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1872.000 Scope of part. 
This part prescribes policies and pro-

cedures for the acquisition of inves-
tigations. 

Subpart 1872.1—The Investigation 
Acquisition System 

1872.101 General. 
The investigation acquisition system 

encourages the participation of inves-
tigators and the selection of investiga-
tions which contribute most effectively 
to the advancement of NASA’s sci-
entific and technological objectives. It 
is a system separate from the acquisi-
tion process, but requiring the same 
management and discipline to assure 
compliance with statutory require-
ments and considerations of equity. 

1872.102 Key features of the system. 
(a)(1) Use of the system commences 

with the Enterprise Associate Adminis-
trator’s determination that the inves-
tigation acquisition process is appro-
priate for a program. An Announce-
ment of Opportunity (AO) is dissemi-
nated to the interested scientific and 
technical communities. The AO is a 
form of broad agency announcement 
(BAA) (see FAR 35.016 and 1835.016 for 
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general BAA requirements). This solic-
itation does not specify the investiga-
tions to be proposed but solicits inves-
tigative ideas which contribute to 
broad objectives. In order to determine 
which of the proposals should be se-
lected, a formal competitive evaluation 
process is utilized. The evaluation for 
merit is normally made by experts in 
the fields represented by the proposals. 
Care should be taken to avoid conflicts 
of interest. These evaluators may be 
from NASA, other Government agen-
cies, universities, or the commercial 
sector. Along with or subsequent to the 
evaluation for merit, the other factors 
of the proposals, such as engineering, 
cost, and integration aspects, are re-
viewed by specialists in those areas. 
The evaluation conclusions as well as 
considerations of budget and other fac-
tors are used to formulate a com-
plement of recommended investiga-
tions. A steering committee, serving as 
staff to the Enterprise Associate Ad-
ministrator or designee when source 
selection authority is delegated, re-
views the proposed payload or program 
of investigation, the iterative process, 
and the selection recommendations. 
The steering committee serves as a 
forum where different interests, such 
as flight program, discipline manage-
ment, and administration, can be 
weighed. 

(2) The Program AA, or designee, se-
lects the proposals that will partici-
pate in the program. Once selected, an 
investigator is assigned appropriate re-
sponsibilities relating to the investiga-
tion through a contract with the insti-
tution. For foreign investigators, these 
responsibilities will usually be outlined 
in an agreement between NASA and 
the sponsoring governmental agency in 
the investigator’s country. 

(b) The AO process provides a dis-
ciplined approach to investigation ac-
quisition. The following major steps 
must be followed in each case: 

(1) The AO shall be signed by the Pro-
gram AA and shall be widely distrib-
uted to the scientific, technological, 
and applications user communities, as 
appropriate. 

(2) An evaluation team shall be 
formed including recognized peers of 
the investigators. 

(3) A project office will be assigned to 
assess the engineering, cost, integra-
tion, and management aspects of the 
proposals. 

(4) A program office will be respon-
sible to formulate a complement of in-
vestigations consistent with the objec-
tives stated in the AO, cost, and sched-
ule constraints. 

(5) A steering committee appointed 
by the appropriate Program AA shall 
review the proposed investigations for 
relevance and merit, will assure com-
pliance with the system as described in 
this Handbook, and make selection rec-
ommendations. 

(6) The Source Selection Official 
shall be the Program AA or the Pro-
gram AA’s designee. 

(c) Payloads will be formulated con-
sisting of investigations selected 
through the AO process and/or other 
authorized methods. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 64 
FR 14641, Mar. 26, 1999] 

1872.103 Management responsibilities. 
(a) Program AAs are responsible for 

overseeing the process and for making 
key decisions essential to the process 
including: 

(1) Determination to use the inves-
tigation acquisition system. 

(2) Appointment of the steering com-
mittee members. 

(3) Designation of a staff to assure 
uniformity in the issuance of the AO 
and conformity with the required pro-
cedures in the evaluation and selec-
tion. 

(4) Reuse, to the maximum extent 
practicable, of space hardware and sup-
port equipment. 

(5) Determination to use advisory 
subcommittees, contractor, or full- 
time Government employees only in 
the evaluation process. 

(6) Issuance of the AO. 
(7) Selection of investigations and in-

vestigators, determination of need of a 
definition phase, determination of the 
role of the investigator with regard to 
providing essential investigation hard-
ware and services, and determination 
of the need for payload specialists. 

(8) Assure consideration is given to 
minorities in the establishment of peer 
groups, distribution of the AO and in 
the selection of investigations. 
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(9) Provide a framework for coopera-
tive foreign participation in Space 
Shuttle, Spacelab, and Space Station 
missions. 

(b) The Program AA should call upon 
any required experts throughout the 
process. 

Subpart 1872.2—Applicability of 
the Process 

1872.201 General. 

The system used for acquisition of in-
vestigations is separate from the agen-
cy procedures for acquisition of known 
requirements. A decision to use this 
special acquisition process will be 
based on a determination that it is the 
most suitable to meet program needs. 
The decision-making official will con-
sider the criteria for use of the system. 
The project plan or other documenta-
tion should discuss the proposed mode 
of investigations selection. 

1872.202 Criteria for determining ap-
plicability. 

(a) The decision to use the investiga-
tions acquisition process as an alter-
native to the normal planning and ac-
quisition process can only be made 
after consideration of the conditions 
which require its use. All of the fol-
lowing conditions should exist before 
deciding that the system is applicable: 

(1) NASA has a general objective 
which can be furthered through novel 
experimental approaches. To develop 
such approaches, NASA wishes to draw 
upon the broadest possible reservoir of 
ideas. 

(2) Choices must be made among 
competing ideas in expanding knowl-
edge. 

(3) Individual participation of an in-
vestigator is essential to exploitation 
of the opportunity. 

(b) The investigations acquisition 
process shall not be used when any of 
the following characteristics are 
present: 

(1) The requiring office can define a 
requirement sufficiently to allow for 
normal acquisition. 

(2) The program is extremely com-
plex, requiring specialized integration, 
coordination, or other special handling, 
or extending over a lengthy period 

wherein individual participation is not 
essential. 

1872.203 Applicable programs and ac-
tivities. 

The investigation acquisition process 
is most suitable for investigations 
aimed at exploration requiring several 
unique sensors or instruments, but it 
has been used successfully in the fol-
lowing types of activities: 

(a) Exploration and space research 
flights. (1) Examples include Space 
Transportation System (STS) flights 
with attached payloads, generally 
Spacelab payloads; and free-flying 
spacecraft, such as Explorers, Pioneers, 
Space Telescope, Landsats, and Long 
Duration Exposure Facilities. 

(2) Types of opportunity include: 
(i) Participation as a Principal Inves-

tigator (PI) responsible for conceiving 
and conducting a space investigation 
(This may involve a major piece of in-
strumentation. In the case of a ‘‘facil-
ity’’ or ‘‘multiuser’’ payload, each PI’s 
responsibilities would ordinarily in-
volve a relatively minor portion of the 
total instrument.); 

(ii) An opportunity to serve on a PI’s 
team as a member or Co-Investigator; 

(iii) An opportunity that generally 
involves the use of data from another 
investigator’s instrument as a guest in-
vestigator or guest observer (Guest in-
vestigators usually participate after 
the primary objectives have been satis-
fied for the investigations involved.); 
and 

(iv) A team formed from selected in-
vestigators to assist in defining 
planned mission objectives and/or to 
determine, in a general manner, the 
most meaningful instruments to ac-
complish the mission objectives. 

(3) The investigation acquisition 
process may be applicable to all types 
of opportunities. The supposition com-
mon in these opportunities is that the 
best ideas and approaches are likely to 
result from the broadest possible in-
volvement of the scientific, techno-
logical or applications user commu-
nities. 

(b) Minor missions. (1) Examples in-
clude research aircraft, sounding rock-
ets, balloons, and minor missions that 
are generally of short duration, small 
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in size, often single purpose, and sub-
ject to repetition. Many investigations 
are follow-on to past-flight investiga-
tions. 

(2) Types of opportunity include: 
(i) PIs responsible for investigation; 

and 
(ii) Data use or analysis. 
(3) Opportunities for participation on 

minor missions are generally suitable 
for normal acquisition procedures. The 
use of an announcement describing the 
general nature and schedule of flights 
may be appropriate when considered 
necessary to broaden participation by 
requesting investigator-initiated re-
search proposals. Normal acquisition 
procedures shall be used for follow-on 
repeat flights. Although NASA seeks 
unique, innovative ideas for these mis-
sions, the prospect of reflight and the 
latitude in determining number and 
schedule of flights argue against the 
need for the use of the investigations 
acquisition process to force dissimilar 
proposals into an annual or periodic 
competitive structure. On the other 
hand, there are some minor missions 
addressed to specific limited opportuni-
ties; for example, a solar eclipse. When 
such limitations indicate that the spe-
cial competitive structure is needed, it 
should be authorized. 

(c) Operational and operational pro-
totype spacecraft. (1) Examples include 
spacecraft built for NASA and other 
agencys’ missions. 

(2) The user agency can be expected 
to specify performance parameters. 
Payload definition will be the responsi-
bility of the user agency and NASA. 
Specifications sufficient for normal ac-
quisition procedures can be produced. 
Use of data from the mission is the re-
sponsibility of the user agency. Thus, 
the investigation acquisition process is 
not required. 

(d) Supporting Research and Tech-
nology (SR&T). (1) Examples include 
studies, minor developments, instru-
ment conceptualization, ground-based 
observations, laboratory and theo-
retical supporting research, and data 
reduction and analysis which is uncon-
strained by a specific opportunity. 

(2) Programs in these areas tend to 
go forward on a continuing basis, rath-
er than exploiting unique opportuni-
ties. Normal acquisition procedures 

should be used. A general announce-
ment of area of interest could be made 
when greater participation is deemed 
advisable. 

1872.204 Approval. 
The Program AA is responsible for 

determining whether or not to use the 
investigations acquisition process. Nor-
mally on major projects, or when a 
project plan is required, use of the in-
vestigation acquisition system will be 
justified and recommended in the 
project planning documentation and 
will be coordinated with staff offices 
and discussed in the planning presen-
tation to the Deputy Administrator or 
designee. 

Subpart 1872.3—The 
Announcement of Opportunity 

1872.301 General. 
An announcement of opportunity 

(AO) is characterized by its generality. 
However, it is essential that the AO 
contains sufficient data in order to ob-
tain meaningful proposals. To a consid-
erable extent, the detail and depth of 
the AO will depend on the objective. 
The purpose is to get adequate infor-
mation to assess the relevance, merit, 
cost, and management requirements 
without overburdening the proposer. 

1872.302 Preparatory effort. 
(a) Headquarters offices and the re-

sponsible project installation must 
consult prior to release of the AO. 

(b) The program office shall: 
(1) Synopsize the AO in the Com-

merce Business Daily and on the NAIS 
prior to release. 

(2) Determine if there is instrumenta-
tion or support equipment available 
which may be appropriate to the AO 
with all necessary background data 
considered essential for use by a pro-
poser; 

(3) Determine mailing lists, including 
the mailing list maintained by the 
International Affairs Division, Office of 
External Relations, for broad dissemi-
nation of the AO; and 

(4) Assure mandatory provisions are 
contained in the AO. 

(c) Other methods of dissemination of 
the AO may also be used, such as the 
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use of press releases, etc. When pos-
sible, the AO should be widely pub-
licized through publications of appro-
priate professional societies; however, 
NASA policy does not allow payment 
for the placement of advertisements. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 63 
FR 9966, Feb. 27, 1998] 

1872.303 Responsibilities. 
(a) The program office originator is 

responsible for the content of the AO 
and coordination with concerned Head-
quarters offices and field installations. 
All personnel involved in the evalua-
tion of proposals are responsible for fa-
miliarizing themselves and complying 
with this part and other applicable reg-
ulations. To this end, they are expected 
to seek the advice and guidance of ap-
propriate Headquarters program and 
staff offices, and Project Installation 
management. 

