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October 18, 1973

Murpat Consultants, Incorpovated
8 Ball Avenue
Bownwrville, Now Jerssy O0B87S

Attention: Mr, P, A, Schkesper
Ceantlenen:

This is in reply to your latfer of March 19, 1973, forwardad here
_ by Congressuan Feter U, B, Frelinghuysen, and to your subssquent corre-
" spondence, rngarding tho awarding of a contract to Fosenfeld, Steinman
& Blau by the $mall Business Administration (SBA) under solicitation No,
8BA-~406~LA-73-1,

Tha solicitation was for managemant and teachnicol essistancs to
be tandered to individuals or enterpxisan purvcuant to sactions 406 of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (42 U,$,C, 2906b), Eixteen ofters
to parform these ssrvices in Newvark, New Jevsey, were recaived in re-
sponse to the solicitation, and wave evaluated in accordence with the
criteria sat forth in the solicitation: Your proposal received an eval-
vation acora of )\,7 pointa out of 100 and was rankad selaventh, 7The
proposal submitted by Rugenfeld, Steinuan & Blau vecaived the high scora
N 56,7 points, and N contract was awarded to that {irm,

You queation thq propr(ety of the evaluation vacodure that resultad
.such a low scove for your proposal. You also clebm that the auccees-
r'ful offeror 44d not maintain mm office in Newark, an? that the award
therefora was contrary to the solicitation ptovlsion which stated that
offorors "must have an offide phvlicnlly located within the area where
vork is to be porformod."

The snlicitation advised ofZarors that proposals viould be evaluated
on & point system, with a maximum of 50 points to be avarded for each of
the following categoriess

"1. Quality, exparience and capability ol staff offexor
idntonds :to assign to this projact, .

"2, Yrevious expsrience end effactiveress iu perfonving
, . services, indicated by prior work and domoustrated by
e ability to deal affactivaly with individuuls and eutur-
prises aligibla to be served,"
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Tha solicitation furtﬁer advised that awatidn would ba made to finw
vhich "in the judgnant of the Small Businsse Administration, ave
bust qualifiead--price aud 811 other factors comsi-levad,”

The record indicates that all proposals wyre indiyiduslly evalusatsl
by each memher of an evaluation cormittea consldsting of SBA peraomnel
from both SBA's Cantral Office wnd its regional officns, and that &
composite scora waa assigned to each proposal bayed on the individual
avaluatioma, In ensence, the acore given your proposal reflects the
avaluatom' belfef that the proposal did not demonatrate tha kind of
staff or prior exparience desirad for parformance of ths type or work
ealled for by the solicdtation, §BA poluts out that its avard decision
did not indicate that your ccncern vas not a "capahbla' cne, but only
that othar offeroro wers viewed as "wora capable' for tha purpoan of
the instant procuramsnt, We hava raviewad the evaluation that was made,
snd we £ind no basis in the record before us to concluds that the
evaluatieon was arbitrary or othexwisa conductad in bad faith,

With reapuct to ths gueation of whether Rosenfeld, Steinman &
Blau maintains an offica in Newark, that fixm's propoaal indicated
dn office at 744 Broad Streat in that city, You state thatv you
chackad with the telephona company, with tha owner of the building
locatad at that addracs, and with others, but wars unable to eastablish
tha existonce of such rn office. 8BA raports that the firm had main-
tainod an officea at that address vhile psrforming undar the 1472
contract and that SBA's fiald office "verified the existence of the
awardea's branch office in New Jersey pr:or to establishing the list
+ of oligible offerors." We also wnderstand that the Rosenfeld flim
: doas currently maintain an office at the Newark address and is
,joparating out of it in accordance with the. terms of its contract.
x' Accordingly, we can peréaive no legal objection to the award made
to Rogsenfeld, Steinman & Q}au.
‘ Py
With respact to your exprasasion of coniarmn regarding a purported
raduction in the amount of asrvices to De riquived under the awarded
contract, 1t appears that SBA's statement vegarding this reduction is
in srror, since the record indicates the award wan made on the hasis
of the ovxiginal proposed prica and for the quantum of sarvices speci-
£iad in the lolicitation.
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'For the foregoing roanonl, your protest is denied, .

o | ~ 8inceraly yours, -

RF.KELLER .
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‘ ' Comptroller Ganaral
ut
e  DopuLy of the United 3taten






