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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED 5STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20548

B-177968 . June 26, 1973

Brunswick Corporation

c/o Covington and Burling -
Attorneys at Law

888 16th Street, N, W,

Washington, D, C, 20006

Attention: Alexander W, Mackie, Eeq, '

" Gontlemen!

Wa refer tn your letter of February 7, 1973, and subaequent
correspondence, concerning your protast against award of a con-
tract to Goodyear Aercepace Corporation on a caost basis under
Request for Quotations (RFQ) F19628-72-Q-0423, issued by the
Department of the Air Force on June 16, 1972, for four Shelter
System Modules, ~

You maintain that the Department improperly decided that your
quotation contained an unacceptable risk of cost overrun., For the
reacons dscrussed balow, we cannot question the Department's decision,

The RFQ listed the avaluation cniteria for the award in general
terms as followaj

Ganeral: Award of this contract will be based upon
technicel and management excellence and, as such,
will be properly influenced by the proposal that most
closely satisfies all of the requirements of the pro-
curemant deta package, rather than on the basis of the
proposer offering the lowest estimated cost, The
government will carefully consider all pertinent face
tors including, but not limited to,. technical and
managemelt competence, proposer qualification, cost
controls and past performanca. A contract will be
awvarded to that proposer ths government judges can
perform the contract in a manner most advantageous to
the Government,
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The statement of work in the RFQ further listed the requivements
for the contract in th: areas of program management, configuration
ranagement, data management, integrated logistics support, supply
-support, aerospece ground equipment, and technical manualas,

Four quotationc were received by the closing date on August 14,
1972, Following receipt and analysis of clarifications obtained
from &1l quoters, the Depar-went ranked Goodyear and your concern
as follows! :

Technical Evaluatiop

Goodyear 65,8 (46,4 technicaly 19,4 technical management)
Brunewick 45,1 (40,7 technicalj 4,4 technical management)

Negotiationa were sybaequently held with your concern, Goodyear,
and other companiea in lovember 1972; quoters were then asked to
submit their best and final offers by December 18, 1972, The De-
partment advises that these final offers did not affect the initial
ranking of the techpical quotations,

Each quotation was thereafter compared with the Department!'s
cost estimate for the requirement which vas developed, among other
sources, from actual cost experience under previous contracts for
shelters, On this conparison, the Depsrtment projected only a
slight difference in the ultimate costs co be incurred under the
quotations of your conmpany and Goodyear, as foliows:

Covernment Assessment of ultimate cosrt liability in
millions of dollars .

Goodyear « §1,419 to $1,.6CA
Brunswick ~ §1,385 to $1,700

The Department reports, in this connection, that your final
quotaticn serjously underestimated the costs involved in management
and management support; that you propoped an increase in liaison
effort with your subcontractor while eliwnating proposed liaison
costs} that you proposed to increase labor for Data and Configuration
Hanagement while decreasing labor costs in tinss areas; and that the
price propused for your subcontract was also unrealistically low.
Because of this assessment, and since Goodyear's quotation was con-
sidered technically superior, an awar: vwes made to that rompany on *
February 1, 1973, in the amount of $1,28€,000.
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You state that the "risk of cost overrun was not specifically
listed as an {ndependent evaluation standard, We agree, Howaver,
the evaluation criteria did mention "cost controls' as a Ypertinznt
factor" for the Government'!'s _consideration., Implicit in this factor
is, wa think, the wavning that the realism of a quoter's proposed
eosts would be analyzed, This warning reflects the directive in
Armed Services Procurement Regulation (ASPR) 3-803,% that estimates
of contract costs should not be considnred controlling since Chey
may not provide velid indicationa of f£inul actual costs,

Cur Office has observed that the award of a cost-reimbursement
contract requires procurement peranonnel to make informed judgments
as to whether submitted proposals are realistic concerning the
proposed costs and technical approaches involved, See B-152039,
January 20, 1964, We have also stated this judgment must properly
be left to the administrative discretion of the agencies involved
gince they are in the best position Lo asseidg ''realisul' of costs,
and must bear the major criticism for any difficulties experienced
by reason of a defective cost analysis, 50 Comp, Gen, 390, 410
(1970), 1In this view, and considering the cost comparison set out
above, we must conclude that no basic has been established for
objection by our Office in this reapect,

In addition we do not £4ind that a convincing arpgument has been
presented to support your further commenc that a "coot realiswo!
standard would improperly stimulate offrrors to inflate cost estimates,
on the theory that the higher the estimate the less the relative risk
of overrun, rather than actually discourage the subnission of both
unreasonably high and unreasonably low cuet estimates,

You also question the inferfor rating (relativre to Goordyear's
proporal) that was given to your proposal in the technical manage-
ment area, The contracting officer mafntains, however, that ynur
rating was justified and that a complete rewrite would hava been
. pecessary to ‘mprove your overall techrical evaluation,

The Department has further axplnidcd the risks in your tachnical
management proposal as follows:

Configuration Management « the Brunswick proposal
lacked adequate definition of change control of SIM and
.+  there was noc designated focal point for such changa con=
trols or Configuration Management an general in the Bruns-
wick function,

Py ,.‘-‘.:‘
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Data «+ thse Brunswick proposal showed lack of
sufficient data interface between the prime and sub-
contractor, Ln addition, the prime's data manager
has limited exparience with little or no knowledge of
quality asgsrance,

Technical Publicatfon - fayied to adequately
address the rajority of the criteria required,
Brunswick's vetponse to clarification questions was
also judged {madequate,

Progrem Management - the Brunawick proposal showed
a lack of major subcoptract control and high degree of
risk in tnab{lity to meet the 16 month schedule dua to
widely scatitered geographical test locations,

Inteprated Logistice -« Brunswick did not propeme
and furthermors subnitted no data in response to recquest
for clarif{cation. Data was submitted during the pego-
tiation, howewer, the risk was not eliminated,

Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) « the Biunswick
proposal di{d rot provide adequate information for evalu-
ation. DBrumgwick proposed to staff these topics after
contract avard, thus giving the Air Force no acsurance
that neoroopnel assigned are qualified, Considerable risk
remaiacd after negotiations because the Prime has no
logistice function,

Supply Support - no data was included in the Brunaswmick
propotel, The information subsequently supplied did not
diminicst. the risk.

Althouph you disogiree with the Department's List of risks, we
note that your Aprdl 24 jetter, at page 4, concedes that "Goodyear
may well have 'ud 2 superior proposal, WHe take this to mean that
even if you var¢ entitled to a greater, score in thz technical manage-
ment area, that #t vould not necessarily offset Goodyear's higher
overall rating. In view thereof, and since the cost realism factor
does not provide s basis for our objection, we must conclude that the
company's award ds not subject to legal question,

Accordingly, wour protast must be denied, e

8incerely yours,

Paul G. Doxbling

Acting Comptroller General
' of the United States
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