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December 26, 2001

TO:                System Management Office Directors

FROM:          AE/Deputy Chief Engineer

SUBJECT:     System Management Office (SMO) Quarterly Meeting Minutes

The SMO Directors quarterly meeting was held on October 24 - 25, 2001, at the Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC).  Enclosure 1 is the list of actions from the meeting.  Enclosure 2 is the meeting agenda.  Enclosure 3 is the list of attendees.  Richard Day, the GSFC SMO Director, provided opening remarks and logistical information.  Keith Hudkins, Deputy Chief Engineer, reviewed the agenda for the quarterly meeting.  Electronic versions of all presentations and the list of actions have been distributed.  For detailed information, refer to the distributed presentations.    

Independent Life Cycle Cost Analysis:

Arlene Moore of the Langley Research Center (LaRC) SMO, defined the requirements and presented a process for conducting an Independent Life Cycle Cost Analysis (ILCCA).  The objectives are to:  a) provide value-added independent cost analysis for programs and projects in compliance with the FY2001 Authorization Bill, Section 301, Requirement for Independent Cost Analysis; and b) ensure informed decisions at key program/project milestones.  This legislation requires the NASA Chief Financial Officer (CFO) conduct an ILCCA “before funds may be obligated for Phase B” on projects entering in formulation with a rough order of magnitude projected LCC of greater than $150 million.  This process does not naturally align with pre-existing processes, nor is there a natural flow between this requirement and the Independent Program Assessment Office (IPAO) process.  However, this process is approved and the IPAO holds the stewardship.  The project manager will produce a Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD), which documents the technical and management content of the project at the time of the Requirements Review (RR), and provides the basis of estimate.  Since the ILCCA needs to be done early in the project life cycle in conjunction with the RR, it is recognized that uncertainties will exist in the project definition and will require reconciliation to address major discrepancies in cost and risk driving elements.  Therefore, the memorandum to Congress will reflect the amount of uncertainty present at this timeframe by documenting a range estimate for the project, as long as this uncertainty is bounded.  At this time, NASA has yet to formally submit a Congressionally-mandated ILCCA.

Stoplight Definitions:

David Anderson of the Glenn Research Center (GRC) SMO, and Olga Gonzalez-Sanabria, (via telecon) the GRC SMO Director, presented the results of a series of telecons that culminated on September 19, 2001, with the NASA Chief Engineer’s Office and SMO

Directors consensus proposal for a NASA-wide “stoplight” criteria.  The objective of this
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activity is to provide a common framework for capturing, integrating, and communicating the health status (actuals versus plans) of NASA programs and projects, and present this Agency stoplight criteria proposal to the Agency Program Management Council (PMC).  Developing common stoplight criteria for Agency-wide use will standardize a set of known common sense good practices, and provide consistent reporting and a format to promote meaningful discussions or actions on technical or programmatic concerns.  The assessment areas of cost, schedule, and technical performance are evaluated to measure execution against the plan, while “Programmatics” evaluates program/project management products to ensure adequate planning is in place to satisfy Agency and Center requirements.  There were extensive discussion on these assessment areas, especially with respect to compliance concerns, redundant reporting, issues not otherwise covered or that are far out on the horizon in the “Programmatics” assessment area.  All SMO Directors agreed cost, schedule, and technical performance should be reported as defined at the Agency PMC.  In addition, all agreed that the “Programmatic” assessment area should be color-coded as a way to report general program/project issues and concerns not otherwise captured by the other three assessment areas.  The red, yellow and green stoplight criteria were defined to reflect the approach of working within margins.  Specific and measurable thresholds and goals should eventually be established where practical to make the assessment as quantitative as possible.  However, all agreed to table the determination of quantitative thresholds at this time.  The final assessment area discussed was the presentation of the characterization and evaluation of the top program/project risks in a risk matrix.  Ultimately, all agreed that as a pilot, risk could be reported any way that is selected, as long as there is at least some description or narrative on the extent or magnitude of risk.  There was also consensus that at least the three assessment areas of cost, schedule and technical performance should also be flowed down to the Enterprise, Lead Center and Center PMC’s.             