(b) The Program Office is also respon-
sible for coordinating the AO with the 
International Affairs, Educational Af-
fairs, Management Support Divisions, 
Office of External Relations, Office of 
General Counsel, Office of Safety and 
Mission Assurance, and Office of Pro-
curement prior to issuance (see NPD 
1360.2, Initiation and Development of 
International Cooperation in Space and 
Aeronautical Programs). 

(c) Concurrence of the Office of Pro-
curement is required before issuance of 
an AO. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1977, as amended at 63 
FR 32764, June 16, 1998; 64 FR 36606, July 7, 
1999; 67 FR 61520, Oct. 1, 2002] 

1872.304 Proposal opportunity period. 
(a) The AO must accommodate to the 

maximum extent practicable opportu-
nities afforded by the Shuttle/Spacelab 
flights. The following methods may be 
used to enable an AO to be open for an 
extended period of time and/or to cover 
a series or range of flight possibilities 
or disciplines: 

(1) The AO may be issued estab-
lishing a number of proposal submis-
sion dates. Normally, no more than 
three proposal submission dates should 
be established. The submittal dates 
may be spread over the number of 
months most compatible with the pos-
sible flight opportunities and the avail-

ability of resources necessary to evalu-
ate and fund the proposals. 

(2) The AO may be issued estab-
lishing a single proposal submission 
date. However, the AO could provide 
that NASA amend the AO to provide 
for subsequent dates for submission of 
proposals, if additional investigations 
are desired within the AO objectives. 

(3) The AO may provide for an initial 
submission date with the AO to remain 
open for submission of additional pro-
posals up to a final cutoff date. This 
final date should be related to the 
availability of resources necessary to 
evaluate the continuous flow of pro-
posals, the time remaining prior to the 
flight opportunity(s) contemplated by 
the AO, and payload funding and avail-
ability. 

(b) Generally, a core payload of in-
vestigations would be selected from the 
initial submission of proposals under 
the above methods of open-ended AOs. 
These selections could be final or ten-
tative recognizing the need for further 
definition. Proposals received by subse-
quent submission dates would be con-
sidered in the scope of the original AO 
but would be subject to the opportuni-
ties and resources remaining available 
or the progress being made by prior se-
lected investigations. 

(c) Any proposal, whether received on 
the initial submission or subsequent 
submission, requires notification to the 
investigator and the investigator’s in-
stitution of the proposal disposition. 
Some of the proposals will be rejected 
completely and the investigators im-
mediately notified. The remaining 
unselected proposals may, if agreeable 
with the proposers, be held for later 
consideration and funding and the in-
vestigator so notified. However, if an 
investigator’s proposal is considered at 
a later date, the investigator must be 
given an opportunity to validate the 
proposal with the investigator’s insti-
tution and for updating the cost and 
other data contained in the original 
submission prior to a final selection. In 
summary, NASA may retain proposals, 
receiving Category I, II, or III classi-
fications (see 1872.403–1(e)), for possible 
later sponsorship until no longer fea-
sible to consider the proposal. When 
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this final stage is reached, the investi-
gator must be promptly notified. Pro-
posing investigators not desiring their 
proposals be held for later consider-
ation should be given the opportunity 
to so indicate in their original submis-
sions. 

1872.305 Guidelines for Announcement 
of Opportunity. 

(a) The AO should be tailored to the 
particular needs of the contemplated 
investigations and be complete in 
itself. Each AO will identify the origi-
nating program office and be numbered 
consecutively by calendar year, e.g., 
OA–1–95, OA–2–95; OLMSA–1–95; OSS–1– 
95; etc. The required format and de-
tailed instructions regarding the con-
tents of the AO are contained in 
1872.705. 

(b) The General Instructions and Pro-
visions, (see 1872.705–1) are necessary to 
accommodate the unique aspects of the 
AO process. Therefore, they must be 
appended to each AO. 

(c) At the time of issuance, copies of 
the AO must be furnished to Head-
quarters, Office of Procurement (Code 
HS) and Office of General Counsel 
(Code GK). 

(d) Proposers should be informed of 
significant departures from scheduled 
dates for activities related in the AO. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 64 
FR 36606, July 7, 1999; 65 FR 82297, Dec. 28, 
2000] 

1872.306 Announcement of oppor-
tunity soliciting foreign participa-
tion. 

Foreign proposals or U.S. proposals 
with foreign participation shall be 
treated in accordance with 1835.016–70. 
Additional guidelines applicable to for-
eign proposers are contained in the 
Management Plan Section of 1872.705–2 
and must be included in any Guidelines 
for Proposal Preparation or otherwise 
furnished to foreign proposers. 

[64 FR 48562, Sept. 7, 1999, as amended at 65 
FR 82297, Dec. 28, 2000] 

1872.307 Guidelines for proposal prep-
aration. 

While not all of the guidelines out-
lined in 1872.705–2 will be applicable in 
response to every AO, the investigator 
should be informed of the relevant in-

formation required. The proposal may 
be submitted on a form supplied by the 
Program Office. However, the proposal 
should be submitted in at least two 
sections: 

(a) Investigation and Technical Plan; 
and 

(b) Management and Cost Plan as de-
scribed in 1872.705–2. Investigators shall 
be required to identify and discuss risk 
factors and issues throughout the pro-
posal where they are relevant, and de-
scribe their approach to managing 
these risks. 

[65 FR 82297, Dec. 28, 2000, as amended at 67 
FR 61520, Oct. 1, 2002] 

Subpart 1872.4—Evaluation of 
Proposals 

1872.401 General. 
(a) The evaluation process considers 

the aspects of each proposal by the fol-
lowing progressive sorting: 

(1) A review resulting in a categoriza-
tion is performed by using one of the 
methods or combination of the meth-
ods outlined in 1872.403. The purpose of 
this initial review is to determine the 
scientific and/or technological merit of 
the proposals in the context of the AO 
objectives. 

(2) Those proposals which are consid-
ered to have the greatest scientific or 
technological merit are then reviewed 
in detail for the engineering, manage-
ment, and cost aspects, usually by the 
project office at the installation re-
sponsible for the project. 

(3) Final reviews are performed by 
the program office and the steering 
committee and are aimed at developing 
a group of investigations which rep-
resent an integrated payload or a well- 
balanced program of investigation 
which has the best possibility for meet-
ing the AO’s objectives within pro-
grammatic constraints. 

(b) The importance of considering the 
interrelationship of the several aspects 
of the proposals to be reviewed in the 
process and the need for carefully plan-
ning their treatment should not be 
overlooked. An evaluation plan should 
be developed before issuance of the AO. 
It should cover the recommended staff-
ing for any subcommittee or con-
tractor support, review guidelines as 
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well as the procedural flow and sched-
ule of the evaluation. While not man-
datory, such a plan should be consid-
ered for each AO. A fuller discussion of 
the evaluation and selection process is 
included in the following sections of 
this subpart. 

1872.402 Criteria for evaluation. 
(a) Each AO must indicate those cri-

teria which the evaluators will apply in 
evaluating a proposal. The relative im-
portance of each criterion must also be 
stated. This information will allow in-
vestigators to make informed judg-
ments in formulating proposals that 
best meet the stated objectives. 

(b) Following is a list of general eval-
uation criteria appropriate for inclu-
sion in most AOs: 

(1) The scientific, applications, and/ 
or technological merit of the investiga-
tion. 

(2) The relevance of the proposed in-
vestigation to the AO’s stated sci-
entific, applications, and/or techno-
logical objectives. 

(3) The competence and experience of 
the investigator and any investigative 
team. 

(4) Adequacy of whatever apparatus 
may be proposed with particular regard 
to its ability to supply the data needed 
for the investigation. 

(5) The reputation and interest of the 
investigator’s institution, as measured 
by the willingness of the institution to 
provide the support necessary to en-
sure that the investigation can be com-
pleted satisfactorily. 

(6) Cost and management aspects will 
be considered in all selections. 

(7) The proposed approach to man-
aging risk (e.g., level of technology ma-
turity being applied or developed, tech-
nical complexity, performance speci-
fications and tolerances, delivery 
schedule, etc.). 

(8) Other or additional criteria may 
be used, but the evaluation criteria 
must be germane to the accomplish-
ment of the stated objectives. 

(c) Once the AO is issued, it is essen-
tial that the evaluation criteria be ap-
plied in a uniform manner. If it be-
comes apparent, before the date set for 
receipt of proposals, that the criteria 
or their relative importance should be 
changed, the AO will be amended, and 

all known recipients will be informed 
of the change and given an adequate 
opportunity to consider it in submis-
sion of their proposals. Evaluation cri-
teria and/or their relative importance 
will not be changed after the date set 
for receipt of proposals. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1977, as amended at 67 
FR 61520, Oct. 1, 2002] 

1872.403 Methods of evaluation. 

Alternative methods are available to 
initiate the evaluation of proposals re-
ceived in response to an AO. These are 
referred to as the Advisory Sub-
committee Evaluation Process, the 
Contractor Evaluation Process, and the 
Government Evaluation Process. In all 
processes, a subcommittee of the ap-
propriate Program Office Steering 
Committee will be formed to categorize 
the proposals. Following categoriza-
tion, those proposals still in consider-
ation will be processed to the selection 
official. 

1872.403–1 Advisory subcommittee 
evaluation process. 

(a) Evaluation of scientific and/or 
technological merit of proposed inves-
tigations is the responsibility of an ad-
visory subcommittee of the Steering 
Committee. The subcommittee con-
stitutes a peer group qualified to judge 
the scientific and technological aspects 
of all investigation proposals. One or 
more subcommittees may be estab-
lished depending on the breadth of the 
technical or scientific disciplines in-
herent in the AO’s objectives. Each 
subcommittee represents a discipline 
or grouping of closely related dis-
ciplines. To maximize the quality of 
the subcommittee evaluation and cat-
egorization, the following conditions of 
selection and appointment should be 
considered. 

(1) The subcommittee normally 
should be established on an ad hoc 
basis. 

(2) Qualifications and acknowledg-
ment of the professional abilities of the 
subcommittee members are of primary 
importance. Institutional affiliations 
are not sufficient qualifications. 

(3) The executive secretary of the 
subcommittee must be a full-time 
NASA employee. 
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(4) Subcommittee members should 
normally be appointed as early as pos-
sible and prior to receipt of proposals. 

(5) Care must be taken to avoid con-
flicts of interest. These include finan-
cial interests, institutional affili-
ations, professional biases and associa-
tions, as well as familiar relationships. 
Conflicts could further occur as a re-
sult of imbalance between Government 
and non-Government appointees or 
membership from institutions rep-
resenting a singular school of thought 
in discipline areas involving competi-
tive theories in approach to an inves-
tigation. 

(6) The subcommittee should convene 
as a group in closed sessions for pro-
posal evaluation to protect the pro-
poser’s proprietary ideas and to allow 
frank discussion of the proposer’s 
qualifications and the merit of the pro-
poser’s ideas. Lead review responsi-
bility for each proposal may be as-
signed to members most qualified in 
the involved discipline. It is important 
that each proposal be considered by the 
entire subcommittee. 

(b) It may not be possible to select a 
subcommittee fully satisfying all of 
the conditions described in paragraph 
(a) of this section. It is the responsi-
bility of the nominating and appoint-
ing officials to make trade-offs, where 
necessary, among the criteria in para-
graph (a) of this section. This latitude 
permits flexibility in making decisions 
in accord with circumstances of each 
application. In so doing, however, it is 
emphasized that recognized expertise 
in evaluating dissimilar proposals is 
essential to the continued workability 
of the investigation acquisition proc-
ess. 

(c) Candidate subcommittee members 
should be nominated by the office hav-
ing responsibility for the evaluation. 
Nominations should be approved in ac-
cordance with NMI 1150.2, ‘‘Establish-
ment, Operation, and Duration of 
NASA Advisory Committees.’’ The noti-
fication of appointment should specify 
the duration of assignment on the sub-
committee, provisions concerning con-
flicts of interest, and arrangements re-
garding honoraria, per diem, and travel 
when actually employed. 

(d) It is important that members of 
the subcommittee be formally in-

structed as to their responsibilities 
with respect to the investigation acqui-
sition process, even where several or 
all of the members have served pre-
viously. This briefing of subcommittee 
members should include: 

(1) Instruction of subcommittee 
members on agency policies and proce-
dures pertinent to acquisition of inves-
tigations. 

