -- that the many possible interactiona
between the spacecraft and its environment are each either suppressed or made benign..

To perform this process of design verification, the orbit in which the system or
component must be characterized. This characterization may require the utilization of many
models and analyses, and generally consists of a tedious, complex series of iterations. In
many cases, the designer makes strong assumptions about a particular interaction or set of
interactions because an adequate model may not be available. Such assumptions may lead to
failure of the component. If a wrong assumption is discovered after being built into the
design, it can necessitate expensive redesign and rework.

Even when the designer does have the necessary models and analytical tools available,
they are generally disjointed and require the running of one model or analysis whose output
feeds into another. Subsequently, when the designer has run the necessary analysis or set of
analyses, the results must be fed back into the design process, and the system modified or
further developed to account for deleterious effects that have been discovered. The designer
must reiterate the analysis to verify the modified design. This process is very time-
consuming and inefficient, as well as error prone.

Or,- solution to this problem is to develop integrating CAE tools. Ideally, these
should provide a convenient and efficient means for the designer to investigate the various
regimes of environmental interactions to which the system will be subjected, and also tie
directly into the engineering design tools. Very little work has been done in this area.
ESABASE is one example of a system which brings together environmental analysis and
engineering design CAE tools. Another example is the EPSAT system developed by S-
CUBED for NASA. EPSAT combines a large number of computer models within a single
user interface, and the final EPSAT tool will be used to perform engineering tradeoff studies
of spacecraft power systems and their interactions with space environments.

The special considerations of the spacecraft designer may be categorized as
mechanical, thermal, electric, electromagnetic, and chemical. These areas must be
considered in terms of for functionality within the system and in terms of deleterious as well
as benign and constructive interactions with the surrounding environment. Some of the
different relevant irteractions are discussed in Appendix A.

When designing gristlv vpnce ,ctrvt.,ns, ;t is .... it h t,- A, h a,, e.a

and accessniie tools to ensure that the spacecraft design will perform in the orbital
environment and will have the required orbital lifetime. Additionally, the design must be
cost-effective, both in terms of the actual delivered spacecraft system and in terms of the
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investment of time, money, and talent in the design and analysis process itself. The need for
integrated design tools and systems that will facilitate the spacecraft design process is the
principal driver for this CAE Tool Assessment/Development investigation.

The project was divided into two phases. The first phase was to design and execute a
survey to dztermine the types of CAE tolls in use, the computing environments in which they
are used, and what types of CAE tool developments are needed. The second phase was to
investigate ESABASE, and to evaluate it as a possible prototype for a future integrated CAE
tool system to be developed. The project was conducted from September 1989 through
September, 1990, and this final report is a summary of the results of the activity.

• F'or

('I
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2 APPROACH

2.1 CAE SURVEY

The objectives of this phase of the project were to identify the CAE tools in use by
spacecraft designers and analysts, how they are being used in the spacecraft design and
analysis process, what sort of computing environment the :ools are heing used, and what type
of future developments are considered most desirable. These objectives were met by the
design and execution of a survey of experts in spacecraft design and analysis, and discussion
of the technology with experts.

2.1. 1 The Expert List - Survey Recipients

A list of 175 experts in the area of spacecraft design and analysis was assembled.
These experts included those involved both in the use and design of the tools used by the
spacecraft designer and analyst, and covered universities, government and industry. It was
believed that these experts would provide a broad base of the latest information on the use of
CAE tools in spacecraft design and analysis. The expert list is included as Appendix C.

The main device for obtaining * fformation from the experts was a survey
questionnaire. The questionnaire is briefly described in the next section.

2.1.2 The Survey Questionnaire

The survey questionnaire (included as Appendix B) contained eight main sections.
These eight sections are identified in the following sub-paragraphs.

2.1.2.1 Section I - Personal Information

This section solicited information on the address and employer, as well as the job
function of the respondent. This section was identified as "optional," to allow the person to
respond anonymously if desired.

2.1.2.2 Section 1 - Position on Addressing Environment Factors Early in the Design Phase

This section asked for the respondents position on the importance of addressing
environmental factors early in the satellite design phase. The response to this section was
considered to be important in determining the perceived utility of integrated CAE tools in the
spacecraft design and analysis field.
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2.1.2.2 Section III - Factors in Choosing a CAE Tool

This section sought to determine the ranking of the various factor used to choose a
CAE tool or analysis program. The factors treated included: price, product support,
application assistance, computer platform, capability, and documentation.

2.1.2.4 Section IV - CAE Tools/System Analysis Programs

This section investigated the various CAE tools and analysis programs actually in use.
Both commercial and in-house-developed programs were addressed. In addition to the
identification of tools in use, information about the interface and input/output characteristics
was sought.

2.1.2.5 Section V - Commercial CAD/CAM Softvare

This section sought to determine which CAD/CAM tools are in use at the facilities of
the respondents. This information is important in evaluating the utility and adequacy of the
interfaces between the various programs in use and in identifying possible future interface
development.

2.1.2.6 Section V!- Tools Aware of, but Not Used

This section sought to identify those tools and programs that the respondents are not
currently taking advantage of, and to determine the reasons for this. This section solicited an
"essay" response, to allow the respondent to explain the reason for a particular tool or
program's not being used.

2. 1.2.7 Section VII - Computing Enviroti,, it

This section was to determine the type of facilities available to the respondent in
performing the spacecraft design and analysis functions. This information is important
because in many cases, the sophistication of the tools that can be used are limited by the
computing resources of the user, and this must be considered in identifying future CAE
developments.

2.1.2.8 Section VIII - Future CAE Tool Development

This section solicited the respondent's opinion on what type of developments should
be pursued. This information is important because any developments must be perceived to
be useful by the user community to be credible and to be used by them.
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2.2 ESABASE CRITIQUE

The objective of this phase of the project was to investigate ESABASE as a prototype for
future integrated CAE tool system development. The investigation included familiari-.iation
with ESABASE from the user standpoint, visits to ESTEC where the ESAbase is maintained
and to MATRA/ESPACE where ESABASE is used by an industry design/analysis group,
study of the manuals and documentation for ESABASE, and running of test cases on
ESABASE. The criteria used to evaluate ESABASE during this investigation are included as
Appendix D.
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3 SURVEY RESULTS

The survey was sent to the 175 people identified as experts in Appendix C. 52
responses were received. The details of the responses are given in the following sub-
paragraphs

3.1 SECTION I - PERSONAT, INFORMATION

The distribution of professional backgrounds of the respondents is shown in Figure 1.
41.5% of the responses were from persons directiy involved in design and development, and
30.2% were from those in research and development. The iemaining responses were
roughly uniformly distributed among project management, quality and test, systems and
software, and "other."

3.2 SECTION 1I - POSITION ON ADDRESSING ENVIRONMENT FACTORS
EARLY IN THE DESIGN PHASE

The distribution of responses to the question "How do you feel about addressing
environmental factors early in satellite design?" is shown in Figure 2. 66.7% of the
respondents indicated that it must be done. An additional 28.9% indicated that it should be
done. Thus, two-thirds of the sample community say that it is absolutely nLcessary to
address the environmental qucstions early in the design phase. and only 4.4% feel it is not
mandatory.

3.3 SECTION III - FACTORS IN CHOOSING A CAE TOOL

Figures 3 through 9 detail the responses to the inquiry concerning the importance of
price, product support, application assistance, computer platform, product capability, and
documentation, respectively in choosing a CAE tool or system analysis program.

Figure 3 summarizes the responses for all six criteria. The interesting observation
from this collective distribution is that with the exception of product capability, none of the
factors is considered superordinately critical. While the critical importance of product
capability is expected, it is surprising that such factors as price are not considered critical.

Figure 4 shows the response distribution for price. Almost 20% of the respondents
gave price a minimum importance, while only about 5% gave it a highest rating. The
maximum response was for a rating of 4 out of 6 on the importance scale from over 25% of
the respondents.

Figure 5 shows the response distribution for product support. Product support is
considered important by the -espondents, with a strong peak in the responses at 5 out of 6
importance rating.
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Figure 6 shows the importance of application assistance to the respondents. Clearly,
it is considered an important factor, but not a critica: one, with the maximum respense at 4
out 6 importance rating.

Figure 7 indicates that the conpute, platform that the package requires is an
important factor, with the maximum response at 5 out of 6 importance rating.

Figure 8 shows the expected result that the package capability is the most important
factor in the view of the sample community. This result is not surprising as he main
criterion for judging any tool is generally "What can it do?"

As shown in Figure 9, documentaticn is considered an important factor in choosing a
CAE tool, with a maximum response of 5 out of 6 importance rating.

3.4 SECTION IV - CAE TOOLS/SYSTAM ANALYSIS PROGRAMS

Figures 10 and 11 show the response distribution with respect to the CAE tools
actually used by the sample community. Figure 10 addresses commercial packages.
Interestingly, the least utilized packages are in debris impingement and surface chemistry,
two areas th.t are still often relatively neglected in spacecraft design and analysis.
Additionally, these areas are those in which the models available are the Icast-well
developed, so that the development of a successful cormmrcial package is more difficult than
in the other areas. Figure 11 shows that a significant number of packages used in spacecraft
design and analysis are developed in-house, even in those areas such as mechanical and
thermal, in which many recognized analysis packages are available.

Figures 12 through 18 detail the features of the commercial CAE packages in use by
the sample community. Concerning the dimensionality of the models used with the
packages, three dimensional models are significantly available only for thermal, spacecraft
charging, and mechanical packages; while time-dependence is dominant in thermal, EMC,
spacecraft charging, and "other" ap lAications. Standard CAD/CAM input to the packages is
broadly spread among the commercral packages, with the exception of surface chemistry (for
which there was only one response, dictating a 0% or 100% characterization) and debris
impingement, which showed zero standard input. Graphic output (Figuie 1-4) is significantly
available across the board, supporting the generality tat "one picture is worth a thousand
words" for spacecraft design'analysis. With the exception of debris impingement all the
areas show capability for input to standard post-processing packages (Figure 15). Figure 1,
shows the extent that the commercial CAE packages are used in the design/analysis process.
(note that the 100% usage in surface chemistry is due to one respondent.) Otherwise, the
response is as expected, with a high pcrcentage of "always" responses in the mechanical,
EMC, radiation dosage, and thermal areas: which are historically the most emphasized areas
in spacecraft design. In debris impingement and spacecraft charging, the ten Jency is to be
used "often' or "when required." Figure 17 encouragingly shows that the L%.,nmercial
packages are used throughout the spacecraft design/analysis process, with significant
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application in the conceptual and preliminary design phases. The one respondent iii surface
chemistry uses the analysis tool in the conceptual phase. Figure 18 shows the training
considered as required of ruse of the corimercial packages. As expected, the respondents
indicated that a!l the packages couid l- - d by a B.A. Surprisingly, a significant fraction of
the respondents considered training a, ': ?h.D. level to be need for the mechanical,
radiation dosage, debris impingement, spacecraft charging, EMC, and therma applications.

