
Aug 7, 2003

TO:
GSFC/ J. Gurman /Project Scientist, SOHO

FROM:
SS/R. Fisher/Director, Sun-Earth Connection Division

SUBJECT:
Results from the Senior Review 2003 of Mission Operations and Data Analysis (MO&DA) Programs in the Sun-Earth Connection (SEC) Theme

The recently completed Senior Review 2003 of the Mission Operations and Data Analysis (MO&DA) Program in the Sun-Earth Connection (SEC) Theme is the first step in a three-step process for optimizing the SEC MO&DA Programs in the NASA Space Science Enterprise.  This process is  (1) conduct a comparative science review of MO&DA program - the “Senior Review,”  (2) based on this review Headquarters establishes and issues guidelines for each project’s near- and long-term continuation, as appropriate, and  (3) develop and approve a detailed plan for implementation of these guidelines.  We are issuing programmatic directions and guidelines for your project in this letter.  The report from the Senior Review panel will be forwarded in a few days.

To complete the three-step process, I ask you to develop a plan responsive to these directions and guidelines, and to the general recommendations from the Senior Review, and to present it to me by COB on Sept 12 for review, possible modification, and final acceptance.  

The Senior Review 2003 considered and ranked the science proposals for fourteen missions.  For each project, the panel took into consideration the scientific merit, the relevance to the SEC Roadmap, spacecraft and instrument health and status, data availability and accessibility, education and public outreach (E/PO), as well as the cost to the Sun-Earth Connection science theme at NASA.  The distribution of the scores allowed the missions to be divided by NASA into three categories: a few whose future contributions promise to be compelling; the majority, whose science is excellent, but less compelling; and a few whose future contributions appeared relatively modest.  

The strategy for dealing with these categories was to give first priority to funding the compelling missions, to move to terminate those missions with modest promise, and to distribute resources among the rest in relation to their relative ranking.  This review was confronted with financial constraints that allowed for the continuation of twelve of the proposing missions while at the same time enhancing the Guest Investigator Program.

The Senior Review 2003 gave NASA’s participation in the SOHO mission a ranking that places it in the “excellent, but less compelling” category mentioned above.  We congratulate you and your colleagues on this positive result.  Because of this ranking, the Senior Review Panel recommended the funding for FY04 and FY05 should remain as proposed in the in-guide budget.  The panel recognized that STEREO and Solar B are due to be launched in FY-06 and therefore recommended a reduction in the SOHO funding in FY-06 and FY07.  We endorse these recommendations, and have used them in formulating the following programmatic directions
:

A. You should plan on the FY 04 NOA for ‘procurements’ at the level of $14,500K and for ‘other full cost items’, $2,204K

B. FY 05 NOA for ‘procurements’ will be $14,200K and for ‘other full cost items’, $2,094K

C. FY 06 NOA for ‘procurements’ will be $12,700K and for ‘other full cost items’, $2,117K

D. We will plan on the FY 07 NOA for ‘procurements’ to be $10,700K and ‘other full cost items’, $2,318K.

E. The Senior Review recommended that funding reductions should be applied to science operations and support to UVCS, CDS, SUMER, and EIT.  Your response to this letter should discuss a plan to reduce the costs in these areas.

We will follow the process in Europe for considering, proposals to ESA for extending SOHO beyond 2007.  In addition, we are initiating discussions with ESA on the termination date for SOHO operations at time after the launch of SDO.
Your budget guideline for ‘procurements’ (above) represents the new Headquarters guidance for the sum of the traditional MO and DA lines.  Your plan should breakdown the procurement line into the formats of Tables I and II in the attached budget format. 

Missions in their extended operations phase should take steps to minimize operations and data processing costs in order to maximize the use of mission funds for instrument calibration, data analysis, science interpretation and maintaining online data services.  There are two kinds of risk: taking more risk in data acquisition and taking more risk that could result in losing the mission. You should not take any actions that increase the risk of loss of an operating SEC mission.

Your budget guideline for ‘other full cost items’ (above) is the sum of all the full cost items except procurements currently contained in the NASA budget database.  These items are provided for your information.  We request that you work with your center resource staffs, in particular Code 603 at GSFC, to understand these ‘other’ items and to recommend adjustments to these items in response to the new project guidance above.  There is no need to comment on ‘other’ items in your response to this letter.  We will be working with you, the Center resource staffs, and Code SP at Headquarters to make necessary adjustments in the NASA budget database to these full cost items.

