Findings from Transition Risk Assessment 
September 1, 2009
This informal assessment was performed in response to an unsolicited request from the ESMD risk manager.  This request was prompted by the transition risk discussion that occurred during the JICB of May 26, 2009.  The primary goal of the request was to gain an independent viewpoint that helps improve transition risk management practices.  A secondary key goal was to foster a level of proficiency with multi-program and multi-Center risk management that can be successfully emulated by other organizations.    The results are supplied as advice and suggestions for consideration as deemed appropriate.  No formal followup is planned by the assessors.  Should clarification of any findings be desired, further dialog is welcome.
Because of limited insight into transition activities at the Centers and within the Shuttle program, the assessment findings are largely focused upon ESMD and CxP transition activities with lesser attention to the efforts of other organizations.  The findings include, but are not limited to, a relatively simple assessment of the quality of existing transition risk records of multiple orgs (ESMD, SOMD, COTS, STS, ISS, Cx, I&A, field Centers).  The assessment also addresses the diversity of overall risk mgmt processes, risk definition, mitigating planning and mitigation implementation.  Sources for these findings include transition mgmt plans, risk TIM results, online risk records, direct participation in risk forums and separate external assessments.   Since access to risk information was incomplete, this was not a comprehensive assessment.  Some findings may already be addressed by good practices already underway and not reviewed by the assessors.
As an overall summary, it’s admirable that many transition orgs have taken the initiative to proactively perform risk mgmt as necessitated by NPR 8000.4A.  As in many developing processes, there are instances where usage is minimal, of inconsistent quality or not practiced formally.  This undercuts the goals of “continuous” and “rigorous” risk management (RM) practices as stated in HQ’ s “Transition Mgmt Plan”.  Room exists for improvement as is well known to most practitioners.   With the end of the Shuttle program only 1 year away, there should be more emphasis on meaningful and integrated assurance of communicating and implementing risk mitigations as outlined in high level transition plans.  As presently practiced, transition RM exemplifies both the possibilities and the challenges of risk integration across multiple organizations.
As a final summarizing note, it should be realized that many of the findings identified during this assessment are not unique to transition risk management.   They are indicative of the RM practices of numerous organizations.  On the positive side, where in use, RM well serves the basic purpose of communicating identified risks.  Where shortfalls exist, it’s not because of a lack of awareness within the membership of the RM community.  It seems to be a matter of individual risk owners and their management having other priorities and limited resources to fully embrace RM expectations.  Risk management as a truly institutional tool (like FMEA/CIL, Hazard Analyses) has a way to go to be fully and broadly embraced.  
CROSS-CUTTING FINDINGS
1. The transition risk TIMs are a valuable means of coordination between the risk managers of relevant organizations and are beneficially supplemented by the human spaceflight capabilities forum.   
2. Compared to the number of apparent past commitments in HQ level transition planning/implementation products, there appears to be a lack of overall assurance and reporting of the status of those commitments.  This may yield unwelcome surprises if associated risks are realized with the rapid approach of SSP retirement.  The numerous transition plans cite many diverse activities whose health isn’t definitively or collectively assessed.  The 3 focus areas cited by JICB-001 (NASA Transition Management Plan) include human capital, facilities/property and planning/control, but the apparent emphasis is upon facilities/property with lesser attention to the other areas.  For these “areas” there are “objectives” cited in JICB-01, “outcomes” cited in JICB-02 and other statements in each document whose status is indeterminate or not reported for collective insight (e.g. HQ trans impl plan, trans comm plan, SSP phase-out phase F plan, SSP records retirement plan, SSP knowledge mgmt plan, capabilities for commercial providers, SSP human capital plan, human capital surveys, workforce mapping/sharing status, program capability transfer plan/schedule, industrial base baseline/risks, career transition services, Cx assessment of SSP personal property, Cx transition plan, ESMD trans risk mgmt plan, “further” benchmark studies). Without a compiled scorecard of some sort, it is hard to assess the status of these mitigations.
3. HQ’s transition implementation plan (JICB-02 as promised in JICB-01) was essentially complete in early 2009, but has since been cancelled along with the contents describing transition risk mgmt tactics.  There has since been no fruitful effort to develop an alternative plan to guide transition and RM efforts.
