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Key Points

• Small satellites presently fill an appropriate niche in the cost versus mission-class/risk

ecosystem

• Small satellites are highly productive as measured by papers/year/$M

• Small satellites present the all-too-rare opportunity to further develop a career in spaceflight

leadership

• Equity goals can be met – and met soon – by increasing the number of opportunities to

lead small satellite missions

• Present small satellite funding levels are a bottleneck and prioritizing investment in them

will enhance the returns described above
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the next decade, there is an opportunity for very

high return on investment of relatively small budgets

by elevating the priority of smallsat funding in helio-
physics. We’ve learned in the past decade that these

missions perform exceptionally well by traditional met-

rics, e.g., papers/year/$M (Spence et al. 2022). It is also

well established that there is a “leaky pipeline” resulting

in too little diversity in leadership positions (National

Academies Report). Prioritizing smallsat funding would

significantly increase the number of opportunities for new

leaders to learn – a crucial patch for the pipeline and

an essential phase of career development. At present,

however, there are far more proposers than the

available funding can support, leading to selec-

tion ratios that can be as low as 6% – in the bottom

0.5th percentile of selection ratios across the history of

ROSES1. Prioritizing SmallSat funding and sub-

stantially increasing that selection ratio are the

fundamental recommendations being made by

this white paper.

Figure 1 illustrates the current mission “ecosystem”

as a function of cost and risk. Over the past decade,

SmallSats (CubeSats as well as the new astrophysics

Pioneers class) have come to fill the large gap between

the suborbital class and Missions of Opportunity (MoO).

In order to increase the SmallSat selection rate, their

costs – which are driven, in part, by how much risk is

allowed – should be stabilized early in the next decade. If

the costs rise at the same rate that the program element

total budgets do, the selection ratio will continue to
suffer.

2. HIGH RETURN ON INVESTMENT (ROI)

We categorize the returns received into 1) focused

science, 2) career development, and 3) improved equity.

There is interplay between these categories that will

become apparent.

2.1. Focused Science

There are niche scientific problems that are best ad-

dressed with small satellites; larger missions are simply

unnecessary in these cases. Reports, such as “Achiev-

ing Science with CubeSats: Thinking Inside the Box”

(National Academies of Sciences 2016) suggest exactly

1 NASA HFORT received 16 compliant proposals in the most recent
call at the time of writing (HFORT2020). HFORT2022 expects to
make only 1-2 selections. The number of proposals is not likely to
decrease with time given historical trends, meaning that we may
soon be facing selection selection ratios no higher than 6-12%. In
the list of 1180 ROSES selections made since 2003, a 6% selection
ratio is in the bottom 0.5th percentile

this. The scope of the proposed scientific question(s)

and the scope of the mission should be congruent. Nar-

rower scope, however, does not imply a lack of scientific

importance. For example, measurements of high energy

particles in Earth’s radiation belts made by the CSSWE

CubeSat contributed to a large enough impact on our

understanding of the magnetosphere to warrant two pub-
lications in Nature (Baker et al. 2014; Li et al. 2017). In

order to emphasize this point, Spence et al. (2022) com-

pared a representative set of missions spanning mission

class: flagship/strategic, MIDEX, and SMEX; versus

CubeSats (mostly NSF-funded, ∼1M education-oriented

but science-motivated missions). While imperfect, an

easy and commonly-used metric for scientific productiv-

ity is the number of resultant papers. Of course, the

CubeSats had far fewer average total papers (approx-

imately 1% the average of large missions). However,

when normalized by year since launch and mission cost,

the CubeSats performed four times better. There

are many reasons for this, including launch costs, risk

posture, and mission complexity. There are important

measurements that require large platforms; we are em-

phasizing that both large and small missions have value.

The important point here is that any lingering narrative

that small satellites are not worth the investment should

be retired. Even based on this traditional metric alone

– which only accounts for scientific productivity – small

satellites can have an exceptional return on investment

(ROI).

