
National Aeronautics and Space Administration

Washington, DC


NASA ADVISORY COUNCIL
June 11-12, 2002

NASA Headquarters

Washington, DC

MEETING MINUTES
Signed by






[image: image1.wmf]
J. Donald Miller





Charles F. Kennel

Executive Secretary





Chair 

NASA ADVISORY COUNCIL (NAC)

NASA Headquarters, Washington, DC

June 11-12, 2002

Meeting Report

Table of Contents
	Opening Remarks/Introductions


	2

	NAC Restructuring
	2



	Administrator’s Remarks


	2

	Education Initiative


	3

	ISS Status on IMCE Recommendations


	4

	OBPR Status


	4

	International Partner Coordination


	5

	ISS Engineering Development


	6



	Operations


	7

	Cost Estimating
	7



	Council Discussion on Key Issues
	8



	Committee Reports
	10



	NASA and Commercial Innovation
	11



	Summary


	12

	
	


Appendix A
Agenda

Appendix B
Council Membership

Appendix C
Meeting Attendees

Appendix D
Findings and Recommendations

Appendix E
List of Presentation Material

Meeting Report Prepared By:

Paula Burnett Frankel, Consultant

RS Information Systems, Inc.

NASA ADVISORY COUNCIL (NAC)

NASA Headquarters, Washington, DC

June 11-12, 2002

Opening Remarks/Introductions

Dr. Charles Kennel, Chair of the NAC, called the meeting to order and welcomed members and attendees.  This meeting included a discussion of new initiatives, a report on the status of the ISS Program, and a session on NASA and commercial innovation.  Dr. Mulville noted that a package had been sent out to members in advance.  It included NASA’s response to the International Space Station Management and Cost Evaluation (IMCE) report as well as the draft success criteria.  The latter is an activity that is a result of a negotiation with OMB and the Administration.  Dr. Mulville invited NAC comments and feedback on this document.  The IMCE Team is scheduled to reconvene in September to assess progress and will report to the NAC at its fall meeting.  The results of the Research Maximization and Prioritization (REMAP) Task Force will be presented to the NAC in July via teleconference.  Dr. Kennel summarized the content of the International Space Station (ISS) focus areas from the IMCE report:  the first and most critical area is the prioritization of the research plan; the second key area is the improvement of the cost estimation and management activity; the third area is coordination with International Partners (IPs); the fourth key area is a detailed, single line of focus on the completion of the U.S. Core Complete; the fifth focus area is the overall assessment of mission and research operations.  In addition, a number of other management actions were recommended.

NAC Restructuring

Mr. Paul Pastorek, NASA General Counsel, provided an overview of the NAC restructuring.  The objective is to make the NAC a stronger body and to deal with the issue of disclosure in a simpler way for the members.  Presently, the members serve as Special Government Employees (SGEs).  Members can also serve as representatives, where conflicts of interest are acknowledged and members do not need to fill out disclosure statements.  In an effort to strengthen the Council and identify interests, NASA identified several membership groups:  education, aerospace and related industries, small and disadvantaged businesses, science, engineering and technology, and public administration.  This will also provide information to the public at large on who the NAC representatives are.  The plan is to implement this membership structure.  Mr. Pastorek invited NAC comments and feedback.  Dr. Noonan observed that many of the members represent more than one constituency.  In response to a question, Mr. Pastorek indicated that being assigned to a membership “group” does not have any operational significance.  It is intended to be an expression to the community at large—where the member’s interest may lie in terms of point of view.  The new structure will not inhibit the NAC from making detailed financial and management assessments.  Mr. Pastorek stated that the legal issues have been properly vetted and that the representational capacity conforms to the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA).  The intent is to implement the restructuring before the next meeting.  

Administrator’s Remarks

Mr. Sean O’Keefe, NASA Administrator, thanked the NAC members for their participation.  He highlighted a couple of major changes since the last meeting.  One of these is the senior leadership:  Mr. Fred Gregory has been nominated as Deputy Administrator; Mr. Pastorek has been appointed as General Counsel; Mr. Bryan O’Connor has rejoined NASA as Associate Administrator for Safety and Mission Assurance; Ms. Mary Kicza has assumed the capacity of Associate Administrator for Biological and Physical Research; Dr. Shannon Lucid has joined NASA Headquarters as Chief Scientist; Mr. Farrin Bradley will be joining NASA as Chief Engineer; Mr. Jerry Creedon is the new Associate Administrator (AA) for Aerospace Technology; Mr. Steve Isakowitz has joined NASA as Controller; Major General Michael Kostelnik has joined NASA as Deputy AA for Space Station and Space Shuttle; with the retirement of Mr. Tommy Holloway, Mr. Bill Gerstenmaier will be assuming the responsibility of Program Manager for ISS; Mr. Charlie Horner has joined NASA as the Assistant Administrator (AA) for Legislative Affairs.  The number one management agenda item is the implementation of the Integrated Financial Management Plan.  Mr. Paul Strassman and Mr. Patrick Ciganer will be focused on this activity.  The second point Mr. O’Keefe noted was the new NASA mission statement.  All of the performance plans and Enterprise plans will flow from the three mission objectives.  The first one is to understand and protect our planet; the second one is to explore our universe and search for life; the third area is to inspire the next generation of explorers.  The latter has a both a long term and a near term objective.  About one-third of the current workforce at NASA (civil servant and contractors) will be eligible to retire in the next five years.  The potential paucity of the experienced cohort is an immediate issue that must be addressed.  Mr. O’Keefe noted that the NAC would hear a lot about ISS during this meeting.  A specific program action plan was agreed to at the recent Heads of Agency (HOA) meeting.  It is influenced by the IMCE recommendations.  The primary, near-term focus is to deliver on the core complete configuration.  This central milestone occurs in February/March 2004.  At the HOA meeting, a fair amount of time was spent looking at what it would take to deploy the IP elements.  Mr. O’Keefe indicated that he was reluctant to spent a lot of time looking at options beyond core complete.  NASA is focused on the near-term in order to ensure that those debates will be possible.  The IPs have been advised of the current plan, and informed that NASA would look at options beyond that point when the HOA reconvened in December.  The prioritization of research is underway, and a report from the REMAP Team is expected in July. 