Figures 19 through 25 detail the features of the in-house CAE I :kages reported.
Concerning the sophistication of the models used with the packages, 3-aimensionality and
time-dependence is a significant factor in all the package areas. Standard CAD/CAM input
(Figure 20) is signiflicantly available with the exception of debris impingement and surface
chemistr) As expectzd graphic output (Figure 21) is significantly available in all the areas
design/analysis. Input to post-processing packages (Figure 22) is missing in surface
chemistry and EMC/EMI for the in-house packages. Figure 23 indicates that the in-nous
packages are used to a significant extent, ranging from "when required" to "always." The
in-house packages also are used throughout the design process (Figure 24), beginning with
the conceptual design phase. As with the commercial packages, the resp-,nses (Figure 25)
indicate that the in-house packages in all areas can be used with B.A.-level training, and
once aging the respondents indicated that Ph.D.-level was required significantly in the
mechanical, radiation dosage, debris impingement, sracecraft charging, EMC, and thermal
areas.

3.5 SECTION V - COMMERCIAL CAD/CAM SOFTWARE

Figures 26, 27, and 28 show the responses with respect to the CAD/CAM software
used by the sample commun, y. Figure 26, shows that as expecte-',, the bulk of the
CAD/CAM packages in use are mechanical design packages, since this was the first area in
.vhich such software was developed. However, the respondents also use CAD/CAM in
circuit design, printed circuit board design, and configuration control. Exchange of data with
other CAD/CAM packages is available in all the areas as shown in Figure 27. Figure 28
shows the responses with respect to the standard CAD/CAM output formats available. The
responses were sparse, and considered insignificant. Howvever, this demonstrates the fact
that the users are not interested in the technicalities of transfer formats, and emphasizes the
need for transparent interfaces.

3.6 SECTION VI - TOOLS AWARE OF, BUT NOT USED

The responses to this question are included in Appendix E.

3.7 SECTION VI - COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT

Figures 29 through 32 illustrate the responses about the cu;- nt computing
environment available to the respondents. Figure 29 shows that VA'K (35.6%) is the
dominant environment. Additionally, 35.6% of the respondents reported that they use
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"other" computing environments. Of these reported other environments, 47% were reported
as IBM PC's. 20.8% reported Apollo or Sun. and 7.9% use Crays. Figure 30 illustrates the
distribution of networks accessed by the sample community.41.1% report that they are on
VAX-based networks (SPAN and DECNET). Figure 31 shows that the operating systems
used are roughly evenly divided among VMS (29.6%), MS-DOS (30.9%0, and UNIX
(38.3%). Figure 32 shows that the graphics capability both of the hardware and system
software used by the sample community are rich in capabilities.

3.8 SECTION VIII - FUTURE CAE TOOL DEVELOPMENT

Figures 33 through 37 show the responses about what developments the respondents
consider valuable. Concerning the development of a CAD/CAM modeler combined with an
analysis tool, Figure 33 shows that 48.7% consider this very important, and 43.6% consider
it important. Concerning the development of a 386i or workstation-based back-of-the-
envelope spreadsheet type program,(Figure 34), 36.8% consider this very important, and
34.2% consider it important. 50.0% consider it very important to develop a user-friendly
screen-oriented front end tailored to specific analysis codes (Figure 35), and 37.5% consider
it important. 30.8% consider it very important to develop an integrated CAE tool in which
all the analyses can be performed (Figure 36), while 43.6% consider it important. As
shown in Figure 37, 44.2% of the respondents indicated that they would like to see an
integrated CAE tool package developed, and 34.6% said they would like to see concise
explanation of the science incorporated.
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4 ESABASE CRITIQUE

As part of the "Computer-Aided Engineering (CAE) Tool
Assessment/Development" contract, the ESABASE package was examined as an integration
framework for spacecraft/environment interaction analysis programs. The ESABASE
framework (or ESABASE) was developed by the European Space Research and Technology
Centre (ESTEC) (Noordwijk, The Netherlands) of the European Space Agency (ESA) and
Matra-ESpace (Toulouse, France). The ultimate goal of this critique is to learn information
which will be useful in designing a CAE tool to perform engineering level analysis of
spacecraft/environment interactions to ensure successful mission performance.

In order to maintain the required quality and software controls necessary for a
package such as ESABASE to be successful, access to the source code is restricted to the
package developers and maintainers. While ESABASE is not readily available for making
modifications and enhancements, it does provide some useful insights into the problems and
solutions of integrating analysis codes into a single framework. ESABASE also demonstrates
the benefits of a standardized analysis package.

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE STANDARD VERSION

One of the major goals of ESABASE is to provide a standardized spacecraft model
and a uniform set of interaction analysis codes to allow communication between the different
groups involved in ESA projects. Since all of the interacting groups use the same version of
ESABASE, spacecraft models are transportable between sites. Also, all analysis calculations
are performed using the same programs. Using a standard set of analysis codes is helpful,
because even if the codes are not the best available, everyone knows what calculations
design decisions are based on and they can reproduce them if desired. Continuing
development also benefits from standardization, since ESABASE provides a stable and tested
develGpnfclt environment for new utilities and analysis programs.

The purpose of the ESABASE framework is to integrate existing analysis programs,
not to rewrite or extensively modify any old codes. This approach forces the package to
allow for different object geometries for some of the analysis codes. Therefore several
parallel definitions of the same spacecraft are often necessary.

ESABASE consists of a framework, generally useful utilities and tools to used to
define the spacecraft, and a group of application programs used to analyze the spacecraft.
The framework includes the user interface (menus, forms, and editors tailored to help the
user define objects and set up the input files for the analysis programs), postprocessing
capability, a database manager (which translates and checks the ASCII version of the
spacecraft system file and can extract specific information from the database upon request),
and tools for orbit generation, pointing and articulation control, and environment (radiation,
atmospheric, and solar) definition. There are also visualization utilities which display the 3-D
spacecraft and results from analysis calculations.
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ESABASE defines spacecraft systems using a hierarchical object definition. A
database file contains a single system. Each system is composed of a number of subsystems
and/or objects. The objects are related in a parent-child manner. The relationship between
the components in a system (the configuration) can be manipulated. Additionally, each
object can be defined to have several states (for example, a tank could be empty or full). At
the lowest level of detail, attributes such as shape or material definition are assigned to
components of the system. At the higher levels, relational information is defined. Specific
properties of objects required for the different analysis applications are defined at the lowest
necessary level.

While the object definition is not totally general, the shapes recognized by the
database are more than sufficient to define most problems. Geometric objects are defined
several different ways due to the input expectations of the different analysis packages. The
standard spacecraft definition uses a solid model description. The thermal analysis requires a
surface boundary representation. Both definitions are maintained in parallel in the same
database file (a solid shape definition and a surface representation for each object), so it is
fairly convenient to define the models. The NASCAP building block object definition
required to perform surface charging analysis is kept outside of the main ESABASE
program.

The application packages currently available via ESA or other sources can analyze
mass and balance, thermal, radiation, surface charging, and EMC issues. There are also
applications available for studying the electrical harness configuration, plume effects, field
of view occultation, orbital perturbations due to environmental effects, atomic oxygen
effects, and attitude and orbit control.

There are a number of other packages which can communicate with ESABASE.
Postprocessing data from ESABASE can be done using most of the major CAD/CAM and
display programs. EUCLID is able to generate ESABASE input using a restricted menu/user
interface or by using the general solid definitions and only translating items which have an
ESABASE equivalent. This interface is maintained by EUCLID for ESA. CATIA is also
able to create ESABASE objects, but is not presently commercially available.

When ESABASE is run, a script file (a file containing operating system commands)
controls the execution of the different analysis and support programs. When an analysis
program finishes its task, control returns to the system command file. This is a handy way
to keep from having to link all of the framework and application programs together in one
huge program. Each executable reads commands from either the user interface or from its
standard input file. Because the package is not controlled by compiled coding, existing
programs to be can be joined together with few or no modifications once the program can
use the ESABASE database.
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The ESABASE coding is implemented in clearly written and consistently used
Fortran. The coding is well commented in English. The package was written originally for
a VAX/VMS environment, but the few system dependent parts of the code have been
rewritten to make porting the code to another machine fairly straightforward. The exception
to this is that the user interface relies on the VMS screen management utility. There are
plans to change to a more general screen handler, but this has not happened yet. On the
other hand, the coding can be modified to not use the screen handler and to treat all input
terminals as dumb ASCII terminals. This has allowed the functionality of ESABASE to
become available on UNIX based computers (which do not have the VMS screen manager)
without the full screen interface. The documentation available for ESABASE users is also
clear and thorough.

The ESABASE package is available upon request to ESTEC for no charge to ESA
members. There is one reduced installation of ESABASE in the USA at Goddard.
ESABASE is distributed in compiled form ( without source code, for quality control
reasons) along with the documentation. Applications which are not provided with
ESABASE, must be obtained from ESA or other sources. ESTEC performs all the
maintenance and support tasks for the software it distributes.

After twelve years of development and use, the experience of the ESABASE
developers and users has been positive. ESABASE is successfully used within the ESA
community. The unified package provides a common analysis language to pass models
between a diverse group of project participants. As people use it more, they are starting to
transfer information from group to group via ESABASE. In fact some ESA contracts require
maintenance of ESABASE models and databases. The use of common, standard
applications means that no matter how bad the models are, the community knows the
limitations of each of the analysis programs. The opposite situation is where each company
has its own set of proprietary analysis codes which are not usually well known or
understood by the rest of the community.

W'hen integrating different analysis codes, the main problem of transferring data
between the codes arises from the way the spacecraft model is represented inside each
particular code. Defining a unified model allows enhanced interplay between groups of
codes. It also offers a convenient way for analysis code designers to interact while creating
a package useful for the end users, the spacecraft designers.

New analysis applications are built with the package since it provides a ready made
development environment. Any analysis packages which are in some way deficient or
nonexistent are added by specific projects as required, but once they are added to the
ESABASE package they can be used again later. This is true both for tools developed for
in-house purposes and those developed expressly for inclusion into the standard package.

