Discovery Missions Program:


Lessons Learned Workshop


Minutes 1/30/98





On January 28, 1998, the Third Workshop on Discovery Missions Program: Lessons Learned  was convened by Chairman Dr. David Bohlin of NASA Headquarters at the Lunar and Planetary Institute,  Houston, Texas.  After the initial welcome and review of the planned two-day agenda (see Attachment 1),  Dr. Bohlin introduced Mary Cloud of LPI who provided the group with logistical information such as planned Electronic Submittal demonstrations, emergency phone and fax numbers, etc.  Dr. Bohlin emphasized to the group the importance of completing and turning in the workshop questionnaire  and question sheets so that matters of interest to the community could be addressed during the Workshop.





Following these matters, the rest of the morning was consumed with presentations provided by Dr. Jay Bergstralh,  NASA  Discovery Program Scientist, Mark Saunders  from the Langley Space Science Support Office, and Dr. Bohlin.  The three  briefings, in Attachment 2,  provided a complete review of the Discovery AO process as well as the planning for the current AO.





After lunch, two members of the community provided briefings:  Ms Cindy Faulconer of Lockheed Martin and Dr. Larry Esposito of the University of Colorado.  Both of these briefings are also provided in Attachment 2.





The remainder of Day 1 of the conference was spent reviewing and responding to all of the written questions from the Workshop attendees.  Some 22 questions were submitted and each was discussed in the Workshop and answers provided by NASA.  These Q&A’s are provided as Attachment 3.  Before adjourning for the day, Dr. Bohlin showed the group the summary results of the areas of interest indicated by the results of their submitted questionnaires.  The group discussed and agreed that most of the areas indicated had been discussed and satisfied in the course of the meeting.  A few areas were agreed to remain open for further discussion on Day 2.





On Day 2, Dr. Bohlin convened the Workshop at approximately 8:00 a.m. CST.  He provided the group with summary charts of the Workshop results up to that time and the open areas to be discussed.  These charts were subsequently revised to include the additional topics and are shown in Attachment 4.  During the next two hours, all the open areas were discussed and any agreements documented.  One of the most significant agreements was the consensus recommendation from the Workshop that a mechanism was needed in the Discovery Program to fund the development of science proposals without competing these directly with mature mission proposals.  Mark Saunders agreed to lead a steering committee to investigate and develop a proposed way of doing this to be provided to Code S at NASA Headquarters.  An enthusiastic number of the audience volunteered to serve on this committee with Mark Saunders.  After allowing for final comments and questions by the Workshop attendees, Dr. Bohlin adjourned the meeting. 











Attachment 1





DISCOVERY LESSONS LEARNED WORKSHOP 





Wednesday, January 28, 1998





7:30 a.m.	Registration and Coffee





8:15 a.m.	Introduction (Logistics and Modus Operandi)			David Bohlin





8:30 a.m.	NASA Briefings on AO, Review, and Process


			- AO, Flow Process, etc.				Jay Bergstralh


			- TMCO						Mark Saunders


			- Process Oversight					David Bohlin





10:00 a.m.	Coffee Break





10:15 a.m.	Community Comment Period


			- Speaker 1


			- Speaker 2


			- Speaker 3





12:00 noon	Lunch





1:30 p.m.	Questionnaire Results





2:00 p.m.	Discussion of Issues





5:00 p.m.	Adjourn


�






Thursday, January 29, 1998





8:00 a.m.	Continuation of Discussion of Issues


		Drafting of Recommendations





9:45 a.m.	Coffee Break





10:00 a.m.	Finalization of Recommendations





12:00 p.m.	Adjourn





�
Attachment 2
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SPACE SCIENCE STEERING COMMITTEE (SScSC)





July 1997








•  Charter (defined by NASA Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) Supplement (NFS) Part 1872.406, “Acquisition of Investigations”)





“...to provide a substantive review of a potential payload or program of investigations and to recommend a selection to the Program Associate Administrator.”





-  “... applies the collective experience of representatives from the program and discipline communities and offers a forum for discussing the selection from those points of view.”





