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1. Intro

2. ESMD
2.1. ARM 4303  U.S Spaceflight Launch Gap
2.1.1. Review "tripwires" listed in this watch item & identify if the step owner needs to change.
2.2. ARM 5363 Lack of an Agency Capability to Track and Monitor the Health of the NASA Supplier Base
2.2.1. 2nd tier suppliers for shuttle have been uploaded.
2.2.2. Beginning to enter suppliers for Constellation.
2.2.3. Integrating with OSMA's SAS tool
2.2.4. Beta testing & external audit in work
2.2.5. This is a web-based tool, access can be provided to risk managers who request access.
2.2.6. In the future, this risk may be expanded to identify additional steps that need to be taken for supply chain management.

3. I&A
3.1. ARM 5365 Unfunded Gaps in Critical Capabilities
3.1.1. All I&A risks are scored against a separate set of consequence criteria (e.g., anything over $10M impact is scored as cost impact of 5)
3.2. ARM 3340 Space Shuttle Program Personal Property Disposition Planning
3.2.1. Cost threat of at least $50MM
3.3. ARM 5369 Increased Processing Costs and Decreased Revenues for Shuttle-related Property Due to Export Control
3.3.1. JSC has a similar institutional level risk - for shuttle
3.3.2. working a software change for the agency's Asset Management system that will benefit all programs
3.4. ARM 5366 Lack of Coordinated Outreach Planning and Communication for Artifacts
3.4.1. Report to Congress laid out the process for "pre-screening" artifacts while they are still in use.
3.4.2. Working with GSA to establish a website for outside organizations to request shuttle artifacts
3.4.3. Question: how are artifacts defined?
3.5. ARM 5373 Cost/Capacity for Disposition Surge - Personal Property
3.5.1. Establishing guidelines for Centers regarding the process for dispositioning personal property
3.5.2. Kaizen sessions held should be added to the mitigation plan.  These are practices that could be applied to manage other risks.
3.5.3. Question (Lovely) - Could this be a parent-level risk with child risks at the centers? (Yes, depending on the preference of the Centers.)
3.5.4. Clarification: OI-to-Center risks are not reflected as parent-child because organizational control & funding does not necessarily follow the same flow.
3.5.5. Action: need to capture more of the progress that has been made in planning & actively managing the I&A risks.  
3.5.6. Action: I&A coordinate risk planning/mitigation with joint sessions attended by center & program risk managers.
3.6. ARM 5374 CxP Validation of SSP Property Transfer Estimate
3.6.1. Only 36% of shuttle hardware identified for transfer has been transferred
3.6.2. Probably 1/2 of the line items still need to be reviewed
3.6.3. Risk *may* be closed out when Constellation reports out in August.
3.7. ARM 5367 Difficulty Identifying Historically Relevant Personal Property
3.7.1. ARM 3440: Top Directorate Risk capturing the roll-up of other I&A child risks.
3.7.2. The cost threshold for scoring parents is the same as the threshold for the children
3.7.3. ARM 5367:
3.8. ARM 5372 Lack of Standardized Planning Process and Definition of Terms
3.8.1. Examples: need firm definitions of "De-Mil", "Artifacts", etc.
3.8.2. Infrastructure Transition Implementation Plan will include these definitions
3.8.3. Comment (B. Soltess): I&A should take more credit for the mitigation work that is (and has been) going on

4. CxP
4.1. CxIRMA 2315 Preservation and Storage of Shuttle Hardware for Constellation
4.1.1. Michael Baugh reporting on CxP risks
4.1.2. This risk is for storing hardware that Constellation *will* need
4.2. CxIRMA 2430 Space Station Processing Facility (SSPF) Funding Risk
4.2.1. Risk is FY2017-2025 as only 50% of the funding is identified
4.2.2. Station covers the funding through 2016
4.2.3. Trade study will identify what the utilization of the SSPF will be and identify potential sources of funding
4.2.4. Station does not show this as a Transition risk, it is a top board risk (Carol)
4.2.5. Station does not show full funding in 2016... only through 2015
4.2.6. Need to coordinate to confirm the funding situation in 2016 – Action:  ISS / CxP to resolve
4.2.7. Unknown as to whether or not there is a utilization conflict if Station extends life through 2020...
4.3. CxIRMA 3174 Michoud Assembly Facility (MAF) Transition
4.3.1. Question: is the full mitigation cost ~$200MM / year?
4.4. CxIRMA 1178 Turnover of Launch Site Processing Assets to Support Development Schedules
4.4.1. Awaiting decision on Pad B (expected April 1)
4.4.2. Mitigation plan addresses the unavailability of Pad B if not available until after May shuttle launch
4.5. CxIRMA 1165 Facilities Readiness
4.5.1. Now a Top Project Risk, due to insights provided through ERIC
4.6. CxIRMA 1558 Schedule Impact to Ares 1-X Due to Shuttle Operations
4.6.1. Awaiting Pad B decision from Shuttle
4.7. CxIRMA 1633 Pad B Assets Condition at Time of SSP Turnover
4.7.1. Monitoring launch activity
4.7.2. Shuttle Management Resource Transition Document identifies the state of Pad for turnover.  This risk identifies the need for time to refurbish the pad before it can be used by CxP
4.8. CxIRMA 1956 Constellation Environmental Assurance
4.8.1. No funding identified for this risk
4.8.2. Risk is stated in order to identify whether or not such a function is needed
4.8.3. Question: when will (or can) this risk close?
4.8.4. This risk is primarily a cost threat
4.8.5. Also potentially a schedule (and performance) risk
4.8.6. Not so much a "compliance" issue as it is a risk that may drive what materials we can or can't use.
4.8.7. At issue is whether or not the program wants to accept the risk that there will be restrictions on the materials that can be used (depending on how this risk is mitigated)
4.8.8. QUESTION: are there any Supplier Base risks within CxP? Action:  Linda Ham
4.9. CxIRMA 1638 HST LON Slip Impact on Pad B