In response to a comment, Mr. O’Keefe indicated that he would like to see a complete presentation and discussion on the implementation of the Integrated Financial Management Plan (IFMP) at a future NAC meeting.  Mr. O’Keefe stated that the research priority set will inform the capacity size of the ISS post 2004.  Dr. Noonan suggested that Dr. Lucid give a presentation on her science vision for NASA at the next NAC meeting.

Education Initiative

Mr. Pastorek discussed the reorganization of NASA’s education activities to conform to NASA’s mission.  Some points that feed into the education mission are: to motivate students to pursue careers in science and engineering; to provide educators with unique teaching tools; to improve scientific literacy; and to engage the public.  The “tiger team” that was assembled developed priorities on what the education initiative should focus on:  every program in the Agency should have an education component; education activities should only be ones which meet the test “as only NASA can”; NASA should use other people’s infrastructure; the Agency should seek to obtain maximum penetration, not just around NASA Centers; and education programming should be connected with human resources recruiting.   After a number of meetings, the tiger team recommended creating a new organization (Code NEO) with an Assistant Administrator.  Programming would be handled in this new Code, with a strong collaboration with internal and external constituencies to develop an overarching program for education.  Education content must conform to the overarching program.  The AA would develop a strong external evaluation component.  With respect to personnel, a recommendation was made to bring the minority programs in with the general programs.  The new Code’s employees would be collocated in the Enterprises and possibly the Centers.  The new AA would administer the budgets currently in the education and equal opportunity offices.  The new AA would set guidelines and review the Enterprise education budgets.  Everyone agreed that NASA needs to maintain a high priority on minority education.  One of the most important recommendations was to create a NAC advisory committee.  In addition, there were a set of miscellaneous recommendations related to the NASA Strategic Plan and the National Space Policy statement, the relationship with Public Affairs and Human Relations, and outreach activities.   

In response to a comment, Mr. Pastorek noted that output metrics will be a distinct challenge.  We are looking to the new organization to reach outside the Agency for a process for developing these types of metrics.  Dr. Smarr suggested that NASA focus on events of “high-touch” character, and that it is important to have someone whose primary job is to emphasize and work on these types of events.  Sen. Glenn commented on the importance of direct outreach to teachers.  Mr. Pastorek noted that the teaching colleges in this country tend to focus on pedagogy, not on content.  JPL has been working on a program to create substantive content (using the knowledge base created by Earth and space science) to feed into the University of California system for teacher training and education.  In addition, NASA is starting to talk with people who can help with television programming.  In general, the NAC felt that the education initiative was well thought out and headed in the right direction.  Several members offered suggestions.  The advisory group is a good way to get connection into all of the education organizations.   Another idea to consider is an “education summit” that focuses on what NASA can uniquely provide.  NASA education activities should be raised to a strategic level, but there is some benefit in allowing for considerable funding flexibility within the Enterprises.  High leverage activities are very helpful.  Dr. Kennel noted that the leadership elements throughout the country are very concerned with education.  Much of the economic growth historically is due to science and technology.  The strategic approach on where NASA can make a difference will become very important.  Mr. O’Keefe commented that the new organization will lend itself more to facilitation and coordination rather than consolidation.  NASA is working directly with the various education and advocacy groups on the President’s math/science initiative.  The Agency plans to start a conscious effort with the Department of Education for a national program for educator mission specialists.  Dr. Kennel asked that the education topic be put on the NAC fall agenda for further debate and discussion.

ISS Status on IMCE Recommendations 

Mr. Fred Gregory introduced his topic with a personal story on inspiration and motivation and when it is important.  He provided a general overview on where the Office of Space Flight (OSF) is and what it is doing.  The current focus is the assembly of the core complete ISS configuration.  Node 2 is a hard date (February 2004).  It will fully accommodate the IP modules.  The research requirements (and the analysis of the resource capacity to meet those requirements) will be defined by September 2002.  At that point, we will begin to look at the option paths.  The next HOA meeting will take place in Tokyo in the December 2002 timeframe.  At that time, we will have identified a process for selecting an approach to deploy the selected option path.  The organization continues to make steady progress on the ISS plans that were briefed at the last NAC meeting.  The program has adequate budget run-out to accomplish core complete.  The “lead center concept” has been eliminated, and Level 1 (Headquarters) roles and responsibilities are being reestablished.  Mr. Gregory showed the schedule of activities related to the five priority areas.  OSF has been reorganized to create a Deputy AA for Space Station and Shuttle.  Program Managers report directly to the Deputy, who reports directly to the AA.  This does not add a new level in the chain of command.  In the new organization, there is an institutional activity that focuses on where we are and where we go next in terms of infrastructure.  The AAA for Institutional Assets Management and Investment is responsible for facilities management and the institutional workforce.  Mr. Gregory highlighted the roles and responsibilities for the new Deputy AA for ISS and Shuttle.  One of his responsibilities will be to help formulate how we train the next and future Program Managers and senior leaders of the Agency.  He will be responsible for budget formulation, approval, and oversight and will maintain the budget reserves.  He will integrate the Human Space Flight programs.   

