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Perspective

I am a strong advocate of data-based decision making with 
intentional engagement of all relevant parties.



1. How effective was NASA STMD’s outreach soliciting input for the 
technology ranking process? Were any key groups missed?
2. Was the input requested by NASA STMD clear?
3. Was the process of providing the input straightforward or 
difficult?  
4. How often should this technology ranking process be repeated 
(annually? Every other year? Every 5 years? Other?)
5. What feedback do you have on STMD's overall strategic planning 
process? Is it addressing NASA's space technology needs with the 
correct emphasis and priority? What gaps would you suggest 
addressing differently?
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Intentional Engagement

Impact of DAPR in SMD programs – Institutional success rates of astrophysics proposals
Space Biology Program – Program Element E.11 Town Hall



Statistical Significance of Data



NASA overall:  18,000+, 11,000+ contractors
 Johnson Space Center: 3,200 civil servants
 JPL:  6,300 employees
Washington State
 Space cluster:  100+ companies
 Aerospace-related: 1,500 companies
Academia
 Engineering faculty (tenured/tenure track all fields): ~31,000
 Aerospace faculty (not joint depts): ~800 
 University of Washington engineering faculty (all fields): 289 
 University of Washington space-relevant faculty (all fields): ~250

Statistical Significance of Data





Recommendations
• Define levels of engagement to provide sufficient data in each category
• Pull feedback continually to achieve appropriate response levels

• Engage communities
• April-May in academia is a difficult time to obtain feedback
• Small companies are bandwidth limited all the time

Statistical Significance of Data
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Overall, the process is an excellent start.

Addressing a number of the identified shortfall areas require significant 
changes in educational capabilities for maximum impact

• Aerospace data science
• Nuclear engineering

Recommendations
– Plan for coordination with OSTEM and academia to build educational 

capacity.  Expect at least 5 years lag from time of request.

Strategic Planning Process 



1. Is there good alignment between the resulting technology ranking and 
NASA’s near and long-term objectives?
2. Are the relative ranking of the technologies appropriate or would you 
suggest changing the rankings?
3. Given NASA’s objectives, are there technologies that are missing from 
the rankings?

Given the above comments on statistical significance and data sources, 
my assessment is that the results cannot be viewed as conclusive in any 
way in terms of feedback external to NASA.

Prioritization Results
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