-  “... is responsible for assuring adherence to required procedures” (and finally provides) “... the forum where discipline objectives are weighed against program objectives and constraints.”


�
•  SScSC Responsibilities (NFS Part 1872.406(b)) 





“To ...





-  “Review compliance with procedures governing the application of the AO process” (i.e., all the rest of NFS 1872.0).





-  “Ensure that adequate documentation exists has been made of the steps in the evaluation process” 


(namely,


	. the Announcement of Opportunity; 


. the peer scientific, technical & programmatic evaluations;


. the Categorizations; and 


. the formulation of the recommendation for selection.)





-  “Review the results of the evaluation by the (Categorization) subcommittee, Project, and Program Offices and prepare an assessment or endorsement of a recommended payload or program of investigations to the Program AA.”  


�
•  What SScSC Does  It reviews the:





“(1) Degree to which results of evaluations and recommendations follow logically from the criteria in the AO.





“(2) Consistency with objectives and policies generally beyond the scope of Project/Program Offices.





“(3) Sufficiency of reasons stated for tentative recommendations of those investigations requiring further instrument research and development 


(Category III proposals only).





“(4) Sufficiency of reasons stated for determining responsibilities for instrument development (Category III proposals only).





“(5) Sufficiency of consideration of reusable space flight hardware and support equipment for the recommended investigations.





“(6) Sufficiency of reasons for classifying proposed investigations in their respective categories.





“(7) Fair treatment of all proposals.”


�
•  What SScSC Does Not Do.





-  Re-review proposals 


(although the Committee may request that such activity be undertaken by the Program Scientist if it is judged that inadequate and/or inconsistent reviews are presented).





-  Re-categorize proposals 


(although the Committee may request that such activity be undertaken, or even recommend an alternative Categorization itself, if inadequate and/or inconsistent documentation is presented).





-  Reject a recommendation for selection by the Program Scientist 


(although the Committee may recommend that the Program Scientist revise their recommendation, or in an extreme case, the Committee may provide an alternative recommendation to be forwarded to the S/AA).


�
•  Final Product of SScSC:





“... makes recommendations to the selection official on the payload or program of investigations and notes caveats or provisions important for consideration of the selection official.”





In practice, this “recommendation” takes the form of a finding or determination prepared by the SScSC Chairman that introduces the Selection Statement forwarded by the Program Scientist to the Program AA.  





-  In the best case, the Committee goes on formal record as determining that all elements of the solicitation, review, categorization, and recommendation processes are in order and are properly documented, and that the SScSC endorses without qualification the Selection Statement as proffered.  





-  In the worst (and exceptional!) case, the SScSC may tender an alternative recommendation for selection to the Program AA.
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Discovery Missions Program:


Lessons Learned Workshop


Participants Questions/Answers


1/29/98





1.  Does full cost accounting in the context of this Discovery AO include Civil Service Support?   


Answer:  Yes





2.  Will missions be evaluated in the science per dollar context?  Can a slightly more expensive mission be justified for selection versus a slightly (10-15%) cheaper one by the fact that an extra investment in better science justifies the small extra cost?


Answer:  All proposal evaluation results for each criteria are delivered to the AA of OSS and the Board of Directors.  During this debate during this Workshop it was decided that the Value to NASA criterion will be deleted; however, NASA clearly intends to assure that smaller focused science missions compete as equitably as possible with larger missions.





3.  In the event that two or more proposed Discovery missions are targeted to the same or similar solar bodies (i.e., comets, asteroids, mercury, etc.), addressing similar scientific questions and perhaps similar instrumentation and/or producing similar data products, what will be the principal criteria that the Discovery Proposal Review Board will use to rank these proposals relative to one another?


Answer:  First, proposal ranking is NOT done;  all data for all proposals is provided to the selecting officials.  Discrimination for like scientific proposals will be accomplished via the remaining criteria which are provided in the AO (cost, mission implementation feasibility, or Other Program Factors).  If evaluations for all criteria are exactly the same, the selection will likely be done on other significant factors like launch or mission date.





