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Why did NASA ask for a study on
science mission extensions?

* Grunsfeld’s “Urban Legends”

* Continued budget pressure

 NASA senior leadership

« Office of Management and Budget




John Grunsfeld’s Urban Legends of
Extended Missions

e We can’t build new missions because of the cost of
extended missions

 NASA never turns anything off

 SMD spends most of its budget on extended missions
for limited science return

Despite doubts from some members of the committee,
Grunsfeld assured us that he frequently encounters
these kinds of statements and attitudes.



Budget Realities and Pressures

* About 10-20% of SMD’s budget is devoted to
extended missions, varying from year-to-year

* In previous Presidential budget requests, missions




Statement of Task - Summary

1. Historically, what have been the scientific benefits of mission
extensions? How important are these benefits?

2. What is the current SMD Senior Review process for extending
missions? What should be division dependent and what should be
uniform across the Directorate?

Is the biennial time period for Senior Reviews optimal for all divisions?




Cadence for Senior Reviews - 1

e Established in 2005 Authorization Act

 Two years was the cadence previously
established by Astrophysics at NASA in the
early 1990s
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* NASA is using exceptions on an ad-hoc basis
(for instance, no reason to hold a senior
review for a mission that will expire in only
a few more months)
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* Widespread agreement among people from

whom the committee heard that two years Kepler/K2 added many potentially rocky
is too short a cadence planets to set of known transiting planets

« Requires a lot of preparation by mission teams

« Places a lot of burden on NASA/review panels to
conduct them



Cadence for Senior Reviews - 2

« Some good news

 Committee heard from former
congressional staff who wrote
the 2-year requirement

Trend = 3.2 mm increase per year
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 Committee also heard from
current congressional staff

o
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

A half-dozen Earth Science missions
contribute to documenting sea level rise
and ocean mass changes

All agreed that changing the 2-
year requirement for senior
reviews was reasonable if the
committee can justify it.



Other Issues

* Proposal requirements vary from division to
division and senior review to senior review
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* One size does not fit all and divisions have
reasons for differences
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2016 Schedule for Study

* First meeting early February

Cassini-Huygens Mission Timeline

* Second meeting early March

* Third meeting later April

~ If needed, fourth meeting in
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Statement of Task

The NRC will appoint an ad hoc committee to conduct an assessment of the scientific value of extended missions in the overall program
of NASA’s Science Mission Directorate (SMD). The committee’s report will provide recommended guidelines for future NASA decision-
making about such mission extensions. In conducting this study, the committee could address the following questions:

1. Historically, what have been the scientific benefits of mission extensions? How important are these benefits (for example, benefits
that might only accrue during the extended mission phase but not earlier)?

2. What is the current SMD Senior Review process for extending missions--for example, how are reviews chartered and conducted, by
whom, and using what criteria? What should be division dependent and what should be uniform across the Directorate?

3. The NASA Authorization Act of 2005 requires biennial Senior Reviews for each mission extension. Is this biennial time period optimal
for all divisions? Would a longer or shorter time period between reviews be advantageous in some cases?