4. Transition risks are not exclusively managed via formal tools like ARM and IRMA.  Other tracking and communication processes are found within PPBE and forums like program level control boards and HQ’s JICB/TCB, FPB and BPR.  These methods are valid, but tend to not rely on normal RM practices/tools.  They also tend to have limited subject matter scope so integration and broad awareness is complicated and limited which may hamper effective and creative solutions.   
5. Because different organizations rely upon a diversity of formal risk mgmt tools, burdens exist which hinder integration, communication and add extraneous costs to the Agency’s limited budget.  With more standardization (similar to Agency office software), there would be fewer redundant efforts to develop, sustain and utilize the large number of RM tools via civil servant and contractor labor.  
6. Transition risk elevation is not well defined or implemented.  Only a single formal risk review has been held at JICB so far.  Not clear that there has been communication of important transition risks/mitigations to Administrator (e.g. public risks per 8700.1) at OMC, PMC, SMC, FPB, etc.  
7. The Agency level BPR (baseline perf rvw) touches upon transition, but primarily via I&A which covers facility and property status.  No attention during ESMD or SOMD status.  No status of workforce or information transfer.  There is a transition quad, but it’s in backup charts.  There is no direct or obvious connection btw transition RM and BPR.
8. Multiple transition relevant orgs do not appear to be doing risk mgmt.  This includes OER, Strat Comm/PAO, Human Resources, PA&E, SOMD orgs beyond SCAN (as evidenced by lack of risk records in ARM) and several JSC institutional orgs.  Though all Centers have some role in Exploration, trans RM doesn’t seem to involve those Centers which have traditionally focused on research or earth/space science.  
9. The emphasis of transition risk tracking is upon facilities and property with minimal attention to other relevant topics like human resources, internal/external communication, knowledge transfer and post-Shuttle implications to ISS.  Note : personnel risks 6808/6809 are draft as of mid Aug ’09.
10. Transition plans, risk mgmt plans and risk databases tend to be scattered, hard to locate and generally not accessible to personnel  outside of home Centers.
11. Aggregate risks and cross-cutting risks are not assessed (e.g. individual costs that yield overall costs, integrated and detailed implementation schedules not utilized beyond top level flight manifest)
12. Too few metrics are defined or regularly/visibly tracked to help ensure risk record quality (currency, mitigation step burndown completeness, how well mitigation progress tracks plans, risk ranking appropriateness/consistency, cost credibility).  
13. Existing risk records tend to not be well maintained (too many outdated, with inaccurate costs estimates and/or incomplete mitigation steps that do not show plan to reach green level).  Quality issues and solutions recorded during  July 1 brainstorming should be addressed.
14. Transition mgmt plans are too focused upon plans (vs measurable implementations/execution) and future analyses without any concrete goals (e.g. risks identified/integrated vs mitigations defined)
15. Transition information is not widely accessible to all involved in risk mgmt implementation (HQ/ctr/pgm transition plans, risk lists, schedules, meeting results, etc)
16. No obvious effort to map some of GAO’s identified “challenges” to transition risks to ensure full coverage or actual implementations (http://www.gao.gov/transition_2009/agency/nasa/retiring-the-space-shuttle.php).  Examples include artifact safing, Shuttle property needed by CxP, decentralized property databases, property disposition bow wave, and direct/indirect overall costs.
17. Too little followup of weaknesses identified by participants in transition risk TIMs (e.g. integration across programs outside of risk TIMs, handoffs btw programs, Center director/institution risk forums, parent-child linkages, etc).  An ESMD led reassessment should be conducted with support from other interested HQ orgs prior to engaging Center orgs.
18. The July 09 Kaizan for CxP risk mgmt resulted in many generic findings that are also relevant to transition risk mgmt (process overhead, escalation criteria, training, metrics, etc)
19. Transition risk ranking scheme is not consistent btw different orgs and is often not defined at all
20. As previously identified with Cx risk rankings, risk scores for “safety” are too often inconsistently and inaccurately scored.  Risks description text which cites “safety” implications conflicts with scores of “0”.   For Cx, this is supposed to be resolved with independent safety “tabs”
21. There is no complete list of transition risks.  This precludes multi-program awareness, integration and cooperative mitigations.  Not all transition related risks are listed on the burndown spreadsheet compiled by ESMD.  Nor does each individual org include the full set of their transition risks on their own summary lists.  Examples exist from I&M, ISS, CxP and SCAN.
