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Agenda

0800-0810	Introduction				John Olson / Joel Kearns

0810-1000	Risk Review by Program 		Program RMOs (SSP, ISSP, CxP, C3PO)

1000-1045	Risk Mitigation Plans	

· What are the strengths?

· What are the weaknesses?

· Is integration across programs required for some of these risks?

1045-1130	Associated Cost Threats

· Have we adequately identified all cost threats?

· What is missing from our current list?

1130-1200	Risk Transfers to CxP / Institutions

· Have we identified risks which will not be closed at the end of the Shuttle Program which need to be transferred to CLV or CxP?  If not, what do we need to add?

· If not, how should we plan to do this?

1200-1230	RM Processes

· Do we have adequate channels to communicate our risks across programs / projects?

· What is working well?

· What do we need to fix?

· What are our next steps?

Risk Mitigation Plans

1.  What are the strengths?

High level mitigation plans appear adequate for SSP and ISSP, particularly for activities prior to FY11.

The cross-program and institutional dialogue necessary to address mitigation plans is good and should continue to evolve.

Programmatic impacts are adequately captured from CxP, ISS and SSP.

Most of the plans appear to be thoughtful and detailed.  At the high level we have seen today, is not clear that the mitigation plans are commensurable--i.e. formulated at the same levels.

The mitigation plans appear to address cost, schedule, technical, and safety risk mitigation from a QRA / PRA supported stance.

The fact that SSP T&R risks are briefed to JSC JTIP is good.  Is something similar being done at MSFC & KSC & SSC?

They provide a start toward documenting steps to mitigate.  Some are better than others, but they can evolve.  Need to clearly identify who is responsible for which mitigation step and where there is shared responsibility.

The ISS Program reviews its risks every 6-8 weeks and most recently on June 18, 2008.  Mitigation plans are reviewed for all top program risks.  The ISS Program manager places high emphasis on thorough plans with detailed mitigation tasks.  So, I believe that the ISS risks overall have very good plans.

Yes, Mitigation Plans are adequately addressed at the SSP Programmatic Level.

The CxP risks appear to address the "obvious" risks - facilities readiness, conflicts on VAB use, STS-125 impacts to Ares I-X.

It seems that the mitigation plans are maturing, and this is resulting in more discussion across programs and projects.

Within the programs, risk mitigation plans are under constant review resulting in frequent updating of the mitigation plans.

Overall, mitigation plans seem to be adequate, but should be monitored and updated often.

Some mitigation plans suggest that more orgs should be involved in identifying transition risk issues.

Mitigations are being addressed separately by all programs and reveal the uniqueness.

2. What are the weaknesses?

Institutional Risk Management:

Centers need to develop formal risk management strategies that integrate both program and institutional risk at the CENTER DIRECTOR LEVEL. These risks should then be elevated, as appropriate, to HQs.  Not having an Agency-level insight into Agency-level risks is a critical weakness for the Agency and poses a threat to Transition.

We would like to see the Institution mitigation plans when they are available.

Institution needs to engage in mitigation plans for post 2010 transition risks.

We lack integration of risk management across Programs.

The plans need to be a little more specific about impact to the Institution or Center and what is expected or suggested.

The lack of institutional RM systems at MSFC and KSC will hurt this effort

Cross-Program / Institution Integration:

Cross-program integration is required for several of these risks and for newly identified transition risks.

It is not clear if Programs identify in each risk all other programs / institutions which could be affected.

The level of recurring cross-program coordination and integration could be improved.

Yes, cross-program integration is required for many of the risks.  While this is going on, reviews like this will illustrate the need to do more of it.

Need to include risks from Centers - JSC, KSC, MSFC, SSC to start. Maybe DFRC later.

Cross organization, cross Center, cross Agency mitigation is not always indicated.

Assume the integration for cross-Program risks happens at the Project level—e.g. Shuttle Tank to Constellation Tank.  Is there "oversight" of that process?  Is it needed?