Additionally, the miniaturization of spacecraft bus

technologies has created an incentive to also miniatur-

ize instrumentation in order to take advantage of these

new platforms. Many CubeSats can be cited as exam-

ples of this but here we will only provide the example
of the miniaturization of the Van Allen Probes (VAP)

Relativistic Electron-Proton Telescope (REPT) for the

Colorado Student Space Weather Experiment (CSSWE)

CubeSat REPT integrated little experiment (REPTile);

these missions flew in highly complementary orbits (po-

lar and equatorial) that enhanced the science output

for both missions. Looking forward, solar sails are a

bus technology in active development presently that will

continue to drive demand for very low mass instruments.

Moreover, the abundance of future launches to the moon

and beyond open up rideshare opportunities that have

been rare to date; this too will increase the demand

for small, standardized payloads that can address fo-

cused science questions from comparatively rare orbits

(National Academies of Sciences 2020; ASU 2022).

However, miniaturization does have some limits. Some

focused science measurements require slightly more than

the typical $7.5M but still substantially less than a $50M

https://www.nationalacademies.org/our-work/increasing-diversity-in-the-leadership-of-competed-space-missions
https://www.nationalacademies.org/our-work/increasing-diversity-in-the-leadership-of-competed-space-missions
https://science.nasa.gov/researchers/sara/grant-stats


2

Figure 1. Typical cost of missions versus an arbitrary technical risk scaling guided by mission class. In the past decade,
CubeSats moved up from ∼$1M/mission and settled into a very natural position in the overall portfolio (dashed blue line),
but the trend toward less risk tolerance and higher cost should stop now. Note that the vertical axis is log scaled. “R&T” is
”Research and Technology”, as defined in NASA Procedural Requirements 7120.8A.

MoO. For example, the 3U CubeSat, LightSail-2, was

dedicated to and successful in testing a solar sail (Spencer

et al. 2020); but employing this technology to obtain

heliophysics measurements beyond Earth orbit would

require a higher than typical budget for (at least some)
radiation hard electronics, additional associated testing,

a longer mission duration to account for the cruise phase

to the target destination(s), and/or communications via

the Deep Space Network. Another example is constella-

tions, which are a major benefit of these small platforms.

It is just possible to fund the smallest possible constel-

lation – 2 satellites – for $7.5M. Over the past decade,

NASA Heliophysics has been selecting an increasing num-

ber of constellations in the higher mission classes (e.g.,

VAP, MMS, PUNCH, TRACERS, EZIE) – a clear indica-

tor of the compelling science that can only be done with

a constellation. Today, this benefit is largely restricted

to mission classes at or above MoOs. These examples

illustrate the need for a mission class to fill in the wide
gap between CubeSats and MoOs (Figure 1). NASA

Astrophysics has recently created such a class – Pioneers

– with a per-mission cost cap of $20M. Heliophysics Pi-

oneers would enable new science while remaining less

than half the cost of MoOs, the next class up.

Finally, we have evidence that there are more excel-

lent ideas being proposed by the community than ex-

isting budgets can support. Due to budget restrictions,

HFORT2020 was forced to decline 50% of their top tier

proposals, all of which were rated “Excellent” by the

panel. As underlying spacecraft technology continues to

improve and as instruments continue to miniaturize, new,
comprehensive approaches will emerge for addressing the

science topics to be recommended by the Decadal Survey.

It is clear that more funding for small satellites would be

a wise investment. For example, a modest enhancement

equivalent to a single MIDEX mission could fund ∼30

additional small satellite missions.

2.2. Career Development

Large missions benefit from leaders that already have

leadership experience, even if the scope of that previous

experience was smaller. Such leaders already have refined

skills in managing disparate teams, setting up systems

to ensure clear lines of communication everywhere they

are needed, appropriate delegation, conflict resolution,

and managing potential risks for the mission. It benefits

everyone to do this refinement – this learning – when the

stakes are lower. Mistakes tend to be less costly but the

lessons learned just as memorable.