With respect to making the cost targets on ISS, Mr. Gregory indicated that NASA tends to “bank” cost savings.  Several savings have already been banked against ISS and Shuttle.  Mr. Gregory is also challenging the cost savings that have been banked, e.g., privatization, savings from reducing to four flights per year, and the Boeing relocation (an on-going activity).  The program will be prepared to discuss these at the IMCE activity in September.  In response to a question, Mr. Gregory explained the OSF “Management Council,” which consist of his Deputy, Maj. Gen. Kostelnik, the four Center Directors, and himself.   The new organization will be in place next Monday.  At this point, we have utilized all of the technological capabilities that we have.  There is nothing that we have that would allow earlier completion of Node 2.  We are waiting for the completion of the REMAP activity, which will be given to the Chief Scientist.  The REMAP Team has been wrestling with the question:  What justifies the expenditure of the ISS?  What is the overwhelming, driving motivation?  There isn’t an easy way to answer that question. The international aspect contributes, but is not the primary purpose.  All HOA agreed that we must become clearer in defining the multiple objectives that are served by the ISS.  The ISS is a classic example of technology push.  The demand is still maturing.  Overriding all else, the ISS has an opportunity to become the mechanism that will serve the inspirational focus.  However, the only area that lends itself to any quantification and linear view is the research and science objectives.  

Office of Biological and Physical Research (OBPR) Status

Ms. Mary Kicza provided an overview on the OBPR budget, early ISS research status, the IMCE Task Force recommendations, and the Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) for ISS research management.  The budget has changed significantly in the last fiscal year.  OBPR now has management and budget responsibility for developing the research hardware for ISS as well as the research itself.  The President’s FY03 budget includes funding for two new initiatives:  a Radiation initiative (focusing primarily on ground-based research to generate the knowledge needed to develop tools, strategies, and countermeasures), and the Generations initiative (to investigate the potential for life to transition into space and to understand the effects of extreme environments).  These are part of the entire portfolio that is being examined by the REMAP activity.  Ms. Kicza showed the ISS research capability schedule.  Since late March 2001, research has been on-going.  By early 2003, 10 research racks will be on-orbit and about 70 experiments begun or completed.    She highlighted a couple of research areas that are producing interesting results.  The IMCE Task Force called for a clear establishment of research priorities and a research plan consistent with the priorities and the budget.  The REMAP activity is underway and will influence the FY04 budget submission.  Another recommendation of the IMCE was to provide the Centrifuge Accommodations Module (CAM) and Centrifuge Rotor (CR) before FY08.  REMAP will address the criticality of the CAM.  NASA has formally requested NASDA to deliver the CAM before 2008.  Dr. Neil Pellis has been appointed as the ISS Deputy for Research and is the Program Scientist.  In terms of REMAP, NASA received direction in the President’s budget to engage the scientific community and establish clear high priority science objectives.  In addition, the NAC requested that OBPR act upon the IMCE recommendation regarding scientific research priorities.  A team of 20 scientists, representing a broad array of disciplines, is engaged in this endeavor.  They have been asked to focus on those areas that will yield the highest results.  The REMAP recommendations will be considered for OBPR strategic planning.  Ms. Kicza discussed the REMAP milestones.  The Task Force will report to the NAC on July 10.  Throughout July and August, OBPR will be working on the roadmap that responds to these priorities.  In September, the NAC will be briefed on the OBPR’s response to the priorities and recommendations.   For each of the research areas, the OBPR team has evaluated what the research areas might imply in terms of requirements on the ISS.  The team has also explored how quickly it would be technically feasible to bring a research capability forward.  At the same time, Mr. Gerstenmaier and his team have been looking at the trade space to address a range of requirements.  There has been collective dialog to prepare for the REMAP results.  There may be several options to address the priorities.  Dr. Lucid has the task of integrating the requirements of the other Enterprise offices.  The IPs have research agendas as well, and some are reexamining their priorities.  There will be dialog with them to understand the synergies and the degree to which the various options address the collective priorities.  

Ms. Kicza provided a status report on the NGO for management of ISS research.  Numerous Agency studies have been performed addressing many organizational structure and implementation options.  The ISS Utilization Management Concept Development Team was established in March 2002 to examine detailed options for management of ISS research.  It will characterize the current utilization processes, identify inherently governmental functions, assess the advantages and disadvantages of various management approaches, recommend a NASA process or organizational reform, and identify implications for workforce transition or skill mix rebalancing.  A report to Congress is due during the fourth quarter of FY02.  The remaining schedule is contingent on the findings of the concept development activity.  As a member of the REMAP Team, Dr. Zoloth briefly described the process and nature of deliberations.  The group focused on the cutting edge, interesting science questions and how those questions would be enacted upon on ISS.  In response to a question, Ms. Kicza indicated that the REMAP team is still engaged in active debate on the set of priorities.  Sen. Glenn commented that the more that health research and health matters can be emphasized or highlighted, the better it will be for NASA and ISS.  The term “bioastronautics” goes beyond the level of understanding of most people.  With the transfer of the ISS research hardware budget, OBPR engaged in a baselining of the costs and modifications to enhance the reserve structure.  Dr. Smarr observed that there has been a lot of progress in tele-instrumentation and tele-robotics over the past few years.  These should be considered in developing the research strategy.  Ms. Kicza noted that the plans have reflected limited crew availability and are considering automation aspects.  The research plans and priorities anticipate capabilities beyond that afforded in the U.S. laboratory.  On July 10, the NAC will get a report from REMAP.  A written report will be distributed to the NAC members prior to the July 10 telecon.  At the fall NAC meeting, the NAC will hear about how OBPR plans to respond to the REMAP priorities.  Dr. Kennel suggested appointing a small NAC subgroup to work between the July 10 telecon meeting and the September NAC meeting to develop key issues for the NAC response. 

