Drew –

I don’t consider our plan as a divergence with respect to batteries. Let me attempt to explain things and see if this helps make it clear what we are doing. We’ve discussed this many times already but let me recap how I understand things..

The only proven battery technology and the baseline of ALTEX is the AgZn chemistry battery pack. Currently we have (with the batteries on hand) about 50 battery cycles left out of the various packs. Assuming we support Ryan and Haddock (maybe 14 cycles) that leaves us with 30 cycles (= full missions) for supporting DMO / Chavez CTD. Those numbers look sufficient to let us research new battery technologies and try them out on the engineering platform. There is no issue I can see, or that has been brought to me, about upgrading a vehicle once a new technology is proven. Currently it’s a matter of schedule and costs, not a serious labor effort (as the concepts have been laid out to date). 

You and I also discussed the DMO position on reliability which is tough, referencing the numbers 

in my notes which I got from Steve. Still, if DMO accepts there is some uncertainty or risk with a

new battery technology (and support equip) DMO will be advised and able to get these new batteries at the same time as we do for the engineering vehicle. Please keep in mind, the new batteries are not part of the baseline / straight line vehicle, new batteries are being looked into to support the Multibeam vehicle and as an upgrade path. Since the Multibeam vehicle schedule has slipped the pressure has reduced some to make a decision now. We can take more time and still comfortably support the Multibeam ConOps  per the plan was outlined by Marcia and restated in our AUV meeting the next day (Steve E. and Keith R. were present you might recall).

Regarding the functional specs from Jim that you mention. These specs are old and are being revised by the current ConOps, so they are not a good reference. Jim’s specs were from a brain storming session over two years ago. Beyond these points, the spec we outlined to Marcia and the AUVUC was to build the straight line vehicle in support of the AUV/CTD payload based on what we have from the ALTEX platform. We should also keep in mind that not all specifications will necessarily be met exactly, we have are the desired outcome but often trades and decisions made that include resources and other factors not listed in a specification. So,this leaves room for changes and upgrades, such as new batteries, to be included.

I understand your reservations about AgZn batteries. No one enjoys the process of opening the spheres,lifting the batteries out, hand tending them to recharge, and reversing the process to get the next mission going. However, it is the way we have worked to date and it is proven. I want to move forward also and adopt newer technologies that offer the possibility of some nice features and advantages over the older AgZn technologies. On the other hand we have the requirement to build a vehicle and be in the water for Chavez and nothing in his current ConOps or program is forcing us to move to a new battery technology. One last thought, it is entirely possible that a decision could be made to wait a while and stick with AgZn for the next X period. No one in engineering has made up their minds that I know of. We have favorites and each of the researched chemistries has some good aspects but the trade study (and potentially more

work stemming from the review) will be how the decision is made. DMO (yourself, Etch, Bob Fuhrmann) are part of that process and we will weigh in your thoughts and opinions during the process.

Let me know if this accurate to you. I’ve tried to outline the project requirements (from Marcia and AUVUC) as I know them. I’m trying to account for the Director of DMO’s desires and to support science according to the revised schedule (delivery of a vehicle in July). Hopefully we can support Ryan and Haddock but I’m not letting that mission influence our design / build / or other decisions except for the extra mid-body. DMO (you specifically) are involved in every aspect of the process, so nothing is moving forward without you in the loop. This is why I really believe there is no divergence with respect to batteries. The only issue I’ve even heard of late was the desire to move forward on a battery review which I did not support. My position being the PI of the 

AUV program had to be present and take part in the decision before moving to a new battery chemistry. 

I hope this clears up any issues about batteries. If we can get the new technology in before vehicle delivery and everyone is OK with new batteries going directly into the straight line vehicle, then I’ll do my best to support it. If we don’t get them in time, then as a group we will have to address the next set of issues. As for the other functional requirement concerns you mention, please be sure to get those redlines to me today. We agreed in the meeting that we needed everyone’s redlines right away since it made no sense to have Hans updating specs as people

trickle in their changes. Once the redlines are documented / incorporated we will go through them and address each persons difference / position to come to a final version for the AUV/CTD straight line vehicle. The engineering vehicle (Mulitbeam) to built later will have a separate document (also outlined in our meeting of last week) so that “future” thinking would not be confused with current deliverables.  

If you think more discussion will help, come by and we can talk over any other issues you see. Certainly, Steve is invited also and anything that is a worry can be brought forward for consideration. My preference would be not to revisit decisions that are already made and committed to for the straight line system. We’ve gone past those points but we can always revisit past thinking while discussing new vehicle concepts (Multibeam and beyond). 

BTW, I wrote this out to document things for Steve and Jim (all of us) since they are not always able to be at our meetings but are important in the loop. Please still feel free to come by and discuss things. As project manager and part of engineering I’m always open to hearing options and how we might be able to solve issues or problems. 

- Bill 

-----Original Message-----
From: Gashler, Drew 
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2002 12:49 PM
To: Kirkwood, Bill
Cc: Etchemendy, Steve
Subject: RE: Battery review and Fairings review date info
Bill,
  
(deleted fairings comments) 

Regarding batteries, I have strong reservations regarding attempting to support an operational schedule with the existing battery configuration.  I think we need to reconcile the differences between the functional requirements as they pertain to batteries as presented by Hans, and the functional requirements as outlined by Jim (see 005.AUV Functionality.doc).  This is not the only area in which there are differences of opinion regarding functional requirements, but it seems to be the most critical divergence.
 

Can we get together at some point soon to discuss this?
 

let me know,
 

dg
