Answers to the questions received regarding the solicitation entitled MR031061SP, ROOT CAUSE ANALYSIS FOR FUTURE REUSABLE LAUNCH SYSTEMS that was posted on 03/12/03.

1. What is the scope of work for this task (i.e. what is the expected FTE level)?  This information will help provide some idea as to the expected level of detail for deliverables (see also question 3 below).

The level of detail is as stated in the 11 task 2 portions of the SOW, as applied only to these specific areas. All other areas may be left at a higher conceptual / architecture level. FTE is to be determined by the proposer and is reflected in the criteria on price.
2. Who or what teams at NASA would the winning team be interfacing with in completion of this task?  Can you provide any details as to the groups that would be worked with closely?

The NASA KSC Systems Engineering Office.
3. There are some questions as to the level of detail that would be expected for the final architectures to satisfy the milestones and deliverables.  Task 3 in the SOW indicates that the detail will include internal tank arrangements for sub-systems such as main propulsion, auxiliary propulsion, power and thermal management.'  In addition, the numbered items in Task 2 of 3 get very specific with regards to specific subsystems or certain vehicle components.  Does this mean that just these subsystems would be focused on, or would all subsystem designs be expected?  Would any subsystem design be expected to the vehicle layout level (i.e. incorporating structural carry throughs and subsystem routing), or more from a mass fraction type approach, more comparable to the CONSIZ type analysis?

Just these sub-systems, the other systems may be left at higher conceptual / architecture levels. As an example, when addressing item 2, of task 2, the integration of OMS, RCS and Power / commodities tanks, this means that weights, sizing, and vehicle closure has taken into account the placement, size / volumes, and fluids, required for this approach and a feasible vehicle been analyzed / determined. This establishes the feasibility of that design aspect driven by operational needs such as operational affordability, safety, or maintainability.
4. What 'NASA need and requirements' will be used to drive the designs of each of the preliminary architectures?  If program requirements (such as Level 1 or 2 requirements from the NGLT or OSP program) are to be used, how many levels down in the requirements will be verified by the designs?

Primary vehicle design drivers will be operations cost, turnaround time, and payload. Cost will be per pound of payload on a per flight basis. Cost includes recurring fixed and variable operations costs at a total program level, as well as non-recurring Facility and Ground Support Equipment (GSE) acquisition. Turnaround time will be measured in days. The payload requirement will begin with NASA ISS per flight needs but trade this requirement as required in exchange for better cost per pound on a yearly tonnage basis (a reduced turn time and reduced cost may occur for a payload per flight less than required by ISS, but the yearly delivered amount may still be more, due to more flights, at a total yearly cost which is less than at a higher per flight payload). Optimize the system, not the flight. Optimize the system for ops, not the sub-systems. Operations and safety is the focus, not performance. Total cost and safety are paramount. Payload may be traded. Vehicle design goals will be to significantly increase safety, significantly reduce operations costs and significantly reduce turnaround time. Designs should be targeting no greater than CSTS commercial type goals of less than $1000/lb and turn-times on the order of weeks, not months. Safety will be intrinsic to these goals as reliability is identified in sub-task 11 of main task 2. Safe, reliable systems are cost effective and turn quickly. Unreliable, unsafe systems do not.
The response date listed in your synopsis for the project referenced above is March 28, 2003.  But then, under the description it shows a response date of April 4, 2003.  Which date is correct?

 

The solicitation was modified and the response date was changed from 03/28/03 to 04/04/03.