International Partner Coordination

Mr. John Schumacher reported on the IP activity since February.  Since the last NAC meeting, NASA has held a series of consultations at all levels with the IPs.  The Administrator has met bilaterally with all of his counterparts, and the OSF leadership have met with their IP counterparts.  Bilateral programmatic discussions have been held at the staff level and there have been a series of multilateral technical interchange meetings.  The main message has been that NASA has embarked on a five-point effort to reform and revitalize the ISS program.  Each of these areas has defined milestones that will come to closure toward the end of 2002.  During this period, NASA will meet all of its planned commitments under the ISS international agreements.  There can be no NASA commitment beyond US core complete until successful completion of the process in the five areas, until cost and management credibility of the ISS program is restored, and until the capability to achieve the US core complete within cost and schedule is demonstrated.  NASA is committed to launch of the Partner elements and intends to reach agreement with all Partners on a timeline for achievement of US core complete, achievement of ISS Partner core complete, and a study of potential options beyond core complete.  The HOA meeting in June discussed the status of the ISS program, outlined NASA’s efforts to reform and revitalize ISS, reviewed the status of the ISS utilization programs, and agreed on a timeline for ISS program actions through the end of 2002.  The Partners were informed that the configuration of the ISS will be determined by the research requirements identified by the REMAP and the engineering and technical requirements.  Mr. Schumacher described the ISS program action plan process and schedule.  Technical and programmatic aspects will be considered in eventually selecting a configuration option.  Several governments have requested government-level consultations.  In the September timeframe, the Multilateral Coordination Board will review the status of the utilization discussions and option path discussions and recommend next steps.  The HOA will meet in the December timeframe to review and endorse the option path and the configuration option selection.   In response to a question, Mr. Schumacher stated that an “option path” is a way that the requirements can be carried out in terms of a mix of ISS capabilities and capacity.  Discussions on options beyond core complete started last Monday and will continue through the summer and fall.  

Dr. Kennel asked that the NAC members be prepared to come up with “statements of view” on the presentations that were heard during the morning session.

ISS Engineering Development

Mr. Bill Gerstenmaier, Deputy Program Manager for ISS, discussed ISS hardware development and deployment and the FY 02 budget.  All of the hardware is at Kennedy Space Center (KSC) except for the S6 truss, which is in Houston, and Node 2, which is being built by Alenia.  Mr. Gerstenmaier described each of the ISS core complete flights, including the key milestones.  There are contingency plans for all of the milestones.  It will be a challenge to meet the schedule for Node 2, but there is a well thought out plan to get there.  The next flight is the S1 truss, and the program is in very good shape for the launch on August 2.  The next truss element is P1 (a mirror image of S1).  It will move into the stand that S1 is vacating and is on schedule for launch on October 6.  It will be very tight for the Shuttle to make the turnaround for this date, and the launch may slip several days to the right.  If the launch is delayed by more than 5 or 6 days, it will move into the November timeframe and affect subsequent flights.  There are a number of truss flights in 2003.  The Italians are about 3-4 weeks behind schedule on Node 2, but contingency options are being worked by the program and there is some margin on the US side.  At this point, the US core complete will be reached.  Funding for the IP integration activities are in the budget.  Mr. Gerstenmaier described the IP elements.  Detailed assessments for accommodating these elements are underway.  The Japanese Experiment Module (JEM) and the Columbus Module are in good shape.  The Ariane Transfer Vehicle (ATV) is extremely important for Station.  Other than Progress vehicles (provided by Russia), it is the only way to get propellant to ISS.  In FY02, the program is still very heavy into processing at KSC.  In FY03, KSC processing goes down, but on-orbit assembly and operations are very complicated.  It will be very difficult to get science done during this period and research will be restricted.  In FY04 and FY05, the Station will move into more steady state operations.  Mr. Gerstenmaier reviewed the remaining vehicle development risk.  This includes Node 2 delivery and processing, first activation of complex mechanisms, and activation of the four photovoltaic modules.  With respect to software, there are 1.45 million lines of US flight software running on 44 computers.  The FY02 budget performance is on track.  Some activities in FY03 will be terminated; some of the activities can be terminated in FY02.  The program is deliberately trying to under run the budget this FY; however, work that moved from FY02 to FY03 is not considered “saved.”  Reserves are being tracked monthly.  In FY02, only about $40 million of reserve was spent (for regenerative ECLSS).  The reserve pool is growing.  

The current configuration does not include an escape vehicle or habitation module.  The crew is three.  With respect to bandwidth, Mr. Gerstenmaier indicated that operations will be done within the existing bandwidth and telerobotic activity will be very simplistic.  Dr. Smarr questioned whether the team has actually looked at the technology and budget tradeoff in pursuing a build up of bandwidth.  He felt that there was not enough technical focus on this set of issues.  There is a dramatic change going on the private sector, and there appears to be a lack of balance in this one area.  Dr. Kennel asked that Mr. Gerstenmaier have one of his people get together with Dr. Smarr and craft an agenda item on this issue for the next meeting. 

Operations

Mr. Gerstenmaier described the Extravehicular Activity (EVA) on the on-going mission.  Teams have been formed to analyze the failure of the control moment gyro, the next series of flights and the implications, and the right flight for the control moment gyro.  There are seven racks on orbit; UF1 will bring up three more racks for a total of ten.  There have been some very impressive crew times on orbit.  Accomplishments during expedition 4 include: installation of the S0 truss, upgrade of the software, successful regeneration of all metal oxide canisters, successful regeneration of 60+ pounds of condensate water for crew; first EVA from the airlock without orbiter present; and exchange of crew.  Essentially all of the investigations planned during this expedition have been accomplished.  Mr. Gerstenmaier described the Ham Radio educational outreach.  The program leverages off of the Ham Radio Network.  With respect to current on-orbit status, expedition 5 was handed over yesterday and expedition 4 is getting ready to return.  In terms of mass on orbit, the ISS is 60% to core complete.  A significant amount of additional research capability is achieved with the IP elements.  Mr. Gerstenmaier reviewed the ISS actions and response to the IMCE report.  There is a significant amount of labor reduction in FY03 and FY04.  Real work is coming off the program and this is key to achieving the cost performance.  The 26 contracts will be consolidated to 7.  Most of this will be implemented in FY04.  The “projectization” approach is being defined and approved.  MOUs are in place with all of the supporting organizations.  The ISS core complete schedule is being driven by delivery of US core Node 2 hardware.  Although the program is baselining 4 flights per year, it is investigating the addition of Flight 13A.2 in late CY 2003.  Additional flights in FY04 and after are under analysis based on utilization and maintenance requirements.  