22. There are inexplicable disconnects in the transition risk lists found within ARM and the separate risk burndown matrix shown at past transition risk TIMs.  In ARM, the “Risk Category = Shuttle Transition” includes risks #4861 (Santa Susana), 2887 (Msn Ops costs), 5371 (fragmented planning) and 2888 (range pricing) which aren’t on the burndown matrix.  The burndown matrix has I&A and CxP risks like #5372 (I&A std planning), 5357 (MAF) and 2275 (launch site turnover) that are not included in the ARM search list because they are improperly categorized in IRMA and ARM.  Neither list includes CxP risks # 5319 (Cx RMO labor), 3870 (first stage vendor), 5141 (rayon obsolescence), 6581 (KSC storage).  See SOMD findings for additional risk list disconnects from ISS and SCAN.
ESMD SPECIFIC FINDINGS
23. ESMD’s transition group does not conduct risk working groups in between quarterly TIMs.  This may be yielding minimal and infrequent attention to aggregate and HQ specific risks. 
24. ESMD’s transition group has not developed its own risk mgmt plan despite the promise included in the HQ’s transition implementation plan (section 3.2.2).
25. Though understandable due to cost sensitivities, ESMD’s RMO group largely tracks its risks outside of ARM which is not conducive to risk integration and communication.  A middle ground may exist if risk title and description were included in ARM without inclusion of financial details or mitigations.
26. ESMD’s risk #890 for “risk mgmt implementation” was closed in 2007 after initial processes were established.  This specific risk would seem to warrant remaining open perpetually (e.g. as a watch item) to help ensure its reoccurring mitigations actually occur (training, audits, RMP updates, etc)
27. ESMD/CxP has no risk for the recent indefinite deferral of lunar development (CEV, Lander, Ares V).  Mitigations could include workforce skill retention measures (leverage existing contracts/work to minimize losses), schedule/rqmt relief (change to level 1 milestones)
28. SIMO has no open risks related to transition communication or workforce engagement.  
29. Too many closed risks were either closed with no mitigation steps listed (e.g. 865 - workforce retain & KM, 2023 - ESMD to SOMD ops) or only based on plans with no confirmed execution (e.g. 867 - workforce transform, 3821 - critical skills).  2023 was closed even though same topic remains open in 2272 (1127 in IRMA)
30. Mitigation status of approved risks are not being maintained in between major TIMs (e.g. 6808 –WYE skills, 6809 – FTE skills, 4303 – Transport gap, 5363 – supplier base).  6808, 6809 & 5363 had past due mitigations that were only updated just before TIM #4.  4303 should reflect active Cx steps to bridge the gap via CARD/EARD rqmt changes and Cx acceleration study implementations (more happening than monitoring).
31. Mitigation steps sometimes appear incomplete or are too reliant upon passive “reviews” or “reports” without inclusion of known active risk reduction measures.  6808 (WYE skills) and 6809 (FTE skills) make no mention of having an upfront documented human resource plan, dual program matrixing, retraining, new contracts, retention bonuses or other efforts by program mgmt and human resource offices.  For these examples, see SSP risks 2983 and 2984 for active mitigations
32. Candidate risks are languishing by not being promptly dispositioned as accepted or rejected (e.g. 6884 – suppliers).  6810 (SSP knowledge) was only approved just before TIM #4.
33. Except for newly opened ARM 6810, ESMD has appears to have no organized or formal plan for knowledge capture and transfer from the Shuttle or ISS programs.  An initial survey of information desired by CxP was conducted, but is not believed to be complete or representative of all CxP orgs (or other ESMD programs).   Perhaps ESMD and/or CxP should conduct a systematic survey similar to “ERIC” and then negotiate needs/costs with the info sources
34. As an integration tool, ARM is incomplete since it does not include known risk records for key portions of transition efforts (i.e. COTS, Centers)
35. Unable to assess COTS risk mgmt since its RM plan and risk records are not available.   Is IRMA 1382 (ARM 2017) the only relevant risk?  As of June 09, why do mitigation plans listed in 1382 stop before 2nd vendor demo flt and 1 year before the listed ECD?  If full latest status is only available in JSC IRMA, so say in the ARM version (which is very incomplete).  