(2) Review of the program goals, AO 
objectives, and evaluation criteria, in-
cluding relative importance, which 
provide the basis for evaluation. 

(3) Instruction on the use of prelimi-
nary proposal evaluation data fur-
nished by the Installation Project Of-
fice. The subcommittee should examine 
these data to gain a better under-
standing of the proposed investiga-
tions, any associated problems, and to 
consider cost in relation to the value of 
the investigations’ objectives. 

(4) Definition of responsibility of the 
subcommittee for evaluation and cat-
egorization with respect to scientific 
and/or technical merit in accordance 
with the evaluation criteria. 

(5) Instruction for documentation of 
deliberations and categorizations of 
the subcommittee. 

(6) Inform the chairperson of the sub-
committee and all members that they 
should familiarize themselves with the 
provisions of the Standards of Ethical 
Conduct for Employees of the Execu-
tive Branch, 5 CFR part 2635, and the 
Supplemental Standards of Ethical 
Conduct for employees of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
5 CFR part 6901, regarding conflicts of 
interest. Members should inform the 
appointing authority if their participa-
tion presents a real or apparent con-
flict of interest situation. In addition, 
all participants should inform the se-
lection official in the event they are 
subjected to pressure or improper con-
tacts. 

(7) Inform members that prior to the 
selection and announcement of the suc-
cessful investigators and investiga-
tions, subcommittee members and 
NASA personnel shall not reveal any 
information concerning the evaluation 
to anyone who is not also participating 
in the same evaluation proceedings, 
and then only to the extent that such 
information is required in connection 
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with such proceedings. Also, inform 
members that subsequent to selection 
of an investigation and announcement 
of negotiations with the investigator’s 
institution, information concerning 
the proceedings of the subcommittee 
and data developed by the sub-
committee will be made available to 
others within NASA only when the re-
questor demonstrates a need to know 
for a NASA purpose. Such information 
will be made available to persons out-
side NASA including other Government 
agencies, only when such disclosure is 
concurred in by the Office of General 
Counsel. In this connection, reference 
is made to 18 U.S.C. 1905 which provides 
criminal sanctions if any officer or em-
ployee (including special employees) of 
the United States discloses or divulges 
certain kinds of business confidential 
and trade secret information unless au-
thorized by law. 

(e) The product of an advisory sub-
committee is the classification of pro-
posals into four categories. The cat-
egories are: 

(1) Category I—Well conceived and 
scientifically and technically sound in-
vestigations pertinent to the goals of 
the program and the AO’s objectives 
and offered by a competent investi-
gator from an institution capable of 
supplying the necessary support to en-
sure that any essential flight hardware 
or other support can be delivered on 
time and that data can be properly re-
duced, analyzed, interpreted, and pub-
lished in a reasonable time. Investiga-
tions in Category I are recommended 
for acceptance and normally will be 
displaced only by other Category I in-
vestigations. 

(2) Category II—Well conceived and 
scientifically or technically sound in-
vestigations which are recommended 
for acceptance, but at a lower priority 
than Category I. 

(3) Category III—Scientifically and 
technically sound investigations which 
require further development. Category 
III investigations may be funded for de-
velopment and may be reconsidered at 
a later time for the same or other op-
portunities. 

(4) Category IV—Proposed investiga-
tions which are recommended for rejec-
tion for the particular opportunity 

under consideration, whatever the rea-
son. 

(f) A record of the deliberations of 
the subcommittee shall be prepared by 
the assigned executive secretary and 
shall be signed by the Chairperson. The 
minutes shall contain the categoriza-
tions with basic rationale for such rat-
ings and the significant strengths and 
weaknesses of the proposals evaluated. 

1872.403–2 Contractor evaluation proc-
ess. 

(a) The use of the contractor method 
for obtaining support for evaluation 
purposes of proposals received in re-
sponse to an AO requires the approval 
of the Program AA. Prior to the use of 
this method, discussion should be held 
with the Office of Acquisition. 

(b) It is NASA policy to avoid situa-
tions in the acquisition process where, 
by virtue of the work or services per-
formed for NASA, or as a result of data 
acquired from NASA or from other en-
tities, a particular company: 

(1) Is given an unfair competitive ad-
vantage over other companies with re-
spect to future NASA business; 

(2) Is placed in position to affect Gov-
ernment actions under circumstances 
in which there is potential that the 
company’s judgment may be biased; or 

(3) Otherwise finds that a conflict ex-
ists between the performance of work 
or services for the Government in an 
impartial manner and the company’s 
own self-interest. 

(c) To reduce the possibility of an or-
ganizational conflict of interest prob-
lem arising, the following minimum re-
strictions will be incorporated into the 
contract: 

(1) No employee of the contractor 
will be permitted to propose in re-
sponse to the AO; 

(2) The ‘‘Limitation on Future Con-
tracting’’ clause contained in 1852.209–71 
will be included in all such contracts; 
and 

(3) Unless authorized by the NASA 
contracting officer, the contractor 
shall not contact the originator of any 
proposal concerning its contents. 

(d) The scope of work for the selected 
contractor will provide for an identi-
fication of strengths and weaknesses 
and a summary of the proposals. The 
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contractor will not make selections 
nor recommend investigations. 

(e) The steps to be taken in estab-
lishing evaluation panels and the re-
sponsibilities of NASA and the con-
tractor in relation to the panels will be 
as follows: 

(1) The contractor will be required to 
establish and provide support to panels 
of experts for review of proposals to 
evaluate their scientific and technical 
merit; 

(2) These panels will be composed of 
scientists and specialists qualified to 
evaluate the proposals; 

(3) The agency may provide to the 
contractor lists of scientist(s) and spe-
cialist(s) in the various disciplines it 
believes are qualified to serve on the 
panels; 

(4) The contractor will report each 
panel’s membership to NASA for ap-
proval; and 

(5) The contractor must make all the 
necessary arrangements with the panel 
members. 

(f) The evaluation support by the 
contractor’s panels of experts will be 
accomplished as follows: 

(1) The panels will review the sci-
entific and technical merit of the pro-
posals in accordance with the evalua-
tion criteria in the AO and will record 
their strengths and weaknesses; 

(2) The contractor will make records 
of each panel’s deliberations which will 
form the basis for a report summa-
rizing the results of the evaluations. 
Upon request, the contractor shall pro-
vide all such records to NASA; 

(3) The chairperson of each panel 
shall certify that the evaluation report 
correctly represents the findings of the 
review panel; and 

(4) A final report will be submitted as 
provided in the contract. 

(g) A subcommittee of the Program 
Office Steering Committee will be es-
tablished on an ad hoc basis. Utilizing 
furnished data, the subcommittee will 
classify the proposals into the four cat-
egories enumerated in 1872.403–1(e)(1), 
Advisory Subcommittee Evaluation 
Process. A record of the deliberations 
of the subcommittee should be pre-
pared by an assigned executive sec-
retary and signed by the chairperson. 
The minutes should contain the cat-
egorizations with the basic rationale 

for such ratings and the significant 
strengths and weaknesses of the pro-
posals evaluated. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 63 
FR 9966, Feb. 27, 1998] 

1872.403–3 Government evaluation 
process. 

(a) The Program AA may, in accord-
ance with NMI 1150.2, appoint one or 
more full-time Government employees 
as subcommittee members of the Pro-
gram Office Steering Committee to 
evaluate and categorize the proposals. 

(b) Each subcommittee member 
should be qualified and competent to 
evaluate the proposals in accordance 
with the AO evaluation criteria. It is 
important that a subcommittee’s eval-
uation not be influenced by others ei-
ther within or outside of NASA. 

(c) The subcommittee members will 
not contact the proposers for addi-
tional information. 

(d) The subcommittee members will 
classify the proposals in accordance 
with the four categories indicated in 
1872.403–1(e)(1). Each categorization 
will be supported by an appropriate ra-
tionale including a narrative of each 
proposal’s strengths and weaknesses. 

1872.404 Engineering, integration, and 
management evaluation. 

(a) The subcommittee responsible for 
categorization of each proposal in 
terms of its scientific applications, or 
technical merit should receive infor-
mation on probable cost, technical sta-
tus, developmental risk, integration 
and safety problems, and management 
arrangements in time for their delib-
erations. 

(b) This information should be pro-
vided at the discretion of the Head-
quarters Program Office by the Project 
Office at the installation. This infor-
mation can be in general terms and 
should reflect what insights the 
Project Office can provide without re-
questing additional details from the 
proposers. This limited Project Office 
review will not normally give the sub-
committees information of significant 
precision. The purpose is to give the 
subcommittee sufficient information 
so it can review the proposals in con-
junction with available cost, integra-
tion, and management considerations 
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to gain an impression of each inves-
tigator’s understanding of the prob-
lems of the experiment and to permit 
gross trade-offs of cost versus value of 
the investigation objective. 

(c) Following categorization, the 
Project Office shall evaluate proposals 
in contention, in depth, including a 
thorough review of each proposal’s en-
gineering, integration, management, 
and cost aspects. This review should be 
accomplished by qualified engineering, 
cost, and business analysts at the 
project center. 

(d) In assessing proposed costs, the 
evaluation must consider: 

(1) The investigation objective. 
(2) Comparable, similar or related in-

vestigations. 
(3) Whether NASA or the investigator 

should procure the necessary sup-
porting instrumentation or services 
and the relative cost of each mode. 

(4) Total overall or probable costs to 
the Government including integration 
and data reduction and analysis. In the 
case of investigations proposed by Gov-
ernment investigators, this includes all 
associated direct and indirect cost. 
With respect to cooperative investiga-
tions, integration, and other applicable 
costs should be considered. 

(e) The Project Office, as part of the 
in-depth evaluation of proposals that 
require instrumentation or support 
equipment, will survey all potential 
sources for Government-owned instru-
mentation or support equipment that 
may be made available, with or with-
out modifications, to the potential in-
vestigator. Such items contributed by 
foreign cooperating groups which are 
still available under cooperative 
project agreements will also be consid-
ered for use under the terms and condi-
tions specified in the agreements. As 
part of the evaluation report to the 
Program Office, the availability or 
nonavailability of instrumentation or 
support equipment will be indicated. 

(f) Proposals which require instru-
mentation should be evaluated by 
project personnel. This evaluation 
should cover the inter-faces and the as-
sessment of development risks. This 
evaluation should furnish the selection 
official with sufficient data to con-
tribute to the instrument determina-
tions. Important among these are: 

(1) Whether the instrument requires 
further definition; 

(2) Whether studies and designs are 
necessary to provide a reasonably accu-
rate appreciation of the cost; 

(3) Whether the investigation can be 
carried out without incurring undue 
cost, schedule, or risk of failure pen-
alties; and 

(4) Whether integration of the instru-
ment is feasible. 

(g) In reviewing an investigator’s 
management plan, the Project Office 
should evaluate the investigator’s ap-
proach for efficiently managing the 
work, the recognition of essential man-
agement functions, and the effective 
overall integration of these functions. 
Evaluation of the proposals under final 
consideration should include, but not 
be limited to: workload—present and 
future related to capacity and capa-
bility; past experience; management 
approach and organization; e.g.: 

(1) With respect to workload and its 
relationship to capacity and capa-
bility, it is important to ascertain the 
extent to which the investigator is ca-
pable of providing facilities and per-
sonnel skills necessary to perform the 
required effort on a timely basis. This 
review should reveal the need for addi-
tional facilities or people, and provide 
some indication of the Government 
support the investigator will require. 

(2) A review should be made of the in-
vestigator, the investigator’s institu-
tion, and any supporting contractor’s 
performance on prior investigations. 
This should assist in arriving at an as-
sessment of the investigator and the 
institution’s ability to perform the ef-
fort within the proposed cost and time 
constraints. 

(3) The proposed investigator’s man-
agement arrangements should be re-
viewed, including make or buy choices, 
support of any co-investigator, and 
preselected subcontractors or other in-
strument fabricators to determine 
whether such arrangements are justi-
fied. The review should determine if 
the proposed management arrange-
ments enhance the investigator’s abil-
ity to devote more time to the pro-
posed experiment objectives and still 
effectively employ the technical and 
administrative support required for a 
successful investigation. In making 
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these evaluations, the Project Office 
should draw on the installation’s engi-
neering, business, legal, and other staff 
resources, as necessary, as well as its 
scientific resources. If further informa-
tion is needed from the proposers, it 
should be obtained through the proper 
contacts. 