This review helped us understand that ISS should coordinate more closely with S&LS on ARM 1772.

Processes:

Impact categories may be lacking due to institutional flavor of consequences (facilities, storage, personnel, and other infrastructure issues)

Lack of clearly defined ownership of mitigation tasks and issues – may be collaborative in nature between programs and institutional “tiger teams” to complete certain mitigations.

Not enough detail with schedules, burndown, tracking, or metrics for SSP transition risks (lower level TORs).

How do we measure progress of the macro transition effort by looking at risk mitigation plans?  by aggregate schedule / by aggregate cost threats? 

Need confidence levels when quantitative information is used / needed

Many T&R risks not being tracked by the RM processes -- I think we need a conscience effort to ID these across programs

Exposing how we are performing on personnel retention issues in risk statuses would be useful.

Many of the mitigation plans are weak and/or non existent.  We need to do a better job of developing coherent plans and meaningful mitigation steps.

We should do a better job of parent-child as well as "associations" of risk records across programs - need a consistent process defined.

Need an ongoing working level integration effort (beyond TCB / JICB).  Consider using existing forums for periodic reviews.

Risks are not reviewed / revised in timely manner.

There does not seem to be a holistic approach to the integration of these risks--either across programs, or between and across programs, Centers, and the Institutional base.  There should be some oversight mechanism at the top level so that risks which are actually produced by risks of one program impacting another program to produce a third risk are captured, tracked and addressed.  This is a critical weakness of this system.

Mitigation plans within the risk databases are simply "memory joggers" actual work occurs at program level.  We need to assure tracking systems are always in sync with reality.

CxP needs a specific risk on impacts of providing budget to SSP and Institutions to provide cost of SSP T&R (Phase-out), based on PPBE 2010 Phase-Out cost estimate (FY11-FY15).

Within SSP many mitigation plans are either statusing or research of the risks, they could be more focused on accomplishing risk reduction.

CxP uses a one-pager format for top program risks - should we adopt this as part of the transition effort?  Perhaps briefing this at the JICB?

Need to pull in the relevant risk efforts beyond the main programs.  In subsequent forum(s), address the risks of center, institutional, directorate, HQ functional offices, etc.

It is not clear that NASA actually manages its programs to these risks.  Do we really make risk-informed decisions?

Some risks have inadequate fidelity in the risk mitigation plans -- they need to be more detailed, have greater granularity, and be more directly focused on resource allocation and mitigation.

The consequence for each risk needs to be clearly identified.

Some times lower level risks are not associated with higher level risks making it difficult to determine if all "pieces" are considered in developing an overall mitigation plan.

The facility-related risk mitigation plans need more work--perhaps they need to be better integrated (checkpoints developed thru the ERIC process?)

Need to show a hierarchy of parent-child and/or associated risks in each program.

To complement internal / bottoms-up perspectives, ought to review and address (as appropriate) the risks that have been and continue to be identified by external advisory orgs (NRC, NAC, ASAP, SRBs, GAO, IG, etc)

Did not see any energy cost risk mitigation associated with facilities risks -- not an issue?

It doesn't seem like top issues from the TCB, JICB, SMC, PRCB, JPRCB, NAC, ASAP and others are all captured in our Risk roll-up...if they aren't here, we likely aren't truly managing these critical issues with the risk management system.   Said another way, we need to have a high fidelity, responsive risk roll-up that has all of the big issues -- it's not there yet.

A mitigation plan is proposed by the one organization which originates the risk. When there are several similar risks on same topic by different organizations, the mitigation plans may not be coordinated or at odds.

Are they identifying risks--or commenting / assessing us on our system/processes?

Mitigation plans need to identify inter-relationships that could then be addressed in working groups staffed by members from all the impacted organizations.

We need to consider a naming / numbering convention that readily associates risks and mitigation plans.

Suggest a workshop with RMOs to really discuss weaknesses of our mitigation plans.