Future development directions for ESABASE include improvements in the user
interface, the analysis models, and the database. In order to allow access to a wider set of
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computers, there are plans to complete the port from VMS to UNIX by using a UNIX
oriented screen interface (probably curses or X l based). To help the user define spacecraft
and their attributes, a menu/form driven object definition tool may be developed.

Analysis applications improvements are where the bulk of the development will occur.
More applications will be integrated. The existing mode... will be improved or replaced with
faster models. These new codes will include the ability to perform dynamic calculations.
The practice of designing reusable software, such as the ray tracing tool, will encourage new
and faster methods to solve problems. There is also a trend to incorporate quick, order of
magnitude calculations in addition to the existing detailed 3-dimension computations
presently available. This allows the users to perform tradeoff studies to determine which of
the slower calculations are necessary. Some times a quick estimate is all that is really
required.

The database portion of the framework is also undergoing improvements. System-A
(MatBase), under development at Matra, will allow increased data interchange between
analysis modules. The present form of ESABASE integrates disparate codes by combining
them under a common user interface, unifying postprocessing tools, and providing some
common analysis functions (such as orbit generation and environment definition) to each of
the applications. Improvements in the database portion of framework are aimed towards
allowing different applications to interchange results. Integrated different analysis codes
supports an increasingly sophisticated level of spacecraft/environment interaction analysis.

4.2 ASSESSMENT OF ESABASE AS AN INTEGRATION FRAMEWORK

The major success of ESABASE is the creation of a standard for the interchange of
spacecraft design analysis information. By defining both the spacecraft definition and
accepted analysis applications, ESABASE enables communication between scientists
developing analysis codes, spacecrdft design engineers, and the sponsoring organizations.
The end result is more reliable and efficient spacecraft design. The integration framework
defined by ESABASE is the common language to be used for the communication.

ESABASE provides a well defined input language and a number of utilities for
postprocessing which are a benefit to the code integrator. An existing user interface package
is also available to developers who wish to add one to their programs. The system definition
language is powerful, but since definitions are written by hand by the user, getting the most
out of system description relies heavily upon the skill of the ESABASE user.

The ESABASE solution is an evolving one and there are some areas where
improvements are possible. Presently, not all applications can use the same spacecraft
descriptions. It would be helpful to be able to use existing CAD/CAM design tools, which
are designed to construct geometric objects, to generate suitable input for
spacecraft/environment interaction analysis. In many cases, a spacecraft definition may
already exist for another CAD package. The main problem is the level of detail from
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typical CAD programs is higher than is appropriate for analysis. Another common
integration problem arises when an existing application package is not able to use a general,
finite surface element definition of a spacecraft. This happens primarily with the analysis
codes which were developed independently and restricted geometries used.

Another area where the package is presently evolving is in the data exchange between
the analysis packages. The work on quick estimating tools at ESTEC and more intelligent
databases at MATRA are the first steps in this direction. Quick estimates of values will add
a new function for the user which expand the usefulness of ESABASE. Analysts will be able
to study interactions involving more effects. Rather than performing a calculation with
several modules in parallel, it will become feasible to study combined effects in complex
systems. The combination of the two improvements will enable the designer to determine
which sets of spacecraft/environments interactions are important for a particular system.
Using this information, the more detailed calculations can be performed as needed.

4.3 CONCLUSION

In its present state, ESABASE provides the integration framework necessary to put
together existing analysis codes without extensive modifications. The system definition files
are designed so the additional information which may be required by a new application can
be included without affecting the all of other applications. The integrator also has a number
of tools for designing a consistent user interface, graphics programs and so on. Even if the
new analysis program is unable to communicate with any of the other applications, it will
have a similar interface.

Future improvements, which impact integration issues, are primarily planned in
ESABASE database. As more of the older analysis codes are modified to couple more
tightly with framework, they will be able to interchange data with other analysis packages.
As ESABASE becomes more widely used for development, new applications will be able to
reuse the supporting framework code and focus on the analysis functions.

The adoption of ESABASE as an integration framework for USA applications may be
possible but it presents some logistical problems. First of all, an agreement with ESA
would be necessary to import the package. The present package is only distributed as
compiled code on VMS machines (though it will probably be available for other operating
systems before too long). In order to keep the level of quality control required to remain a
useful standard, it is difficult to obtain the source code for the framework software. While
this tactic prevents unauthorized changes, it also slows the implementation of
improvements. Additionally, it is not clear how much user and developer support would be
available from ESTEC in the USA (especially on the west coast because of the large time
difference).

Some valuable lessons can be learned from the ESABASE project. One is to define a
clear set of goals for the desired level of analysis code integration. Then apply the most



15

pragmatic solution which addresses the issue. Another lesson is that some of the main
benefits of an integration package are the definition of a common set standards for
spacecraft definition and analysis applications to be used by all groups. In order to serve as
a standard, though, u strong quality control assurance must be in place. If everyone is able
to make changes or modify the standard set of programs, the different versions of the
package will diverge and no longer be useful as a standard.

An implementation should provide a state of the art set of development tools to new
code designers. A new framework package should be oriented to integrating new
applications, while prov;Jing a simple way to integrate existing programs into the package as
easily as possible. Tr, get the best long term return from the integration project, the software
design should be focused on current and future improvements. Since the status and
capabilities of existing programs is well known (or at least knowable), building in the means
to bring in older codes is an easier task.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

Current CAE tools can benefit enormously from the rapid advances in computer
hardware and programming techniques. Larger and more complex calculations are possible
on today's faster computers. Use of technology advances in operating systems, graphics, and
program/user interfaces can decrease the amount of time needed to learn to use the programs
while increasing the complexity of the calculation. The falling costs of computing platforms
means greater availability of cheap, reliable computing power. It is expected that these
improvements will continue over time.

5.1 Areas Potentially Needing Improvement

The spacecraft designer approaches CAE tools in the same manner as any consumer
evaluates a cost or effort saving device. The CAE tool must help the engineer build a better
satellite by being available, inexpensive in terms of manpower or dollar cost, and by being
able to perform the tasks necessary to aid the user. The features of these issues are
addressed below.

5.1.1 Availability of CAE Tools

If a CAE tool exists, but cannot be delivered to the person interested in modeling
spacecraft/environment interactions, the resource has been wasted. One of the major
obstacles to availability is incompatibility with the hardware, operating system, or proprietary
software tools already in use by the engineer. In order to take advantage of the rapidly
changing computer world, CAE tools need to be easy to modify. A target computing
environment is necessary to develop and deliver a new or modified tool.

5.1.2 Cost of CAE Tools

The cost of a CAE tool is not just determined by the dollar amount paid to a private
company. The issues of training new users and the speed of the calculations also need to be
considered. A reduction in the costs to the spacecraft designers of acquiring and
incorporating the CAE tool into the design cycle will enhance the effectiveness of the CAE
tool.

The use of closed architecture, proprietary commercial software products or hardware
configurations prevents the user of a CAE tool from getting the best value for dollars spent.
Iocking in a particular vendor makes the customer vulnerable to unreasonable costs for
purchasing the necessary items. This can be avoided by the use of standardized or open
architecture equipment and software.

A reduction in the time required to learn a new CAE design tool also reduces the
labor hours cost of using the tool. Integration of codes into an existing framework saves the
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time needed to learn a different interface. Use of existing, standard CAD/CAM programs
eliminates the need to learn a new one.

5.1.3 Usefulness of CAE Tools

To serve its purpose as a CAE tool, the analysis codes within the CAE tool must be
reliable. The ability to transfer information from one analysis code to another via a well
defined framework increases the usefulness of the tool.

5.2 Ways to Enhance CAE Tools

Enhancements which will improve CAE tools can be divided into groups. General
improvements are those which increase the ease of use of the tools by providing consistent
interfaces and generalized utilities that can be used by a group of analysis and CAD/CAM
programs. Some more specific solutions can be suggested to aid the spacecraft engineer
during the different design phases.

5.2.1 General CAE Tool Enhancements

Improvements in the interface between the user and the design tool, integration of the
CAD/CAM program, analysis codes, and post-processing packages, and use of a framework
to coordinate the transfer of data between different modules can ease the burden of the design
engineer. A standardized screen interface can present uniform commands, such as access to
a Help utility or an Undo command, for all of the modules. Prompting the user with menus
and forms eliminates the need to remember cryptic keywords or a large set of parameters
which must be used in order to run an analysis code.

Another benefit of using a common user interface for all of the different modules is
the added convenience of using standard postprocessing tools. Many terminals permit both
text and simple graphics, typically emulating a Tektronix 4014. Plotting utilities can be
generated once, then used as a library by each of the analysis modules. If an improvement
in the graphics library becomes available, the interfaces for each of the modules using the
library automatically have access to the new features.

5.2.2 Engineering Tradeoff Study Tools

During the preliminary design phase, rapid assessment of interactions of a spacecraft
with a large numbers of envirormental factors needs to be assessed. A detailed description
of the spacecraft may not be available. Rather than perform separate calculations and analysis
for each interaction and attempting to piece together the results, a comprehensive tool can be
developed which ties the interactions into a cohesive computational tool. A tradeoff study
tool cannot replace the more thorough three-dimensional analysis tools for detailed
calculations, but it can assist the engineer during the preliminary design phase and target
extensive calculations that need to be performed during the critical design phase.
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An example of this type of design tool is the EPSAT project. EPSAT provides space
power system design engineers with the ability to assess the effects of a broad range of
environment interactions on space power systems. It utilizes quick, "back-of-the-envelope"
calculations to perform design tradeoff studies. Since EPSAT maintains all of the pertinent
data, as well as the methods used to create the data, it is able to act as a sophisticated
spreadsheet. If for example, an engineer is interested in the space charge limited currents to
an object but only knows ranges of plasma temperatures and densities, EPSAT allows the
engineer to set up a table of collected currents versus temperature or density. If the potential
on the object is then varied through a range of values by the engineer, EPSAT automatically
updates the table or plot of collected currents. If there was some concern with sheath
ionization effects, they can be included in the calculation by simply adding a new analysis
model. In this manner, new modules are added to existing modules to build on the previous
results.

5.2.3 Three-Dimension Analysis Codes

For design problems which require detailed, specific geometric information
three-dimensional calculations must be used. Typically, these problems arise during the later
portions of the design cycle, as the spacecraft details are finalized. Detailed design tools are
required for this stage of development.

For the analysis of the final design, presently available technology makes integrated
frameworks possible. Within a unified framework the analysis codes access the design
configuration database directly, using the most up to date spacecraft definition information.
The framework provides a unified database, common object definition tools, graphical
output, CAD/CAM translation utilities, simplified maintenance requirements, reduced
learning times, and hardware portability.