4.  Does a mission which is ranked very highly from a scientific standpoint have a chance of being selected if it not ranked among the lowest cost with a high ranking on the cost realism criterion as well?


Answer:  Proposals are not ranked during the evaluation process.  All evaluation criteria are evaluated for each proposal and all evaluations provided to the selecting officials.  Cost, however, is weighted second on to Science Merit in importance.  Cost realism is one of many factors considered in the evaluation of Mission Implementation feasibility.  It should be noted that, to date, the Discovery selecting officials have selected missions that were not strictly the lowest cost missions.





5.  There is a need for written feedback from evaluation process including the raw peer review comments.


Answer:  Providing written feedback and/or the raw evaluations cannot and will not be done.  There are both legal and logistical reasons making this prohibitively impossible.  Should these restrictions ever be removed, the Evaluation process can be expected to increase by months.


6.  There is a need for increased numbers of primary and secondary reviewers: suggest 1 primary and 5 secondary rather than 1 primary and 1 secondary:


Answer:  NASA is very sensitive to this issue and will as was agreed at the workshop, give its best efforts to improve in this area.  It should be noted that since consensus is reached by an entire subpanel, this usually means about 5 or 6 people minimum are utilized.





7.  AO said last time (and this AO does as well) that questions may be directed to the PI, however, I  am not aware of this having taken place.  What is the status?


Answer:  It is extremely difficult under procurement regulations to have questions of proposers during proposal evaluations since only clarifications are allowed.  No new information or data can be introduced or used.  Since most often clarification could be viewed as adding missing information, not clarification, we have been very careful with this.  This language will be removed from the AO and no questions will be asked.





8.  Provide to review panel the comments made by previous panels in the case of proposals that are resubmitted.


Answer:  No.  NASA must assure that each evaluation is conducted independently and fairly for all proposers.  Providing data and knowledge from previous reviews to a subsequent panel is viewed as providing an unfair competive advantage and will not be done.





9.  Can implementation of prescreening of science projects before Step 1 evaluations be done? 


Answer:  This is a fundamental change to the Discovery process and will be investigated.  See Workshop minutes.





10.  Missions services catalog (Appendix E):  Can you describe what’s included and what’s new (if anything) for this AO.


Answer:  Appendix E is really just a top level table of contents for the Discovery Program Library which resides on the WWW at the Langley Research Center.  The document in question and also the Expendable Launch Vehicles capabilities and costs documents are at present being revised to update capabililties and costs that are available via NASA.  These revised documents will be added to the DPL as soon as they are provided to LaRC.





11.  What cost models are used for the cost evaluations?


Answer:  It should be emphasized that many tools in addition to cost models will be used during the evaluations.  However, two specific cost models have been used and are likely to be used in this evaluation:  The Aerospace Corporation spacecraft model which was developed for NASA with specific upgrades using better, faster, cheaper mission data; and the GSFC/MSFC models for instruments.  





12.  For the Discovery AO, how can proposers determine the priorities for the Solar Systems Exploration program?


Answer:  These are documented in the strategic documents referenced in the AO and reside on the WWW.  For a given AO the priorities within these documents can be considered frozen.











13.  How do you evaluate proposals How do you come up with risk ratings?


Answer:  Proposal evaluation and the treatment of risk during evaluations was discussed and answered as clearly as possible during the NASA briefings.  Please refer to the Science and TMCO briefings for these answers.





14.  Is it possible to consider a mission using Solar Electric Propulsion as Low Risk?


Answer:  Considering such a mission Low risk would depend greatly on the specific mission and its usage of SEP.  SEP 3 years ago would on its own merit raised some concerns to evaluators since it had neither been tested nor flown.  Since by the time the next AO selections are made, many thousands of hours of ground testing and possibly even flight data will be available, SEP usage in itself would likely not drive evaluations to high or medium risk.





15.  Is the 7925 H Delta launch vehicle available for Discovery use?  If a proposer uses it, must proposals include its costs in the total mission costs?  Will the entire cost (approximately $60 million) be borne by the proposer? 


