)

Richard imrtin

; PL 2
1"4IIMDRNPTT“3LLIWIﬂﬂ"UIIHLL
OF THR UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON, O.C. 23085408

FILE: B-188871 DATE: October 25, 1977
MATTER OF: Aydin Corporation

DIGESBT:

) R Where record lhows ressonable basis for agency's
judgnept that higher priced proposal was sig-
nificantly superior to lower priced proposal
for technical reasons, selection of higher priced
proposal 18 not objectionable.

4, ﬂhere agency*liots four evaluatiovn criteria in
R¥P. in. desconding order;of impcrtance and assigns
undigclooed weiéhts of 40. 33,3, 16.7; and 10
pcrcent of total tcchnicpl score teapcctively
\therﬂto, offerort~are sufficiently informed of
dcgree of 1uportance to be,ancorded to each
ovcluation criter.u in relation to each tther
and luch waights are not 1ncompatib1c with
listing nf criteria in descending order of impor-
tance,

%M AvdianOrporfion (Aydin)lprotests the cward of .
contract aumber- N00421 77~ 00226 to Raytheon COrporatiob'
(Raytheon) by the. Naval Air Stition, Patuxent, Marylanad
(Navy) A)din contends thatftho Navy's, téchnical evalua-
tion of. the propoaal’:was biaced in fnvor of the higher
priced Reytheon p:opoqal. that the outcoma of‘hompetitive
negotiations wus predetarmined and that there has inade-
quate disclosure in-the! reuues: fior propoaala (RFP) of
the evaluation factors upon whitch award was besed. The
Nivy denies these al?egstions -and contends that the
Ray“heon proposal was 8o *echnically superior that
acceptance of its highe* price was fully justified.

Thc FFP issued June 4, 1976, rcquested proposals on
a firm’ ‘fixed prico basis for 28 direct view consoleas,
related equipment and data. The conscle is a component
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of the Navy s Fleet Cou-and Centor and \oolif:a of, a
cathode ray tube (CRT) screen with fouricolor ~apability

to provide a vilual display of operational situations.

The RFP stated that award would be based on the greatest
value to the Government in te«rms of pertornance rather

than lowest price, The RFP listed proposal evaluation
factors in descending order of importance as follows:

"1. Understanding of the Requirement

a ‘ e . . - .C\t.v‘ . ' -
"2, Technical Approach: The technical features ;.
as proposed will be evaluated in the following
order of descending importance:

"a, Operation capabiiity

b. Perforuwance characteristics

¢. System compatibility

d. Reliabflity

e, Ease of maintenance

£, Demonetrability |

g Life cycle and operating costs

"3, gypgortahilitx (use of standard or non-standard
operating and maintenanc2 components)

"4, Ability to meet vequired delivery dates

»

"s. Proposed Price."

13

submitted proposals. They were technically evaluated in
accordance with' an evaluation matrix which aaaigned nuner-
1cal scoxes tec,the various’ criteria.J The matrix and the
weights aeaigned to the evaluation criteiia were not dis-
closed in the RFP, The evaluation also iucludedﬂnarra—
tive reports which diacuaaed in detail the strengtha )

and weakneaaea of each proposal. Technical discussions
with each; offeror we;e ‘conductéd and reviaed propoi?la

were received on October 1, 19756, By letter of Novémber 5,
1976, Aydin va8 informed that 1its propoaal waa teehnirally
unaceeptable and that no further revisions of it would

be considered. . Aydin 8 requeat for a debriefing prior

to award was rejected on November 29, 1976 and on

December 3, 1976, Aydin protested to this Office(B- 187961).

: In reviekinﬁjthe'proteat. the Navy determined that
its evaluation matrix improperly included at least two

- 2 -

Oon Jily .30, 1976. Aydin, Ra?theon\and Sandera Aaaociatea

-
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factors, Yor axample the ovaiuation matrix thuircd
scoring for "Quality and Responsiviness of Projos;1"
and ”Or.nnt:atlon. Personnel and: Paciltticl" neit.

of which was listed as an cvaluutton criterion in rho
RFP. It therefore revised the matrix and by letter

of Doconber 29, 1976 reinscated Aydin intn the competi-
tive ranle. Aydin withdrew its firs! protect on
January 14, 1977.

' Further téchnical. dincuslions with each offeror vere
‘conducted. An RPP luendlent and letter 'of January 14,
1977 revised the lpecificationl, required: addi:ional
proposal detail and requestad revised proposals ‘hy
January 31, 1977. Best and final offers were received
on March 31, 1977 and Raythcon was awarded a contract on
April 6, 1977 for $2,502,013. Aydin's final price was
$2,227,124 and it subuitted a new protest to this Offfice
on April 18, 1977. ,w.