The general modules can be used by all of the analysis codes. Data exchange between
analysis codes becomes possible. And future analysis codes can focus on fewer physical
phenomena and use existing, tested and validated analysis models to provide the rest of the
data. The framework's modular structure makes it possible to update the package with new
or improved analysis codes, CAD/CAM programs, and utilities without impacting the entire
package.

5.2.4 Turnkey Solution

A possible intermediate solution may be to devise inexpensive, high power CAE
toolboxes. This turnkey solution may be useful during the transition of new analysis codes
from their development to their integration into a unified package. Currently available
portable computers are fast, and have sufficient graphics capability to serve as turnkey
analysis tools. The advantage would be that an analysis code, such as NASCAP/GEO, could
be moved directly into a personal computer. A 386i based PC, for example, is inexpensive
(currently about $5,000) allows for expandable memory, can be connected to a TCP/IP
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ethernet, and utilizes its own hard or floppy disk drives. The resulting system is comparable
in computational speed to a VAX 780 and is portable.

Using this type of hardware platform, a simple graphical object definition program
could be created to define the small set of NASCAP/GEO building blocks used as calculation
input objects. Existing screen oriented user interfaces could be added to simplify input tasks.
Present output graphics routines could be used as they are.

Positive advantages to the turnkey CAE toolbox are that it would be an inexpensive
and quick way to make analysis tools available to the spacecraft design community as they
are completed by the research community. A general toolkit containing user interfacing tools
for input, output graphics, and support utilities could be carried from one analysis code to
the next. No significant modifications of the analysis codes would be required. Since the
analysis code has not been unified with any other modules, integration could become a rather
simple process. The same computer could contain several different tools, so there would not
necessarily be a proliferation of microcomputers. This technique provides a low risk method
of transferring technology from the research community to the engineering community.

The disadvantages to this method are that existing CAD representations of objects
could not be used, there is no integration of different analysis tools, and some
computationally intensive or large analysis codes may be unable to run on these boxes.
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SPACECRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL INTERACTIONS

The spacecraft environment is complex and must be carefully considered during the
process of spacecraft design. The spacecraft thermal balance is very different from that of
earth-based systems. The design must be examined for problems with electromagnetic
interference. Interaction of the spacecraft with the plasma environment and high energy
particles can lead to discharges. Meteoroids, debris, ambient atomic oxygen, outgassed
products, and plumes can degrade surfaces. The earth's magnetic field can affect spacecraft
operations, and additional plasma and neutral interactions will occur on spacecraft with
plasma sources.

A. Thermal Balance

A major concern in spacecraft design is thermal analysis because many spacecraft
components are affected by temperature. The behavior of electronics is often strongly
dependent on temperature. The sources of heat are absorbed radiation and internal
generation. Differential thermal expansion of constrained components creates stresses which
can result in bending. In orbit, the only way heat can dissipate is by radiation. A balance
between generation, absorption, and dissipation must be maintained for correct operation of
the spacecraft.

The analysis codes TRASYS II and SINDA are used together for thermal analysis.
TRASYS II defines the spacecraft geometry and calculates view factors while SINDA
provides a lumped element thermal analysis.

B. Electromagnetic Interference

Electromagnetic interference (EMI) of spacecraft components with each other can be a
nuisance or a major problem. The EMI problems with spacecraft components are similar to
thuse encountered in the %Icsign ulf any elecronic system. Spacecraft tend to have lower
power devices which are more easily upset than ground-based devices, and shielding is kept
to a minimum to reduce system weight.

The analysis code SPICE, which solves node circuit equations, is used to evaluate the
extent of electromagnetic interference in the design. The code NEC III is a wire grid
modeling code which uses a method of moments technique to calculate how structures act as
antennas and to evaluate crosstalk. The code IEMCAP is used to analyze electromagnetic
compatibility through detailed modeling of the system elements.
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C. Spacecraft Plasma Interactions

1. Geosynchronous Spacecraft Charging

Spacecraft surface charging is of major concern for geosynchronous spacecraft.
[Garrett, 1980] At geosynchronous altitudes the environment consists of a plasma a density
of 10'/m3 and an average energy of 1 eV. During a substorm the plasma is replaced by a
lower density, higher energy plasma with densities of 106 - 10'/m 3 and average energies of 1
- 50 KeV. Under all conditions the flux of the much lighter electrons greatly exceeds that of
the ions. If the collection of charge were due only to primary plasma currents, all materials
would charge to negative potentials of a few times the plasma temperature. However, the
impact of both primary electrons and ions on exposed surfaces causes the ejection of low
energy secondary electrons into space. In sunlight, photoelectrons ejected from the surface
also act as a source of positive current. Under sunlit conditions, photoemission dominates
and surfaces tend to charge a few volts positively. During an ionospheric substorm, surfaces
in the shade or in eclipse can charge to -10 kV (and occasionally more) before equilibrium is
achieved.

Overall charging skews measurements made by particle detectors on scientific
satellites as the ions are accelerated or repelled by the potential difference between the
plasma and the spacecraft.

Differential charging is of more concern than overall charging because it can lead to
discharges. Exterior conducting surfaces which connect to spacecraft ground are at the
spacecraft ground potential. The surface charge on dielectric surfaces depends on the current
from the plasma to the surface, the current from the surface to the plasma through
photoemission and secondary emission, and the current from the top of the surface to
spacecraft ground. Surfaces of different materials (different secondary emission properties)
and surfaces with different thickness of dielectric (different electrical properties) will charge
differently. Photoemission currents cause sunlit surfaces to charge differently than shaded
surfaces. Electrostatic barriers can form during the charging process and affect the currents
to and from surfaces and, therefore, the total charge buildup. [Mandell, et. al., 1978] If one
surface charges to a large negative potential and a nearby surface does not charge
significantly, a discharge can be initiated. Discharges induce transients electrical pulses
which could cause upsets or failures in nearby electronic hardware. [Koons, et al 1988]
Even if the electronics are well shielded, discharges can degrade spacecraft surfaces by
pitting and sputtering. Degradation of thermal coatings, solar cell reflective coatings, and
optical sensors all affect spacecraft operations.

During the spacecraft design process the structure and materials chosen must be
examined for tendencies toward discharge. At locations where high fields can develop,
alternative designs, surface coatings, and materials should be considered. Cumulative effects
of surfaces at elevated potentials and multiple discharges on coatings and sensors must be
considered to determine if they can be tolerated by the electronics.
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The analysis codes NASCAP/GEO [Katz et al, 1977] and MATCHG were written at
S-CUBED to help the spacecraft designer consider the interaction between a geosynchronous
satellite and its plasma environment. NASCAP/GEO is the spacecraft surface charging
model in ESABASE and is used by spacecraft design engineers in the U. S., Europe, and
Japan. NASCAP/GEO calculates surface voltage and field distributions for a three-
dimensional spacecraft which result from such charging. Three-dimensional calculations are
necessary whenever electrostatic barriers can form. MATCHG is a one-dimensional,
interactive, spacecraft-charging computer code. It is useful at the engineering trade-off study
stage and as a guide to which NASCAP/GEO calculations should be executed.

2. Polar Orbit Spacecraft Charging

Electrons and protons from the sun, stored in the earth's magnetotail, travel along
magnetic f ld lines and interact with the earth's atmosphere. This flow gives rise to auroral
beam currents that have been observed to change the structure potential of a polar orbiting
spacecraft by hundreds of volts in a matter of seconds. [Gussenhoven, et al, 1985] Larger
spacecraft develop larger potentials, because the negative charge collected from the beam is
proportional to the spacecraft area and the positive charge collected from the ambient plasma
is space charge limited. [Parks and Katz, 1980] Particle detector measurements are skewed
during these events.

To address these problems the three-dimensional analysis code POLAR [Cooke, et al,
1985] was developed at S-CUBED for the Air Force Geophysics Laboratory. POLAR is
used to evaluate polar-auroral charging interactions for large apace vehicles.

3. Low Earth Orbit High Voltage Interactions

The low earth orbit thermal plasma environment consists of a low energy plasma
(temperature of 0.1 - 0.3 eV) which surrounds the earth and has densities ranging from 106
at 500 km to about 10' at 5000 km. The plasma fluctuates significantly in density and ion
species. [NASA SP-8021]

The interaction of the low earth orbit plasma with spacecraft can be important when
spacecraft components generate a high (greater than 50 V) voltage in the presence of the
plasma. The high voltage surfaces act as probes collecting plasma particles. Ground and
space experiments have shown that this interaction can result in power losses to the plasma
or discharges. [Kennerud, 1974] Surfaces can build up differential voltages on the order of
the applied voltage. [Katz and Mandell, 1982] The differential voltages can distort
instrument measurements and, if high enough, can cause discharges.

In low earth orbit plasma, solar arrays with voltages more negative than -250 V have
been observed to arc.[Snyder, 1983] S-CUBED has developed a theory which attributes
these discharges to accumulation of positive charges on the surface of the solar array
interconnects. [Jongeward, et al, 1985] This theory was used to design high voltage
bushings which where able to sustain 40 kV during the SPEAR I rocket experiment. [Katz,
et al. 1989]
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Analysis models of the interactions between spacecraft and the low earth orbit thermal
plasma are available. The three-dimensional CAD/CAM compatible NASCAP/LEO[Mandell
et al, 1982 and Mandell et al 1989] was developed at S-CUBED under contract to
NASA/LeRC.

4. Electron Beam Induced Charging

Above altitudes of 300 Kin, spacecraft which produce electron beams can suffer from
severe spacecraft charging. Unless there is a source of plasma to reduce the buildup of
charge, the overall potential of a spacecraft with an electron beam will be on the order of the
beam energy. Differential charging can buildup between surfaces. This behavior was seen
on the SCATHA satellite. [Cohen, et al, 19811

D. Radiation

In polar, transfer (radiation belt regime) and geosynchronous orbits, high energy
particles are of particular concern. [Vampola, 1980] The trapped radiation belts, solar
flares, and cosmic rays generate particles with energies from 100 KeV to hundreds of MeV.
These high energy particles can degrade spacecraft surface materials and solar arrays. The
energetic particles can be deposited inside dielectrics (such as cable insulation, or on printed
circuit boards) and build up an electric field interior to the dielectric. This electric field can
become large enough to cause a discharge. Additionally, these particles can penetrate the
spacecraft's exterior covering and interact directly with interior electronics causing single
event upsets.

During the design process, the affects of these interactions must be considered and
mitigating action taken if needed.