KSC needs to develop/document a mitigation plan for IRMA 5824.  It is not acceptable to assume there is no option, but for the ISS program to fund the facility cost shortfall.

Seems to be heavily focused on near term and facilities.  Beyond Shuttle, not enough coverage of workforce / critical skills beyond 2010, STS/ISS lessons learned capture, supply chain, etc

Suggest a way of displaying parent and child risks in a way which is readily apparent.  Perhaps a simple indentation when they're put up on the screen.

Escalation discipline is discussed and communicated. What is a Center Transition Manger's top risk? TOR? Top Center Risk?

We should really take a hard, independent look at the safety impacts from the transition risks

Need to bounce agency transition plan (and its commitments to external stakeholders) against the various risk efforts to ensure adequate attention to concerns and promises

Risk roll-up and management is a critical weakness.  While there are many forums, they are not cross-walked or linked--PMC, SMC, OMC,TCB, JICB, ITCB, IJICB, etc.

Each Center should have ONE transition risk manager responsible for integration across programs and the institution.

More emphasis need to be placed on meeting the ECD dates highlighted for each mitigation step.

We need to view, discuss and communicate Transition risks in a holistic way so we can understand the big picture risk exposure/mitigation.

With 1.2 million equipment./personal property line items to dispose of, and with the cost to dispose of the property a large percentage of the SSP T&R out year estimate, not having the split between transfer/dispose agreed with CxP is a cost risk on SSP T&R (if a larger percentage needs to be disposed, and less transferred ,than estimated by SSP in PPBE 2010).  CxP will "pay" either way, but the cost will be driven by how many line items are transferred vs. disposed of.  The cost to CxP to either take the property and either use it or dispose of it, or positively state it is not needed so it will be disposed of in FY11+, may drive CxP's desire of how many items should be transferred or immediately disposed of.

Some of the key data fields in the individual risks seem outdated or incomplete relative to actual ongoing activities (e.g. closure criteria, mitigation task lists)

Risk Management process at all centers is not known.

Need to integrate mitigation steps (to the extent they need to be) into the appropriate integrated master schedule?

Risk linkage within programs and between programs could use improvement (parent/child not always clear, handoffs not always clear).

Institution needs to be fully engaged at all levels and currently is not.

"Communication" with employees doesn't seem to be covered consistently (within each risk or as a separate risk).

Not sure the RM community understands all of the databases, tools, processes that are involved in managing transition.

The whole picture isn't apparent only via the current "open" risks.  The already "closed" risks (based on plans) should also be understand and someone should ensure implementation.

Need to look at cost threats records in addition to risk records or we have a big gap.

Would it help to have a who's who list for all involved in transition risk management?

Risk tools (IRMA, SIRMA, CxIRMA, ARM) need to be integrated to assist roll-up, mitigation planning, and communication.

Associated Cost Threats

1. What is missing from our current list?

Biggest cost threat to CxP is SSP T&R Phase-out for FY11+.

Center cost impacts.

Confidence Levels (either numeric or red/yellow/green) would be useful.

As a missing cost risk, what about the risk to ISS and CxP of not having $ estimated and source identified for ISS life extension to 2020?

Since we didn't look at cost threats it would be interesting to compare this data with the PPBE.

SSP T&R does not have cost threat racking mainly because it is still a subset of SSP cost threat picture in general.  SSP T&R budget is a recent line item and the budget is small ($60M).

We should identify and rollup threats to the SSP T&R budget and integrate these cost threats with CxP, ISSP, C3PO to form a big cost threat picture.

Contingency planning for natural disasters.

Institutional costs relating to property disposition requirements--i.e. demilitarization, export control, artifact processing, etc.

Discrete scalability and time phased cost information from the projects and Centers is needed.  Scalability cost estimate from KSC was not ready so was not included in this list.

If CxP IOC or LR date slips to right on schedule, there may be larger AFNW or Facility O&M costs at Centers to keep CS staff and facilities 'ready to produce" for later year CxP needs the capability.