36. ARM Risk #1772 (HRP/ISS resources) has a safety score of zero even though it has a definite impact to crew health/safety.  Failure to adequately utilize ISS to assess/mitigate space health issues is of real concern to OSMA mgmt for the sake of more distant and longer exploration (e.g. moon/mars).  From OSMA’s perspective, there needs to be a determination of when data from ISS will be adequate to support Moon and Mars missions.  After that threshold is achieved, then the risk vs benefit balance of ISS use changes should be factored into decisions on additional ISS activities.
37. Other risks with suspect safety scores of zero include 6809 (FTE skills), 6810 (knowledge), 5363 (supplier base) compared to other similar risks that have non-zero scores for safety (e.g. 6808 = 2).  IRMA 4152 (MOD skills) is another example with 3 zero scores that are suspect (safety, perf, sched).
38. The generic ESMD and level 2 CxP risk scorecards have identical safety consequence definitions of 1-5 for personnel injury and hardware damage.  Though consistent, these scoring definitions are qualitative and subject to diverse interpretations (as highlighted by ASAP).  The injury rankings are of particular concern since they show a range from no treatment, simple first aid and 2 levels of hospitalization to death.   The Cx approach is at odds with OSMA’s belief that injury levels are not so easily segregated which led to OSMAs approach to injury rankings in NPR 8621.1.  This NPR grades injuries as fatalities, permanent total vs partial disability, # of hospital days  or simpler nonfatal OSHA reportable injury/illness.  ESMD/CxP hardware damage level definitions are similarly abstract relative to the $ levels defined in NPR 8621.1 and the levels of mgmt accountability defined in CEV’s new test risk directive.   Though adoption isn’t necessarily expected, these Agency and CEV examples that could be used to craft comparable quantitative measures for ESMD, Cx level 2 and all Cx projects.
Cx SPECIFIC FINDINGS
39. CxP doesn’t seem to have a transition risk working group or an active mgmt review process.  Cx top risk reviews at CxCB on June 10 and July 29, 2009 did not address transition risks.  CxAMP agendas of Jan-July 09 did not include any formal risk discussions (though topics at risk were addressed).
40. The burndown list of CxP transition risks is almost exclusively focused upon facilities.  Very few address transition issues such as workforce, critical skills, knowledge transfer, heritage flight systems, etc.  These omissions may be partially due to lack of thorough review of existing records in ARM and IRMA.  SSP-Cx workforce transition risks do exist such as IRMA/ARM #s 3016/5214, 2552/4812, 3602/5695, 4012/6368, 4014/6370, 4013/6369 and 3012/5213 for JSC , GRC, KSC, LaRC and DFRC SMA support to CEV.   Flight sys risk omissions include 3870 (first stage vendor) and 5141 (rayon obsolescence).
41. Cx IRMA #3509 is not included in the Cx transition risk list.  It covers CEV’s portion of facility availability risk as associated with ERIC.  Status of this unscored “parent” risk is unclear.  Part of this record say it’s open and another part says closed.
42. GO risks #6415 and 6416 deal with legacy ground systems and were closed with no mitigation listed
43. GO risks # 2858 (pad B condition), 2279 (maint backlog), 6711 (pad B elevators), 6466 (VAB cable), 6449 (VAB leaks) and 4610 (VAB handover) are open and not included in transition risk lists
44. “Ops and Testing” risks # 6552 (weather services), 2888 (range pricing) and 5308 (depot costs) are open and not included in transition risk lists
45. “Ops and Testing risks #2255 (facility readiness) and 5357 (MAF) have overdue mitigation steps from 2008 and early 2009.  “Comment” entries (latest 6/2/09) seem to be maintained instead of mitigation steps.
