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THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
} OF THE UNITED 8TATES

WABHINGTON, D.C. 208508

DECISION

FILE: D-200523,3; B-200523.4; DaTeE: Merch 5, 1982
B-200523,5
MATTER OF: Southweatern Bell Telephone Company;
Northern Telecom, Inhc,

DIGEST:

1, Protest is timely where it is not shown
that protester knew or should have known
of basis for protest, that awardee's pro-
posal did not comply with certain manda-
tory RFP requirements, prior to debriefing, v
when protester contends it flrst hecame
avare of basgis for protest, and protest
is filed within ten days thereafter., How-
ever, where protester knew of bhasis for
protest allegatinn that awardee's pro-
posal did not comply with RFP delivery
schedule prior to debriefing, protest
filed more than ten working days after
basis for protest was known is untimely.

2, When doubt exists as to when protester
knew or should have known of bhasis for
protest, doubt is resolved in protester's
favor,

3. Contention that awardee's proposal does
not comply with certain mandatory RFP
requirements is without merit where it
is based on erroneous assumptions concern-
ing system actually proposed by awardee or

" misinterpretations of RFP requirements and
examination of record shows that awardee
offered system which agency reasonably
could have concluded met requirements
questioned by protester.

4, Under circumstances of case, additional
arguments in support of timely raisead
objection that contract was not awarded
on basis of total least cost, including
all factors, will be considered. However,
Bid Protest Procedures do not contemplate
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5,

6.

10.

plecemeal presentation of protest issues
and protesters are cautioned to assert
and substantiate all grounds of protest
as fallure to do so imay result in por~
tions of protest being found untimely,

Agency's failure to include charges for
certain off-premise extension lines in
evaluwation nf cost proposals was con-
trary to RFP provision that all costs
necessary to achieve true comparabhility
would be evaluated, llovever, protester
was not prejudiced since awardee's price,
as adjusted to account for appropriate
charges, remains substaptially below pro-
tester's price,

Failure of agency to take additional con-
duit costs, system administration and :
travel expensas, or agency relocation costs
into account in evaluating awardee's cost
proposal has not been shown to bhe unreason-
able,

Cost of Government self-insurance of pur-
chased equipment is too indefinite and specu-
lative to he used as evaluation factor in
comparing offers of leases and purchases.

To the extent that issues raised by one
offeror as interested party to another
offeror's protest differ from specific
issues raised by latter, they must inde~
pendently satisfy timnliness ‘requirements
of GAO's Bid Protest Procedures,

Allegations not filed within ten working
days of time basis for protest is khown or
should have been known are untimely.

Where initial protest appears to adequately
state some basis of protest, GAO will not
necessarily request additional details under
section 21.2(d) of Bid Protest Procedures.
The protester has the duty to clearly artic-
ulate and diligently develop its own protest;
GAO will not assume this responsibhility.
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Southwestern Bell Telephone Company and Northorn
Telecom, Inc. (NTI) protest the award of a contract to
Centel Communicationg: Company, Inc. by the General Ser-
vices Administration (GSA; under request for proposals
(RFP) No, CDPP~{]0004~T-W7, The solicitation was for the
furnishing, installation and maintenapre of a telephone
system for Federal agencies located in Houston, Beaumont
and Galveston, Texas. The protesters have raised numerous
arguments which they helieve invalidate the award. However,
our review of the record leads us to the conclusion that
all of the protesters' arguments are either untimely filed
or without merit,

I, Background

The RFP was lssued on July 19, 1979 and provided for
award of an indefinite quantity, indefinite delivery type
contract on a fixed price with economic price adjustment
basis, Award was to be made to the responsive, responsible
offeror with the lowest present value cost to the Govern-
ment over the 108-month evaluated systems life. Contract
award was made to Centel on December 3, 1980,

In general terms, GSA sought through this procurement
to obtain an automatie, computer controlled telephone
system. Such a system consists of individual telephones or
"stations" connected by wires (lines) to circuit boards
which are in turn controlled by one or more computers and
their associated software. The computer, software and cir-
cuit boards are called a CBX {computer branch exchange) or
sometimes-a PABX (private automatic branch exchange), CBXs
are in efifect sophisticated "switches" which combine the
capabilities of a computer to process instructions with the
capability of rapidly performing a large number of switching
functions.,

.On December 29,1980, Southwestern Bell filed a protest
(B-200523,3) against the contract award and alleged that:
1) the contract was improperly assigned to Centel (which did
not submit a proposal) after its acquisition of the low
offeror, Fisk Telephone, Inc.; 2) the contract was not
awarded on the basis of lowest total cost, and 3) the award
was based on a "solicitation conducted in an arbitrary man-
ner.”" The first issue subsequently was withdrawn.