1872.405 Program office evaluation. 

(a) A Program Office responsible for 
the project or program at Headquarters 
will receive the evaluation of the pro-
posals, and weigh the evaluative data 
to determine an optimum payload or 
program of investigation. This deter-
mination will involve recommenda-
tions concerning individual investiga-
tions; but, more importantly, should 
result in a payload or program which is 
judged to optimize total mission return 
within schedule, engineering, and budg-
etary constraints. The recommenda-
tions should facilitate sound selection 
decisions by the Program AA. Three 
sets of recommendations result from 
the Program Office evaluation: 

(1) Optimum payload or program of 
investigations, or options for alter-
native payloads or programs. 

(2) Recommendation for final or ten-
tative selection based on a determina-
tion of the degree of uncertainty asso-
ciated with individual investigations. 
A tentative selection may be consid-
ered step one of a two-step selection 
technique. 

(3) Upon consideration of the guide-
lines contained in 1872.502(a)(3), recom-
mending responsibility for instrument 
development. 

(b) The Installation Project Office 
evaluation is principally concerned 
with ensuring that the proposed inves-
tigation can be managed, developed, in-
tegrated, and executed with an appro-
priate probability of technical success 
within the estimated probable cost. 
The Headquarters Program Director, 
drawing upon these inputs, should be 
mainly concerned with determining a 
payload or program from the point of 
view of programmatic goals and budg-
etary constraints. Discipline and cost 
trade-offs are considered at this level. 
The Headquarters Program Office 
should focus on the potential contribu-
tion to program objectives that can be 

achieved under alternative feasible 
payload integration options. 

(c) It may be to NASA’s advantage to 
consider certain investigations for ten-
tative selection pending resolution of 
uncertainties in their development. 
Tentative selections should be recon-
sidered after a period of time for final 
selection in a payload or program of in-
vestigations. This two-step selection 
process should be considered when: 

(1) The potential return from the in-
vestigation is sufficient, relative to 
that of the other investigations under 
consideration, and that its further de-
velopment appears to be warranted be-
fore final selection. 

(2) The investigation potential is of 
such high priority to the program that 
the investigation should be developed 
for flight if at all possible. 

(3) The investigative area is critical 
to the program and competitive ap-
proaches need to be developed further 
to allow selection of the optimum 
course. 

(d) Based on evaluation of these con-
siderations associated with the inves-
tigations requiring further develop-
ment of hardware, the following infor-
mation should be provided to the 
Steering Committee and the Program 
AA responsible for selection: 

(1) The expected gain in potential re-
turn associated with the eventual in-
corporation of tentatively rec-
ommended investigations in the pay-
load(s) or program. 

(2) The expected costs required to de-
velop instrumentation to the point of 
‘‘demonstrated capability.’’ 

(3) The risk involved in added cost, 
probability of successfully developing 
the required instrument capability, 
and the possibility of schedule impact. 

(4) Identification of opportunities, if 
any, for inclusion of such investiga-
tions in later missions. 

(e) In those cases where investiga-
tions are tentatively selected, an ex-
plicit statement should be made of the 
process to be followed in determining 
the final payload or program of inves-
tigations and the proposers so in-
formed. The two-phase selection ap-
proach provides the opportunity for ad-
ditional assurance of development po-
tential and probable cost prior to a 
final commitment to the investigation. 
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(f) As instruments used in investiga-
tions become increasingly complex and 
costly, the need for greater control of 
their development by the responsible 
Headquarters Program Office also 
grows. Accordingly, as an integral part 
of the evaluation process, a deliberate 
decision should be made regarding the 
role of the Principal Investigator with 
respect to the provision of the major 
hardware associated with that person’s 
investigation. The guidelines for the 
hardware acquisition determination 
are discussed in 1872.502(a)(3). 

(g) The range of options for responsi-
bility for the instrumentation consists 
of: 

(1) Assignment of full responsibility 
to the Principal Investigator. The re-
sponsibility includes all in-house or 
contracted activity to provide the in-
strumentation for integration. 

(2) Retention of developmental re-
sponsibility by the Government with 
participation by the Principal Investi-
gator in key events defined for the pro-
gram. In all cases the right of the Prin-
cipal Investigator to counsel and rec-
ommend is paramount. Such involve-
ment of the Principal Investigator may 
include: 

(i) Provision of instrument specifica-
tions. 

(ii) Approval of specifications. 
(iii) Independent monitorship of the 

development and advice to the Govern-
ment on optimization of the instru-
mentation for the investigation. 

(iv) Participation in design reviews 
and other appropriate reviews. 

(v) Review and concurrence in 
changes resulting from design reviews. 

(vi) Participation in configuration 
control board actions. 

(vii) Advice in definition of test pro-
gram. 

(viii) Review and approval of test 
program and changes thereto. 

(ix) Participation in conduct of the 
test program. 

(x) Participation in calibration of in-
strument. 

(xi) Participation in final inspection 
and acceptance of the instrument. 

(xii) Participation in subsequent test 
and evaluation processes incident to 
integration and flight preparation. 

(xiii) Participation in the develop-
ment and support of the operations 
plan. 

(xiv) Analysis and interpretation of 
data. 

(h) The Principal Investigator should 
as a minimum: 

(1) Approve the instrument specifica-
tion. 

(2) Advise the project manager in de-
velopment and fabrication. 

(3) Participate in final calibration. 
(4) Develop and support the oper-

ations plan. 
(5) Analyze and interpret the data. 
(i) The Project Installation is respon-

sible for implementing the program or 
project and should make recommenda-
tions concerning the role for the Prin-
cipal Investigators. The Program AA 
will determine the role, acting upon 
the advice of the Headquarters Pro-
gram Office and the Steering Com-
mittee. The Principal Investigator’s 
desires will be respected in the negotia-
tion of the person’s role allowing an 
appeal to the Program AA and the 
right to withdraw from participation. 

(j) The Program Office should make a 
presentation to the Steering Com-
mittee with supporting documentation 
on the decisions to be made by the re-
sponsible Program AA. 

1872.406 Steering committee review. 
(a) The most important role of the 

Steering Committee is to provide a 
substantive review of a potential pay-
load or program of investigations and 
to recommend a selection to the Pro-
gram AA. The Steering Committee ap-
plies the collective experience of rep-
resentatives from the program and dis-
cipline communities and offers a forum 
for discussing the selection from those 
points of view. In addition to this mis-
sion-specific evaluation function, the 
Steering Committee provides guidance 
to subcommittee chairpersons and 
serves as a clearinghouse for problems 
and complaints regarding the process. 
The Steering Committee is responsible 
for assuring adherence to required pro-
cedures. Lastly, it is the forum where 
discipline objectives are weighed 
against program objectives and con-
straints. 

(b) The Steering Committee rep-
resents the means for exercising three 
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responsibilities in the process of select-
ing investigations to: 

(1) Review compliance with proce-
dures governing application of the AO 
process. 

(2) Ensure that adequate documenta-
tion has been made of the steps in the 
evaluation process. 

(3) Review the results of the evalua-
tion by the subcommittee, Project, and 
Program Offices and prepare an assess-
ment or endorsement of a rec-
ommended payload or program of in-
vestigations to the Program AA. 

(c) The Purpose in exercising the 
first of the responsibilities in para-
graph (b) of this section is to ensure eq-
uity and consistency in the application 
of the process. The Steering Com-
mittee is intended to provide the nec-
essary reviews and coordination inher-
ent in conventional acquisition prac-
tices. 

(d) The second and third responsibil-
ities of the Steering Committee in 
paragraph (b) are technical. They re-
quire that the Steering Committee re-
view the evaluations by subcommittee, 
the Project Office, and the Program Of-
fice for completeness and appropriate-
ness before forwarding to the Program 
AA. Most important in this review are: 

(1) Degree to which results of evalua-
tions and recommendations follow logi-
cally 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 in-
vestigations requiring further instru-
ment research and development. 

(4) Sufficiency of reasons stated for 
determining responsibilities for instru-
ment development. 

(5) Sufficiency of consideration of re-
usable space flight hardware and sup-
port equipment for the recommended 
investigations. 

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

(7) Fair treatment of all proposals. 
(e) The Steering Committee makes 

recommendations to the selection offi-
cial on the payload or program of in-
vestigations and notes caveats or pro-
visions important for consideration of 
the selection official. 

1872.407 Principles to apply. 
(a) 1872.406 contains a description of 

the evaluation function appropriate for 
a major payload or very significant 
program of investigation. The levels of 
review, evaluation, and refinement de-
scribed should be applied in those se-
lections where warranted but could be 
varied for less significant selection sit-
uations. It is essential to consider the 
principles of the several evaluative 
steps, but it may not be essential to 
consider the principles of the several 
evaluative steps, but it may not be es-
sential to maintain strict adherence to 
the sequence and structure of the eval-
uation system described. The selection 
official is responsible for determining 
the evaluation process most appro-
priate for the selection situation using 
this subpart 1872.4 as a guide. 

(b) Significant deviations from the 
provisions of this part 1872 must be 
fully documented and be approved by 
the Program AA after concurrence by 
the Office of General Counsel and Of-
fice of Acquisition. 

Subpart 1872.5—The Selection 
Process 

1872.501 General. 
The Program AA is responsible for 

selecting investigations for contract 
negotiation. This decision culminates 
the evaluations and processes that can 
be summarized as follows: 

Evaluation stage Principal emphasis Results 

Contractor (when authorized) ............. Summary evaluation (strengths and 
weaknesses).

Report to Subcommittee. 

Subcommittee individual .................... Science and technological relevance, 
value, and feasibility.

Categorization of proposals. 

Project Office ...................................... Engineering/cost/integration/management 
assessment.

Reports to Subcommittee and Program Of-
fice. 

Program Office ................................... Consistency with Announcement and pro-
gram objectives, and cost and sched-
ule constraints.

Recommendations to Steering Committee of 
payload or program of investigations. 
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Evaluation stage Principal emphasis Results 

Steering Committee ............................ Logic of proposed selections and compli-
ance with proper procedures.

Recommendations to Program Associate 
Administrator. 

1872.502 Decisions to be made. 

(a) The selection decisions by the 
Program AA constitute management 
judgments balancing individual and ag-
gregate scientific or technological 
merit, the contribution of the rec-
ommended investigations to the AO’s 
objectives, and their consonance with 
budget constraints to make the fol-
lowing decisions: 

(1) Determination of the adequacy of 
scientific/technical analysis supporting 
the recommended selections. This sup-
porting rationale should involve con-
siderations including: 

(i) Assurance that the expected re-
turn contributes substantially to pro-
gram objectives and is likely to be re-
alized. 

(ii) Assurance that the evaluation 
criteria were applied consistently to 
all proposed investigations. 

(iii) Assurance that the set of rec-
ommended investigations constitutes 
the optimum program or payload con-
sidering potential value and con-
straints. 

(iv) Assurance that only one investi-
gator is assigned as the Principal In-
vestigator to each investigation and 
that the Principal Investigator will as-
sume the associated responsibilities 
and be the single point of contact and 
leader of any other investigators se-
lected for the same investigation. 

(2) Determination as to whether 
available returned space hardware or 
support equipment, with or without 
modification, would be adequate to 
meet or support investigation objec-
tives. 

(3) Determination as to whether the 
proposed instrument fabricator quali-
fies and should be accepted as a sole 
source or whether the requirement 
should be competitively procured. The 
following guidelines apply: 

(i) The hardware required should be 
subjected to competitive solicitation 
where it is clear that the capability is 
not sufficiently unique to justify sole 
source acquisition. 

(ii) The hardware requirement should 
be purchased from the fabricator pro-
posed by the investigator, which may 
be the investigator’s own institution, 

(A) When the fabricator’s proposal 
contains technical data that are not 
available from another source, and it is 
not feasible or practicable to define the 
fabrication requirement in such a way 
as to avoid the necessity of using the 
technical data contained in the pro-
posal; 

(B) When the fabricator offers unique 
capabilities that are not available from 
another source; 

(C) When the selection official deter-
mines that the proposed hardware con-
tributes so significantly to the value of 
the investigator’s proposal as to be an 
integral part of it. 