E. Surface Penetration

Meteoroids are solid particles moving through interplanetary space that originate from
cometary and asteroidal sources. Densities of meteoroids have been calculated from
photographic and radar observations to be between 0.16 and 4.0 gm/cm3 with an accepted
average value of 0.5 gm/cm3 . Meteoroid velocities have been observed to range from 11 to
72 km/s with 20 km/s being the accepted average. [Cour-Palasis, 1969] The debris
environment generated by human activity is potentially a greater concern than the meteoroid
environment since the debris in space is continually increasing. Debris particles have an
average density of 2.8 gm/cm3 and an average velocity of 9.0 km/sec.

Penetrations can have a three-fold effect. First, the particle penetration through the
outer layer of a spacecraft produces a hole. Then a spalling damage pattern is created in the
layer beneath. Finally, the second layer is now exposed and can interact with the
environment.

Models of the meteor and debris environments and the extent of the expected damage
during a spacecraft lifetime are incorporated within the EPSAT CAE tool. Some examples
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of these are the meteoroid model, METEOR, based on NASA SP 8013 by B. G. Cour-

Palasis, the debris model, DEBRIS, from JPL, and the TRW code IMPACTS.

F. Interaction of Spacecraft with Neutral Particles

The neutral environment is of concern up to 1000 km as the composition changes with
altitude. Molecular nitrogen is the dominant species up to altitudes of 200 km. Above 90
km, extreme ultraviolet solar radiation causes molecular oxygen to dissociate into atomic
oxygen. From 200 km to 650 kin, atomic oxygen is the dominant species. Above this
altitude, helium becomes the dominant species.

The results of the interaction of spacecraft with the neutral environment include
orbital drag, atomic oxygen surface erosion, optical glow, chemical reactions, and sputtering.
Drag can result in reentry. Atomic oxygen erosion can result in complete loss of thin film
materials, altered surface properties, and enhanced contamination of surfaces and sensors due
to the eroded materials. UV radiation enhances the effect of atomic oxygen. [Santos-Mason,
1985] Sputtering causes surface erosion, particularly for surfaces at high voltage. The
principle adverse effect of surface glow is its potential to interfere with optical sensors, while
chemical reactions produce contamination and potentially corrosive substances. The TRW
analysis code ALOSS predicts the mass loss of materials due to atomic oxygen attack.

G. Interaction of Spacecraft with the Earth's Magnetic Field

There are three ways a spacecraft can interact with the earth's magnetic field. First is
the V x B potential difference. On a spacecraft in low earth orbit, a potential difference of
0.25 V/m forms in the direction perpendicular to both the spacecraft velocity and the earth's
magnetic field. For an instrument on the remote manipulator arm of the space shuttle, this
potential difference can be 5 V, which is the ram ion energy. This perturbation has created
difficulties in the interpretation of measurements made on the shuttle. [Katz and Davis, 1987]
Second, the motion of the spacecraft through the magnetic field can generate plasma waves
which create EMI. Third, torques can be generated by the interaction between currents
circulating in the spacecraft and the Earth's magnetic field. These disturbance torques can
affect the spacecraft attitude and pointing accuracy.

An environment model called MAGFIELD has been developed, and is based on the
International Geomagnetic Reference Field Model, Revision 1987.

H. Spacecraft Created Environments

Spacecraft operate not only in the natural environment, but in their own environment created
through outgassing, attitude control effluent, waste products and plasma sources.

1. Plumes and Outgassing

Outgassed neutrals, waste products and attitude control effluent can generate optical
glow, chemical reactions, and sputtering. The interaction with the released gases can be
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more dramatic than the interaction with the natural neutral environment, because the densities
created are higher and different species are created. The emitted gases can also be more
corrosive than that of the ambient environment. Neutrals emitted by a high voltage
spacecraft can be ionized, generating glow as well as acting as a plasma source.(see below)

The code SOCRATES (Shuttle Orbiter Contamination Representation Accounting for
Transiently Emitted Species) developed by the Geophysics Laboratory and Spectral Sciences
uses a Monte Carlo technique to examine the contamination problem for the space shuttle
environment. The code uses modules for each gas source so that with minor modifications it
can be applied to other spacecraft easily. Gas dynamics, complex chemistry, and
photochemistry can all be included in calculations. Within the attitude control jets, chemical
reactions take place which generate molcular contaminants which can degrade surfaces.
Analysis codes to describe nozzle effluent are under development at S-CUBED as part of the
EPSAT CAE tool development.

2. Plasma Sources

Plasma sources have been proposed to control the potential of spacecraft 7nd reduce
both overall and differential charging. A plasma cloud around a spacecraft facilitates the
motion of charged particles between the ambient plasma and the spacecraft. On a high
voltage spacecraft in low earth orbit, a neutral gas source can act as a plasma source. When
a spacecraft is releasing neutral gas at potentials of at least tens of volts positive, electrons
are attracted from the surrounding plasma. Under typical low earth orbit conditions, the
attracted electrons will ionize the neutral gas released, and this plasma cloud will act the
same as a deliberately generated one. This effect was seen on the Charge II roket flight.
[Myers, et al, 1989] Plasma sources can also produce contamination, chemical reactions,
and sputtering, particularly for high voltage systems.

A model of plasma sources is being incorporated into the S-CUBED developed
NASCAP/LEO.
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APPENDIX B

CAE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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SPACECRAFT DESIGN

CAD/CAM/CAE

SURVEY
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1. PERSONAL INFORMATION (Optional)

If you would like your name added to our address list for future communication on this subject,
please indicate by filling in the requested information below:

Name

Company_

DivisionlMail Stop

Street

City/State

Zip Code

Phone ( _ )_-

E-Mail address

What best describes your job function?

0 Project Management

1- Design/Development

D Quality and Test

D Research and Development

l Systems, MIS, and Software

III Other, (please specify)____ _________

Do you wish to receive a copy of the survey results? L Yes No

II. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT ADDRESSING ENVIRONMENT FACTORS EARLY IN
THE SATELLITE DESIGN PHASE?

Must Be Should Be Do It If Not
Done! Done Convenient Worthwhile

D D I
III. WHAT FACTORS ARE WL, SHED TO CHOOSE A CAE TOOL OR SYSTEM ANALYSIS

PROGRAM? (Rank from 1-6 with 6 being the most important.)

6 5 4 3 2 I

Price E-" [-' E'- 1- -- -

Product Support -- -" - E-
App',:ation Assistance D D D " D D
Computer Platform ED E- E- [D] D"- D--
Capability -" E- F1 D'- -' ["-
Documentation El El El' E- "] n"

66



IV. CAE TOOLS/SYSTEM ANALYSIS PROGRAMS

A. Which Programs are Used?

Commercial Analysis Programs (acquired from sources
other than your company)

Which COMMERCIAL programs (e.g. SINDA, SPICE,
NASCAP, POLAR, etc.) are used at your facility
to perform the following analysis functions?
Please enter a program name next to all that apply.

Thermal

EMC/EMI

Spacecraft Charging_

Surface Chemistry

Debris Impingement

Radiation Dosage

Mechanical (Stress/Vibration)

Other (Specify)

Are any IN-HOUSE programs used for the following
analyses? If so, place the name oi the program next
to the appropriate analysis function.

Thermal

EMC/EMI

Spacecraft Charging

Surface Chemistry

Debris Impingement

Radiation Dosage_

Mechanical (Stress/Vibration)

Other (Specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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AFTER FILLING IN PROGRAM NAMES

AT LEFT, PLEASE TURN THIS

PAGE TO BEGIN SURVEY
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B. Questions About the Programs.

1. Does it work with one-, two-,
or three-dimensional models?-

Time
1-D 2-D 3-D Dependent

----- DE~ E D

SE E E----------

__E E E MD-----------

1-D E 1 D D----------
M -

__E1- E D E
__E D D--
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2. Does it accept objects defined
using standard CAD/CAM formats?

Yes No

---------- ----- ~- ----

-------- ----- -

-- --- -----------------
--------------- I------

PLAETR LI-- -H AG

TO CONTINUE SURVEY
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4. Can the program provide input for
standard post-processing packages?

3. Is graphics output available? Like what?

Yes No Yes No

-------------------- _ E--

--- All--- l----------------__ _ _

--- D-------- ------------- E__ _---

-----Ii---~fPL--------R------______
----- Al---D----------------SURVEY

---- 1 7____---



C. General Questions

1. What level of training/education do
people who perform the analyses have?

none B.S. M.SI PhD special
M.A

fl f E El

1: Li ] 1:1 ------------

F L l lI
Li1 Li l LiLi----

----F L 1:1 Li LiF ----------

Li Li L Li Li ---------
E] Li E Li Li -------
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2. How extensively are the tools/programs
used? (4 = "with every project";
3 = "fairly often"; 2 = "only when
required"; 1 = "never")

4 3 2 1

---- LI------
LI- LI LIL---

-0 LI LI LI--------
-L.... I LI LI L

I LI LI E

-- L-LI-l -I -

_V-1 V1 -IVl
i _D D E- 1 __

-LI-LI-L l -F--
0 --

SLI LI -I L
fl LI L LI

PLEASE TURN THIS PAGE

TO CONTINUE SURVEY
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3. At what point in the design process are the
CAE Software Analysis tools currently used?
(Please mark all that apply.)

Conceptual Preliminary Critical Too
Design Design Design Late

ElEl El
ElEl 1:1

El El El-1- El El
1:1E El El1o0 0 F :

ElEl El El1

.. . El E E]

... [ l El E.. . El l El
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PLEASE TURN THIS PAGE TO

BEGIN SECTION V
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V. COMMERCIAL CAD/CAM SOFT WARE C. Can the in-house-developed CAD/CAM software
exchange data with any commercial CAD/CAM

A. What commercial CAD/CAM software (e.g., software packages? If so, which ones?
PATRAN, 1-DEAS, etc.) is currently available
to the spacecraft designer at your facility? Yes No -

Mechanical Design__________ I
Circuit Design_____________ ___________

Printed Circuit Board Design_ ___________ EL _________________

Configuration Control_____________________ __________

Other_ _ _ _ _ __r_ _ _ _ _

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Eh__ __ _

Other_____________ 0Ii-

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 0___ __ _

B. What in-house-developed CAD/CAM software is
currently available to the spacecraft designer?
(cite specific examples)

Program Name Function
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D. What standard format output rles are
produced by CAD/CAM programs used?