Independent Review Team:

Jeff Lavell, the IPAO Director, presented the status of the Independent Review Team (IRT) pilot process that was approved by the NASA PMC for a one-year trial period on May 17, 2001.  The purpose of the IRT process is to:  reduce the burden on programs and projects; improve the process for team selection; focus reviews as a resource for programs/projects; augment Headquarters (HQ) staff for their oversight function; and improve review follow-up and decision processes.  For programs and projects with HQ oversight, this concept will: assemble the IRT early in the formulation phase; follow the program/project through it’s lifecycle; conduct reviews as required in the “Terms of Reference” and in concert with program/project requirements; and align with major milestone reviews to increase technical content while reducing the burden on programs and projects.  IRT reviews include:  an Independent Assessment (IA) to determine the level of completeness of the system engineering processes and analyze the projected performance of the concept; Non-Advocate Review (NAR) or equivalent, e.g., Confirmation Review, to determine readiness to proceed from Formulation into Implementation; Independent Implementation Review held at approximately one year intervals and replacing the Independent Annual Review (IAR); and special reviews.  The IPAO verifies independence, and the Enterprise Associate 

Administrator reviews/concurs with the IRT membership.  The NASA Chief Engineer
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approves the IRT.  Four IRT’s (SIRTF, MER, ISS, GPB) had been formed to date, with several others in work.  A draft ISO process has been created and reviewed by the Enterprises, with independence criteria and integration of IAs into the IRT process the only remaining issues pending resolution.  Integration with Center-level reviews and teams, and payment of IRT members are details that are currently being worked.

Enterprise Program Management Councils:

Len Sirota, HQ Code M, presented the charter for the Human Exploration and Development of Space (HEDS) PMC and a description of their recent activities.  The HEDS PMC was recently constructed to blend in with the Agency and Lead Center PMC’s, and meet the needs of the HEDS Enterprise.  This Enterprise PMC will ensure that programs/projects are consistent with Agency and HEDS strategic planning and available resources and are conducted in accordance with established commitments.  Two PMC’s have already been conducted, including Cockpit Avionics Upgrades and a prelude to the Agency Quarterly Status Report as a dry run to the Enterprise Associate Administrator (EAA).  The Enterprise PMC will also govern in program formulation and implementation authorization, as in the case of Space Port Services, after which a Center PMC may become governing.  So far, the Charter seems to have been adequately serving the Enterprise needs.

Johnson Space Center Independent Program Assessment Contract:

Lee Graham, the Johnson Space Center (JSC) SMO Director, presented their Independent Program Assessment Contract (IPAC), a JSC contract for the benefit of the Center and the Office of Space Flight (OSF).  For ISS, an Independent Program Assessment Team (IPAT) chartered by HQ Code M and B is part of the JSC SMO, with membership from the JSC SMO, SMO’s from other Centers, and review teams composed of civil service and contractor personnel.  This IPAT contractor support is provided through the IPAC.  This contract was requested by OSF, and will provide fully independent programmatic and institutional assessment capability at JSC.  The SMO will provide technical management and leadership.  The scope of activities will include JSC Lead Center programs and projects, as well as JSC Center-wide institutional support.  This would include all HEDS and institutional activities for ISS and Shuttle.  The types of reviews IPAC will conduct include, independent cost, schedule and technical assessments, including applicable aspects of safety and mission assurance.  These reviews encompass NAR’s, IA’s, Independent Readiness Reviews, Independent Program Reviews, Independent Cost Estimates and Independent Budget Assessments.  IPAC will not duplicate assessments or reviews conducted by the IPAO or the HEDS IA.  All requests for reviews will come from Code M Deputy Associate Administrator/Business Management or JSC Center Director.  Major milestones and Program Operating Plan decision points will drive the reviews.  IPAC will also provide ISS monthly assessment reports addressing delta programmatic risks in technical, cost and schedule performance.      
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SMO Director’s Meeting Format:

An open discussion was initiated to consider questions related to the SMO Director’s meetings and the format for future meetings.  Some of the questions discussed included:

- Should the SMO Director’s meeting continue?

- What is the charter and focus for the SMO Director’s meeting?

- Who should attend?

- Who should chair?

- Where should the SMO Directors meet?

- What is the relationship to the PMC Working Group (PMCWG)?