NTI filed its protest (B-200523.4) on March 9, 1981,
primarily alleging that the Fisk/Centel (hereafter Centel)
proposal should have heen found technically unacceptable
because it did not comply with a number of specified RFD
requirements,
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On Marcl 24, 1981, gouthwestern Bell filed another
protest (B-200523,58) which raised new issues and expanded
upon its earlier conteption that the cost evaluation was
defective, The only issue added which has not since been
withdrawn is a complaint that GSA's specifications concern-
ing "grade of service" were so deficient as to make perform-
ance impossible,

II, Horthern Telecom Protest

A, Timeliness

Both GSA and Centel arque that NTI's protest is untimely,

NTI states that it received information pursuant to a
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) vrequest on February 21, 1981,
which, coupled with information gleaned from a debriefing held
on February 26, 1981, constitutes the hasis of its protest,
Since its protest was filed within ten yorking days of the
February 26 debriefing, NTI contends that it is timely upder
section 21,2(b)(2) of our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C,F,R,

§ 21,2(h)(2) (1981), Specifically, HTI asserts that durifig’the
course of the dehriefing, it learned that Centel vas proposing
a "satellite configuration" for its telephone system., Accord-
ing to the protester, it is this information which provided
the hasis for its allegations concerning technical deficien-
cles in Centel's proposal,

In this regard, we note that NTI first arqued that it
was not until the dehriefing that it learped Centel had
proposed ythat it termed a "multiple switch configuration,"
GSA and Centel replied by producing written evidence that NTI
actually knew Centel offered a multiple suwitch: ‘configuration
well before the ‘debriefing. NTI then amended its statement and
asserted that wvhat it actuallv learned during the debriefing
was that Centel offered a "satellite configuration,"

As we understand it, NTI uses the:phrase "qatellite con-
figuration" to refer to a system consisting of one or more
centrally located switches tied to a number of peripheral

or "satellite" switches located elsewhere, Such a configura-
tion is only vne possible type of nultiple switch configura-
tion. Thus, NTI's knowledqe prior to the debriefing that Centel
proposed a multiple switch confiquration does not auntomatically
indicate that it also knew of the particular type of confiqu-

ration proposed.

GSA states, however, that NTI received no information dur-
ing the course of the debriefing congerning Centel's proposal,
and has provided affidavits attesting to this from the GSA per-
sonnel present at the debriefing. The agency also asserts that
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Centel did not in fact propose a satellite configuration and
therefore that lTI could not have learned this from the dehrief-
ing, Further, Centel's proposal is considered proprietary and
has not been released by G{A,

Wle helieve:ithese factors, together with HTI's changed
account of what it learned at the debriefing, cast some doubt
on the timelinefss of NTI's contention concerning the technieal
sufficiency of Centel's proposal, However, there is no writtep
record of what actually transpired at the debriefing and neither
3SA nor Centel has produced any objective evidence that HTI knew
or helieved Centel offered a satellite configuration prior to
the debriefing, Under the circumstances, we will treat HNTI's
protest as timely to the extent that it alleges Ceptel's pro-
posal was technically deficient, See Burroughs Corporation,
56 Conmp., Gen, 142 (1976), 76-2 CPD 472,

NTI also argues that GSA erroneously .failed to evaluate
the cost of required systen "augmentations" -+« provisions for
expansion of the systen to meet anticipated future needs --
in its evaluation of Centel's cost proposal, Centel.and GSA
contend that this issue is untimely, They assert that since
the cost evaluation has not heen released t0 the protester,
the allegation is purely eonjectural, and therefore that tine-
lipnass can oply he measurcd from the date upon which NTI
learned of the award to Centel, However, neither party has
shown that Northern Telecom knew of this hasis of protest
prior to the debriefing, and as we have just stated, there
is no record of what transpired at the debriefing.vhen, NTI
alleqges, it learned of its basis of protest. Consequently,
we helieve that the record is not coneclusive on the issue of
timeliness, Where doubt exists as to whan a protester knew
or should bave known of a basis for protest, that doubt is
resolved in favor of the protester. Dictaphone Corporation,
B-196512, Septembher 17, 1980, 80-2 CPD 201, y

“Finally, NTI alleges that Centel's proposal does not
comply with the delivery schedule set forth in the RFP. GSA
and Centel assart that the information on which the protester
relies to support this hasis of protest wvas received on
February 21, 1981, Since this issuc was not ralsed within ten
vorking days thereafter, they argue that it is untimely. Ve
agrea,