Deferred maintenance costs.

Costs relating to CX need for part of a facility--who will pay the rest, if we decide to keep it, and where will the money come from?  And who will make the decision?

Center Institutional Cost Threats associated with transition.

Costs of not having a BRAC-like initiative for un-needed facilities.

Awaiting SSP T&R study and CxP rev 1 to determine what the significant cost threats are.   Significant issues include facilities - we must make decisions to close out some facilities - can't hang on to everything.  Equipment list - again we should dispose of as much as possible to avoid future cost.

Do Shuttle cost threats end in 2010? - 2011? Will they be transferred to organizations (like CxP) that own the budget?

Should look into institutional labor cost risks (e.g. S&MA civil servants and contractors) pertaining to program/project support.  Significant shortfalls said to exist.

Transition is biggest cost threat to the agency.

Cost threats associated with SSP manifest extension.

Do we have a handle on industrial-base cost threats?  Especially RSRM, SRB and associated suppliers?

Risks from external agencies such as GAO, OMB, ASAP.

Orbiter disposition.

Cross-coordinated intra-program costs need to be rolled up

Do we have a cost threat for records management / databases that SSP currently manages that are needed by CxP / CLV?

Is there a risk for the costs of safing and handing off excessed flight, cert and spare hardware (e.g. to museums, other government organizations, etc)?

Orbiter disposition and transfer costs, plus time phasing, needs to be nailed down NOW -- these dollars need to be minimized and allocated ASAP

Insight into how critical facilities will be funded while negotiations are taking place with programs

Cost of building consolidation (study, move, etc.) that occurs prior to building demolition at Centers.

ESMD uses a "Budget Threat" process - does SOMD do something similar?

Risks which impact external entities such as communities, Congressional districts, small businesses, museums.

Are there cost threats associated with environmental?  Have we done a good job doing these?

For credibility and accuracy assurance, are transition costs being independently verified?

Cost threats due to energy cost increases?

Archiving and storage of vast amounts of data and records that we have been directed to abandon in place or discard.

Lack of a Transition Risk Plan.

IRMA 5184 for Cargo Crew Shortfall does not reflect the latest budget situation (PMR 10 data is pre-decisional).  The budget that SOMD/ISS has is short by ~$900M to over $2B depending on the price for launching cargo to orbit via commercial carriers.  Should commercial resupply services be inadequate, resorting to International Partner vehicles would likely cost even more.

Cost threats from raw materials costs increases (concrete, steel)

SSP T&R post FY10 is a cost threat to ISS and other programs since the Agency top line is fixed.

Anyone addressing cost "opportunities" to counterbalance "risks"?  Might help identify creative savings opportunities

May be cost threats assoc with ISS contingency planning—if Russian vehicles (including boosters) were to have a mishap, what are the cost impacts due to executing NASA’s contingency planning?

Cost impact to exploration of extending ISS beyond 2016.

We currently do have the Space Communications and Navigation Program cost threat information.

Congress directs NASA to prepare and send every "Shuttle Artifact"  - all 1.2 million line items of personal property - to museums and don't throw any away.

Can the agency and ISS program afford to cover cost escalation of international partner or commercial transport systems?


Risk Transfers to CxP / Institutions 

1. Have we identified risks which will not be closed at the end of the Shuttle Program which need to be transferred to CLV or CxP?  If not, how should we plan to do this?

SSP should go through a risk identification exercise to determine if there are additional risks (especially technical) that are not currently in the risk system that are candidates to be transferred to CLV (Level 7 up to Level 2-3)

What work will flow from FY10 on SSP to FY11 on SSP T&R may be uncertain and dynamic; this may push cost and work in FY11 for Phase-Out which is currently planned to be performed and budgeted by SSP in FY10.  The exact date of the last SSP mission in FY10 will define the start date of some T&R work which follows it.  This dynamic work plan is a risk to CxP (SSP Phase Out cost) in FY11.