Moreover, the experience of working on a small mission

itself opens up opportunities to work on larger missions

that likely would not have occurred otherwise. As with

anything, expertise tends to stack. Gaining recogni-



3

tion in the community through conference presentations

and papers about various aspects of the mission and

its science means that when new mission concepts are

percolating among a group of people, it’s more likely that

person’s name will be readily accessible to lead an impor-

tant aspect of the mission (an instrument on a MIDEX,

for example). This networking is effective in the other
direction as well: everyone on a small satellite team has

the opportunity to interact with engineers, instrument

scientists, project managers, etc. – people with whom

they likely would not have interacted before. People in

leadership positions also build deeper relationships with

financial managers and administrators than is required

for science research and analysis. All of this means that

the person will already “speak the language” and have an

existing network of well-established relationships outside

their own scientific discipline to support them if they

find themselves leading a larger mission.

Some groups have informally implemented a “see one,

do one, teach one” practice for small missions such as

repeated launches of a sounding rocket over the course of

a few years. Often times a graduate student or postdoc

will participate in the rocket payload preparation and

launch but have a relatively minor set of responsibilities

– their primary job is to learn. On the subsequent launch,

they lead important parts of the project and are deep

into many of the hands-on aspects. They may go on

to propose their own sounding rockets or small satellite

missions from there, but there is an expectation that on

the next launch, they will help train the newest members

of the team. Such a practice is beneficial for everyone

involved and ensures there are always experienced hands

around to mitigate risk. If such a practice could be

formalized and be done cross-institutionally for small
satellites – essentially a SmallSat Academy – the benefits

could reach a wider audience.

Again, prioritizing funding in small satellite programs

would expand all of these benefits to more people.

2.3. Improved Equity

It is clear that improving Diversity, Equity, and Inclu-

sion (DEI) is a high priority for all of agencies that the

Decadal Survey targets, from the top of those organiza-

tions to the bottom. For example, it is explicitly called

for in NASA’s “Vision for Scientific Excellence” and it is

becoming actionable in places like the new requirement

for some ROSES proposals to include an explicit “Inclu-

sion Plan.” An extremely relevant report recently com-

missioned by NASA was released: “Increasing Diversity,

Equity, Inclusion, and Accessibility in the Leadership

of Competed Space Missions” (National Academies of

Sciences 2022). Everything in that report is relevant to

the present discussion but even a summary is beyond the

scope of this white paper. Instead, we will briefly dis-

cuss the specific interplay of this topic with the previous

section.

The salient issue is commonly referred to as the “leaky

pipeline.” At each step from elementary school through

graduate school to early career and then senior profes-
sional, there is attrition that is not proportional to the

underlying population demographics. The focus of this

white paper is primarily at the high school to early-career

segment of the pipeline; this is where bolstering the in-

vestment in small satellites can provide a patch for part

of the leak. The cost of each new small satellite mission

is small. If NASA wants to increase diversity, equity,

inclusion, and accessibility in the leadership of competed

space missions, a very obvious way to do that would

be to fund more small satellites. For the cost of a sin-

gle SMEX ($150M), ≥20 new leaders2 could be minted

via small satellites ($7.5M average cost). That much

opportunity makes it much easier to ensure that DEI

goals are met – and met soon – compared to a single

SMEX every 2–3 years. We reiterate that all mission

classes are needed for science, but small satellites present

a clear opportunity to meet NASA’s DEI goals. We

also note that these benefits can extend further down

the pipeline: the low-cost/higher-risk stance makes it

possible for projects to engage with high school students,

exposing them to Science, Technology, Engineering, and

Math (STEM) in a much deeper way that may not have

been an opportunity otherwise. The MinXSS CubeSat

(funded by NASA, led by University of Colorado), for

example, involved over 40 students spanning graduate to

high school. This inspiration acts as a force to help indi-

viduals from diverse backgrounds stick with STEM by
increasing their motivation and providing an exceptional

experience they can cite in, e.g., college applications and

interviews for research positions.

Moreover, there should not be a bottleneck in the

pipeline just before the opportunity to lead parts of, or

entire, large missions becomes available. The current

funding level is a bottleneck, with only 1–2 selections

possible per year. If NASA wants a more diverse set

of leaders, not just of small missions but for large ones,

there should be a large pool of exceptionally qualified

candidates made available. One highly efficient way for

those candidates to gain that qualification is to have

received the kind of career development provided by

small satellites, as described in Section 2.2. We also

2 20 Principal Investigators + any other leaders such as Project
Scientists, Project Managers, and/or Systems Engineers
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emphasize that even if a mission never obtains its science

measurements, the mission can still be a full success

on the career development and equity dimensions.