IGES PHIGS DXF TWGES None

-------------- El El El El
------- El El ED -

------------- D El 1:1 EDF F
------------- DED

----- E El El FE El

------------- DD Elt]F El
------------- D0EED El E

------------ -DEE El

------- A 0E El El El
-------- D El El E El
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VI. PLEASE TELL US WHAT CAE TOOLS YOU ARE AWARE OF, BUT
DO NOT USE? SOME GOOD REASONS ARE:

Generally unavailable; too f.Apensive to acquire; too expensive to learn;
too dinicult to use: program approval required; not validated; inappropriate/
nonexistent model(s); hardware incompatibility; slow execution time; too many
"bugs" maintenance intensive; chevpet to subcontract; don': know enough about;
other (please specify).
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VII. COMPUTING ENVIRONMENT

A. What kind of computer environment do you now have? (fill-in all that apply)

HARDWARE:

VAX II Cray Ill

Sun El Apollo [i

Other " (specify)

NETWORK ACCESS: (check all that apply)

SPAN F"D Internet El TCP/IP [']

DECNET - Other E- (specify)_

OPERATING SYSTEM: (Please fill in version number if you know it.)

F-1 UNIX LI VMS

D- MS-DOS LI Other

GRAPHICS CAPABILITY (2-D, 3-D, color, etc.): (Mark all that apply.)
Co-ordinate

2-D 3-D Color Rotation Transformation

Terminal L LI L l l

Software lI D] I l 
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VIII. FUTURE CAE TOOL DEVELOPMENT

A. How useful do you consider the following potential improvements in future CAE tool
development.

1. CAD/CAM modeler combined with an environmental analysis tool. This would
allow the analysis code to use the same physical model as the CAD/CAM code.

Very Important i: Important L- Not Important ['1

2. 386i or workstation-based tool back-of-the-envelope spreadsheet type program.

Very Important [-1 Important [" Not Important ["]

3. A user-friendly screen-oriented front end tailored to a specific analysis code.

Very Important 1] Important [] Not Important [-]

B. What environmental interaction analysis programs should be incorporated in CAE
tools?

1.

2.

3.

4.

C. What kind of programs or design tools do you wish you had to make the spacecraft
design process simpler, faster, cheaper, better?

1.

2.

3.

4.

D. Do you think it is important that an integrated CAE tool package in which all the
analyses can he performed should be available?

Very Not So Not At All
Important Important Important Important
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E. What CAE aids would you like to see developed? (Check out all that apply.)

ED Concise explanation of the science.

0' Integrated tool package.

E- Other tool (specify)

El Other tool (specify)

El- Other tool (specify)

E'' Other tool (specify)

El Other tool (specify)

F. Additional Comments
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APPENDIX C

KEY EXPERT LIST
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9/06/30 CAE Expert/User List Page
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

RICHARD ACKER

NASA/MSFC

M/S EB12
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

DOUGLAS ALLEN

WRDC/POOX-1

WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB, OH

45433-6563

J.H. ALLEN
NOAA/E/GC2

325 BROADWAY
BOULDER CO

80303-0000

DAN ALLRED

DNA/RAEV
6801 TELEGRAPH RD.
ALEXANDRIA, VA

22310-0000

HUGH R. ANDERSON

SAIC/NW
13400B NORTHRUP WAY #36
BELLEVUE, WA

98005-C)C)00

FRANK ANDRASCO

CODE 410.1
NASA/GEFC

GREENBELT, MD

20771 -0)00

JAMES W. ANTONIADES

GENERAL ELELCRIC COMPANY

BLDG. 100, ROOM M1211
P.O.BnX 8555

PHILADELPHIA, PA.

19101

JOHN ANTONIADES
NRL
CODE 4751

WPSHINGTON, DC

20375-5000
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9/06/90 CAE Expert/User List Page 2

JAMES D. AUSTIN

BALL COMMUNICATIONS SYS DIV
P.O. BOX 1062

BOULDER, CO

80306-1062

C.C. BALCH
NOAA/ERL/SEL

325 BROADWAY
BOULDER, CO
80303-0()00

K.G. BALMAIN

DEPT. OF ELEC. ENG.

UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO

10 KING'S COLLEGE ROAD
TORONTO, CANADA
M5S IA4

GORDON J. BARBAY
HUGHES AIRCRAFT, S & C

BLDG. S41, MS B364

P.O. BOX 92919
LOS ANGELES, CA

90009-0000

J. BASSI

SSD/WE
P.O.BOX 92960

LOS ANGELES, CA

90009-0000

GEORGE J. BERZINS
MAIL STOP D436

LANL

LOS ALAMOS, NM

87545-0000

BERNIE BLAKE

M2/259
AEROSPACE CORP.

P.O.BOX 92957

LOS ANGELES, CA

90009-2957

FREDERICK P. BLAU

ROCKETDYNE, A-38
6633 CANOGA AVE.

CANOGA PARK, CA

91303-0000
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ALEXANDER BOGORAD

GE AEROELECTRONICS

MAIL STOP 111

P. O. BOX 800
PRINCETON, NJ
08540 -0800

JOE BOROVSKY

MAIL STOP D-438
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LAB

LOS ALAMOS, NM
87545-000

JEFF BROWN
NASA/MSFC

M/S EB34

HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

KRISTIN BRUNO
JPL

M/S 125-233

4800 OAK GROVE DRIVE
PASADENA, CA

91109

GEORGE R. CARIGNAN

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
2306 EECS
ANN ARBOR, MI
48109-2116

RALPH CARRUTH
MAIL CODE EH-12

NASA/MSFC
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812-0000

TOM CAYTON

MAIL STOP D-438
LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LAB

LOS ALAMOS, NM

87545-0000

E. CHAN
LOCKHEED

MC R21G-1
600 GEMINI AVE.

HOUSTON, FX
77058-0000
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HERB A. COHEN
PHYSICAL SCIENCES INC.

RESEARCH PARK
ANDOVER, MA
C) 1 81 0-000C)

DAVID L. COOKE

AFGL/PHK
HANSCOM AFB, MA
01731 -0000

KAREN CUNNINGHAM
NASA/MSFC
M/S EBla

HUNTSWVILLE, AL
35812

JOHN CYMERMAN

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
P.O. BOX 8555

PHILADELPHIA, PA

19101

STUART DAUGHTRIDGE

CONTEL

15000 CONFERENCE CTR. DR.
CHANTILLY, VA.
22021-3808

RON DAVENPORT
NASA/MSFC

M/S ED25
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

VICTORIA A. DAVS
S-CUBED
P.O. BOX 1620

LA JOLLA, CA
92038-0000

MARC M. DEBOWER
UNVIERSITY OF IOWA
PHYSICS & ASTRONOMY

601 VAN

IOWA CITY, IA

52242
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9/06/90 CAE Expert/User List Page 5

W. DENIG
USAF/GL/PHK
HANSCOM AFB, MA

01731-0000

GREGORY J. DIRKS

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE
DIVISION 15

6220 CULEBRA RD
SAN ANTONIO, TX

78228-0510

D. DOUGHTY

LOCUS INC.
2560 HUNTINGTON AVE.

ALEXANDRIA, VA

22303-0000

M. DWYER

DET3
HQ/AIR WEATHER SERVICE

ONIZUKA AFB, CA

94088-3430

C. ENLOE

USAF/GL/PHP
HANSCOM AFB, MA
01731-0000

GAIL ENOCHSON

BOEING
MS-24

P.O. BOX 3999
SEATTLE, WA

98124

R. ERICSON
DET3
HQ/AIR WEATHER SERVICE

ONIZUKA AFB, CA
94088-3430

ROBERT ERLANDSON

APL/JHU

JOHN HOPKINS ROAD
LAUREL, MD
20707-0000
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9/06/90 CAE Expert/User List Page 6

R. EVANS

NASA/JPL 301-456

4800 OAK GROVE DRIVE
PASADENA, CA

91109-0000

ROSS EVANS
EMC ENGINEER/EL55

NASA/MSFC

HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

BILL FELTNER

NASA/MSFC
M/S EB14

HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

DALE FERGUSON

MS 302-1
NASA/LERC
21000 BROOKPARK ROAD

CLEVELAND, OH

44135-0000

JOHN C. FORBES

NASA/MSFC
M/S EP64
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

R.C. FRANZ

SCHOOL OF PHYSICS & ASTRO

UNIV. OF MINNESOTA
MINNEAPOLIS, MN

55455-0000

STEVE GABRIEL

JET PROPULSION LABORATORY

4800 OAK GROVE DRIVE
PASADENA, CA

91109

JOEL T. GALOFARO
NASA LEWIS RESEARCH CENTER

21000 BROOKPARK ROAD

MS 302-1
CLEVELAND, OH
44135-0000
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GEORGE GARDINER
FORD AEROSPACE CORP.

SPACE SYSTEMS DIVISION
3939 FABIAN WAY

PALO ALTO, CA
94303

HENRY (HANK) GARRETT

JET PROPULSION LABORATORY
MAIL STOP 30i-456

4800 OAK GROVE DRIVE
PASADENA, CA

91109

MICHELLE GATES

CODE 410.1
NASA/GSFC
GREENBELT, MD

20771-0000

BRIAN E. GILCHRIST
STARLAB

STANFORD UNIVERSITY
STANFORD, CA

94305-4055

K. GIORI

SRI INTERNATIONAL

333 RAVENSWOOD AVE.
BLDG. 408
MENLO PARK, CA
94025-0000

TIM GORDON

APPLIED SCIENCE TECHNOLOGIES

4801 S. HOLLAND WAY
LITTLETON, CO
80123

J. GRAY

USAF/WL/NTCAS
KIRTLAND AFB, NM

87117-(:)000

B. GRIES

MCDONNELL DOUGLAS
16055 SPACE CENTER BLVD

HOUSTON, TX

77062-0-)000
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EDWARD G. GUERIN
NASA/MSFC

M/S EB14
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

RICHARD L. GUTSHALL

BALL AEROSPACE SYSTEMS DIV.
P.O. BOX 1062

BOULDER, CO
80306

P. HAMILTON
GE AMERICAN COMM,

6950 BRADLEY RD.,
P.O.EBOX 479
SOMIS, CA

93066-0000

HENRY HAPP

USAF
WL/NTCSS

KIRTLAND AFB, NM

87117-6008

STEVEN B. HARRIS
NASA/MSFC

M/S EP65

HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

DANIEL HASTINGS
DEPT. OF AERO & ASTRO

MIT
CAMBRIDGE, MR
02139-000C)

LYNN HATFIELD
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY

ELECTRICAL ENGRG. DEPT.
P.O.BOX 4439

LUBBOCK, TX
79409-4439

J.E. HEATH

USAF
11702 BROWNINGSVILLE RD.