Mr. McDaniels commented that NASA needs to get the message about research accomplishments on ISS out to the public.  In response to a question, Mr. Frank Buzzard stated that the CR design goal is to not impact the microgravity environment.  Mr. Gerstenmaier indicated that there is a one-to-one match between the WBS and the earned value system.  If there were additional funds, Mr. Gerstenmaier would like to see some improvements/upgrades to the communications system, upgrades to laptop computers, and a Pre-planned Program Improvement plan for research accommodation.

Cost Estimating

Mr. Steve Isakowitz discussed the financial status of ISS.  There are seven events that are critical over the next few months:  REMAP results; the Integrated NASA Cost plan; ISS re-engineering; an independent DoD assessment; the FY 04 budget submission; and the appropriations action on theFY03 budget.  They all converge in September.  Mr. Isakowitz showed the monthly spend rate on the ISS program through FY 05.  Between now and core complete, the program is focusing on the prime contractor and getting people off the program.  The real challenge is going to be FY04.  The question is how confident the program can be in the February 2004 date.  There will be a significant discussion of risk related to that date.  The program must develop the metrics on how well operations cost can be projected.  In the out year timeframe, the issues will be up-mass, logistics, and critical skills.  A few years ago, the Agency decided to move to “full cost” accounting.  The FY04 budget will be the first budget that aligns all programs to full cost.  Mr. Isakowitz showed a comparison of the 2003 President’s budget with what a full cost “cut” would look like.  About another $1 billion would be added to the program.  About $600 million are general and administrative costs that the Program Manager does not have under his direct control.

Mr. Patrick Ciganer discussed the Management Information System Financial (MIS-F) Module design.  Integrated Financial Management (IFM) will allow timely data analysis.  One of the first requirements is the ability to develop a common database where funding, budget, and cost performance are linked.  The second component is the ability to have a tiered view.  The next requirement is to build the tools that allow movement from pure accounting to financial analysis.  The MIS-F is aimed to be used at both the senior management level and at the program and project levels.  Currently, the strategic planning function is lacking.  The mechanics are two-fold.  The larger system, IFM, will take another two to two and a half years to roll out.  NASA cannot wait to 2005 to have something up and running.  In the meantime, NASA has developed a semi-manual approach that will allow a financial “dashboard” for four projects.  The MIS-F is the short-term front end that accesses the existing data sets.  We will not have the ability to have the Agency-wide view until 2004.  Space Station will be one of the pilot programs on the system (starting late fall 2002).  One of the main goals is standardization—both in the data environment and the query environment.  NASA is essentially ten Centers.  However, the number of transactions is equivalent to a mid-size bank (moderate by today’s standards).  We can still put our hands around the problem.  The difficult part is the analysis and the vehicles being used.  We will not run 10 accounting systems plus a new accounting system in parallel.  Given the resource and timing requirements, NASA will test the new system Center by Center and roll it out in multiple ways.  We will go Center by Center and module by module.  In response to a question, Mr. Isakowitz stated that the program has not yet finished the cost assessment, and it would be premature to say whether or not it has enough money for core complete.  We will know what it takes to finish core complete as we go through the cost analysis process.  Dr. Baldwin questioned how NASA will be postured to get the resources that are necessary to deal with the health issues associated with long-term space flight.  Mr. Isakowitz stated that the critical basis is the REMAP activity, and it is difficult to answer the question at this point.  With respect to personnel, the roll-off of people has always been anticipated as part of the prime contract, and no additional termination or reduction-in-force (RIF) costs are expected.  

Council Discussion on Key Issues

Dr. Logsdon commented on the initial decision meeting on Space Station in December 1983.  The reasons presented to President Reagan were:  a facility for commercial operations, a laboratory in space, a transportation staging base, a base to assemble large space systems, and a bridge to future national endeavors in space.  

Mr. Kennel proposed the following key items for discussion:

· Restructuring the NAC

· OBPR status

· International Partner coordination

· Cost Estimation

· Education

· Engineering and Operations

Restructuring the NAC:  It is possible that not all current members will be converted from SGEs.  The short form for SGEs is only used for annual filing.  A new person must file the OGE 450.  Dr. Mulville noted that there should be no operational change in the way the NAC does business.  The decision on whether to retain status as SGE is the member’s decision.  The NAC should have a discussion on whether the categories are the right ones, and whether the members agree with the assigned category.  The Office of Government of Ethics did not provide a written opinion on NASA’s approach, although there were verbal discussions with them.  However, the OGE has issued written opinions on this topic in the past.  Representative members are provided for under FACA.  The NAC felt that the model is a change in philosophy, and some NAC members were concerned with the change.  Dr. Noonan encouraged NASA to consult with the NSF on how that Agency can use a simpler disclosure form and still have SGEs.

The NAC appreciated the Administrator’s desire to provide a simpler arrangement for the NAC members.  However, the NAC felt that this fundamental change should be deferred until such time as there is a written opinion from the OGE or until a written brief is filed by NASA.  This is a significant change from past philosophy.  The General Counsel should provide a more complete briefing at the next meeting.

