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Of 915 CubeSats reaching orbit from 2000-2018

Swartwout, M., “CubeSat Mission Success: Are We Getting Better?,”
Proceedings of the CubeSat Developers’ Workshop, CalPoly, 23 April 2019

DO SMALL SATELLITES NEED NEW
SYSTEM ENGINEERING AND MISSION ASSURANCE PARADIGMS?

Constraint-Based Mission Assurance for Small Satellites
Lee Jasper; Space Dynamics Laboratory
o commescoms % Lauren Hunt, Charlie Jacka, Kate Yoshino; Air Force Research Laboratory
IF small satellites really should be faster & cheaper, THEN the scope of the mission and its development
activities should focus on highest impact practices

Standards must be widely applicable and produce consistent results. The best we can achieve right now
for constraint-based small satellites is to strive for normative satellite behaviors and/or consistent

project processes.
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