5. C3PO
5.1. JSC IRMA 1382 - COTS partners may not be able to achieve cargo capabilities on planned schedule
5.1.1. PlanetSpace protested the ISS Commercial Resupply Services (CRS) contract.  As a result, all contract related activity stopped until NASA made a decision to have SpaceX and Orbital continue with the contract work to prepare for their first services mission
5.1.2. SpaceX recently completed their Critical Design Review for the second and third demonstration flight. Their first demonstration flight will be sometime this summer.  Their demonstration flight will launch a Dragon spacecraft on a Falcon 9 out of Cape Canaveral.  The Dragon spacecraft will stay in orbit for 3 revolutions and then re-enter and splashdown off the coast of California.  SpaceX recently completed their Safety Review Panel Phase 2 Review.
5.1.3. Orbital is getting ready for the Systems Preliminary Design Review which will be a review for their Service Module and Pressurized Cargo Module.  Orbital recently completed their Safety Review Panel Phase 1 Review
5.1.4. The Commercial Crew and Cargo Program top risk remains the ability for our COTS partners to stay on schedule.  SpaceX schedule is affected by the construction of their launch pad at Cape Canaveral.  Orbital’s schedule is affected by their early development process and by their spacecraft design changes as a result of their selection for the CRS contract.
5.1.5. Comment from OSMA: this risk is missing the "human rating" component
5.1.6. The same vehicle is being used for human and cargo transport
5.1.7. Question: why are COTS and CRS reflected in the same risk?
5.1.8. Risk 5184 captures the CRS risk
5.1.9. OSMA Comment:  concern is that the minimal oversight paradigm being applied to the cargo transport may cause problems if/when those systems are reviewed for human rating.  Question is to whether this would be a C3PO or ESMD risk
5.1.10. ISS Comment:  Government Liaison Office being opened at SpaceX

6. ISS
6.1. IRMA 5184  USOS Crew and Cargo Transportation Shortfall - 2010 through 2015
6.1.1. Risks will be updated in the next month
6.1.2. Protest is ongoing, but work is continuing
6.1.3. This is a top program risk
6.1.4. Additional mitigation steps will be identified in the next month in preparation for PRAB
6.2. IRMA 5733 COTS-CEV Integration Impact on ISS Resources
6.2.1. Risk will be updated for upcoming PRAB
6.2.2. CRs are pending
6.2.3. Cargo carrier on STS 119 will not impact this risk
6.3. IRMA 5901 Integrated Schedule Risk for ELC, FSE, ORU and External Payload Development Supporting Flights ULF 3/4/5
6.3.1. Risk 5824:
6.3.2. ISC contract will be negotiated around October 1... this risk may be closed at that time
6.3.3. Ques: Will part of the SSPF be closed off to reduce costs?  Ans: it will be kept in "active standby"... not able to effectively mothball the SSPF.

7. HRP
7.1. ARM 1772 Lack of Sufficient ISS Flight Resources for Critical HRP Investigations
7.1.1. Last updated in February, will be updated before quarterly review (~3 weeks)
7.1.2. Risk applies to now through the end of Station...
7.1.3. Once shuttle retires, biggest problem is downmass
7.1.4. Risk is driven by the need to get HRP objectives met on schedule...

8. SSP
8.1. SIRMA 2758  Transition / Retirement Unfunded Post 2010
8.1.1. Funding is being worked through PPBE, this risk will be removed.
8.2. SIRMA 2808  SSP Cost Threat: Transition and Retirement
8.2.1. This risk will be maintained at the program level
8.2.2. Ques: are mitigation costs updated as the risk progresses?
8.2.3. Ans: Yes.  It's an iterative process that may result in increases &/or decreases in costs.
8.3. SIRMA 2750 Contractor Workforce Retention
8.3.1. Retention plans in place for most contractors
8.3.2. No new risks have been added, some risks have been combined
8.3.3. 2918: risk is held at Marshall
8.4. SIRMA 2983  Loss of Critical Contractor Personnel (see also 2750)
8.5. SIRMA 2984  Loss of Critical Civil Service Personnel
8.6. SIRMA 2815  ET Production to Meet the SSP Manifest
8.6.1. ET production is critical path for Shuttle flights... narrowing gap on all but 3 ET deliveries
8.6.2. Last tank will be 138
8.7. SIRMA 2973  Flight Rate Supportability - During Ares I-X Processing (10 month period)
8.7.1. Risk will be lower once the Hubble mission is launched (reducing the need for LON)
8.7.2. Impact of this risk is meant to capture the effects on Shuttle processing...
8.7.3. The risk does not capture impacts to CxP
8.7.4. Looking at the risk primarily from the planning standpoint.
8.8. SIRMA 3029  Santa Susana Field Lab Disposition
8.8.1. Risk is awaiting new Administrator for signoff ... Action: Rich Wickman will investigate whether or not this signoff can be received sooner
8.8.2. PPBE estimate will be updated
8.8.3. MOU written with GSA to define responsibilities

