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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.

1872.502

(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
weaknesses).

Science and technological
value, and feasibility.

Engineering/cost/integration/management
assessment.

Consistency with Announcement and pro-

(strengths  and
Subcommittee individual .................... relevance,

Project Office

Program OffiCe ......cceoemeivniriiiiiicnns

Report to Subcommittee.
Categorization of proposals.
Reports to Subcommittee and Program Of-

fice.
Recommendations to Steering Committee of

ule constraints.
Steering COMMIttee ......ccevvevvvvereenens

gram objectives, and cost and sched-

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

payload or program of investigations.

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,
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