Answer:  The final Discovery AO will indicate that the 7925 H is a NASA offered vehicle.  The cost for proposers using this vehicle and its capabilities will be found in a launch services summary document in the Discovery Program Library and must be included in the total mission cost cap ($299 million FY 99).





16.  Is the Phase E cost cap $43 or $ 44 million?


Answer:  In the final AO, only two cost caps will be shown:  total mission cap is $299 million and the Phase C/D cap is $190 million (both figures are in FY 1999 dollars).  Proposers may propose Phase A/B and E costs as they feel appropriate given those caps.





17.  Will a NASA funding profile after 2003 be specified in the AO?


Answer:  No.  The purpose of Appendix I (Budget Profile) is to provide proposers actual funding constraints for early year costs.  The costs shown in FY 99, 00, and 01 are Discovery program funding constraints; i.e., missions cannot request more funding than shown in each year nor the sum of these years.  Costs in later years should not be considered a concern.





18.  Groundrules for Categorization?


Answer:  Definitions and usage of categorization are defined in the NASA briefings.  Refer to these briefings for response. 





19.  Can Discovery Process be changed to provide funding for creativity (i.e., new investigations without competing as missions)?


Answer:  Same as Question 9.





20.  Given all the required TMCO details for proposal submit, can the AO page limit be increased to allow adequate coverage of these items?


Answer:  No.  NASA’s experience is that good proposals can be described within the page limits.  Additional pages will add additional review time that is unwarrented.  NASA is considering the possibility of adding 1 additional page in the final AO for cost data.





21.  Is Phase A/B limited to 10% of Phase C/D cost cap ($190 million) or 10% of proposed Phase C/D?


Answer:  See answer to Question 16.





22.  If an ELV is larger than a Delta II 7925 is required, can it be proposed with the excess cost deducted from the $190 million Phase C/D cap?


Answer:  Yes.  See answers to Question  15 and 16.


�
January 30, 1998


Discovery Workshop #3 Results


I.    Questions and Answers:  22 Questions, all answered in the Workshop.  Q&A’s will be posted on Discovery Homepage with Workshop Results.


II.    Areas Remaining Open for Discussion on 1/29:


	o	International Participation


	o	Strategic Planning


	o	Funding Future Mission Oportunities


	o	Others


	o	Wrapup of Results


	


�
Discovery Worshop Results (Continued)


III.    Recommendations:


Recommendation								Response


1.  Increase # of Proposal Reviewers				1.  Accepted:  Given the 													discussed limitations 													NASA to provide best 													effort


2.  TMCO after Categorization					2.  Disapproved:  														Community favors 														present process


3.  Press Release of Proposal Summary @ Step 1	3.  PR @ step 1 to be 														constrained to non-														proprietary





Discovery Worshop Results (Continued)


Recommendation								Response


4.  Industry Capabilities on WWW				4.  Disapproved:  														Industry can do; PI name 												remains voluntary


5.  Delete MOO/Limit funding					5.  Disapproved:  MOO  													required; funding is 														constrained


6.  Clarify E/PO Cap								6.  Done:  2% is G/L


7.  Verify Athena for Discovery					7.  Accepted:  In Work


8.  Value for $ Criterion?						8.  Accepted:  Criterion 													will be deleted from 													Concept Study Eval�
Discovery Worshop Results (Continued)


Recommendation								Response 


9.  Shorten Eval Process							9.  Accepted:  Proposal 													period remains 90 days; 													given Community’s 														desire to not degrade 													Eval quality, NASA will 													provide best efforts


10. OSS Strategic Emphasis						10.  Disapproved:  The 													WS consensus was 														mixed, with some strong 													opposing arguments


11.  Encourage Proposals in Emphasis Areas		11.  Same as above








Discovery Worshop Results (Continued)


12.  Funding Future Mission Opportunities		12.  Accepted:  A steering 												committee was organized 												which investigate this 													and provide 															recommendations for 													implem