LJAMSVILLE, MD
21754-0000
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WILLIAM J. HERMAN
SCIENCE & ENGRG. ASSOC., INC.

6100 UPTOWN BLVD N.E.

SUITE 700

ALBUQUERQUE, NM
87110

PAUL HIGBIE

LANL
MS D436

LOS ALAMOS, NM

87545

E. HILL
MITRE, NASA/HQ

600 MARYLAND AVE. SW

SUITE 200 A WEST WING
WASHINGTON, DC

20024-0000C

RICHARD HILLARD
SRI INTERNATIONAL
333 RAVENSWOOD AVE.

BLDG. 408

MENLO PARK CA

94025-0000

KAI-SHEN HWANG

NASA/MARSHALL SPACE FLT CTR
ES-53
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812

WALT, JR. JACKSON
FORD AEROSPACE
247 HUMBOLDT

SUNNYVALE, CA

94(:)89

JOSEPH F. JANNI

AFSTC/CA

KIRTLAND AFB, NM
87117-6008

F. JAROSSY
MARTIN MARRIETTP

7571 S.FRANKLIN ST.

LITTLETON, CO

80122-0000
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GARY A. JONGEWARD

33r98 CARMEL MOUNTAIN ROAD
S-CLIBED
SAN DIEGO, CA

922 -195

M. JORDAN

MITRE, PNSAi/HQ
600 MARYLAND AVE.SW

SUITE '200 A WEST WING

WASHINGTON, DC

20024-(-)000

CRAIG KALEM
HUGHES AIRCRAFT, S & C

BLDG.S41, MS B364

P.O.BOX 92919

LOS ANGELES, CA

90009

IRA KATZ

S-CUBED CORPORATION
3398 CARMEL MOUNTAIN ROAD

SAN DIEGO, CA
92 1 121 -1095

W. KEMP
USAF

11702 BROWNINGSVILLE RD.

LJAMSVILLE, MD

-' 1754- C)0

J. KOGA

SOUTHWEST RES. INSTITUTE

P.O. DRAWER 28510

SAN ANTONIO, TX

78228-05 1 

K. KORDES

MARTIN MARIETTA

MS H-8080
P.O.BOX 179

DENVER, CO

8020, -00()C)U

W.J. KRAUS

W.J. SCHEAFFER ASSOC.
1901 NORTH FORT MEYER

ARLINGTON, VA

22209-0000
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ROBERT KUHARSKI

S-CUBED
P. 0. BOX 16c'U
LA JOLLA. CA
92C38- 1620

BILL KURTH
PHYSICS & ASTRONOMY

UNIVERSITY OF IOWA
IOWA CITY, IA

52242-00C)0

SHU T. LAI
AFGL/PHK

HANSCOM AFB, MA

01731-00C0

M. LAURIENTE

CODE 410. 1
NASA/GSFC

GREENBELT, MD

20771 -0000

PHILIP LEUNG

MAIL STATION 301-460

JET PROPULSION LABORATORY

4800 OAK GROVE DRIVE

PASADENA, CA
911 09-C)000

L. LEVY

GL/PHP
HANSCOM AF9, MA
01731-5000

STACY LEWIS
GE AMERICAN COMM.

S/C ENGINEERING 2-8

FOUR RESEARCH WAY

PRINCETON, NJ

08540C) -0000C)

W.W. LI

CASS, C-0I1
UCSD

LA JOLLA, CA
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HAROLD LIEHMON

BOEING

30217-108 AVENUE SE
AUBURN, WA
98002

C.S. LIN

SOUTHWEST RES. INSTITUTE

6220 CULEBRA ROAD
P.O. DRAWER 28510
SAN ANTONIO, TX

78228-0510

LAI-UN LO

LOCKHEED

MC R21G-1
600 GEMINI AVE.
HOUSTON, TX

77058-0000

TONY LUU

S-CUBED

3398 CARMEL MTN. ROAD

LA JOLLA, CA
92121-0000

LOUIS M. MAHONY

LOCKHEED MISSILE & SPACE
ORG. 81-63, BLDG. 157

P.O. BOX 3504

SUNNYVALE, CA

94088-3504

PERRY MALCOLM
DEPT. OF PHYSICS
USAF ACADEMY

USAF ACADEMY, CO
80840-0000

MYRON J. MANDELL
S-CUBED
P.O. BOX 1620
LA JOLLA, CA

92038-0000

DON MARTIN

MAIL CODE 500-104

NASA/LERC
21000 BROOKPARK ROAD

CLEVELAND, OH

44135-0000
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MANUEL MARTINEZ-SANCHEZ
DEPT. OF AERO & ASTRO

MIT

CAMBRIDGE, PA
02139

STEPHEN MARX
FORD AEROSPACE CO.

3825 FABIAN WAY
MS GP2
PALO PLTO, CA

94303-0000

MARK MAYERCHAK
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY
ELECTRICAL ENG. DEPT.
P.O.BOX 4439

LUBBOCK, TX

79409-4439

WILLIAM WCALPINE

HUGHES AIRCRAFT, S & C
BLDG. $41, MS B364
P.O..BOX 92919

LOS ANGELES, CA

90009

STEVEN MCCREADY
WL, FALN
KIRTLAND AFB, NM

87117-6008

S. MCMURRAY
4719 BORINA DRIVE

SAN JOSE, CA

95129-0000

SUE MCMURRAY
LOCKHEED MISSLES & SPACE CO.

BLDG. 157, DEPT. 81-63

11 LOCKHEED WAY
SUNNYVALE, CA
94089-3504

K.D. MELLOT

NASA LERC, 500-316
2!0'' BROOKFARK RD.
CLEVELAND, OH

44135-0000

96



9/06/90 CAE Expert/User List Page 14

P. MELVIN
CODE 3103
NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY

WASHINGTON, DC

20375-5000

J. MERTAN
P. 0. BOX 3542

RESTON, VA
22090-0000()U

R. MILES

NICHOLS RESEARCH CORP.

4040 S. MEMORIAL PARKWAY
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35802-1326

PAUL MIZERA

MAIL STOP M5/615
AEROSPACE CORP.
P.O. BOX 92957
LOS ANGELES, CA

90009-2957

TORKIL MOGSTAD

A3-365, MS13-3
MCDONNELL DOUGLAS SPACE SYSTEM

b301 BOLSA AVE.
HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA

92647-2048

BOB MORRIS

AFWAL/POOC -2
WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB, OHIO

45433

MARK V. MULLER

SOUTHWEST RESEARCH INSTITUTE
P.O. DRAWER 28510
SAN ANTONIO TX

7822 8-. 5 10

GERALD B. MURPHY

JET PROPULATION LABORATORY

CALIFORNIA INST.OF TECHNOLOGY
4800 OAK GROVE
PASADENA, CA

91109-0000
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N. MYERS

CASS

USU
LOGAN, UT

84322-4405

HENRY NAHRA
NASA LEWIS RESEARCH CENTER

MAIL CODE 500-103

21000 BROOKPARK ROAD
CLEVELAND, OH

44135-0000

JOSEPH NANEVICZ

SRI INTERNATIONAL

333 RAVENSWOOD AVE.
MENLO PARK, CA
94025 -0000

R. NEMZEK

SCHOOL OF PHYSICS & ASTRO
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
MINNEAPOLIS, MN

55455-00()0

T. NEUBERT

STARLAB

EE DEPT.
STANFORD, CA

940 .5-4055

CARROLL B. NORRIS

USAF
11702 BROWNINGSVILLE RD.

IJAMSVILLE, MD

21754-0000

R. CHRIS OLSEN

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL

PHYSICS DEPT.,61-OS

MONTEREY, CA.

93943

ROY OLSON

ROCKETDYNE
6633 CANOGA AVE.

CANOGA PARK, CA
91304

98



9/06/90 CAE Expert/User List Page i6
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

G. PARSONS
lISA STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND

ATTN: CSSD-H-D

P.O.BOX 1500
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35807-3601

KARL PFITZER
MCDONNEL DOUGLAS SPACE SYSTEMS

A3-365, M/S 13-3

5301 BOLSA AVE.
HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA

92647-2048

HARRY C. POEHLMANN
BALL COMMUNICATIONS SYS DIV
P.O 1062
BOULDER, CO
80306-1062

M. PONGRATZ

LANL, D-441

LOS ALAMOS, NM

87545-0000

DOUGLAS POTTER

SAIC/NW
13400B NORTHUP WAY #36

BELLEVUE, WA
98005-0000

DOUGLAS W. POTTER

SAIC/NW
13400B NORTHRUP WAY #36

BELLEVUE, WA
98005

JACK QUINN

LOCKHEED PALO ALTO RES. LAB.
3251 HANOVER ST.

PALO ALTO, CA
94304-0000

JOHN RAITT

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY

PHYSICS/UMC 4415
LOGAN, UT

84322-4415
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JAMES C. ROCHE
NASA/LEWIS RESEARCH CENTER

MS 302-1
21000 BROOKPARK ROAD
CLEVELAND, OH

44135

PAUL RODRIGUEZ

SPACE PLASMA BRANCH

NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY

WASHINGTON, DC

20375-5000

LARRY SAVAGE
NASA/MSFC

REDSTONE HRSENAL

M/S ES55

HUNTSVILLE, AL
35812

RON SCHMIDT

GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
P.O.EBOX 8555

PHILADELPHIA, PA

19101

JOE SCHOFTELD

AFWAL/POOC-2

WRIGHT PATTERSON AFB, OH
45433

ROBERT W. SCHUNK

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
CASS/UMC 4405

LOGAN, UT

84322-4405

K. SCRO
AFGWC/WSE
OFFUTT AFB, Nb
68113-5000

UEORGE SOULE'
BALL EPACE SYS. DIV.

ELECTRONICS DESIGN
P.O.BOX 1062
BOULDER, CO

80306
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JIM SPIANN
NASA/MARSHALL SPIACE F LT. CTR.
HUNTSVILLE, AL
358 1 Z-0()

MARK STANTON

LOCKHEED MISSLES & SPACE CO.
BLDG. 551, I6 -15

111 LOCKHEED WA

SUNNYVALE, CA

94089-3504

N. JOHN STEVENS
TRW SPACE & TECHNOLOGY GROUP

MAIL STOP M2/2154

ONE SPACE PARK
REDONDO BEACH, CA
902E78-000

ROB SUGGS

GRUMMAN SP;ACF STATION INTEGR.