All SEC missions employ one or more of NASA’s space communications networks: the Deep Space Network, the Ground Network, and the Space Network.  Under current agreements at NASA HQ, these networks are provided on a capacity basis for no exchange of funds.  In other words, neither your ‘procurements’ nor ‘other full cost’ budgets are to contain costs for the using these networks.  [However, there may be nominal costs in your procurements lines for scheduling activities and for customer service activities needed to support your mission.]  Each of these networks requires that the using missions have current requirements on file.  You are requested to review your current requirements statement for network use and to initiate updates or modifications as needed.  Your response to this letter should indicate that the requirements review has been completed and steps have been initiated to update/modify the requirements.

Your Senior Review proposal and POP submission contained a request for funds for the costs of transition from CSOC to the new Mission Operations & Mission Services (MOMS) contractor.  The guideline above does not contain funds for this request.  Instead, HQ has set aside a pool of funds for any transition costs.  We will work with the Space Science Mission Operations to allocate funds from the pool as required.  If the pool becomes exhausted, then we may have to use project funds to meet these additional expenses.

In general the Senior Review panel gave high marks to data availability and accessibility of high-resolution science data from the SEC missions.  The SEC science theme will continue to emphasize open availability and expedient access to all its science data.  SEC is moving from a centralized repository of archived data toward a new regime where heterogeneous, widely distributed SEC datasets and repositories will be connected and interoperate so as to allow transparent data location and integration services.  One of the key features of this architecture is that processed science data are available for searches and access without intimate knowledge of the data organization.  Provisioning of the ‘data services’) are to be funded out of project MO&DA funds.  The development and operations of the middleware location and integrating services, i.e, the ‘virtual observatories’, are being funded out of other lines in the SEC MO&DA program. 
.
Your proposal to the 2003 Senior Review included a section on your proposed Education and Public Outreach (E/PO) activities.  A special panel established by Dr. Larry Cooper of the E/PO staff of the Office of Space Science reviewed your proposed activities.  This panel’s evaluation of your proposed E/PO activities is attached.  In your response to this letter provide your plans that you will undertake to address the deficiencies in your proposed E/PO activities.  The E/PO budget line in the requested budget spreadsheet is for accumulation of all E/PO activities contained in the 'procurements' budget.  If this line is less than 1% of the total 'procurements' budget in any given year, explain in the response to this letter.  Dr. Cooper is available for consultation at 202 358-1531, email: Larry.P.Cooper@nasa.gov.

Assuming that there are no changes in the available resources for FY04, FY05, and FY06, we do not expect to modify the budget guidelines given above for these years.  If we find that your project has excessive uncosted funds at year’s end, we will review this position with you with the aim of shifting baselined NOA to the out years.  Guidelines for FY07 should be seen as preliminary, to be revisited during the next SEC Senior Review which we anticipate will be in March 2006. 

Richard R. Fisher

Director, Sun-Earth Connection Division

cc:
S/D. Bohlin/Executive Director for Space Science

SS/C. Holmes/SEC MO&DA Program Executive

SS/W. Wagner/Program Scientist

SS/E. Christian/STP Program Scientist

SS/M. Guhathakurta/LWS Program Scientist

SP/J. Green/Program Analyst

SB/L. Cooper/EPO

GSFC/Code 603/J. Hardman

GSFC/Code 444/R. Mahmot

2 attachments:


1. Budget format


2. E/PO panel evaluation

� Starting with FY04, NASA is adopting a ‘full cost’ representation for each project’s budget.  In this new representation, civil servant salaries and benefits, travel expenses, center-wide and NASA-wide G&A liens, procurements, and service pools have been assigned to the project level.  The ‘procurements’ line most closely resembles the sum of the data analysis (DA) and mission operations (MO) budget lines in the budgeting system for FY03 and prior.  MPS taxes no longer exist and are not contained in the procurements line.


� Work as already begun on the Virtual Solar Observatory <� HYPERLINK "http://virtualsolar.org/" ��http://virtualsolar.org/� > and work has begun on a Virtual Heliospheric Observatory.  Other such geospace observatories are being contemplated at this time.