Much of this discussion centered on the role of the SMO Director’s meeting forum.  Most agreed there was significant value in sharing best practices, cross fertilization, completing assigned projects (e.g., stoplight criteria), offering ideas to share and discussing topics of special interest.  Brian Keegan differentiated the role of this interchange forum from that of the PMCWG.  He indicated that even though there may be some commonality in membership to debate policy, the role of the SMO Director’s meeting is more about sharing information and concerned with how the Agency implements requirements and excellence in program/project management.  He noted that the Agency should benefit from forums where the Centers talk among themselves, and sees the role of the Chief Engineer’s Office as facilitator for the SMO group.  Axel Roth, Marshall Space Flight Center (MSFC) SMO Director, suggested that by having the SMO Directors meet in a forum and talk about common practices benefits NASA to be more like one Agency and to do things in a similar way.  Ron Johnson, the Ames Research Center (ARC) SMO Director, suggested that this meeting offers the SMO Directors a different perspective and opportunity to generate new ideas, implement compliance, collaborate on problems and propose solutions.  He said we should examine the reasons the group was originally established, i.e., to provide for independent review, independent cost analysis, better cost estimating, to evaluate how program/project management is being implemented, and to promote better ways of conducting systems engineering.  The opportunity to understand how things are done by other Centers is important, but the perspective and leadership offered by the Chief Engineer and Enterprises are also extremely valuable.  Others suggested that it might be beneficial for the SMO Director’s and the PMCWG meetings to be held in conjunction with each other, when practical, since some Center representatives are members of both groups.  Ron Johnson volunteered to be the chair.  Meetings will be conducted approximately quarterly for 2 to 3 days, with ARC agreeing to host the next meeting in the January timeframe.  Membership will include SMO Directors from all Centers and Code AE.  The Enterprises are always welcome and encouraged to attend.  In addition, Code AE will facilitate the meetings and provide support when requested.  However, the Centers should take a strong role in establishing the agendas and direction.  The chair will be responsible for soliciting topics from each member for the next meeting.  Members were encouraged to identify their top issues, special topics and what they want out of the meeting to the chair.
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SMO Directors Presentations:

SMO Directors from each Center made their presentations.  Presentations were made by Rod Zieger and Nick Thomas (Jet Propulsion Laboratory), Mike Gilbert (LaRC), Neil Rainwater (MSFC), Lee Graham (JSC), Oscar Toledo (Kennedy Space Center), Richard Day (GSFC), and Ron Johnson (ARC).  SMO Directors made presentations on the following Best Practices issues identified in the previous SMO Director’s meeting.

- Career path for Program/Project Management.

- Share SMO Directors position descriptions (core tasks), ties to succession planning.

- Share Program/Project Managers Position Descriptions, PMDP, and common/generic

  competencies/attributes. 

- Share SMO Operating Plans.

- How does each Center, or SMO, use DCMA?
Some of the core best practices at their Centers described by the SMO Directors were:

JPL:

- “Career path” Personnel Development Program 

- Governing Program Management Council (GPMC)

LaRC:

- Major activities, including GPMC’s, NAR’s, independent review teams, peer reviews, independent cost assessments and cost basis/assessments

- SMO re-staffing and relocation

- SMO charter

MSFC:

- SMO charter and functions

- Agency Systems Engineering Working Group (SEWG)

- Human Resource Office guideline of “Tips on Writing Job Descriptions”

JSC:

- New Center-wide Lessons Learned database

KSC:

- Project Plan generator tool cross-referenced to NPG 7120.5

- Earned value management

GSFC:

- Project Management Development Emprise

- Center Management Councils

- SMO charter, functions and organization

- System reviews

- Resource Analysis Office status of assessments
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ARC:

- SMO operations description, charter and WBS

- NIAT assessment of SOFIA program

- Synopsis of changes to NPG 7120.5B

- Model based systems engineering course

- Development of Project Starter Kit

- Evaluation of the project team development tool available on APPL called TeamMates

- Pilot program to gather backlog of Lessons Learned from program/project managers

Next Best Practices:

Keith Hudkins facilitated a discussion of the previous best practices list and the process for adding additional topics.  The submittal of the top five or ten type of approach from each Center was suggested as a way to develop a list of potential best practices and issues for presentation by the SMO’s in the next quarterly meeting.

Original signed by Keith L. Hudkins

Keith L. Hudkins

3 Enclosures

SMO Directors:

ARC/200-1A/R. Johnson

DFRC/X/M. B. Meyer

GRC/3-2/O. Gonzalez-Sanabria

GSFC/410.2/R. Day

JSC/AE/L. Graham

KSC/QA/O. Toledo

LaRC/M. Gilbert

LaRC/IPAO/J. Lavell

MSFC/DE01/A. Roth

SSC/RA30/K. Miller

JPL/301-450/R. Zieger

cc:

Center Directors:

ARC/Dr. McDonald

DFRC/Mr. Petersen

GRC/Mr. Campbell

GSFC/Mr. Diaz

JSC/Mr. Estess (acting)

KSC/Mr. Bridges

LaRC/Dr. Creedon

MSFC/Mr. Stephenson

SSC/Mr. Craig

JPL/Dr. Elachi
System Management Office Quarterly Meeting

Goddard Space Flight Center

October 24 - 25, 2001

Actions
SMO Actions

1. All - Provide comments on the ILCCA process to the Jeff Lavell, IPAO Director, who will take them back to Code B. (Due - Next Meeting)