OBPR Status:  The REMAP Task Force will come to a conclusion on July 10.  There is an impressive array of experience and a diversity of disciplines on the Task Force.  OBPR is poised to move into action as soon as the report is released.  Dr. Noonan felt that OBPR should be urged to insist that the REMAP contain priorities.  The REMAP has been asked to look at the scientific goals of the Space Station and arrive at the two or three big problems that the Station could address.  There will have to be a prioritization.  The REMAP is looking over the long term.  It is also being used as a trigger for a short term planning process to populate US core complete, then define a path to a broader scientific program.  The question about how many people will be needed to do the science should be part of the deliberations.  The obvious reason for having the Task Force is to get the scientific community behind the Space Station.  It is difficult to see how there can be an outcome that will be satisfied over time with only a three person crew.  The issue is:  what does it really take to do high quality science?  Given the facilities that we have and the time to execute scientific activities, what is the best investment?  The portfolio should be broad enough to allow for unexpected discoveries.  If this is going to be sold to the Congress and the public, the objective must be something that is understandable to the American people.  Health affects every person in the country and NASA should be emphasizing that and using it to its advantage.  NASA should also think about technological goals and use Station as a driver for technology evolution.

The NAC eagerly looks forward to the REMAP report.  We hope that the connection to what the American public is interested (e.g., health) in is not lost.  We are gratified to learn that the research to date is producing some interesting results. We suggest that the REMAP committee not yield to compromise quality through prioritization.  Prioritization should be taken seriously.  In addition, REMAP should think about the general conditions or guidelines for creativity that would enable the capture of serendipitous discoveries.  REMAP should address the short-term goals and articulate how they fit with the long-term goals.

The other OBPR issue was NGO.  Dr. Noonan suggested that the NAC ask the Agency to deliberate carefully before it goes forward with it.  It is unclear what the decision criteria should be.   Dr. Mulville noted that the intent of the NGO was to provide the opportunity for a broad range of participants.  

NASA needs to deliberate carefully before it goes down the NGO path.  

Dr. Kennel suggested two NAC letters:  a response on the REMAP activity, and a longer letter on all of the other issues.  

International Partner coordination:  The NAC heard a clear statement on the five key issues and the results of the HOA meeting.  In December, there will be a discussion on settlement on one of the options.  There has been a very proactive engagement with the IPs.  For the NAC to know if these discussions are having a positive effect, it would need to ask the people affected.  Mr. Israel suggested that Mr. Gerstenmaier’s engineering presentation be used as the baseline document for briefing the NAC at the next meeting.  Dr. Mulville stated that NASA has discussed a path to get to a solution and has come to agreement with the IPs on a procedure to get to a conclusion.  ESA has requested a government-level meeting, which has yet to occur.  Dr. Smarr suggested that the NAC urge that a high science-driven option be one of those on the discussion table. 

The NAC was gratified to hear that the US is committed to an international core complete and is vigorously pursuing a path for options to go beyond that.  The NAC would like to weigh in on the consensus option discussion—is it consistent with the goals and priorities of the REMAP Task Force? The NAC would like to hear some comments from the IPs on NASA’s message.

Cost Estimation: NASA should not put the new MIS system forward as a “hard failure” element.  It should not be on the critical path to US core complete.  However, accurate and realistic cost estimation should be on the critical path.  The NAC is pleased to see the initiative to unify Shuttle and Station management.  The NAC commends the movement toward greater integration within NASA, and requests further examination of the Shuttle and Station as an integrated system.  The NAC would like a report on this topic at a later date.  

There is promising evidence of new management processes and the NAC is happy with some of the processes that are being put into place.  We are encouraged by the assertion that there is enough money, but at the present time the NAC is not ready to say that there is a credible plan for arriving at core complete within the established finite budget.  Management systems that create unity of effort within the Agency is a welcome systemic change.

Education:  Can NASA have an effect on the science and technology enterprise of the US?  NASA should get connected with the NSF, with industry, etc.  NASA should get its inspirational niche right.  The nature of the Agency is pioneering and exploring, and this motivates young people.  NASA has a highly visible mission.  Combining the mission and visibility with investments in the right locations can have a substantial effect.  NASA can be a leader in developing its workforce if it gets its inspirational niche right.  Something that NASA could do is provide some national leadership through visibility.  NASA field Centers could be a living laboratory for school children visits.  The new organization should be small and very interactive with other Enterprises.  

The creation of an AA devoted to education could be an effective step.  NASA should understand that because of its unique and inspirational mission, it has an opportunity to play a leadership role among all of the other entities concerned with science and technology outreach.  As such, it will have to understand the external landscape, but it should not be doing education as much as providing inspiration.   The new office should be small and externally oriented.  

Wednesday, June 12

Before the Council convened, the NAC members attended a special viewing of Space Station 3D at the Air and Space Museum.  

Committee Reports

Gen. William Hoover, NAC liaison from the Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board (ASEB), reported that the ASEB has started on a significant activity to examine the air transportation system of the future.  The division of labor between NAC and the Academy is near term (the NAC) and long term (the Academy).  It would be useful if there were more synergy between the two groups.  NASA has the capacity to task the Academy to undertake various studies, and the Academy is a good resource for the NAC.

Dr. Kenneth Baldwin, Chair of the Biological and Physical Research Advisory Committee (BPRAC), reported the Enterprise.