(iii) If a producer other than the one 
proposed by the investigator offers 
unique capabilities to produce the 
hardware requirement, NASA may buy 
the hardware from the qualified fabri-
cator. 

(iv) If a NASA employee submits a 
proposal as a principal investigator, 
any requirement for hardware nec-
essary to perform the investigation 
must either be competed by the instal-
lation acquisition office or a justifica-
tion must be written, synopsized, and 
approved in accordance with the re-
quirements of FAR and the NASA FAR 
Supplement. 

(4) Determination of the desirability 
for tentative selection of investiga-
tions. This determination involves con-
siderations including: 

(i) Assessment of the state of devel-
opment of the investigative hardware, 
the cost and schedule for development 
in relation to the gain in potential ben-
efits at the time of final selection. 

(ii) Assurance that there is adequate 
definition of investigation hardware to 
allow parallel design of other project 
hardware. 

(iii) Assurance that appropriate man-
agement procedures are contained in 
the project plan for reevaluation and 
final selection (or rejection) on an ap-
propriate time scale. 
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(5) Determination of the accept-
ability of the proposer’s management 
plan, including the proposed hardware 
development plan, and the necessity, if 
any, of negotiating modifications to 
that plan. 

(b) In the process of making the de-
terminations described in paragraph (a) 
(1) of this section, the Program AA 
may request additional information or 
evaluations. In most instances, this in-
formation can be provided by the Pro-
gram Office responsible for the mis-
sion, project, or program. However, the 
Program AA may reconvene the sub-
committee or poll the members indi-
vidually or provide for additional anal-
ysis or require additional data from 
evaluators or proposers as considered 
necessary to facilitate the Program 
AA’s decision. 

1872.503 The selection statement. 

Upon completion of deliberations, 
the responsible Program AA shall issue 
a selection statement. Ordinarily this 
statement will, upon request, be releas-
able to the public. As a minimum, the 
selection statement should include: 

(a) The general and specific evalua-
tion criteria and relative importance 
used for the selection. 

(b) The categorizations provided by 
the subcommittee and the rationale for 
accepting or not accepting each Cat-
egory I proposal and a succinct state-
ment concerning the nonacceptance of 
all other proposals. 

(c) A concise description of each in-
vestigation accepted including an indi-
cation as to whether the selection is a 
partial acceptance of a proposal and/or 
a combination with other investiga-
tors. 

(d) The role of the Principal Investi-
gator with regard to hardware essen-
tial to the investigation and whether 
the Principal Investigator will be re-
sponsible for hardware acquisition and 
the basis therefor. 

(e) An indication of the plan and ac-
quisition using the regular acquisition 
processes, if the Principal Investigator 
is not to acquire the hardware. 

(f) A statement indicating whether 
the selection is final or tentative, rec-
ognizing the need for better definition 
of the investigation and its cost. 

(g) A statement indicating use of 
Government-owned space flight hard-
ware and/or support equipment. 

1872.504 Notification of proposers. 

(a) It is essential that investigators 
whose proposals have no reasonable 
chance for selection be so apprised as 
soon as practicable. The responsible 
Program Office will, upon such deter-
mination, notify investigators of that 
fact with the major reason(s) why the 
proposals were so considered. The noti-
fication letter should also inform such 
investigators that they may obtain a 
detailed oral debriefing provided they 
request it in writing. 

(b) Letters of notification will be 
sent to those Principal Investigators 
selected to participate. This letter 
should not commit the agency to more 
than negotiations for the selected in-
vestigation, but it should indicate the 
decision made and contain: 

(1) A concise description of the Prin-
cipal Investigator’s investigation as se-
lected, noting substantive changes, if 
any, from the investigation originally 
proposed by the Principal Investigator. 

(2) The nature of the selection, i.e., 
whether it should be considered final or 
tentative requiring additional hard-
ware or cost definition. 

(3) A description of the role of the 
Principal Investigator including the re-
sponsibility for the provision of instru-
ments for flight experiments. 

(3) Identification of the principal 
technical and management points to be 
treated in subsequent negotiations. 

(5) Any rights to be granted on use of 
data, publishing of data, and duration 
of use of the data. 

(6) Where applicable, indication that 
a foreign selectee’s participation in the 
program will be arranged between the 
Office of External Relations, and the 
foreign government agency which en-
dorsed the proposal. 

(c) In conjunction with the notifica-
tion of successful foreign proposers, the 
Program Office shall forward a letter 
to the responsible Office of External 
Relations, addressing the following: 

(1) The scientific technological objec-
tive of the effort. 

(2) The period of time for the effort. 
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(3) The responsibilities of NASA and 
of the sponsoring governmental agen-
cy; these may include: 

(i) Provision and disposition of hard-
ware and software. 

(ii) Responsibilities for reporting, re-
duction and dissemination of data. 

(iii) Responsibilities for transpor-
tation of hardware. 

(4) Any additional information perti-
nent to the conduct of the experiment. 

(d) Using the information provided 
above, the Office of External Relations 
will negotiate an agreement with the 
sponsoring foreign agency. 

(e) Notices shall also be sent to those 
proposers not notified pursuant to 
paragraphs (a) through (d) of this sec-
tion, and, as applicable, a copy to the 
sponsoring foreign government agency. 
It is important that these remaining 
proposers be informed at the same time 
as those selected. Other agency notifi-
cations and press release procedures 
will apply, as appropriate. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 48562, 
Sept. 7, 1999] 

1872.505 Debriefing. 
It is the policy to debrief, if re-

quested, unsuccessful proposers of in-
vestigations in accordance with FAR 
15.5. The following shall be considered 
in arranging and conducting 
debriefings: 

(a) Debriefing shall be done by an of-
ficial designated by the responsible 
Program AA. Any other personnel re-
ceiving requests for information con-
cerning the rejection of a proposal 
shall refer to the designated official. 

(b) Debriefing of unsuccessful 
offerors shall be made at the earliest 
possible time; debriefing will generally 
be scheduled subsequent to selection 
but prior to award of contracts to the 
successful proposers. 

(c) Material discussed in debriefing 
shall be factual and consonant with the 
documented findings of several stages 
of the evaluation process and the selec-
tion statement. 

(d) The debriefing official shall ad-
vise of weak or deficient areas in the 
proposal, indicate whether those weak-
nesses were factors in the selection, 
and advise of the major considerations 
in selecting the competing successful 
proposer where appropriate. 

(e) The debriefing official shall not 
discuss other unsuccessful proposals, 
rankings, votes of members, or attempt 
to make a point-by-point comparison 
with successful proposals. 

(f) A memorandum of record of the 
debriefing shall be provided the Chair-
person of the Steering Committee. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 63 
FR 9967, Feb. 27, 1998] 

Subpart 1872.6—Payload 
Formulation 

1872.601 Payroll formulation. 

(a) Payload elements for Space 
Transportation System (STS) missions 
can come from many sources. These in-
clude those selected through AOs, 
those generated by in-house research, 
unsolicited proposals and those derived 
from agreements between NASA and 
external entities. However, it is antici-
pated that the primary source of NASA 
payload elements will be the AO proc-
ess. Generally, proposals for payload 
elements submitted outside the AO 
process will not be selected if they 
would have been responsive to an AO 
objective. 

(b) Payload elements for STS flights 
fall into two major categories. ‘‘NASA 
or NASA-related’’ payload elements are 
those which are developed by a NASA 
Program Office or by another party 
with which NASA has a shared inter-
est. ‘‘Non-NASA’’ payload elements are 
those which require only STS oper-
ation services from NASA and inter-
face with NASA through the Office of 
Space Flight. 

(c) In general, a Program Office will 
be designated responsibility for formu-
lating the ‘‘NASA or NASA-related’’ 
portion of an STS payload. The Office 
of Space Flight will be responsible for 
formulating the ‘‘non-NASA’’ portion of 
an STS payload. Flights may, of 
course, consist wholly of payload ele-
ments of either type. Resource alloca-
tion for mixed missions will be deter-
mined by the Program Office and the 
Office of Space Flight. 

VerDate Aug<04>2004 04:14 Nov 24, 2004 Jkt 203203 PO 00000 Frm 00348 Fmt 8010 Sfmt 8010 Y:\SGML\203203T.XXX 203203T



349 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 1872.702 

Subpart 1872.7—Acquisition and 
Other Considerations 

1872.701 Early involvement essential. 
(a) The distinctive feature of the AO 

process is that it is both a program 
planning system and an acquisition 
system in one procedure. The choice of 
what aeronautical and space phe-
nomena to investigate is program plan-
ning. Acquisition is involved with the 
purchase of property and services to 
carry out the selected investigations. 

(b) Because of both the programmatic 
and multi-functional aspects of the AO 
process, early involvement of external 
program office elements is essential. 
Success of the process requires that it 
proceed in a manner that meets pro-
gram goals and complies with statu-
tory requirements and acquisition pol-
icy. 

(c) The planning, preparation and se-
lection schedule for the investigation 
should commence early enough to meet 
statutory and regulatory requirements. 
Chief of these are the requirements for 
soliciting maximum feasible competi-
tion and for conducting discussions 
with offerors within the competitive 
range by the Project Office and/or any 
other evaluation group or office au-
thorized by the selection official. 

1872.702 Negotiation, discussions, and 
contract award. 

(a) The AO shall be synopsized in the 
Commerce Business Daily. Responses 
to the synopsis must be added to the 
AO mailing list. Every effort should be 
made to publish opportunities far 
enough in advance to encourage a 
broad response. (In no case less than 45 
days before the date set for receipt of 
proposals). 

(b) Significant items for consider-
ation after receipt of proposals: 

(1) Late proposals—The policy on late 
proposals contained in 1815.208 is appli-
cable. Potential investigators should 
be informed of this policy. In the AO 
context, the selection official or des-
ignee will determine whether a late 
proposal will be considered. 

(2) Competitive considerations. (i) 
The proposals submitted in response to 
the AOs are not necessarily fully com-
parable. However, all proposals within 
the scope of an opportunity must be 

evaluated in accordance with the cri-
teria in the AO. 

(ii) Cost must be considered in the 
evaluation if costs are involved in the 
investigation. General cost informa-
tion should be given to the sub-
committee by the Installation Project 
Office for use in determining the cat-
egories into which the subcommittee 
places proposals. 

(iii) Further information should be 
obtained, as necessary, by the Installa-
tion Project Office and/or any other 
evaluation group authorized by the se-
lection official and from the investiga-
tors whose proposals are being consid-
ered. This is similar to the acquisition 
procedure for conducting written and 
oral discussions. A major consideration 
during discussions is to avoid unfair-
ness and unequal treatment. Good 
judgment is required by in the extent 
and content of the discussions. There 
should be no reluctance in obtaining 
the advice and guidance of manage-
ment and staff offices during the dis-
cussion phase. A summary should be 
prepared of the primary points covered 
in the written and oral discussions and 
show the effect of the discussions on 
the evaluation of proposals. This sum-
mary should also contain general infor-
mation about the questions submitted 
to the investigators, the amount of 
time spent in oral discussion, and revi-
sions in proposals, if any, resulting 
from the discussions. 

(iv) During the conduct of discus-
sions, all proposers being considered 
shall be offered an equitable oppor-
tunity to submit cost, technical, or 
other revisions in their proposals as 
may result from the discussions. All 
proposers shall be informed that any 
revisions to their proposals must be 
submitted by a common cut-off date in 
order to be considered. The record 
should note compliance of the inves-
tigators with that cut-off date. 

(c) Significant items for consider-
ation before award: 

(1) Issuance of a Request for Proposal 
(RFP)—A formal RFP should not be 
issued to obtain additional information 
on proposals accepted under the AO 
process. Additional technical, cost, or 
other data received should be consid-
ered as a supplement to the original 
proposal. 
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(2) Selection of Investigator/Con-
tractor—The selection decision of the 
Program AA approves the selected in-
vestigators and their institutions as 
the only satisfactory sources for the 
investigations. The selection of the in-
vestigator does not constitute the se-
lection of that person’s proposed sup-
porting hardware fabricator unless the 
selection official specifically incor-
porates the fabricator in the selection 
decision. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 63 
FR 9967, Feb. 27, 1998] 

1872.703 Application of the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and 
the NASA FAR Supplement. 

The AO process supplants normal ac-
quisition procedures only to the extent 
necessary to meet the distinctive fea-
tures of the process. This process is not 
intended to conflict with any estab-
lished statutory requirements. 

