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FILE: 3185585 DATE:  otober T, 1976

MATTER OF: Technassociates, Incorporated
Request for hcmidoru;ou

DIQEBT:

On reconsideration, prior decision iz sifirmad.
Since RFP reasonably defines requirements for
phase I (formulation of plans for redesign,
convarsinm and hwle-.ntatien). from which
devistiois fros estimated manning levels

wers explicitly authorind, and agency trkes
puitlon that proper propolnlxrupondin' to
phase I astablishes sufffciently defined toqui.re—-
ment for phase II (execution of implementation °
plan), adequacy of RFP’'s estimated sanning lavels
for phasa II could be evaluated with respect to
proposal offering deviations from phase II uming
laveals.

By decision in T'e'i:btiu'ﬁoc:latu. Ingorporated, B~185585, April 22,
1976, 76-1. CPD 273, our 0ffice upheld the award of a fixe. -price
contract by the Defense Supply Agency (DSA) to Information and
Commmication Applications, Inc. (ICA).

‘I'he Tequest: fnr proposals - (R!'P) called for fomution of plan-
for redesign, conversion and implementation'in phase I and execution
of the ilphnnution plan in phase II. Estimated manpower require-
mente were sat out for each phase. Deviations from the satimated
manpower requirements for phase I wérs spécifically authorized.
However, the RFP vas -udﬂt as to soy permissible deviation for
phase 'l:I. Inuud the RFP stated in part:

"* *. i firm. fixed: pricu for Phuc II {1 Project
officc\r. 9 man-months end 2 Senior Systems
Analysts, 9 man-months sach) shall be included

in the price proposal and will be used as & basis
for ths total evaluation of this requiremenc * & #,"

Notwithstending the quoted provision, the successful offarur,
ICA, proposed the following manning for phase II:

| N




e T S P Yoy
L
. B~183385
1 project leader ' 4 man-mcuths
3 senior systems tnalysts 23 map-mouths

While tha total manning hours for phase II were not changed; ICA's
accepted olifer varied the mix with s resulting cost saving.

1CA's successful best and final offer was low in price even
vher evaluated ‘in accordance with the manning levels prescribed in
the quoted proviaion cf tha RFPF. Howavaer, we concluded that the
spacific provision to desviate from the mauning levels prescribed for
phase I necessarily implied a similar possibility for phasa II--wo
long as any changes were justified to the contracting officer—since .
saoning neaded feor phase II would necessarily be affected by tha
outcome of phase I.

Tachnasscciates, .in its requelt for :nconaideratton, diln;re.s
with our conclusion that thes lpecitic ‘recognition of deviations in
phase I necassarily implies that deviations are -also accaptabI' in,
phase II. It notes that the differing language applicable to’fr.uning !
for the two phases implies that the two arz to be treated dissimilarly. |
Technassociates alao notes provisions of ASPR indicating that ‘changes |
in requirements or specifications should be reflected in the RFP by -
amendment. Allo. Technassociutes notes that since the dimensions of J
phase II were to ba determined by the rasults of phase 'I, neither
the offeror nor the Governmant would have any way of knowing precisely
vhat would be required for the latter phase. Tha question, implicitly,
then 1s vhat busis exists for projecting s price for phase II other
than the stated manning requirements?

Wa agrae that unlass the solicitation -uta out requirements
or parameters with sufficient specificity, the racognized obj.c:ive
of achiaving maxitum practicsble cunpctition camot be :ctuinod. If
the work 1s defined only in terms of mamning levels, no propolnl
offering less d-mlndina levels should be accapted without permitting
others in the colpet.tion to subait proposals on the same basis. How-
ever, if the tequitcnantl OT paTameLers &re othervisa dofincd nthen
ve believe that givcn manning levels need pot n.cellarily be of!ured
unless they are clearly stated as tequircnontl. The test is vhether
the contracting officer has a reasonable basis for concluding that
- tue work specified will in fact be properly performed,
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While in retrospesct the RFF statemsnt could be clearer, we cannot
concluda that tha manning levels for phase II are set out as rsquire-
mants. It is true that ths RF? does not clearly defins the dimensions
of th¢: work under phase II. However, it does reasonably define the
requirements for phuc I and it is the position of the Dafensa Supply
Ageacy that a proper propull in.response to phase I establishes a
sufficienily definsd requiremsnt* -for phuc II. In othar words, we
believe DSA properly connluded thct thn co-patitiv. posture called
for wvas maintained by virtus of uch ‘proposal submitted for phase I
aven though the RFP did not diuctly specify definitive requivements
for-phase I1. The adequacy of the u.n:.iu for phase 1I could thare- .
fore bq evaluated from the phasa I propola_. "m such cass it was not
necassary or even desirable to’ rquite a stipulated mamning for .
phase II. A cospeticion based on such common manning would essentially
deal culy in the wage lavels vhile the other spproach permits an
svaluation iIn ur- of the end result. H. believe ths latter is
prelerable.

Yioally, 'rachnauociuel cont‘;mdl that thc agency's inquiry as
to whether its propoud projeéct lesder would act on a full-time basis
rwuhd that dev:l.ation from the phase II labor mix was neither con~
temy (ated nor perliuible. We stated ic our originul decision that
such-a quution on; the ptrt of the agency was a ressonable one which
lhould not hnve Iill!'d Technassociates, and could have been asked
simply to ascertain whether or not a deviation was proposed. Since
the protester raises no new allegations of fact or lavw on this point,
we need uot consider the quastion further.

Accordin;].y. upon racmidctation, our decision is affirmed.
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