Dr. Andrew Christensen, Chair of the Space Science Advisory Committee (SScAC), reported on the status of space science.  The most recent meeting was in March.  Good things are happening in the OSS budget.  The SScAC would like to see a better understanding of the Office of Aerospace Technology (OAT) technology investment process.  The SScAC is following the Mars Exploration Program carefully.  There is a new space science initiative, the Nuclear Systems Initiative, which has near term and long term elements.  New opportunities will be enabled by new power and propulsions technologies.  Dr. Christensen provided a brief overview of recent observations in space science—the Hubble Servicing Mission and Hubble images, giving insight into the formation of the galaxy; the next steps in Mars Exploration (2001 Mars Odyssey); solar eruptions of AR 9906; and changes in composition in Earth’s neutral atmosphere in response to solar storm.  Several satellites launched by the Air Force Research Laboratory will be synergistic with NASA’s satellites.  Dr. Kennel suggested that the NAC receive a science or technology talk at its next meeting.  Dr. Kennel asked the Chairs of each of the Committees to nominate a person (either inside or outside of NASA) to give an appropriate talk.  Dr. Smarr suggested that there be strategic criteria for selection of the topic.  Dr. Kennel agreed that topics should be scientific, relevant, and timely.  After the next couple of meetings, the NAC should be able to broaden its view, with topics other than Space Station on the first day, and a status report on ISS on the second day.  There are some major Agency issues that lend themselves to long-term study, e.g., the aging facilities and the aging workforce.  Dr. Mulville indicated that NASA would take a look and see if there are some issues that it would be appropriate for the NAC to examine, e.g., nuclear-powered sources on Mars (a Mars Rover in the 2009 timeframe).  In addition to nominations for talks, Dr. Kennel asked each of the Committees for nominations for studies of significant length (e.g., year-long or more) that could either be stimulated by NAC or be a formal Academy activity.

Dr. Norine Noonan, Chair of the Planetary Protection Advisory Committee (PPAC), reported on the first meeting of the Committee this past March.  The model for this Committee was the Recombinant DNA Advisory Committee.  The work of the committee is very broad, and the membership comprises scientists, health professionals, representatives from other Agencies, and international representatives from CNES, ISAS, and ESA.  In addition, there will be representatives from risk communication and public understanding fields.  The Space Studies Board (SSB) report on Small Solar System Bodies informs the categorization of missions.  At its first meeting, the PPAC heard presentations on the MUSES-C mission and evaluated it for planetary protection purposes.  It affirmed that this mission belongs to class Ib.  With respect to forward contamination, each mission will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  

Mr. Benjy Neumann, Executive Secretary of the Aerospace Technology Advisory Committee (ATAC), reported on the ATAC meeting held on April 17-18, 2002.  OAT has been organized along the lines of its goals, and the ATAC has reorganized along the same lines (a major change from the previous structure).  There were a several actions for the Subcommittees, and a number of actions for NASA.  Major actions for NASA were:  to describe the responsibility, accountability, and authority between NASA and its partners; to clarify the “NASA only” concept and how that will manifest itself in the FY04 budget; to clarify what “science-driven” means for each strategic goal; and to clarify NASA’s role in systems analysis and how it is different from industry’s capability.  A major issue was the air traffic system in the country.  The Next Generation of Air Traffic Management investment that starts in FY05 seems too late.  The ATAC had a couple of comments on the Space Launch Initiative (SLI)—NASA needs to develop a timeline and technology maturity level targets for the technologies and clarify the cost goal.  With respect to revolutionizing technology, the ATAC was concerned about the balance between “pioneering” technology and technology development.  Dr. Kennel noted that NASA is the smallest of all of the entities that could play a role in a new space transportation system.  NASA should think carefully about strategic issues and be ready with its contribution. SLI is a key “showstopper” for space endeavors.  It would be useful to have a discussion on the technological issues and the conditions under which a new SLI could emerge.  Dr. Noonan commented that the SLI merits NAC attention at some point in the future.  She suggested that within the next two or three meetings, the NAC should get a presentation on this topic.  With respect to technology, Dr. Brackey commented that one of the problems that NASA has is the inability to effectively communicate to users what the technologies are.  Dr. Christensen expressed interest in the coordination of technology between the Office of Space Science (OSS) and OAT.  

NASA and Commercial Innovation

Mr. Scott Pace, Deputy Chief of Staff, provided an overview on NASA and commercial innovation.  He noted that there are two major areas of commercial programs at NASA:  the Commercial Technology Program in OAT and the Space Product Development Program in OBPR.  There is an interest in commercial activities by NASA, driven by both the provisions of the Space Act (as amended) and Congressional mandates.  In addition, the President’s Management Agenda calls for increased dependence on the private sector for functions not inherently governmental and competitive sourcing to meet government needs for goods and services.  Dr. Brackey observed that one of the questions is who pays for high-risk/high payoff activities.  Private industry is not able to take those kinds of risks.  The source of funding for these types of activities usually comes from the public sector.   Engagement of private sector commercial and non-profit interests can occur in several ways—through technology transfer, joint ventures and partnerships, and research opportunities and technical assistance.  Mr. Pace listed a number of questions and issues for consideration.  

Dr. Bob Norwood provided an overview of the Commercial Technology Program in OAT.  Most recently, the Technology Transfer Commercialization Act of 2000 simplified the process of licensing government-owed inventions to the private sector.  One of the three core elements of the Commercial Technology Program is support to the NASA Enterprises. The objective is to reinforce technology that directly supports the NASA mission.   In addition, the Program provides support to national priorities through partnerships with other agencies.  NASA is also contributing to the area of national defense and security.  The third element of the Program is contribution to the nation’s technology innovations (the old technology transfer thrust).  The Program must have technology connectivity to the commercial business world, alignment with Enterprise and industry technology needs, and expertise in technology partnership creation.  Dr. Norwood discussed some of the critical activities under the Commercial Technology Program:  the Enterprise focus; the national commercial technology network; the eGov system; partnership stewards; intellectual property management; technology outreach and marketing; and metrics.  OAT has a market-driven strategy and rationale.  It looks for industry sectors that map well to NASA care capabilities and investments.  The focus is on cost-sharing between NASA and industry.  There is not a lot of activity at technology readiness level (TRL) 1 and 2; most of the successes are in the mid-TRL levels (3, 4, 5).  NASA focuses on patents that have commercial relevance, and there is a strategic framework to make it happen.  In response to a question regarding patents, Dr. Norwood noted that OAT hires agents that do market assessment to determine commercial relevance.  The technology is marketed using industry techniques.  Revenues from licenses are about $1 million a year.  With respect to software, NASA cannot retain royalties from copyrights of NASA-developed software.  NASA is currently working with the Hill to get the law changed.  Program Managers make the “make or buy” decisions.  The OAT Commercial Technology Program provides the Program Managers with information about other options, e.g., partnership with industry.  Dr. Brackey observed that this Program is good, but it is a “harvesting” type of activity rather than leading investments in innovative technology.  The idea of hiring a third party group to lead an entrepreneurial program and share in the incentives is a potentially fertile area for NASA.  Dr. Kennel added that dialog is important to convey a sense of the possibility rather than a particular convention.  The place to do pre-competitive sharing is with academia.  Dr. Norwood noted that a pilot program has been initiated to test the Incutel thesis and see if (and how) it might apply to NASA.  In response to a question, Dr. Norwood noted that all of the documents are on the Webiste:  http://www.nctn@hq.nasa.gov.  The Program is reevaluating its metrics and will be identifying metrics that can measure contributions back to the Enterprises.  Dr. Norwood showed the revenues generated by applications of technology developed under NASA’s Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) Program from 1983 to 1995.  There was a 2:1 leverage for dollars spent.  Congress has asked the NRC to do a major study on SBIR over the next two years.