420 WYNN DRIVE
HUNTSVILLE, AL

35805

JAMES D. SULLIVAN
MTT P1 n MA FUSION CENTER
NW16-166

CAMBRIUGE, MA
0 21 39-(:)00C)

DAVID SUSZCYNSRY
LOS ALAMU(n NATIONAL LPFV
MAIL STOP D438

LOS ALAMOS, NM

87544 -C)C)C

MAURICE F. TAUTZ

RADEX, INC.

3 PRESTON COURT

BEDFORD, MA

01730-0000

W.W.L. TAYLOR
TRW/SPIACE & TECHNOLOGY

ONE SPACE PARK
MS R1/1170

REDONDO BEACH, CA

90278-0000
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MARSHA i-. 10]RP
NASA/MARSHAIL PALE . .
MS ESS1
HUNTSVILLE, AL
.35812- J00)0

ALAN TRIBBLE
ROCKWELL, MC £25
P. 0. BOX -644

SEAL BEACH., C

90740- 7644

C. UNDERWOOD
TRW SPACE & TECHNOLOGY uROUP
MAIL STOP M2/2154
ONE SPACE PARK
REDONDO BEACII, CA

90278- () 0) 0

J. VARNI

SAF/OR

P.O. BOX 15183

qR INGTON, VA

c_ -2 C-000 )

R. VISWANATHHN

HUGHES R"'F:-IFr & C
BLDG. S4 . i"_ - E ,

P.O.BOX CJ! .
LOS ANGELES, CA

90009

F. WAFDI

HUL-, E-iDYNE/ DEPT. b6C)
LA40)

6633 CANOGA AVE.

CANOGA PARK, CA
91303-0000

DAVID WALKER
SPACE PLASMA BRANCH

NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY

WASHINGTON, DC

20375-500()

JOHN WATTS
NASA/MSFC
M/S E562

HUNTSVILLE, AL

35812
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EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR ESABASE CRITIQUE

The statement of work in Section 9 calls for a critique of the ESABASE software as
an integrating tool; therefore the critique will focus on how well ESABASE unifies various
spacecraft design analysis codes. The goal of this critique is to determine the strengths and
weaknesses of the ESABASE software package.

The major concern when evaluating any computer software is: does it do the
appropriate task? ESABASE provides a framework, an object generating module, analysis
modules, environment modules, user interfaces, a data base, and interfaces to other codes.
ESABASE has the components needed for an integrating CAE tool for spacecraft design.
Specific criteria to determine how well ESABASE fills the needs of the spacecraft design
community are discussed below.

A. SPECIFIC CRITERIA

1. Cost, Availability, and Resources Needed

The first criteria to be considered when evaluating any computer software is the cost
of purchase or lease and availability. The cost of maintenance and revisions must also be
considered. The cost of installation, including the time of any computer services staff, is part
of the cost of purchase. ESABASE is available for the purpose of space research to any
European company from the contracts office at ESTEC. There is no charge for its use.
Non-European industrial and government organizations must contact the international affairs
office. At present the only U. S. installation of ESABASE is at the Goddard Space Flight
Center.

The next class of criteria are hardware, operating system, and portability
considerations. Which computers is the software available for? Which graphics devices are
needed/can be used? Is any special equipment such as tablets or special keyboards required?
How much disk space is needed for the executables and accompanying source code? The
cost and availability of the appropriate hardware are important considerations in the
evaluation of any software package.

ESABASE is only available on VAX computers with the VMS operating system.
While VAXs historically have been widely used machines, the VMS operating system is
proprietary. This limitation increases the cost of use of the code. ESABASE graphics work
best with Tektronix terminals such as the 4105 or 4207. It can also output PostScript
graphics. No special keyboards or tablets are needed. Only the ESABASE executable is
distributed and it takes 20,000 blocks (10 Megabytes) of disk space.

107



Of course, the disk space needed to usefully execute a complex analysis problem is
not only the size of the executable files, but also the space needed for data, graphics, and
other files connected with the specific problem. The disk space needed will be assessed by
asking users and by looking at the disk space needed for the sample problems described
below.

2. Ease of Use

The time it takes a new user to learn to use the tool is often the deciding factor in the
success or failure of a CAE tool. Software which is difficult to learn is often resisted by the
engineering community. Some of the factors which affect the training time are availability
and cost of training classes and manuals, sophistication needed to use the software, and
similarity to other software with which the user is already familiar.

The amount of time needed to obtain analysis results from the CAE tool is another
important consideration. At each stage of an analysis, the time of the engineer who does the
calculation, the computer time used during the calculation, and the time during which the
engineer must wait for results are all important. The first stage of analysis is geometry
definition. ESABASE has its own geometry definition package which can be used for the
system description in most of the ESABASE analysis codes. ESABASE can also translate
input from some external geometry packages such as EUCLID and PATRAN II. Once the
geometry has been defined, it is stored in a database. If all of the analysis codes use the
same geometry definition, this stage is only needed once. The second stage of analysis is the
set-up and execution of a specific analysis problem. The time needed for the analysis code
itself to be executed will not be considered as this task is to evaluate ESABASE as an
integrating CAE tool. The final stage of an analysis is the interpretation of results. CAE tools
can greatly ease this process by presenting graphical information of surface values, plane
slices, or specific points.

The major advantages gained with the use of an integrating CAE tool are 1) that the
engineer only needs to learn to use one user interface and 2) that information can be
transfer-ed from one analysis code to another.

ESABASE Gateway provides for transfer of data from an ESABASE data file to
external programs which have more extensive post-processing capabilities. Some of the
packages supported are MOVIE.BYU, PATRAN II, EUCLID, CAD3D, CYBERMATE,
RASTER, MODEL, PREVIEW, SUPERTAB, and GEOMOD. ESABASE can also output
IGES format files. Any additional packages with which ESABASE can interface will be
noted.

3. Maintenance

Another important consideration in software evaluation is how difficult the software is
to maintain. With respect to an integrating CAE tool this includes the effort required to
change one part of the tool or to add (or replace) an analysis model.
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VERBATIM COMMENTS FROM RESPONDENTS

VI. PLEASE TELL US WHAT CAE TOOLS YOU ARE AWARE OF, BUT DO NOT
USE?

1. I-DEAS Not available.
2. Would like more inform on on what is available for electrical design and

documentation.
3. All are too expensive to learn!!!
4. Mainframe Finite Element Programs (e.g. NASTEAN) too difficult Zu "-se, too

expensive
5. Finite Element Heat Transfer - most space applications require finite difference

models for commonality
6. I-DEAS - too expensive; COSMOS - not quite capable enough; VersaCad,

AutoDesk, etc. - inappropriate.
7. General lack of awareness of what is in the community.
8. Lack of desire to pay for initial and continuing fees.
9. Desire to continually make our own modifications/upgrades to the software.
10. In-house expertise to do the job.
11. Procurement (government) procedures are daunting.
12. MSC/EMAS - Electromagnetic Analysis System - too expensive
13. Integrated Engineering Software - too expensive
14. Ansoft/Maxwell EM Analysis software - too expensive
15. I-DEAS - not enough knowledge
16. Design View - too expensive
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VIII. FUTURE CAE TOOL DEVELOPMENT

B. What environmental interaction analysis programs should be incorporated
in CAE tools?

1. Easy UNIX to MS-DOS conversion.
2. Thermal
3. Radiation (Total does at chip level).
4. Weight & CG
5. Mechanical resonance
6. High quality translators.
7. Thermal
8. Circuit analysis
9. Simulation of end-to-end electrical systems.
10. Stress
11. Thermal
12. Materials
13. Everything!!!!
14. Contamination (CONTAM, MULFLUX or equivalent.
15. Plasma interactions (LEO, NASCAP)
16. Surface degradation
17. SEU analysis
18. Plasma density
19. Neutral species
20. Meteor/debris
21. Solar & trapped radiation
22. Oxygen erosion
23. NASCAP POLAR
25. CONTAM or equivalent
26. Standard environment models (
27. Quick running codes
28. ISEM and ISEM update for neutral emissions/ions/ion emission/charge

density, bulk currents and light.
29. Kessler model
30. AE8, AP8
31. Neutral atmosphere - MET, MSIS, Earth GRAM
32. Floating potentials
33. Arcing
34. Atomic oxygen
35. Sputtering
36. Debris
37. Thruster Plumes
38. RAM/Wake
39. EMI-Plasma
40. S/C Charging with EMC/EMI
41. Surface chemistry with S/C Charging and thermal
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42. Calculate plasma density/constituent contours
43. As many as possible
44. Random vibration
45. Thermal
46. Linear/Non-linear stress
47. NASCAP
48. SPICE
49. All codes should be converted to interface with CAD/CAM - i.e., take

objected from CAD/CAM all codes should store data and output data in
a transparent way so interfaces between codes post processor

2. What kind of programs or design tools do you wish you had to make the
spacecraft design process simpler, faster, cheaper, better?

1. More workstation hard disk storage.
2. Center of gravity analyses.
3. Radiation (total dose)/SEU simulator.
4. Color graphical thermal simulator.
5. RAD
6. Workstation based analysis programs.
7. Integrated thermal analysis for electronics packaging.
8. Electronics design with integrated thermal analysis.
9. Standardization of operation between operation systems.
10. Mechanisms simulation
11. Integrated 3-D analysis tool.
12. Rapid 1-D analysis tool.
13. Interactive 3-D object definition.
14. Better CAD/CAE interface
15. post-processor using standard input
16. Translator from finite element to finite difference (thermal)
17. A PC version of TRASYS that's easy to use.
18. Better CAD tool (being developed in-house)
19. Codes with standard handles and standard user interfaces rather than a

different one for each code.

F. Additional Comments

* A workstation should be available to the engineer which provides the
CAD/CAM, analysis, programming, pre-and post-processing, and word
processing capabilities at one workstation. That is to include a personal
computer availability along with the analysis capability.

0 Use Macintosh for low cost, ease of use, read accessibility, and low
training cost. Wide range of software available.
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* The complex gas density environment and emissions, scattering that
results is very important. The surface effects of deposited contaminants
shiould be developed that incorporates effect on transmission,
reflectance, absorptance, solar absorptivity and surface conductivity
from ground tests and flight data.

* This survey is too complicated to be useful.

" Our tool (SMT) is very specific to our needs. A utility which would
help users convert to "standard" input/output formats would be helpful.

* SMT is government-owned and will be releasable to anyone once
documentation is complete. Anyone willing to assist in the
documentation process will be cordially received.

" SMT currently is SUN specific and requires PHIGS. Anyone willing
to participate in a conversion process to X-windc.': is -As
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