46. Cx IT office has no risks associated with SSP database transitions (per “ISO” folder in ARM)
47. Cx mission ops project has risk #2887 (Msn Ops costs) which isn’t included in burndown matrix.  
48. Cx PP&C has risk #5319 (RMO support) which isn’t included in burndown matrix.  
49. CEV has risk #6362 (Michoud labor),  5755 (crane age), 3792 (WSTF labs), 6404/6405/6406 (JSC labs) and 6667 (TPS lab at KSC) which aren’t included in burndown matrix.
50. Most Cx program and project orgs have risks that typically only look forward in time.  They don’t appear to have transition related risks/mitigations to help ensure they request/obtain access to info and hardware that will be needed someday after Shuttle retirement.  With no apparent Cx equivalent like ERIC for information or hardware, this risk applies to cost/schedule histories, failure histories, drawings, safety analyses, training manuals, components, etc
51. Cx program and project risk mgmt plans do not address STS-Cx transition as a topic of concern. 
52. RMP’s that include risk identification methods (taxonomies, WBS, etc) don’t mention transition.
53. Even if transition risks were considered by each Cx project, some projects have no active RMWG of their own (EVA, CEV).   Without RMWGs,  project mngr boards are used which focus on technical status and elevation choices without addressing risk record quality.  Others do have active RMWGs (Grnd Ops, Ares 1, Ares 5) with well used wikis.  Unable to access/assess other projects (Msn Ops) 
54. Cx program and project risk mgmt plans are not lashed up with NPR 8000.4A (Dec 08).  Not updated since before rev A (e.g. CxP May 07, CEV Nov 08, EVA July 08, Grnd Ops Sept 07) or after rev A (Ares Apr 09).  Unable to access/assess other projects (Msn Ops).  Don’t address RIDM, aggregate risk, etc.
55. CxP has no transition implementation plan (unlike SSP and ISS)
56. The overall status of Cx transition interests seems to be indicated by the lack of a single transition risk included in the level 2 risk reviews.
SOMD SPECIFIC FINDINGS
57. SOMD has no HQ level transition unique risks (cost, schedule, technical, etc).  Beyond SCAN and Center/program based risks, SOMD does not use risk mgmt methods/tools for its own level of transition risks.  This appears contrary to NPR 8000.4A and is inconsistent with ESMD practice.
58. SOMD’s transition group does not conduct risk working groups in between quarterly TIMs.  This results in minimal and infrequent attention to aggregate and HQ specific risks. 
59. SOMD/SCAN’s ARM Risk # 6173 (STS support extension) is not folded into transition RM efforts
60. Though there’s a new high level lessons learned report and limited collection of close-calls (https://sspweb.jsc.nasa.gov/ntdata/ssp/webdata/ccap), SSP appears to have no organized or formal plan for knowledge capture and transfer in its transition plan or its risk system.  The issues and solutions recorded in the recent brainstorming session should be addressed.  Note : ESMD only opened an SSP-Cx data transfer risk in July ‘09 (ARM 6810) and some mitigation steps seem too late.
61. ISS has numerous open transition induced risks in IRMA that are not included in transition risk lists or TIMs.  Beyond the 3 risks so far acknowledged (5184, 5733, 5901) in compiled burndown list, 7 other risks have been found of relevance (6060, 6090, 5812, 5716, 5523, 5456, 5996).  Only 5901 points to one of these other risks (i.e. 5716) plus 5901 points to 4 others of possible relevance (5840, 5841, 5939, 6027).  Incomplete insight outside of ISS could lead to costly surprises if Cx is a source of $ relief.
5184 – CRS $ shortfall, 5733 - COTS/CEV integ costs, 5901 – sched of ext carriers, spare, science
6060 – MOD/SPOC fee due to end of Shuttle, 6090 – EVA hardware pre-positioning, 5812- CRS augmentation upmass costs, 5716 – ELC avionics development costs/sched, 5523 – Hdw recert for new transport vehicles, 5456 – program budget/schedule vs reserves, 5996 – utilization upmass in 2010
62. Of the 3 risks that ISS does include on its transition list, all 3 lack full mitigation plans (5733, 5901 & 5184).  5184’s mitigation plans end at 4x3 level with the last step in Dec 08 and seems to lack known existing milestones like SpaceX and Orbital demo flights.  5901 ends at 3x4 level  and seems to lack actual hardware completion/delivery.  5733 ends at 4x3 level with no obvious gaps left related to COTS, but zero steps that obviously address CEV integration costs.  All three list “ECD” targets well into the future (1-3 years), but the planned mitigation steps are very short term (few months).