1872.704 Other administrative and 
functional requirements. 

After selection, all other applicable 
administrative and functional require-
ments will be complied with or incor-
porated in any resultant contract. 

1872.705 Format of Announcement of 
Opportunity (AO). 

Use the following format instructions 
when drafting AOs: 

OMB APPROVAL NUMBER 2700–0085 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

Washington, DC 20546 

Announcement of Opportunity 

AO No. llllllll (Issuance Date) 
(Descriptive Heading) 

I. DESCRIPTION OF THE OPPORTUNITY 

This section should set forth the basic pur-
pose of the AO and describe the opportunity 
in terms of NASA’s desire to obtain pro-
posals which will meet the stated scientific, 
applications and/or technological objectives. 
These objectives may be directed to the gen-
eration of proposals for investigations and/or 
they may pertain to the acquisition of dis-
similar ideas leading to selection of inves-
tigators, guest observers, guest investiga-
tors, or theorists. In those instances where 
proposals for investigations are sought, this 
section should describe the requirement, if 

any, for selected investigators to serve on 
advisory or working groups. In those in-
stances where the project or program has not 
yet been approved, a qualifying statement 
should be included to indicate that this AO 
does not constitute an obligation for the 
Government to carry the effort to comple-
tion. 

II. NASA’S SAFETY PRIORITY 

Safety is the freedom from those condi-
tions that can cause death, injury, occupa-
tional illness, damage to or loss of equip-
ment or property, or damage to the environ-
ment. NASA’s safety priority is to protect: 

(1) The public, 
(2) Astronauts and pilots, 
(3) The NASA workforce (including con-

tractor employees working on NASA con-
tracts); and 

(4) High-value equipment and property. 

III. AO OBJECTIVES 

This section will give a succinct statement 
of the specific scientific, applications, and/or 
technological objective(s) for the oppor-
tunity(s) for which proposals are sought. 

IV. BACKGROUND 

This section should provide an explanation 
of the context of the opportunity, i.e., infor-
mation which will help the reader under-
stand the relevance of the opportunity. 

V. PROPOSAL OPPORTUNITY PERIOD 

This section should provide the proposal 
opportunity period(s). The following meth-
ods may be used individually or in conjunc-
tion for establishing the proposal oppor-
tunity period(s): 

(a) The AO may be issued establishing a 
single date by which proposals may be re-
ceived. However, the AO could provide that 
the agency may amend the AO to provide for 
subsequent dates for submission of proposals, 
if additional investigations are desired. 

(b) The AO may be issued to provide for an 
initial submission date with the AO to re-
main open for submission of additional pro-
posals up to a final cutoff date. This final 
date should be related to the availability of 
resources necessary to evaluate the contin-
uous flow of proposals and the time remain-
ing prior to the flight opportunities con-
templated by the AO. 

(c) The AO may be issued establishing a 
number of dates by which proposals may be 
received. Normally no more than three pro-
posal submission dates should be established. 
The submittal dates may be spread over the 
number of months most compatible with the 
possible flight opportunities and the avail-
ability of resources necessary to evaluate 
and fund the proposal. If desired, this section 
should further inform the reader that if a 
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proposal receives a Category I, II, or III rat-
ing but is not selected for immediate sup-
port, the proposal may, if desired by the pro-
poser, be held by NASA for later consider-
ation within the ground rules set forth in 
paragraphs 1 and 2. The section should in-
form the reader that if the person wishes the 
proposal to be so treated, it should be indi-
cated in the proposal. This section should 
further indicate that offerors whose pro-
posals are to be considered at a later time 
will be given the opportunity to revalidate 
their proposals with their institution and up-
date cost data. 

VI. REQUIREMENTS AND CONSTRAINTS 

(a) This section will include technical, pro-
grammatic, cost, and schedule requirements 
or constraints, as applicable, and will specify 
performance limits such as lifetime, flight 
environment, safety, reliability, and quality 
assurance provisions for flight-worthiness. It 
will specify the requirements and con-
straints related to the flight crew and the 
ground support. It will also include require-
ments for data analysis, estimated schedule 
of data shipment to user for observer, need 
for preliminary or raw data analysis and in-
terim reports. It will specify the planned pe-
riod (time) for data analysis to be used for 
budgeting. It will provide any additional in-
formation necessary for a meaningful pro-
posal. 

(b) When NASA determines that instru-
mentation, ground support equipment, or 
NASA supporting effort will be required or 
may be expected to be required by the con-
templated investigations, the AO should in-
dicate to the potential investigators that 
they must submit specific information re-
garding this requirement to allow an in- 
depth evaluation of the technical aspects, 
cost, management, and other factors by the 
Installation Project Office. 

VII. PROPOSAL SUBMISSION INFORMATION 

(a) Preproposal Activities—In this section, 
the AO will indicate requirements and ac-
tivities such as the following: 

(1) Submittal of ‘‘Notice of Intent’’ to pro-
pose (if desired), date for submission, and 
any additional required data to be sub-
mitted. Indicate whether there are informa-
tion packages which will only be sent to 
those who submit ‘‘Notice of Intent.’’ 

(2) Attendance at the preproposal con-
ference (if held). Information should be pro-
vided as to time, place, whether attendance 
will be restricted in number from each insti-
tution, and whether prior notice of intention 
to attend is required. If desired, a request 
may be included that questions be submitted 
in writing several days before the conference 
in order to prepare replies. 

(3) The name and address of the scientific 
or technical contact for questions or inquir-
ies. 

(4) Any other preproposal data considered 
necessary. 

(b) Format of Proposals—This section 
should provide the investigator with the in-
formation necessary to enable an effective 
evaluation of the proposal. The information 
is as follows: 

(1) Proposal—The AO should indicate how 
the proposal should be submitted to facili-
tate evaluation. The proposal should be sub-
mitted in at least two sections; (i) Investiga-
tion and Technical Section; and (ii) Manage-
ment and Cost Section. 

(2) Signatory—The proposal must be signed 
by an institutional official authorized to en-
sure institutional support, sponsorship of the 
investigation, management, and financial as-
pects of the proposal. 

(3) Quantity—The number of copies of the 
proposal should be specified. One copy should 
be clear black and white, and on white paper 
of quality suitable for reproduction. 

(4) Submittal Address—Proposals from do-
mestic sources should be mailed to arrive 
not later than the time indicated for receipt 
of proposals to: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE OF (PROGRAM) 

Code lllllllllllllllllllll

AO No. lllllllllllllllllll

Washington, DC 20546 

(5) Format—To aid in proposal evaluation, 
and to facilitate comparative analysis, a uni-
form proposal format will be required for 
each AO. The number of pages, page size, and 
restriction on photo reduction, etc., may be 
included. The format contained in Appendix 
B can be used as a guide. Proposers may be 
requested to respond to all of the items or 
the AO may indicate that only selected 
items need be addressed. Using the Appendix 
format as a guide, specific guidelines may be 
prepared for the AO or an appropriate form 
developed. 

(c) Additional Information—This section 
may be used to request or furnish data nec-
essary to obtain clear proposals that should 
not require further discussions with the pro-
poser by the evaluators. Other pertinent 
data could also be included, such as signifi-
cant milestones. 

(d) Foreign Proposals—The procedures for 
submission of proposals from outside the 
U.S. are contained in Appendix B, ‘‘Guide-
lines for Proposal Preparation.’’ This section 
will describe any additional requirements, 
for example, if information copies of pro-
posals are required to be furnished by the 
proposer to other organizations at the same 
time the proposal is submitted. 
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(e) Cost Proposals (U.S. Investigators 
Only)—This section defines any special re-
quirements regarding cost proposals of do-
mestic investigators. Reference than should 
be made to the cost proposal certifications 
indicated in Appendix B, ‘‘Guidelines for Pro-
posal Preparation.’’ 

VIII. PROPOSAL EVALUATION, SELECTION, AND 
IMPLEMENTATION 

(a) Evaluation and Selection Procedure. 
(1) This section should notify the proposers 

of the evaluation process. 
(2) For example, a statement similar to the 

following should be included: 
‘‘Proposals received in response to this AO 

will be reviewed by a subcommittee ap-
pointed by the (appropriate Program AA). 
The purpose of the review is to determine 
the scientific/technical merit of the pro-
posals in the context of this AO and so cat-
egorize the proposals. Those proposals with 
are considered to have the greatest sci-
entific/technical merit are further reviewed 
for engineering, integration, management, 
and cost aspects by the Project Office at the 
installation responsible for the project. On 
the basis of these reviews, and the reviews of 
the responsible Program Office and the 
Steering Committee, the (appropriate Pro-
gram Associate Administrator) will appoint/ 
select the investigators/investigations.’’ 

(b) Evaluation Criteria. 
(1) This section should indicate that the se-

lection proposals which best meet the spe-
cific scientific, applications, and/or techno-
logical objectives, stated in the AO, is the 
aim of the solicitation. This section should 
list the criteria to be used in the evaluation 
of proposals and indicate their relative im-
portance. See NASA FAR Supplement 
1872.402 for a listing of criteria generally ap-
propriate. 

(2) This section will also inform the pro-
posers that cost and management factors, 
e.g., proposed small business participation in 
instrumentation fabrication or investigation 
support, will be separately considered. 

IX. SCHEDULE 

This section should include the following, 
as applicable: 

(a) Preproposal conference date. 
(b) Notice of Intent submittal date. 
(c) Proposal submittal date(s). 
(d) Target date for announcement of selec-

tions. 

X. APPENDICES 

(a) General Instructions and Provisions 
(must be attached to each AO). 

(b) Other Pertinent Data, e.g., Spacelab 
Accommodations Data. 

/s/ Associate Administrator 

for (Program) 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 65 
FR 82298, Dec. 28, 2000; 67 FR 61520, Oct. 1, 
2002; 68 FR 45169, Aug. 1, 2003] 

1872.705–1 Appendix A: General In-
structions and Provisions. 

Include the following in all An-
nouncements of Opportunity: 

I. INSTRUMENTATION AND/OR GROUND 
EQUIPMENT 

By submitting a proposal, the investigator 
and institution agree that NASA has the op-
tion to accept all or part of the offeror’s plan 
to provide the instrumentation or ground 
support equipment required for the inves-
tigation or NASA may furnish or obtain such 
instrumentation or equipment from any 
other source as determined by the selecting 
official. In addition, NASA reserves the right 
to require use, by the selected investigator, 
of Government instrumentation or property 
that becomes available, with or without 
modification, that will meet the investiga-
tive objectives. 

II. TENTATIVE SELECTIONS, PHASED DEVELOP-
MENT, PARTIAL SELECTIONS, AND PARTICIPA-
TION WITH OTHERS 

By submitting a proposal, the investigator 
and the organization agree that NASA has 
the option to make a tentative selection 
pending a successful feasibility or definition 
effort. NASA has the option to contract in 
phases for a proposed experiment, and to dis-
continue the investigative effort at the com-
pletion of any phase. The investigator should 
also understand that NASA may desire to se-
lect only a portion of the proposed investiga-
tion and/or that NASA may desire the indi-
vidual’s participation with other investiga-
tors in a joint investigation, in which case 
the investigator will be given the oppor-
tunity to accept or decline such partial ac-
ceptance or participation with other inves-
tigators prior to a selection. Where partici-
pation with other investigators as a team is 
agreed to, one of the team members will nor-
mally be designated as its team leader or 
contact point. 

III. SELECTION WITHOUT DISCUSSION 

The Government reserves the right to re-
ject any or all proposals received in response 
to this AO when such action shall be consid-
ered in the best interest of the Government. 
Notice is also given of the possibility that 
any selection may be made without discus-
sion (other than discussions conducted for 
the purpose of minor clarification). It is 
therefore emphasized that all proposals 
should be submitted initially on the most fa-
vorable terms that the offeror can submit. 
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IV. FOREIGN PROSPOSALS 

See Appendix B, Management Plan and 
Cost Plan, paragraph (a)(3). 