While llorthern Telecon argues that its protest is based
on information received pursuvant to the FOIA, coupled with
infornmation gleanecd from the debriefing, the former provides
the sole bhasis for its contention that Centel's proposal does
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not conform to the required delivery schedule, Spncifirally,
NTI relies on two documents, which it alleges are part of
Centel's proposal as accepted hy GHA, to support this alle-
gation, The record shows that these documents -~ "Houston GSA
Job Schedule, Revised Janpuary 3, 1980" and "Installation
Schedule, Revised Januarv 3, 1980" -- were received hy HNTI on
February 21, 1981 pursuant to its FOIA request,

Generally, a protester may reasonahly withhold filing a
protest with this Q0ffice until it has had a dehriefing to
learn why its proposal was not favorably considered for award,
However, where a potential protestér is sufficiently apprised
of a hasls of protest prior, to a debriefing, we will not per-
mit a delay in filing the. protest pending the debriefing,
Nsweqo Package Boiler Companv, Cveclothorm Division, B~194714, 2,
Awgust 6, 1979, 79-2 CPD 84; Infornatics, Inc., R-~188564,
April 18, 1977, 77-1 CPD 272, Consequently, HTI was required
to file its protest on this issue within ten working days of
the receipt of the information on which it is bhased., 4 C,¢#.R,
§ 21,2(b)(2), N?I did not do so and this issue is therefore
untimely,

B, Technical Fvalnation

HTI alleqes that Centel's proposal did not conply vith
a nunber of mandatory specifications set forth in the RFP,
It argues that hecause of these discrepancies, Centel's pro-
posal should have been found technically unacceptable and
therefore ineligibhle for contract award, Southwestern’ Bell
has also nade certain arguments which will be considered in
this portion of the protest because thev are logically inter-
related with those of NTI,

l. 8&ysten "Trahsparehcy"

First, NTI insists that Centel's proposal, vhich NTI
characterizes as a multiple switch systen consisting of a
number of Rolm Corporation I, switches, does not meet RFP
requirements for system "transparency.," NTI helieves that
Centel proposed a systemn which would initially consist of
13 I, switches, and which would later be increased to 19 L
switches to meet expanding needs over the life of the con-
tract. Such a system, NTI savs, cannot provide system
"transparency."

“TPransparency” is a telecommunications/data processing
industry term referring to the ability of a system to perform
a function without the user knowing that it does so. Modern
computer controlled, telecommunications equipment has the
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ability to select and dial lipes without a caller heing avare
of the rout.ing or even the Rell systen assigned dialing number
used, If, for example, different nunbers nust be assigned to
the party called for that party to receive calls of different
types (such as Federal Teleconmunications fiystemn (FTS) callas
and regular connercial calls) or if the user must sometimes
place a call through an operator, the svsten would not be
transparent, A transparent system, NTI contends, is one which
would permit a uniform dialing plan in which a single number
(one comhination of diqits) is sufficient to control the svs-
ten,

NTI's belief that svsten transparency was rvequived is
founded in paragraph T-5023 of _ the RFP which required that:

"Phe installation shall he a £ully inteqrated
systen of trunks, svitching apparatus, tele-
phone instruments, and cable, conforming to
acceptable industry standards,”

Believing that a system canpnot be considered to be fully inte-
grated in accord with acceptable industry standards unless it
pernits a uniform dialing plan, and thus transparency, NTI

arques that such an approach is ippossibhle using Rolm L switches,
at leaast for the Houston Aarea,

NTI's conclusion is based on a nunber of assumptions, It
assunes, in the firat place, that in addition to using Rolm
L swvitches, the system conforns to Roln's standard practice
manual, NTI assunes that Centel proposed to use the Rolm Auto-
matic Hunher Nialing (AND) Plan, employing a seven digit code,
and that certain initial digits wvere resecrved as vrequired hy
the RFP (0, 7, 8 and 9 which are used to select "operator,"
intercity trunk, FTS and conmercial Rell system lines, respec-
tively) or in accordance with standard Rolpn practice (1, which
is assigned special functions). Assuming that a portion of the
code will he assigned to main stations (principal numbers) and
the remainder to individual stations (lines sharing a principal
nunher), vhich cannot begin with anv of the reserved codes, HNTI
attenpts to show there are not enough possihle conbina-
tions to uniquelv identify both main stations and indi-
vidual stations.