63. Of the 1435 risks generated by ISS since mid 2002 (102 open, 7 accepted, rest closed), ISS appears to lack any open/ongoing risks for significant transition topics that other orgs track/mitigate and which have been cited elsewhere as ISS goals (human resource critical skills, on-orbit hardware redesign for easier delivery and more reliability, procurement of adequate build/burn spares, pre-positioned spares, overall vehicle life extension past 2016, utilization/science return transport, utilization/science redesign for on-orbit/automated analysis  to reduce return demand, permanently leaving MPLM and OBSS on ISS via final STS flights, records/lessons access by Cx).  Some closed ISS risks have titles that seem to address transition topics that remain less than fully mitigated (e.g. 4591 - EMU critical skills, 5560 - EMUs post 2010, 4750 - EMUs thru 2020, 5102 - utilization return).  For reference, 5102 was closed in late 2004 with no listed mitigation steps.
64. [bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Cannot readily assess STS risks.  Online access request is hard to find (request menu not linked from JSC/ISS/STS IRMA home page like it is for ISS) and when found access for HQ requires special lengthy process which few have completed.  Full set of risks not otherwise available.  
65. SSP risk records do not provide current status except via the “status” block.   Separately listed mitigation steps are incomplete or outdated.  For example, 2808 (T&R costs) shows ECD of 8/31/09, but the last mitigation step ends 8/31/08 at yellow level.  2973 (flt rate during 1X) lists no ECD, no closure criteria, just one undated/unscored mitigation step and no fallback plan.  2983 and 2984 includes no status updates since Feb 09 and no mitigation steps from late 08 till closure in late 2010.  3029 lists no closure criteria, the mitigation steps are out of sync with “status”  (no GSA mention) and the last mitigation steps incorrectly shows an ACD in the future (9/30/09).
I&M SPECIFIC FINDINGS
66. I&A risk elevation is not adequate.  Within the I&A plan, I&A defined risks are only planned to be addressed internally.  The elevation plan needs to recognize higher level forums for appropriate risks (e.g. per NPR 8700.1 for public threats).  
67. Safety is not included in I&A transition risk working group (though OSMA is a part of ESMD and SCAN RMWGs) or other I&A forums outside of top mgmt boards (iJICB/iTCB, JICB/TCB).  This hampers TA role in independent risk awareness/identification/mitigation.
68. I&A plan does not cite public risk mitigation as a goal for their excess equipment dispositioning.
69. I&A appears to lack a safing plan for the many excess items of loose Shuttle equipment (e.g. who in charge, schedule/deadlines to minimize exposure risks, budget, cleanliness levels, haz mat data sheets, etc).  Nor does ARM #3340 (property disposition) cover safing in its mitigation plan or steps
70. Beyond ARM #5369, no obvious plan for dealing with ITAR and demilitarization aspects of property dispositioning.  Though due, completion date of “special handling guidance and procedures” is blank
71. ARM Risk #3340 (property disposition planning) has a safety score of zero even though its description admits safe disposal will be impaired if resources are inadequate.  
72. Beyond “iTransition” risks, I&M orgs have numerous stale candidate risks that are related to transition and are untouched 1-2 years after initiation (see ARM #5362 SSP Facilities Disposition, #3412 Super Guppy, #4874 Ozone Depleters, #4860 Santa Susana, #1265 environmental cleanup, #4418 shuttle disposition time/cost, and #4419 Shuttle disposition expertise).   At least one of these stale risks matches already resolved risks within Cx (see ARM # 3615, 3773 & 5683 for super guppy).  Room for integration/coordination?