Not all -- we need to pro-actively address the risks now and then further refine them when we make more concrete decisions.   We cannot procrastinate.

If Shuttle is relying on "plans" to close certain risks that are relevant to CxP, it's not yet clear that CxP itself has processes in place to ensure implementation of those plans.

All risks have a field for an estimated closure date.  This could be used to begin estimating what risks will carry over past SSP.

Plan to do this by a TIM at end of FY09, and another in mid-FY10.

A "candidate" risk transfer list should be book kept by SSP - to be transferred to a specific org in CxP or institution or whatever.

The post-FY10 T&R organization, including funding, leadership, governance, and role/scope needs to be defined so that programs, Centers, and institutions can plan accordingly

Workforce transfer and details need to be better defined.

Should someone have a hip pocket plan in to cover the case where Shuttle life is extended by this year's new politicians.

We should consider adding a "Risk Closeout" TIM to the SSP - CxP / Transition schedule

ISS has identified all of its dependencies on Shuttle Program capabilities, services, assets, etc.  Plans and acquisition strategies are in place or being developed to ensure solutions are implemented.  We continue to look for anything we may have missed.

Safety should perform an independent review of the transfer process.

SSP Risk Closeout policies and procedures need to be detailed, refined, and communicated.

Question, how does Shuttle plan to close out ALL Shuttle risks?

Supplier base and Supply chain issues from Heritage Hardware and suppliers need to be better addressed.

Does The SSP Risk Management Plan need to be updated to include Shuttle risk closure?

CxP / SSP / Institution Risk Management Plans should reflect the planning effort to perform this risk transfer

RM TIM addressing this specific issue is the right thing to do to make sure we have properly vetted this issue.

We should capture what worked or didn't work in this process and share it with ISS for their use when they "transition".

A knowledge capture / transfer plan should be part of our processes—consider writing a risk on this.

Shuttle SEA effort is not yet captured by CxP -- this is a upfront cost with long-term cost avoidance.

Are there other programs besides STS and ISS that may have a transition influence upon CxP?  For example, is someone relying on an unmanned CEV to de-orbit HST?  Is this case covered by CxP plans?

Do we adequately understand risks that could impact CxP flight schedules by the incorporation of new hardware such as five segment motors and new engines?

OCE/Chief Engineer should perform and independent review of the technical risk transfer process / plans.

From an information standpoint, how do we share this information across programs / projects / institutions?  Do we need to beef up the transition portal?  Standup a wiki?

Will any SSP risks be transferred to ISS?  Should they have that discussion with SSP?

We should address STS and ISS lessons learned capture / transfer (mgmt, technical, cost, schedule, etc) to ensure key knowledge not lost for future.

Will the SSP risk database be archived and made available as a resource?

Risk to losing and failing to attract young talent during period that we are not flying.

Need to use working level and management level forum(s) to maintain momentum on risk transfers/handoffs

We should plan to discuss these at the CxP TRR and track progress that way.

How are strategic human capital (HC) risks handled?  Is HQ involved?  Do they "own" any HC risks?

We should start scoping how many SSP risks will be transferred.

Need to look into Agency BPR process as a means of communicating transition risks.

It is premature to start talking about independent reviews.

Need to address risks associated with "walking away from" property and records at the end of the Shuttle Program.

Jeff Hanley - John Shannon should hold a transition discussion this fall.

Currently working with SSP PRACA - what to retain.

Should Program Managers show transition risks to Associate Administrators?

We need a risk for risk transition

2. Have we identified risks which will not be closed at the end of the Shuttle Program which need to be transferred to CLV or CxP?  If not, what do we need to add?

Yes, such as infrastructures risks, budget risks, etc.

We are currently in the process of identifying several risk areas that will carry over to a future entity (CxP, ESMD, Center Institutional), but closeout issues with contracts, facilities, property, records, etc. will determine the timeline for managing the associated risks in each of these areas.  In addition, critical skills retention and knowledge retention are overarching Agency risk areas of focus to manage.  Each of these areas need to added as risk areas.