2. All - Identify top issues, special topics and what you want out of the next meeting to Ron Johnson.  (Due December 31, 2001)

3. LaRC - A. Moore: Distribute DOD information and presentation on ILCCA process to SMO Directors.  (Due - Next Meeting)

4. ARC – Send PMCWG synopsis of changes to NPG 7120.5B. (Due December 31, 2001)

IPAO Actions

5. Consider integrating Center SMO’s into the ILCCA process chart.

6. Distribute copy of October 1 ILCCA letter to SMO Directors. (Due December 31, 2001)

7. Take any comments received on the ILCCA process back to Code B, e.g. add “how to” process steps. (see above, Action 1)

AE Actions

8. Provide PMC charters to SMO Directors. (Due December 31, 2001)
Enclosure 1

Systems Management Office Quarterly Meeting

Goddard Space Flight Center

Room: Bldg. 6, Room S19

Agenda

Wednesday, October 24, 2001

1:00-1:15pm

Welcome/Remarks



Richard Day/

Keith Hudkins

1:15-2:00

Independent Life Cycle Cost Analysis
Arlene Moore


2:00-2:45

JSC IPAC




Lee Graham

2:45-3:00

Break

3:00-5:00

Stoplight Definitions



O. Gonzalez-Sanabria

Thursday, October 25, 2001

8:00-8:30am

Integrated Review Team (IRT) Pilot
Jeff Lavell




Status



8:30-9:00

Enterprise PMCs



Enterprise (M)

L. Sirota

8:50 - 9:00

Shuttle to Bldg 13/14

9:00 - 9:20

Tour Bldg 13/14 w/Ron Mahmot

9:20 - 9:30

Shuttle from Bldg 13/14 to Bldg 7//10/15/29

9:30 - 10:20

Tour Bldg 7/10/15/29 w/Bob Vanier

10:20 - 10:30
Return to Bldg 6

10:30- 11:00

Program and Project Management
Ed Hoffman




Certification Study

11:00-12:00 

SMO Directors Meeting Format

All

· PMCWG Membership?

· Who should attend?

· Chair?

12:00-12:45

Lunch












Enclosure 2

Thursday, October 25, 2001 (contd)

12:45-2:30

SMO Director Presentations 

SMO Directors 

2:30-2:45

Break

2:45-4:45

SMO Director Presentations (cont)
SMO Directors

4:45-5:00

Next Best Practices



K. Hudkins

5:00-5:15

Wrap-Up

6:00


SMO Directors/PMCWG




Social/Dinner @ TBD


System Management Office Quarterly Meeting

Goddard Space Flight Center

October 24 - 25, 2001

List of Attendees

     Name


Center/Code

 Phone
Brian Keegan


HQ/AE


202-358-1823

Keith Hudkins                             HQ/AE


202-358-1823

Gregory L. Robinson

HQ/AE


202-358-2541

Kitty Havens


HQ/AE


202-358-4435

Dennis Griffin


HQ/AE


202-358-1553

Adam West


HQ/AE


202-358-1552

Robert Savage


HQ/AE


202-358-1065

Richard Day


GSFC/SMO

301-286-2317

Kevin M. Jones


GSFC/SMO

301-286-7746

Cindy Fryer


GSFC/SMO

301-286-9271

Harry M. Born


GSFC/SMO

301-286-7656

Byron Wong


GSFC/SMO

301-286-6159

John Owusu


GSFC/SMO

301-286-6710

David J. Anderson

GRC/SMO

216-433-8709

Olga D. Gonalez-Sanabria*
GRC/SMO

216-433-5252

Oscar Toledo


KSC/SMO

321-867-1460

Ron Johnson*


ARC/SMO

650-604-6699

Michael G. Gilbert

LaRC/SMO

757-864-2839

Arlene Moore


LaRC/SMO

757-864-4407












Enclosure 3

     Name


Center/Code

 Phone
Jeffrey S. Lavell

LaRC/IPAO

757-864-5191

Len Sirota


HQ/M


202-358-4428

Stanley Fishkind

HQ/M


202-358-0709

Rod Zieger


JPL/SMO

818-354-6729

Nick Thomas


JPL/SMO

818-354-7033

Axel Roth


MSFC/DE01

256-544-1919

Neil Rainwater


MSFC/SMO

256-544-8918

Lee Graham


JSC


281-244-5192

Marta Bohn Meyer

DFRC/SMO/X

661-276-3199

* via telecon