9. KSC
9.1. KSC-07-001 Execution of Institutional Responsibilities Jeopardized by insufficient Transition and Retirement Funding post 2010
9.1.1. Children risks exist at the center level
9.1.2. Child risks include about 5 risks
9.1.3. Kelly will send Bob S. a list of the child risks
9.1.4. Child risks should be included for reference in next TIM

10. SSC
10.1. 1242 SSME CS & Contractor Critical Skills
10.1.1. QUESTION: are there other I&A risks (e.g., water systems) that should be included in the SSC Transition risks?
10.1.2. Yes - they could be worthy of discussion in this forum
10.1.3. question: is there a disconnect between the risk reported by SSC & the larger Human Capital risks reported by Sue L.
10.1.4. concern is gap created by the departure of SSME & delay to CxP Transition.

11. MSFC
11.1. CenterOps-7 Santa Susana Field Laboratory (SSFL) Remediation Cleanup Levels
11.1.1. California law requires the site to be cleaned up to an "agricultural standard"
11.1.2. Trying to capture the schedule & cost impacts of going to the more stringent standard.
11.1.3. Consent order is expected to be delivered in June of this year... and will include a 30-day comment period... trying to keep the issue "challengeable" in the future
11.1.4. Current estimate is about 2x the original estimate (Boeing shows a 2x to 4x increase to meet the new standard)
11.2. TPO-14 Potential Loss of MSFC SSP Environmental Assurance Initiative Capability
11.2.1. Risk is driven by the loss of engineering & technical capabilities
11.2.2. MAFT-7
11.2.3. Lockheed Martin is developing a detailed turnover plan
11.2.4. MAFT-3
11.2.5. Risk captures need to develop budget for handover of tooling from Lockheed Martin to MSFOC
11.2.6. Mixture of facilities and production equipment
11.2.7. Using preventive maintenance strategies from Return to Flight to determine what equipment/tooling maintenance needs to be performed during the gap in transition
11.2.8. Some of the decisions are impacted as to whether or not the tank to be worked will be 27.5' (current ET design) or 33' diameter (current Ares V design)

12. JSC
12.1. IRMA 1051 WSTF Environmental Risks
12.1.1. CMO budget location
12.1.2. Awaiting white paper in april for more information regarding cleanup standards & remediation
12.2. IRMA 1057 Ensure proper workforce skills and competencies for current and future needs
12.2.1. Good progress: "available for new work" FTEs are decreasing
12.2.2. Surplus of project management skills & a need for SE&I skills
12.3. IRMA 1445 Insufficient funding for Engineering Test Beds and Laboratories
12.3.1. Focus is ARCJet & ESTL
12.3.2. Proposals are in PPBE submittal
12.3.3. Targeting end of June to assess changes & re-evaluate risk
12.3.4. This is the type of risk that should be represented at the Human Spaceflight Capabilities Forum (JSC on April 7)
12.3.5. If Arcjet needs significant future funding, that should also be identified (this might be a separate risk owned by another organization)
12.3.6. Barry Plant should have complete information on this risk
12.4. IRMA 1446 Potential Loss of Capability for Hypergolic Propulsion Testing
12.4.1. No real updates since end of 2008
12.4.2. JSC management council meeting in next 2 weeks, new information will be available at that time

13. Wrapup
13.1. Question: is safety addressed in the Transition Risks?
13.2. Is safety addressed in the hardware that is passed off... e.g., how clean is clean enough for the Orbiters?
13.3. There is a "safing document" developed for orbiter.
13.4. Who is the SMA rep that should be involved in this process?
13.5. Property transition process allows for the identification of potentially hazardous property.
13.6. Safety has been involved in the development of Level 2 & Level 3 plans for retirement.
13.7. Status of actions from past TIMs
13.7.1. Provided in intro charts
13.8. Bob Soltess: impressed by work that has been done.  A couple risks identified where it looks like some work & coordination can be done.  We will be following up.
13.9. Joel K: Clear that risks are being updated & providing a more comprehensive picture.  Top risks & notes from discussion will be rolled up.  This review helps familiarize everyone with the top risk concerns across Transition.
13.10. Next Transition TIM tentatively scheduled for first week of July – Lengyel Action
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