73. ARM Risk # 5374 includes 2 mitigation steps that are past due with no filled out completion date. 
74. Some risks appear to list mitigation steps that are incomplete or insufficient to address the real issue of concern.  Often known relevant mitigations are not listed.  For example, with ARM risk #5366, no step addresses actual public communication implementation and satisfactory completion (e.g. use of GSA website, broad announcement to museums).   ARM Risk # 5374 appears to not reflect known relevant mitigation steps by orgs outside of I&A such as CxP’s ERIC/ERICA studies and HQ’s FPB dispositions of STS/Cx property and facility plans.  Focus is on only 2 mitigation steps that just involve TPA (trans prop assessment) and seems incomplete.  No mitigation step clearly addresses confirmation/assurance of adequate budget vs scope of property to be dispositioned.   ARM Risks # 5365 (unfunded gaps) and 5368 (orbiter placement) do not have complete mitigation burn down plans.  They stop at yellow risk levels while other risks appropriately aim for green.   For all I&A risks, the “ECD” is blank.
75. Different I&M orgs/individuals have similar and overlapping risks.  Indicator of inefficient or weak integration and uncoordinated mitigations (e.g. property dispositioning)?
76. Though multiple other orgs have environmental remediation/assurance risks (CxP, SSP, JSC/WSTF, MSFC), there’s no parent risk being tracked at HQ as a transition concern.  HQ adequately engaged?
CENTER (MSFC, KSC, JSC, SSC, WSTF, etc) FINDINGS
77. JSC and KSC transition websites are accessible and contain useful risk related info.  
78. Except during trans risk TIMs, cannot assess Center risks, since no self access to risk databases
79. Center (and program) transition/risk plans are hard to find nor are they compiled in one location.  The JSC, SSP, MSFC, KSC/SSP, SSC SME and SSP Environ Assurance transition plans were only found via the JSC/SSP transition website and ESMD’s secure windchill site.  Not clear if other Center based plans exist.  No Center plans found dedicated to risk mgmt.  Unable to access MSFC or SSC transition websites to confirm their transition plans are accessible locally or directly.  
80. Unclear if KSC has a separate trans plan from the one that’s focused on “Shuttle Processing”.   KSC and KSC/ISS transition plans appear to still be “in work” per latest local working group minutes.
81. KSC has a human resource risk that should be included in future risk TIMs
82. SSC risk 1327 has no closure criteria and a single undated mitigation step that is HQ centric with no mention of local mitigation efforts
83. MSFC risk records (SSFL, Shuttle EA) do not describe closure criteria or show current or future scores.  Unable to assess effects of mitigation steps.  Large temporal gaps btw mitigation steps.
84. JSC risks records feature disconnects between  closure criteria and mitigation steps.  1057 has no closure criteria and last planned mitigation step is 2 yrs before overall ECD.  1051 closure criteria (state permit) only covered by “status” and not included in mitigation plan steps.  1146 lists no overall ECD and no mitigation step toward closure criteria beyond mid 2008.  1445 has no closure criteria except “not closed”, its overall ECD is past due by 11 months (08 vs 09) and its last mitigation step is past due with a score with no followup step to reduce remaining risk score.
85. The JSC/WSTF transition plan addresses risk mgmt, but has some apparent gaps.  RM is not described as practiced by several Center orgs (FCOD, COD, Astro Mtrls/Explr Science, Human Resource Ofc, KMO).   SSP’s human capital plan generally mentions risks and mitigations, but does not mention RM as a tool.  As a minor note, JSC’s trans plan cites NPR 8000.4D, but latest is 8000.4A.
86. The MSFC, SSC SME and KSC/SSP transition plans address risk mgmt at a high level, so implementation practices cannot be assessed. 
87. Cannot readily assess JSC risks.  Online access request is hard to find (request menu not linked from JSC/ISS/STS IRMA home page like it is for ISS) and when found access for HQ requires special lengthy process which few have completed.  Full set of risks not otherwise available.
88. Past transition risk TIMs did not include all impacted Centers (e.g. ARC, GRC, GSFC, LaRC, etc).  Transition induced challenges with facilities and workforce are not limited to human space flt ctrs. 
89. Within ARM under Cx, MSFC has a few risks (ARM # 6702/3/4) listed.  They are induced by old facilities that may be transition related and are omitted from the burndown matrix
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