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DIGEST:
1. Determination of how many and which members

of evaluation panel will evaluate each pro-
posal is within discretion of contracting
agency.

2. Determination of relative merits of technical
proposals is responsibility of procuring
officials and GAO will not disturb their judg-
ment unless shown to be arbitrary or in viola-
tion of procurement statutes or regulations.

Data Resources, Inc. (DRI) protests the award of a
contract under request for proposals (RFP) No. USDA/ESS-
6-81 issued by the Department of Agriculture, Economics
and Statistics Service. The RFP sought a contract to
give the agency access to computerized information sys-
tems capable of providing, among other things, detailed
forecasts of certain economic variables. The RFP listed
four such systems, and DRI submitted an offer on two of
them--the Macroeconomics Service and the U.S. Agricul-
tural Service. DRI complains that the agency changed
the evaluating procedures after proposals were received,
and unreasonably concluded that the DRI model does not
forecast as accurately as the awardee's model does.

The protest is denied.

DRI, which initially filed a protest with the agency,
cites the contracting officer's letter denying the pro-
test as suggesting that the agency changed the evaluation
criteria after proposals were submitted. The letter
stated: "[t]he fact that this procurement required four
separate parts * * * required a different approach than
the cited evaluation process."

In response, the agency reports that it never
changed the evaluation criteria but merely revised the
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procedure for evaluating proposals. Initially, the con-
tracting officer wrote a memorandum to the chairman
of the evaluation panel instructing him as follows:

"A technical evaluation board of three
or more [members] should be appointed
that will evaluate all proposals. * * *

Each board member must evaluate each
proposal utilizing the technical eval-
uation matrix in the RFP."

However, because not all of the panel members were experts
on each of the four systems listed in the RFP, the con-
tracting officer adjusted this process to allow for the
evaluation of each system by only those members proficient
in the area.

The record does not indicate any instance where the
agency deviated from the evaluation criteria listed in
the RFP. The contracting officer simply changed his
original instructions as to the composition of the eval-
uation panel, including the number of members to review
each part of a proposal. The decision as to how many and
which members of an evaluation panel will review each
proposal, as well as the choice of evaluators, is within
the discretion of the contracting agency. See MAXIMUS,
B-195806, April 15, 1981, 81-1 CPD 285. We find no reason
to object in this case.

Concerning the alleged unreasonableness of the agency's
evaluation, DRI refers to the evaluation statement that
its offered macroeconomics system is "not useful in assist-
ing outlook evaluation." DRI interprets this to mean that
its system was viewed as inaccurate, and contends that
an independent organization's review of the forecasts for
four of the system's key variables show that DRI's model
actually is more accurate than the awardee's.

The agency explains that it did not question the
accuracy of the forecasts for the four variables, but
found that the accompanying analyses were not presented
in a manner which would be helpful to the agency. The eval-
uation indicates that DRI takes longer to forecast trends
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than the awardee and takes "a middle of the road approach
rather than boldly attempting to identify new trends." The
evaluation surmises that the long forecast time results
from DRI's delaying definite conclusions until it can eval-
uate data over a longer timeframe. The evaluators determined
that such a cautious and deliberate approach to the fore-
casts was not as helpful as the approach taken by the
awardee.

It is not our function to make determinations as to
the acceptability or relative merits of technical proposals.
Those determinations are the responsibility of the contracting
agency, and procuring officials thus enjoy a reasonable degree
of discretion in evaluating proposals. We will not disturb
their judgment unless it is shown to be arbitrary or in viola-
tion of procurement statutes or regulations. See Panuzio/Rees
Associates, B-197516, November 26, 1980, 80-2 CPD 395.

We believe the protester, which has the burden to prove
its case, Panuzio/Rees Associates, supra, has failed to show
that the agency's evaluation was unreasonable. The protester's
contentions go to the accuracy of its forecasts, which the
agency does not refute. The protester has never addressed
the agency's basis for scoring DRI's proposal lower than
its competitor, i.e., the time lag in making forecasts and
DRI's "middle of the road approach." In this respect,
there is no question that these factors were appropriate
for consideration under the RFP's scheme for evaluating
proposals.

The protest is denied.
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