Vle do not find NTI's argument to have nerit,

First, as GSA contends, the RFP lanqguaqge on which NTI
relies does not require transparency. By "fully inteqrated
systen," GSA savs it meant that vendors were to propose a con-
pleta system conmposed of equipment which was fully compatible
with all systen conponents, as well as with the tariffed car-
rier's {Bell svsten) equipnent with which it would he con-

nected. Ve aqraen with G8A that the RFP requirement for a fully
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integrated systen does not necessarily require transparency,
and our exanination of the RFP discloses no other provision
which reasonably could be construed to do so,

. The ﬁolicitation reqquired use of "dial repeating tie
lines" to permit direct in-dial (DID) and direct out-dial
(POD) calls without operator assistance, However, this
requirement refers to the abhility of the system to connect
with outside commercial lines rather than to how it processes .
internal calls,

. Horeover, ve find no merit to NTI's contention that the
Rolm equipnent used cannot process calls using a uniform dial-
ing plan, Our Office has examined, at NTI's request, the tech-
nical materials which GSA and Centel have submitted regarding
the Centel proposal, Without discussing the Centel proposal
(vhich Centel and GSA maintain is proprietary) in detail, we
poeint out that HTI's position is not supported by the record,
which instead indicates. that some of the assumptions on which
its argument is bhased are.in error, The system Centel proposed
has a uniform dialing plan, It pernits each individual station
to he designated hy assiqning and dialing a unique multi-diqit
number and permnits DID and DON calls to he dialed directly,

2, Traffic Handling Capability

. NTI further contends that it is impossihle fhrough the
uge of 13 Roln L switches to handle the telephone traffic
anticipated by the RFP, This view, in which Southwastern Bell
joins, is likewise founded on nisconceptions regarding the
Centel proposal,

f The arguncnt advanced by NTY and Southweatern nell in
this respect reflects their belief that Centel proposed a
satellite systemn, as a result of which all direct—dial trunk
lines must emapate from and pass through the principal Houston
CRX site (referred to as "Rusk Street"), Because NTI does not
believe Rolm LCRY-equipnent can be wired together to perforn
the required switching at Rusk Street, UTI alleqges. that the
RFF requirement for direct-dial commercial access from all
stationa (by dialing "9") cannot he met by a satellite

“angement. Further, both NTI and Southwestern Bell argue,
such a system imposes traffic handling demands on the equip-
ment to he installed at Rusk Street which far exceed the
traffic originating at Rusk Street itself. Taking into account
all trunk line traffic which would have to bz processed, the
protesters estimate that the total traffic handled would be
three or nore times the traffic handling capability of a Rolm
IJCBX [

-
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The proteaterﬁ heliave that the Ruak Street equipnent
consists of one "main switch" copmprised of two Rolm LCRXs.
The traffic recquirenents of the RFP sinply cannot he iet,
they contend, hy these two "tandem" or interconnected Rolm
LCAX's, Further, they believe that any attenrt to couple
more than two LCRXs would create insurnountahle technioal
difficulties, While Rolm has beep developing a larger capacity
CAX, known as a VLCBEYX,.-the protesters avque it could not have
been offered bhecause it would not meet an RFP requirement
limiting proposals to equipment which was fully operational
and in service, As we have just indicated, the protestevrs'
argupnent that it is necessary to combine multiple VL or LCBXs
is based on their assumption that all of the trunk-lines must
pass through the Rusk Street switch,

Centel naintaina that NTI and Southvestern Bell have over-
estimated (by double counting) the amount of switching capacity
required bhecauge they count trunks and main stations separately
and add the results, If traffic is not cdouble counted, Centel
maintains, a system built around the Rolm LCRBX would be able
to meet the specification traffic requirements.

fle- £ind the proteatera' position to be withouL merit, With-
out going into any detail regarding the aysten proposed in
Centel's hest and final offer, our examination of its proposal
confirms GSA's position that: (a) the Rolm VICBX was not pro-
posed but (b) the system which:was proposed appears to meet
the traffic handling and direct-dial trunk requirenents of
the RFP, The record hefore us indicates that the protests are
based on an incorrect and incomplete understanding of the
proposed systen,

UTI also argues that the requirennnt for NOD trunks not
only requires that the trunks pass through the Rusk Street
CBXs, as discussed ahove, hut that bhecause they do, a user
served by a CRX not :‘located at Rusgk Street cannot have "direct
access" througl) a pON trunk since his call would have to he
procassed at Rusk Street hefore a connection is completed,

The phrasce "direct access" is introduced by NTI and does not
appear in the RFP requirement.,

