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(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
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.
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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.,
0A-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; 66 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:
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(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.

[66 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 AOQO’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
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

1872.402

included in the following sections of
this subpart.

1872.402 Criteria for evaluation.

(a) Bach 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
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