V. TREATMENT OF PROPOSAL DATA 

It is NASA policy to use information con-
tained in proposals and quotations for eval-
uation purposes only. While this policy does 
not require that the proposal or quotation 
bear a restrictive notice, offerors or quoters 
should place the following notice on the title 
page of the proposal or quotation and specify 
the information, subject to the notice by in-
serting appropriate identification, such as 
page numbers, in the notice. Information 
(data) contained in proposals and quotations 
will be protected to the extent permitted by 
law, but NASA assumes no liability for use 
and disclosure of information not made sub-
ject to the notice. To prevent inadvertent 
disclosure, proposal data shall not be in-
cluded in submissions (e.g. final reports) that 
are routinely released to the public. 

RESTRICTION ON USE AND DISCLOSURE OF PRO-
POSAL AND QUOTATION INFORMATION 
(DATA) 

The information (data) contained in [insert 
page numbers or other identification] of this 
proposal or quotation constitutes a trade se-
cret and/or information that is commercial 
or financial and confidential or privileged. It 
is furnished to the Government in confidence 
with the understanding that it will not, 
without permission of the offeror, be used or 
disclosed for other than evaluation purposes; 
provided, however, that in the event a con-
tract is awarded on the basis of this proposal 
or quotation the Government shall have the 
right to use and disclose this information 
(data) to the extent provided in the contract. 
This restriction does not limit the Govern-
ment’s right to use or disclose this informa-
tion (data) if obtained from another source 
without restriction. 

VI. STATUS OF COST PROPOSALS (U.S. 
PROPOSALS ONLY) 

The investigator’s institution agrees that 
the cost proposal is for proposal evaluation 
and selection purposes, and that following 
selection and during negotiations leading to 
a definitive contract, the institution may be 
required to resubmit cost information in ac-
cordance with FAR 15.403–5. 

VII. LATE PROPOSALS 

Proposals or proposal modifications re-
ceived after the latest date specified for re-
ceipt may be considered if a significant re-
duction in cost to the Government is prob-
able or if there are significant technical ad-
vantages, as compared with proposals pre-
viously received. 

VIII. SOURCE OF SPACE TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM INVESTIGATIONS 

Investigators are advised that candidate 
investigations for Space Transportation Sys-
tem (STS) missions can come from many 
sources. 

IX. DISCLOSURE OF PROPOSALS OUTSIDE 
GOVERNMENT 

NASA may find it necessary to obtain pro-
posal evaluation assistance outside the Gov-
ernment. Where NASA determines it is nec-
essary to disclose a proposal outside the 
Government for evaluation purposes, ar-
rangements will be made with the evaluator 
for appropriate handling of the proposal in-
formation. Therefore, by submitting a pro-
posal the investigator and institution agree 
that NASA may have the proposal evaluated 
outside the Government. If the investigator 
or institution desire to preclude NASA from 
using an outside evaluation, the investigator 
or institution should so indicate on the 
cover. However, notice is given that if NASA 
is precluded from using outside evaluation, 
it may be unable to consider the proposal. 

X. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY (U.S. PROPOSALS 
ONLY) 

By submitting a proposal, the investigator 
and institution agree to accept the following 
clause in any resulting contract: 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

During the performance of this contract, 
the Contractor agrees as follows: 

(a) The Contractor will not discriminate 
against any employee or applicant for em-
ployment because of race, color, religion, 
sex, or national origin. 

(b) The Contractor will take affirmative 
action to ensure that applicants are em-
ployed, and that employees are treated dur-
ing employment without regard to their 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 
This shall include, but not be limited to, (1) 
employment, (2) upgrading, (3) demotion, (4) 
transfer, (5) recruitment or recruitment ad-
vertising, (6) layoff or termination, (7) rates 
of pay or other forms of compensation, and 
(8) selection for training, including appren-
ticeship. 

(c) The Contractor shall post in con-
spicuous places available to employees and 
applicants for employment the notices to be 
provided by the Contracting Officer that ex-
plain this clause. 

(d) The Contractor shall, in all solicita-
tions or advertisements for employees placed 
by or on behalf of the Contractor, state that 
all qualified applicants will receive consider-
ation for employment without regard to 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. 

(e) The Contractor shall send to each labor 
union or representative of workers with 
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which it has a collective bargaining agree-
ment or other contract or understanding the 
notice to be provided by the Contracting Of-
ficer, advising the labor union or workers’ 
representative of the Contractor’s commit-
ments under this clause, and post copies of 
the notice in conspicuous places available to 
employees and applicants for employment. 

(f) The Contractor shall comply with Exec-
utive Order 11246, as amended, and the rules, 
regulations, and orders of the Secretary of 
Labor. 

(g) The Contractor shall furnish to the con-
tracting agency all information required by 
Executive Order 11246, as amended, and by 
the rules, regulations, and orders of the Sec-
retary of Labor. Standard Form 100 (EEO–1), 
or any successor form, is the prescribed form 
to be filed within 30 days following the 
award, unless filed within 12 months pre-
ceding the date of award. 

(h) The Contractor shall permit access to 
its books, records, and accounts by the con-
tracting agency or the Office of Federal Con-
tract Compliance Programs (OFCCP) for the 
purposes of investigation to ascertain the 
Contractor’s compliance with the applicable 
rules, regulations, and orders. 

(i) If the OFCCP determines that the Con-
tractor is not in compliance with this clause 
or any rule, regulation, or order of the Sec-
retary of Labor, the contract may be can-
celed, terminated, or suspended in whole or 
in part, and the Contractor may be declared 
ineligible for further Government contracts, 
under the procedures authorized in Execu-
tive Order 11246, as amended. In addition, 
sanctions may be imposed and remedies in-
voked against the Contractor as provided in 
Executive Order 11246, as amended, the rules, 
regulations, and orders of the Secretary of 
Labor, or as otherwise provided by law. 

(j) The Contractor shall include the terms 
and conditions of subparagraph 1 through 9 
of this clause in every subcontract or pur-
chase order that is not exempted by the 
rules, regulations, or orders of the Secretary 
of Labor issued under Executive Order 11246, 
as amended, so that these terms and condi-
tions will be binding upon each subcon-
tractor or vendor. 

(k) The Contractor shall take such action 
with respect to any subcontract or purchase 
order as the contracting agency may direct 
as a means of enforcing these terms and con-
ditions, including sanctions for non-compli-
ance; provided, that if the Contractor be-
comes involved in, or is threatened with, liti-
gation with a subcontractor or vendor as a 
result of direction, the Contractor may re-
quest the United States to enter into the 
litigation to protect the interests of the 
United States. 

XI. PATENT RIGHTS 

(a) For any contract resulting from this so-
licitation awarded to other than a small 

business firm or nonprofit organization, the 
clause at 1852.227–70, ‘‘New Technology,’’ shall 
apply. Such contractor may, in advance of 
contract, request waiver of rights as set 
forth in the provision at 1852.227–71, ‘‘Request 
for Waiver of Rights to Inventions.’’ 

(b) For any contract resulting from this so-
licitation awarded to a small business firm 
or nonprofit organization, the clause at FAR 
52.227–11, ‘‘Patent Rights—Retention by the 
Contractor (Short Form)’’ (as modified by 
1852.227–11), shall apply. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 63 
FR 9967, Feb. 27, 1998; 64 FR 48562, Sept. 7, 
1999] 

1872.705–2 Appendix B: Guidelines for 
Proposal Preparation. 

The following guidelines apply to the 
preparation of proposals in response to 
an AO. The material is a guide for the 
proposer and not intended to be encom-
passing or directly applicable to the 
various types of proposals which can be 
submitted. The proposer should provide 
information relative to those items ap-
plicable or as required by the AO. 

I. COVER LETTER 

A letter or cover page should be forwarded 
with the proposal signed by the investigator 
and an official by title of the investigator’s 
organization who is authorized to commit 
the organization responsible for the pro-
posal. 

II. TABLE OF CONTENTS 

The proposal should contain a table of con-
tents. 

III. IDENTIFYING INFORMATION 

The proposal should contain a short de-
scriptive title for the investigation, the 
names of all investigators, the name of the 
organization or institution and the full 
name, address, and telephone number of the 
Principal Investigator. 

INVESTIGATION AND TECHNICAL PLAN 

(a) Investigation and Technical Plan 

The investigation and technical plan gen-
erally will contain the following: 

(1) Summary. A concise statement about 
the investigation, its conduct, and the an-
ticipated results. 

(2) Objective and Significant Aspects. A 
brief definition of the objectives, their value, 
and their relationships to past, current, and 
future effort. The history and basis for the 
proposal and a demonstration of the need for 
such an investigation. A statement of 
present development in the discipline field. 

(3) Investigation Approach. 
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(i) Fully describe the concept of the inves-
tigation. 

(ii) Detail the method and procedure for 
carrying out the investigation. 

(b) Instrumentation 

This section should describe all informa-
tion necessary to plan for experiment devel-
opment, integration, ground operations, and 
flight operations. This section must be com-
plete in itself without need to request addi-
tional data. Failure to furnish complete data 
may preclude evaluation of the proposal. 

(1) Instrument Description—This section 
should fully describe the instrument and in-
dicate items which are proposed to be devel-
oped as well as any existing instrumenta-
tion. Performance characteristics should be 
related to the experiment objectives as stat-
ed in the proposal. 

(2) Instrument Integration—This section 
should describe all parameters of the instru-
ment pertinent to the accommodation of the 
instrument in the spacecraft, Spacelab, 
Shuttle Orbiter, Space Station, etc. These 
include, but are not limited to, volumetric 
envelope; weight; power requirements; ther-
mal requirements; telemetry requirement; 
sensitivity to or generation of contamina-
tion (e.g., EMI gaseous effluent); data proc-
essing requirements. 

(3) Ground Operations—This section should 
identify requirements for pre-launch or post- 
launch ground operations support. 

(4) Flight Operations—This section should 
identify any requirements for flight oper-
ations support including mission planning. 
Operational constraints, viewing require-
ments, and pointing requirements should 
also be identified. Details of communications 
needs, tracking needs, and special tech-
niques, such as extravehicular activity or re-
strictions in the use of control thrusters at 
stated times should be delineated. Special 
communications facilities that are needed 
must be described. Any special orbital re-
quirements, such as time of month, of day, 
phase of moon, and lighting conditions are to 
be given in detail. Describe real-time ground 
support requirements and indicate any spe-
cial equipment or skills required of ground 
personnel. 

(c) Data Reduction and Analysis 

A discussion of the data reduction and 
analysis plan including the method and for-
mat. A section of the plan should include a 
schedule for the submission of reduced data 
to the receiving point. In the case of Space 
Science programs, the National Space 
Science Data Center, Greenbelt, MD, will be 
the repository for such data and the Depart-
ment of Interior, Sioux Falls, SD, for earth 
observations data. 

(d) Orbiter Crew and/or Payload Specialist 
Training Requirement 

A description of the tasks required of each 
crew member (Commander, Pilot, Mission 
Specialist) or payload specialist should be 
provided, including the task duration and 
equipment involved. Indicate special train-
ing necessary to provide the crew members 
or payload specialist(s) with the capability 
for performing the aforementioned tasks. 

MANAGEMENT PLAN AND COST PLAN 

(a) Management Plan 

The management plan should summarize 
the management approach and the facilities 
and equipment required. Additional guide-
lines applicable to non-U.S. proposers are 
contained herein: 

(1) Management 

(i) The management plan sets forth the ap-
proach for managing the work, the recogni-
tion of essential management functions, and 
the overall integration of these functions. 

(ii) The management plan gives insight 
into the organization proposed for the work, 
including the internal operations and lines of 
authority with delegations, together with in-
ternal interfaces and relationships with the 
NASA major subcontractors and associated 
investigators. Likewise, the management 
plan usually reflects various schedules nec-
essary for the logical and timely pursuit of 
the work accompanied by a description of 
the investigator’s work plan and the respon-
sibilities of the co-investigators. 