3. HOW SMALLSATS ACHIEVE THIS HIGH ROI

The crux of the method for achieving this high ROI is

a result of what is illustrated in Figure 1: the higher the

mission classification, the less technical risk tolerance

there is. Money has to be spent to buy down risk. A di-
mension not shown in the figure is mission scope. While

it is true that the mission classifications and scope are

correlated, it is possible to imagine a CubeSat mission de-

veloped with Class A requirements. The scope wouldn’t

increase but a great deal of money would have to be

spent to buy down the technical risks. An important

part of the high ROI is simply that the culture is more

risk tolerant with these smaller missions. The relation-

ship between dollars spent specifically to buy down risk

and probability of mission success is nonlinear. That is,

it costs a lot less money to increase the probability of

success from 50% to 80% than it does to get from 99.5%

to 99.9%. As a result, the cost-normalized productivity

of small satellites is very high.

The higher risk tolerance also ties into career develop-

ment: it is more acceptable for mistakes to occur due

to lack of experience. The stakes are lower. Those mis-

takes represent learning, training, and the gaining of

experience – in other words, career development.

Finally, investing in small satellites would mean increas-

ing the number of opportunities. The return on that

investment manifests in career development, as above, as

well as meeting DEI goals. In the limiting case, we could

fund everyone who had the desire to lead a mission and

no systematic bias would skew the demographics. As

that pipeline narrows towards the opposite limiting case,

we reach the current state of affairs that has prompted all
of the reports and calls for improving DEI in spaceflight

leadership.

4. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Funding agencies should give small satellite fund-

ing high priority. The number of heliophysics small

satellite selections made each year should be in-

creased. The selection ratio in all related program

elements should be above 15%. NASA, in particu-

lar, should target a selection ratio commensurate

with the average of all ROSES proposals: 30%3.

2. NASA’s Heliophysics Division should add a Pio-

neers class ($20M cost cap), following the example

of Astrophysics. This would fill in an important gap

between the current average CubeSat cost ($7.5M)

and the Missions of Opportunity ($50M; see Figure

1).

3. NASA’s Heliophysics Division should provide more

funding for the Heliophysics Flight Opportunities

Studies (HFOS) program element. This program

funds concept study development with the express

purpose to generate more competitive submissions

to HFORT. This program is relatively new, so

this recommendation is contingent on NASA find-

ing that the program has been successful. Early

indicators are positive, though the cost cap per

investigation is restrictive. Programs like HFOS

are especially important for ensuring equity

because they provide resources for teams that hap-

pen to be led from institutions that don’t have the

internal resources necessary to build a compelling

mission proposal.

4. NASA’s Heliophysics Division should continue the
excellent support of instrument development in the

Heliophysics Instrument Development for Science

(HTIDeS). Special attention to instrument minia-

turization in the call for proposals would further

incentivize development that can be leveraged by

HFORT.

5. Funding agencies should periodically review where

their small satellite programs fall and which way

they are trending in the ecosystem illustration (Fig-

ure 1). If the trends are pushing small satellites

toward being too risk averse, policies should be

amended (e.g., a more liberal risk posture, allowing

more tailoring of Class D specification) to ensure

that these crucial platforms fill the important niche

they presently occupy.

6. NASA should continue to bolster the Small Satel-

lite and Special Projects Office (S3PO) and Small

Spacecraft Systems Virtual Institute (S3VI) to

support the growing community. The S3VI semi-

nar series and the S3PO communication of lessons

learned across projects are both examples of ex-

cellent information dissemination. However, more

could be done to facilitate interactions with in

the community itself. The first Sounding Rocket

Symposium will take place this year; a similar work-

shop for SmallSats would be welcome. A SmallSat

Academy could be established, possibly facilitated

through a CubeSat Center of Excellence, to enable

the “see one, do one, teach one” approach described

in Section 2.2.

https://sites.wff.nasa.gov/code810/Symposium/Sounding-Rocket-Symposium.html
https://sites.wff.nasa.gov/code810/Symposium/Sounding-Rocket-Symposium.html
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