Summary

Dr. Kennel summarized that this was a very good meeting—all parties performed well.  The NAC was pleased to see that NASA is positioning itself to address the IMCE issues, and they are being addressed.  The NAC is eager to hear the outcome.  On July 10, NAC will have the results of the REMAP activity.  The other concern has been the relationship with the IPs.  The NAC was relieved to see that extensive dialog has begun and alternative paths for the future are being designed.  The NAC was pleased with the beginning of the education initiative and the commercial innovation initiative.  In both cases, there is a commonality in the way that these issues play out—any efforts that NASA expends in these areas have to be done with extreme attention to those areas that make NASA unique.  

There are a number of actions for the future.  For the next two meetings, the NAC will continue to focus on the issues raised by the IMCE.  However, attention should to be given to other elements of NASA.  The NAC would like a talk or presentation of some substance and depth from the other organizations.  Although the Council has been involved in dealing with the Space Station issues, the Advisory Committees and the National Academy can undertake studies of longer duration.  The NAC will ask Committee Chairs to surface issues that may require NAC initiation, but that should be carried out by the Committees or the Academy.  

Dr. Kennel noted that one of the topics for follow-up by the NAC is the unique function that NASA can address with respect to the air traffic system issue.  As noted by the ATAC, a start in 2005 may be too late.

At the next meeting, Dr. Smarr suggested a briefing on the communication system (particularly the internet component) of the Space Station and the planned upgrades to the system.  If we had more bandwidth, could we use more scientists on the ground and relieve the problem with on-orbit manhours?  Could this also lend something to the inspiration element?  If bandwidth (the fastest exponential on Earth) is limited, you implicitly limit things that can be done with the Space Station.  Is it possible to have a differently philosophy on information capacity?  Dr. Brackey also agreed that the NAC should be interested in seeing the strategy for integration with the internet, i.e., what is the Space Station strategy for being “web-based?”  

Dr. Kennel noted that another issue is enhancement of the human capacity for Space Station.  What do we gain from unifying Space Station and Shuttle operations?  What can be gained long-term from automated operations?

Dr. Zoloth reported on her activity related to public outreach.  She explored “branding” and the concept of sponsorship.  She suggested that NASA give a presentation to the NAC on this topic, and that the NAC also hear from a professional, such as Mr. Steven Addis, with national expertise in these matters.  With respect to the question of “why space matters,” she suggested that NASA convene a several day seminar to address ethical issues.  Sen. Glenn also agreed that the NAC would welcome a presentation on what NASA’s public relations approach is.  It is important that we appeal to all levels of interest.  Dr. Smarr added that if there was something like the Space Station in the private sector, industry would have a major “marketing campaign,” led by a top professional team, to bring the achievement into the world’s consciousness.  Some of the comments on the health aspect could be a sub-theme of such a campaign.  Mr. Trimble requested a list of the IMAX theaters at which the Space Station 3D film is showing.  

The NAC felt that the Space Station 3D movie was superb.  However, because of the wide public reach of the 3D movie, the comment about “bringing up women” was out of place.  Although it was a light-hearted joke, it may not play this way across the rest of the world.  It does not reflect well on the Agency, and NASA should consider working with the producer to eliminate this line.

Comments from the Administrator:

Mr. O’Keefe thanked the NAC for all of its comments and feedback.  From all of the comments relative to “marketing,” public affairs, outreach, and education, he gathered that what NASA needs is a strategic communications plan.  How does NASA create an image (like the US Marine Corps in its recruiting)?  NASA has to sell being part of something very big and important, rather than a “product.”  For the next meeting, Mr. O’Keefe asked that some time be dedicated to this question, as well as the continuing survey on Space Station.  

With respect to Space Station, we have a process in place that will yield solution options that we can look at in a more careful, organized way.  However, having a process in motion doesn’t yet give us the solution, and NASA needs to continue the hard work and discipline.  NASA is hanging a lot on the REMAP effort—it is the task of organizing and arraying what we should be pursuing.  Although things have been left out (engineering, technology), NASA is working with what is on the table.  The NRC has focused a lot of attention on the science objectives, and NASA is working on that first.  For credibility, it is important to have an external prioritization set.  Mr. O’Keefe thanked the NAC for spending so much time on this topic.

In terms of the overall agenda for the next meeting, Mr. O’Keefe requested that there be a specific focus on the education issue and inspiring the next generation of explorers.  NASA will pick up on the communications issue and take it on.  During lunch, there would be an opportunity to bring in someone in the Agency to talk about some of the other things that NASA does.  At dinner, everyone would benefit from hearing from someone on the NAC regarding what he or she is working on or is interested in.  

Dr. Kennel volunteered half an hour on global climate change.  Dr. Kennel adjourned the meeting at 1:00 p.m.
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