(iii) The plan should describe the proposed 
method of instrument acquisition. It should 
include the following, as applicable. 

(A) Rationale for the investigator to ob-
tain the instrument through or by the inves-
tigator’s institution. 

(B) Method and basis for the selection of 
the instrument fabricator. 

(C) Unique capabilities of the instrument 
fabricator that are not available from any 
other source. 

(D) Characteristics of the proposed fabrica-
tor’s instrument that make it an inseparable 
part of the investigation. 

(E) Availability of personnel to administer 
the instrument contract and technically 
monitor the fabrication. 

(F) Status of development of the instru-
ment. 

(G) Method by which the investigator pro-
poses to: 

(a) Prepare instrument specifications. 
(b) Review development progress. 
(c) Review design and fabrication changes. 
(d) Participate in testing program. 
(e) Participate in final checkout and cali-

bration. 
(f) Provide for integration of instrument. 
(g) Support the flight operations. 
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(h) Coordinate with co-investigators, other 
related investigations, and the payload inte-
grator. 

(i) Assure safety, reliability, and quality. 
(j) Provide required support for Payload 

Specialist(s), if applicable. 
(H) Planned participation by small and/or 

minority business in any subcontracting for 
instrument fabrication or investigative sup-
port functions. 

(2) Facilities and Equipment 

All major facilities, laboratory equipment, 
and ground-support equipment (GSE) (in-
cluding those of the investigator’s proposed 
contractors and those of NASA and other 
U.S. Government agencies) essential to the 
experiment in terms of its system and sub-
systems are to be indicated, distinguishing 
insofar as possible between those already in 
existence and those that will be developed in 
order to execute the investigation. The out-
line of new facilities and equipment should 
also indicate the lead time involved and the 
planned schedule for construction, modifica-
tion, and/or acquisition of the facilities. 

(3) Additional Guidelines Applicable to Non- 
U.S. Proposers Only 

The following guidelines are established 
for foreign responses to NASA’s AO. Unless 
otherwise indicated in a specific announce-
ment, these guidelines indicate the appro-
priate measures to be taken by foreign pro-
posers, prospective foreign sponsoring agen-
cies, and NASA leading to the selection of a 
proposal and execution of appropriate ar-
rangements. They include the following: 

(i) Where a ‘‘Notice of Intent’’ to propose is 
requested, prospective foreign proposers 
should write directly to the NASA official 
designated in the AO. 

(ii) Unless otherwise indicated in the AO, 
proposals will be submitted in accordance 
with this Appendix. Proposals should be 
typewritten and written in English. Foreign 
entities are generally not eligible for funding 
from NASA. Therefore, proposals from for-
eign entities should not include a cost plan 
unless the proposal involves collaboration 
with a U.S. institution, in which case a cost 
plan for only the participation of the U.S. 
entity must be included (unless otherwise 
noted in the AO). 

(iii) Persons planning to submit a proposal 
should arrange with an appropriate foreign 
governmental agency for a review and en-
dorsement of the proposed activity. Such en-
dorsement by a foreign organization indi-
cates that the proposal merits careful con-
sideration by NASA and that, if the proposal 
is selected, sufficient funds will be available 
to undertake the activity envisioned. 

(iv) Proposals including the requested 
number of copies and letters of endorsement 
from the foreign governmental agency must 

be forwarded to NASA in time to arrive be-
fore the deadline established for each AO. 

(v) Those proposals received after the clos-
ing date will be treated in accordance with 
NASA’s provisions for late proposals. Spon-
soring foreign government agencies may, in 
exceptional situations, forward a proposal di-
rectly to the above address if review and en-
dorsement is not possible before the an-
nounced closing date. In such cases, NASA 
should be advised when a decision on en-
dorsement can be expected. 

(vi) Shortly after the deadline for each AO, 
the Program Office will advise the appro-
priate sponsoring agency which proposals 
have been received and when the selection 
process should be completed. A copy of this 
acknowledgment will be provided to each 
proposer. 

(vii) Successful and unsuccessful proposers 
will be contacted directly by the NASA Pro-
gram Officer coordinating the AO. Copies of 
these letters will be sent to the sponsoring 
Government agency. 

(viii) NASA’s Office of External Relations 
will then begin making the arrangements to 
provide for the selectee’s participation in the 
appropriate NASA program. Depending on 
the nature and extent of the proposed co-
operation, these arrangements may entail: 

(A) An exchange of letters between NASA 
and the sponsoring foreign governmental 
agency. 

(B) An agreement or Memorandum of Un-
derstanding between NASA and the spon-
soring foreign governmental agency. 

(b) Cost Plan (U.S. Investigations Only) 

The cost plan should summarize the total 
investigation cost by major categories of 
cost as well as by function. 

(1) The categories of cost should include 
the following: 

(i) Director Labor—List by labor category, 
with labor hours and rates for each. Provide 
actual salaries of all personnel and the per-
centage of time each individual will devote 
to the effort. 

(ii) Overhead—Include indirect costs. Usu-
ally this is in the form of a percentage of the 
direct labor costs. 

(iii) Materials—This should give the total 
cost of the bill of materials including esti-
mated cost of each major item. Include lead 
time of critical items. 

(iv) Subcontracts—List those over $25,000, 
specify the vendor and the basis for esti-
mated costs. Include any baseline or sup-
porting studies. 

(v) Special Equipment—Include a list of 
special equipment with lead and/or develop-
ment time. 

(vi) Travel—List estimated number of 
trips, destinations, duration, purpose, num-
ber of travelers, and anticipated dates. 

(vii) Other Costs—Costs not covered else-
where. 
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(viii) General and Administrative Ex-
pense—This includes the expenses of the in-
stitution’s general and executive offices and 
other miscellaneous expenses related to the 
overall business. 

(ix) Fee (if applicable). 
(2) Separate schedules, in the above for-

mat, should be attached to show total cost 
allocable to the following: 

(i) Principal Investigator and other Inves-
tigators’ costs. 

(ii) Instrument costs. 
(iii) Integration costs. 
(iv) Data reduction and analysis including 

the amount and cost of computer time. 
(3) If the effort is sufficiently known and 

defined, a funding obligation plan should 
provide the proposed funding requirements of 
the investigations by quarter and/or annum 
keyed to the work schedule. 

(4) Use of NASA funds. NASA funding may 
not be used for foreign research efforts at 
any level, whether as a collaborator or a sub-
contract. The direct purchase of supplies 
and/or services, which do not constitute re-
search, from non-U.S. sources by U.S award 
recipients is permitted. Additionally, in ac-
cordance with the National Space Transpor-
tation Policy, use of a non-U.S. manufac-
tured launch vehicle is permitted only on a 
no-exchange-of-funds basis. 

[62 FR 4477, Jan. 30, 1997, as amended at 64 
FR 48562, Sept. 7, 1999; 65 FR 3154, Jan. 20, 
2000] 

1872.705–3 Appendix C: Glossary of 
Terms and Abbreviations Associ-
ated with Investigations. 

Advisory Committee Subcommittee—Any 
committee, board, commission, council, con-
ference, panel, task force; or other similar 
group, or any subcommittee or other sub-
group thereof, that is not wholly composed 
of full-time Federal Government employees, 
and that is established or utilized by NASA 
in the interest of obtaining advice or rec-
ommendations. 

Announcement of Opportunity (AO)—A 
document used to announce opportunities to 
participate in NASA programs. 

AO Process—A term used to describe the 
program planning and acquisition procedure 
used to acquire investigative effort, initiated 
by an AO. 

Categorization—The process whereby pro-
posed investigations are classified into four 
categories: synopsized here as Category I— 
recommended for immediate acceptance; 
Category II—recommended for acceptance 
but at a lower priority than Category I pro-
posals; Category III—sound investigations 
requiring further development; Category 
IV—rejected. 

Co-Investigator (Co-I)—Associate of a 
Principal Investigator, responsible to the 
Principal Investigator for discrete portions 

or tasks of the investigation. A NASA em-
ployee can participate as a Co-I on an inves-
tigation proposed by a private organization. 

Data Users—Participants in NASA pro-
grams, selected to perform investigations 
utilizing data from NASA payloads or facili-
ties. 

Experiments—Activities or effort aimed at 
the generation of data. NASA-sponsored ex-
periments generally concern generation of 
data obtained through measurement of aero-
nautical and space phenomena or use of 
space to observe earth phenomena. 

Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR)— 
The regulations governing the conduct of ac-
quisition. 

Flight—That portion of the mission en-
compassing the period from launch to land-
ing or launch to termination of the active 
life of spacecraft. The term shuttle ‘‘flight’’ 
means a single shuttle round trip—its 
launch, orbital activity, and return; one 
flight might deliver more than one payload. 
More than one flight might be required to 
accomplish one mission. 

Flight Investigaton—Investigation con-
ducted utilizing aeronautical or space in-
strumentation. 

Flight Opportunity—A flight mission de-
signed to accommodate one or more experi-
ments or investigations. 

Guest Investigators—Investigators se-
lected to conduct observations and obtain 
data within the capability of a NASA mis-
sion, which are additional to the mission’s 
primary objectives. Sometimes referred to as 
Guest Observers 

Investigaton—Used interchangeably with 
‘‘Experiments.’’ 

Investigation Team—A group of investiga-
tors collaborating on a single investigation. 

Investigator—A participant in an inves-
tigation. May refer to the Principal Investi-
gator, Co-Investigator, or member of an in-
vestigation team. 

Mission—The performance of a coherent 
set of investigations or operations in space 
to achieve program goals. (Example: Meas-
ure detailed structure of Sun’s 
chromosphere; survey mineral resources of 
North America.) 

NASA FAR Supplement—Acquisition regu-
lations promulgated by NASA in addition to 
the FAR. 

NMI—NASA Management Instruction. 
Notice of Intent—A notice or letter sub-

mitted by a potential investigator indicating 
the intent to submit a proposal in response 
to an AO. 

Payload—A specific complement of instru-
ments, space equipment, and support hard-
ware carried to space to accomplish a mis-
sion or discrete activity in space. 

Peer Group—A gathering of experts in re-
lated disciplinary areas convened as a sub-
committee of the Program Office Steering 
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Committee to review proposals for flight in-
vestigations. 

Peer Review—The process of proposal re-
view utilizing a group of peers in accordance 
with the categorization criteria as outlined 
in this Handbook. 

Principal Investigator (PI)—A person who 
conceives an investigation and is responsible 
for carrying it out and reporting its results. 
A NASA employee can participate as a PI 
only on a government-proposed investiga-
tion. 

Program—An activity involving human re-
sources, materials, funding, and scheduling 
necessary to achieve desired goals. 

Project—Within a program, an under-
taking with a scheduled beginning and end-
ing, which normally involves the design, con-
struction, and operation of one or more aero-
nautical or space vehicles and necessary 
ground support in order to accomplish a sci-
entific or technical objective. 

Project Office—An office generally estab-
lished at a NASA field installation to man-
age a project. 

Selection Official—The NASA official des-
ignated to determine the source for award of 
a contract or grant. 

Space Facility—An instrument or series of 
instruments in space provided by NASA to 
satisfy a general objective or need. 

Steering Committee—A standing NASA 
sponsored committee providing advice to the 

Program Associate Administrators and pro-
viding procedural review over the investiga-
tion selection process. Composed wholly of 
full-time Federal Government employees. 

Study Office—An office established at a 
NASA field installation to manage a poten-
tial undertaking which has not yet developed 
into project status. 

Subcommittee—An arm of the Program Of-
fice Steering Committee consisting of ex-
perts in relevant disciplines to review and 
categorize proposals for investigations sub-
mitted in response to an AO. 

Supporting Research and Technology 
(SR&T)—The programs devoted to the con-
duct of research and development necessary 
to support and sustain NASA programs. 

Team—A group of investigators respon-
sible for carrying out and reporting the re-
sults of an investigation or group of inves-
tigations. 

Team Leader—The person appointed to 
manage and be the point of contact for the 
team and who is responsible for assigning re-
spective roles and privileges to the team 
members and reporting the results of the in-
vestigation. 

Team Member—A person appointed to a 
team who is an associate of the other mem-
bers of the team and is responsible to the 
team leader for assigned tasks or portions of 
the investigation. 
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