Need to add SEA, WSTF, and SLF.

SSPF may be one of these risks.  It is a KSC institutional risk also.  KSC needs to document its risk mitigation plan.

Other "non-technical" risk areas resulting from T&R such as socio-economic impacts, NASA's legislative / political capital, and overall workforce morale need to be captured and tracked as well within an integrated Transition risk picture

Supply chain risks, critical single-source suppliers, workforce skills mix needs / shortfalls for CxP, threats against CxP reserves (Agency-wide)

RM Processes

1. What is working well?

We have mature RM processes at the program level and the existing Risk Management Process works well to elevate risks to Program Manager.

JSC transition integration efforts are working well.

The use of TCB and JICB forums to "manage" cross-directorate risks should be exercised.

Some of our transition risks should be "owned" by the administrator's office - there is no process in place to escalate to this level

Low level risk communication at JSC (since same organizations / people work multiple programs).

Risk management community is well-coordinated in terms of processes, common language, etc.

The new, increased emphasis by SSP manager to help CxP succeed is very important to the Agency being successful in human spaceflight transition.

Good communication mechanisms within SSP, ISS and JSC.  Examples - Rendezvous, Odyssey, JSC Transition Newsletter.

CxP's budget, tech needs determination, etc. are closely linked to risks in CxIRMA.  All projects are fully aware of this.

We have good collaboration among programs and institutions.

Upper level management is supportive--we need to get lower level managers and workforce sold on risk management.

2. What do we need to fix?

More frequent and perhaps formalized cross-talk: RMOs talking to each other, Program Managers setting policy & expectations, Mission Directorate AA's holding all accountable

Formalize Center Risk Management for Transition at JSC, KSC, MSFC and SSC; start a regularly scheduled cross-Program cross-Center Transition Risk tag up. Cross program could be an add-on to existing Tri-Program JPRCB.

Need to integrate risk identification at Centers, across Centers and Institution, with program, in a coherent fashion.

Gain insight into the Centers (Institution) Risk Management Process for KSC, MSFC, and SSC.

Agency should manage transition risks at an Agency-level, with all that entails.  Scolese should engage.

Cleaner, more intuitive way to roll-up all of the programs' risks: CxP, SSP, ISSP, C3P, HRP, ETDP, Institutional, I&A, Human Capital

Need to engage the Centers / Institution with the Programs.  Doesn't appear they are well linked at all Centers

Strengthen communication with regards to RM and the allocation of resources (i.e. no risk identified = no additional resources to do the job at hand).

Define expectation for risk roll-up at the agency level.

Institutional RM needs to be implemented - this direction needs to come down from the Code A level - it's not working very well right now

Each Center Director should engage in the risk management process, and hold  a monthly review meeting which integrates program and project risks with institutional risks and Center risks.

May need to implement decision tools to prioritize the top transition risks (MAUT, AHP, etc.)

Formally propose/define any "cross-Agency" or "cross-Program" transition risks that are not simply the sum of two (or more) program or institution risks.

With the myriad portals, wikis, etc. for communicating and collaborating, we should have a list of these sites made available

Code A should engage in developing an Agency-level risk management roll-up, risk identification and management process.  Otherwise, it won't happen.

Strengthen communication of risks and mitigation progress (not just plans) with external stakeholders, related government organizations and impacted employees/mgmt (contractor and civil servants)

There needs to be an integrated Level II Technical Risk Review function (originally it would have been the JPRCB or TRIPRCB), but the resident HSF centers should be part of the review board as well.  This should happen at least quarterly.

May need some risk education or guidelines to get us all on the same page as it relates to RM and Risk communications.

We do not need OCE / OCIO to flow down unfunded requirements for knowledge capture - we should be doing this within the context of our RM systems / processes

Identify risks by $ which have realization costs spread across different organizations - programs, centers, etc. - to see if the cost realization of the risk is being identified differently (e.g., by QRA, but worst on worst, etc.)