JAydin states :hat when its 1n1tial prrge:%jresulted

in a. change in the evnluation matrix. the Nav boost-d“
layrheon [ :echnical score to 100 percent to ensure ‘that -
Raytheon received the /award. The record indicates that'/
the Navy made a numbe? of technical evaluations under the
original and revised matrices oo follows:

Raytheon Sandexs Aydin

Original matrix (Sept. 9, 1976) 98.73 73.73 62.45
First revised matrix (Nov. 8, 1976) 99,3 75.5 59.1
Second revised matrix (Dec. 22, 1976)  100.0 79.68 73.04
" " " (Feb. 8, 1977) 100.0 80.12 80.59
wooooom " (Apr.. L 1977) 100.0 80.12 80.59

K . ,

The recors 1nd1cates that the 100 acore for Raytheon on
Deceubcr 22, 1976 resulted ‘solely. from the elimination from
the prcvious matrix of thoaa evaluation criteria which
vare not properly reflected 18 the RFP and’’ that no score
of the criteria common to both matrices was raised. It
appears that all offerors were evaluated against the naune
criteria Before and after the correction of the matrix.
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Aydin also objects to the Navy's ov;fﬁli evaluuﬁion_
matrix of February 8, 1977 which assigned wveights as follows:

Understanding 12
Techunical Approach 10
Supportability 3
Delivery 3

Aydin contends assigning 73 pevcent: of thiftotal score

to the first two criteria and only 27 percent to the last
tvo factors places an overwhelming importanéde on the first
two factors and this should have been revealéd in the RFP.
It asserts that the failure to Jdo so is contrary to a
number of decisions of this Office holding that the mere
-1isting of evaluation criteria in the descending order of
importance is not sufficient whare the weights are grossly
out of proportion. .

- . *‘ 5" , o N . ‘I).'")'!_f | .
We agree thst whether or not numerical ratings arve

to be used, definitive inforiiation should be giver to offerors

as to the degree of importance to be accor|{ed to particular
evaluation criteria in relation to each other. We do not
agree, however, that BDM Service cbhpanz.ln-180245.,ﬁay&Q.
1974, 74~-1 CPD 237, which Aydir cites, requires a finding
that the degree of importance of each evaliiation criterion
here should have been more precisely defined. 1In rthe BDM
Service case, the first of five criteria was aecorded 72
percent of the total weight. Here, the first of four
criteria was given 40 percént of the total weight. The
second, third, fourth and fifth criteria in, the BDM Service
case were given 12, 9, 4 and 3 percent regpectively of tae
total weight. In the instant case, the second, third and
fourth criteria were given 33.3, 16.7 and 10 percent
respectively of the total weight., Thus, we believe that
listing the four evaluation criteria in the descending
order of importance here did inform the offerors of the
broad scheme of scoring to be employed and that the weights
assigned in this case are compatible with such listing.

2 D L P B e e
. FAydin'ggxt sgﬁtes thatgf;gbpﬁchgpg;qyiggnal speci-
fications did not require grounded aquidag coating or mu

metal shielding for the CRT, the Navy required Aydin to
submit a revised proposal incorporating-such featuras.
Aydin c¢ontends that protective devices offered in, its
originil proponsal made the mu metal_éhield'Buperfluous.

It ‘further contends that aquidag coating and mu metal
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ahieldins rraatly 1nctaaaoa tube eapecitanqa which, in turna,
inctaaaaﬂ time raquired to lvitch from one colcr to another,
Aydin atataqithat laythaon ‘holds a pateat or, ‘the primary
tachnique for reducing color switching tise and that the '

only '‘alternative is the use. of a wire mash screen 1nuadiate1yv

bahind the front of the tube. Aydin asserts therefore that |
s pxhe.. required use of the aquidag coating and mu metal shield
‘biased the selection in favor of Raytheon. Nevertheleas, }

Aydin submitted tevised proposals of October 1, 1977 and
January 14, 1977 both of which incorporated such features
and the wire mesh screen into its CRT design.

. The Ramy states that the arounded aquidag coating
and the mu metal shicld are nucessary to meet its per-
formance specificationa and .are in standard use through-
out thc industry. It contenda. hovever, the use of there
features does fiot necessarily require use of the ‘patented
Raytheon proceaa}far reducing color awitching time and
there are alternatives otiier than use of wire mesh screen : ’
for correcting color awitching time problems as shown by
the fact that Sanders proposed svch an nlternative.

Ve see’ no merit in Aydin 8 contention that the
patented process ‘fer reducing color switching ;time gave.
Raytheon an undue’ advantage. The zecord reveals a ;ational
basis for the agency 's insistence that the aquid;g coating
and nu -ctal uhielding be nsed in connection with the CRT.
If the uge of Buch’ ‘features . cteates problems which in the
opinion of, the agency, can best be resolved by use of the
patented prcceas, there i8 no legal raquirement that the

Ly agency compromise its minimum needs in the intevest of fair
\) competition. Hanufacturing Data Systems, Incorporated,
| B 1R06G8, June 28, 1974, 74 1 CPD 348.

o = gyl "'-"

4y
riually. Aydin contcnde that althoush demonatran
biiity vas a’'spegified. ! téehnical evaliation' ‘criterion’ and
demonatratione were conducted with resard to its. initial
pro“oaal. none:waa conducted after the specifications were
changed and,ﬂydin 1nc1uded the aquidag coating and mu metal
ahielding featurea 1nto its revised p:opoaals. Aydir states
that this failiire to require furtﬁer demonetrations indicatea
that the”cvafhetora had closed, thelr. minde. The Navy states
that Aydin never requested a second ‘demonstration and that
its evaltiators believed that a second demonst-ation was
unwarranted because even if Aydin obtained 100 percent of

the demonstrability score, the effect on its overall score

se T LA A e e
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vouid have been negligible, Under these circumstances, wa
csnnot concluda that the Navy's failure to, require a second
damonstration was unreasonable, '

Accordingly, tﬁc protest is deniad. 1In view there-
of, Aydin's claim for proposal preparation costs is also
denied.

¢
For the Comptroller General
of the United States






