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3 Corm\Nc. THE COMPTiOLLER OENENRAL

DECISION tt OAF TIH-E ULNITED STATES
'. . - W A S H I N G T ON , D. . 2 0 5 4 a

FILE: B-195684 DATE: linvember 29, 1979

MATTER OF:
Amex Systems, Inc.

DIGEST:

Protest against agency deterniina-
ti6nMnoit to contract-out is dsnied
since-fallegation of erroneous cost
comparison is not supported.

q.-Mr~ '

Amex Systems, -lc. Amex) pro tests thO*A:r
Foricer-Aeros ta Derense Command2s4(A.ir Forde),.:deter-
miziation ehitrcertain supportserVibes'for £1{ Pofnt

Arena, Air Forc&i6'Stdtion-. Caiifotifla, will ̀ SontinuYe
to be performiidby Government personnel-, "astopposed
to outside contractors. We are dismissinig the protest
since the protester has not met its burden of proving
that the Air Force determination was erroneous.

., The coinplained-of determination-,f made ~under -$Ehe
aegfirof Office off Management and Budget (0MB) Circu-
lar No6.V°A-76 (A-76), -essentially r'ests on thie outcome
of ate jmparison~hf the cdstTof Goverrnment performance
(in-housa or in-service cost) versus:the cont of con-
tractor Performance (contract-out cost). The contract-
out cost is decided by soliciting proposals for the
required services from potential contractors. Amex is
a potential contractor for the Point Arena support ser-
vices.

4 Specfical'y,- Amex bjects to Ehe Air Force's cost
cczmparison -procedures.- Normally, A-76 cost comparisons
are ionducted66 along the CTinds set out in OMB's "Cost
* Comparison handBook" (Hfanidbook). HoweVeer, in this case,
bothfAmex 'and t1eAir Force agree that any cost com-
parison .conducted^>prior to September 30,, 1979, 'must,
by statute (section 814 of the Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1979 (Act), Pub. L.
No. 95-485, 9'2'Stat. 1611, 1625), be made in accord-
ance with procedures in effect prior to June 30, 1976.
The Air Force reports: (1) that the solicitation was
issued on January 4, 1979; (2) that Handbook proce-
dures are part of a March 29, 1979, revision of A-76
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which tates tieftt revised procedures "need riot be
applied to studies in process where a solicitation
for 66ntract bids.or proposals was issued prior to the
effective date [May 1, 19791"; and (3) that the Act
requires-the utilization of the procedures which the
Air Force actually used until the Act's expiration on
September 30, 1979.

- ,Notwithstanding *the'solicitatxon-lissiua'ncedate,
Amex argues that sinceperformann6e woufdt> tb&eg
untiXc t*ober/tlr,` 1979 'tEeftir. Force ough Lfo;have4<r I,- o- vt~~~~ri i ; 'T'f$
ernployedaIhet'Handbo ocedures in makingRthe cost..,or Slt a nts>. Be "442. . >-( .v- .,. ,t;& _y *s
comparsoni.. Amex ariu4sttiat it was prdjudiced 'by:e
Air Forces .apPlication'ofrthe ACt'sproceaS'instead
6 f tie Handbbok procedures becaus'e the Act's procedures
resufted in the compar-is6on'lof what are essentially dis-
similar siervices. Ame-x claims tfiat an example of t'he
iuiequity of the procedures under the Act is that Amex's
proposal was required to reflect the cost of fully man-
ning the Point Arena station on October 1, 1979, while
the in-house cost was based on a less than fully manned
station on October 1, 1979.

The Air Force, however, denies that its in-house
cost estimate was based on a less than full workforce
cost.

he A~i~r, Forc ' e4..a .igt

Amex disputes the Air Forc&'denia1, arguing that
ndtwit~hstanding the offidial Air, Force pos'ition, Amex
was advised by Air Force-personniil in the.field tfhat
"Air Force regulations allowed the Air Forces-.. longer
period of time to staff th6 site with civilian employ-
ees." .In Amex's view, this "discrepancy" between the
official Air Force position and the Air Fo-rce field
position should be resolved by GAO. In support of its
view, Amex cites our decision in Crown Laundry and Dry
Cleaners, Inc., B-194505, July 18, 1979, 79-2 CPD 38.

Aside from Amex's allegation the record is devoid
of any indication that the "discrepancy" exists. In
our view, Amex has failed to present the information
and evidence necessary to substantiate its case. Kurz-
Kasch, Inc., B-192604, September 8, 1978, 78-1 CPD W81.
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Since we cannot deterniine on the record that the
protested cost comparison was either faulty or mis-
leading, we are in no position to conclude that the
Air Force's actions have been detrimental to the
integrity of the procurement system.

Accordingly, the protest is denied.
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For The Comptroller a
of the Uni'ted States