Need a cross-cutting cost threat analysis (QRA) of transition risks.

Develop an integrated "Top Transition Risks" list.

Institutional RM needs to be crisply defined - overlap with programs may not be a good thing

Integrated risk tracking metrics for the transferred or multi-ownership Transition risks.

SCaN RM process is still immature – we eventually need to include them in this process.

Need a Transition Risk Working Group to integrate, prioritize and "package" transition risks for Joel/John.

ESMD and SOMD should have directorate level risks associated with transition (e.g. for assuring completion and currency of transition plans if nothing else, for risk handoff process assurance, etc)

We should have visibility into how many systems / tools / processes out there to manage transition activities.

Agency website(s) for transition should include copies of all center / program transition plans which can be seen by internal (at minimum) and external stakeholders for readiness reassurance

TCB and JICB agendas, presentations and results should be better maintained / current and accessible on HQ websites (for sharing with HQ and center personnel)

Encourage completion and awareness of the update to NPR 8000.4 (risk mgmt policy) which expands risk mgmt to agency institutions (previously just applied to programs/projects)

A lot of KSC facilities risks were discussed today—we should have a KSC rep at next meeting (assuming we hold one)

3. What are our next steps?

Processes:

Need to continue to define transfer processes between programs and interfaces with institutional

Group the inputs from today--looking for common themes.  Ask an inter-program group of Risk Managers to assess, add to, and prioritize the inputs.  Develop actions plans and implement.  (Sounds easy...right?)

Establish a naming/numbering convention and discipline that helps associate risks across programs, organizations, Centers and Agency.

Rack up all the comments and have SOMD/ESMD "disposition" them to provide context for any follow-on integration work on Transition Risk

For all who are involved in transition risk mgmt, provide each with access to all appropriate risk databases (STS, ISS, Cx, center, directorate, etc) to aid insight and integration.

Clean up the current list of risks, add new ones that are missing (results from this exercise), coordinate, review, and repeat process to infinity

Additional Transition Risk TIMS:

Hold a SSP / CxP Risk TIM at the working level to determine which risks will transfer to CxP.

Hold more risk TIMs to address program - institution - and agency level risks.

Continue some type of regular communication, rollup, meetings.

TIMS at all levels (3 and below to capture the element details, Level 2 for programmatic rollup and review, Level 1 Directorate review, visibility, and apportionment, and Level 0 Agency ownership and agreement).

This initial forum is a healthy start to integrate the existing risk mitigation efforts and ensure proper handoffs (and should be continued).

Engage Senior Management:

Involve Program Management / Institutional management in these discussion (need explicit, not tacit buy in)

Engage Code A and Scolese.  Stand up an Agency-level process.

Decide if the risks shown today are the "Transition Risk List" that will be shown to Gerstenmaier / Rick and JICB in September 9.

Need to talk at ESMD / SOMD level - what did we learn?  Needs to be discussed with Gerstenmaier and Gilbrecht

A future step might be to hold a joint review of the top transition risk issues with top management from SSP, ISS, CxP, SOMD, ESMD, I&A and the centers.

Inform the APMC / BPR of the key transition risks and the findings / forward plans from this TIM

Conduct some form of ongoing follow-up to today's forum (beyond TCB/JICB at working level and at higher mgmt level like APMC)

Develop an MOU between the Level II Program Leadership (CxP, ISSP, SSP, C3PO) to spell out the Risk Transfer and collaboration processes and agreements in sharing information etc.  Make sure to have a similar agreement with Level II HSF Center Leadership and the Programs to spell out Risk transfers and collaborations

Consider having a periodic (quarterly, semi-annual) top level transition risk review at the TCB/JICB.

Establish a multi-program / institutional risk management panel to allow transfer or sharing of risks among programs.

Accumulate all HR related, Facility related, and environmental related, etc risks for better communication.
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