If by "direct accens" NTI means to suggest that the RFP
required that each station be furnished with a dedicated out-
side line, i.0., a line which would be available only to that
station, wve Eind no support for this position in the solic-
itation. 0On the contrary, the estimated quantity of DOD lines
specified in the solicitation falls far short of the number
vhich would be required if each station were to he given a
dedicated line,
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- Rather, the RFP seeks to define an adequate level of
direct outside access ipn functiopal, K terms by specifying a
minimum acceptable quality of service, How this requirement
was to be met was left to the contractor, reflecting the
fact that processing within each proposed system would vary
from one offeror's proposeqd system architecture and equipment
to another's, Whether Centel proposed to connect stations
through one or more CBXs, or whether the CBXs were 1n fact
connected by dial repeating tie lines as NTI believes, is
immaterial, since the functional level of service required
is to be met regardless of the equipment. confiquration pro-
posed and doas not depend on whether NTI views the routing
of the call aa "direct" or "indirect." NTI's argument in
this respect is without merit,

Further, we note that the protesters' contentions regard-
ing traffic handling capabilities of the Rolm equipment reflects
a misconception on their part concerning the quality of the
service to be provided. In this connection, Southwestern Bell
asserts that the RFP mandated so-called "P,0l service,"

P.0l service requires a system designed to assure that all
but one percent of calls will be completed during an average
busy hour. P.02 service, by comparison, requires a 98 percent
completion rate,

Regarding the quality of service required, the RFP
stated that:

"The -system shall provide sufficient cross-~
office switching and voice channels between
lines and trunks to provide as a minimum of
grade of service during the average busy
hours as follows: * * ¥

Type of Connection Grade of
Service Required

TepmihﬁEihg Calls
(Trunk-to-subscriber

or trunk-to-trunk) P.01
Originating calls P.0l
(suhsceriber-to-trunk) (after dial tone)
Intraoffice calls pP.01
(Ssubscriber-to-subscriber) . (after dial tone)
Dial tone connection Not more than 1.5
(Subscriber-to-dial percent busy-hour
tone source) calls delayed over

three seconds"
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Southvestern Rell) naintains that this provision required
P,0} service for any call directed outside, into, or between
stations within the systen., Any other interpretation, 8nuth-
western Rell insists, would require a tortured reading of
the provision just quoted,

GSA_says that HSouthvestern Rell has misinterpreted the
specifications, According to GSA, the provision refers to
the conditions specified for the switches, i.e., there nust
be sufficient awitching and voice channel capability between
lipnes and trunks to permit P,N1l service at the switch, The
P,01 service requirement did not extend beyond the switch,
GSA says, It insists Southvestern Rell should have known this
since the estimated number of trunks ligted in the RFP tables
were sufficient only to allow P,02 service,

our reviev of the record indicates that Southwestern. Bell
knew or should have known of GSA's interpretation of. the level
of service requivenent, In a lettey dated July 10, 1980, South-
western RBell wrote to the contracting officer recommending that
the;estimated trunk line requirepents he increased, Specifically,
HSouthwestern Rrll recomnended that the number of DID trunks for
Houston he increased from 82 to 184 and that the 82 POp trunks
he increased to 148, levels which Southwestern Rell indicates
in its protest would be necessary to assure full P,01 service,
Southwestern Bell further noted in its letter to GSA that the
Houstaon faclilities were at that tine served by 180 DID and 125
DOD trunks,

In response, GSA issuved Amendnent & to the RFP, increasing
the number of trunks to 150 DID and 115 DOD trunks, The amender
number of projected trunks, however, did not equal Southwestern
Bell's calculated requirements for P,01 service, This cleakrly
placed Southwestern Bell on notice that GSA did not agree with
its interpretation and that the trunking requirements were not
estahlished at a P,01 level, To the extent, therefore, that
Southvestern Bell views Centel's proposal as technically unac-
ceptable hecause it does not include the number of trunks
required for P,01 service, Southwesntern BRell's position is mis-

founded.

Regarding GSA's projected expanded long term needs, we note
in passing that the protesters' belief that GSA onlv evaluated
Centel's abhility to mect initial requirenents is also unfounded,
Centel's systen appears to be desiqgned to permit future needs
to he net.
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3, Systen Management Capabilities

Finally, NT1 raises several technical insuves alleging that
Centel failed to provide capabilities required by the RFP
related to management of the installed systen., NTI argues that
recordipng of data vegarding toll calls (sSo called "call detail
recording”) w¢s required to he done at a central location in
each city served, but that Centel's satellite system cannot do
so because control is distributed among several Ch¥s, 8imilarly,
NTI says, data which is to be compiled regarding traffic apd
usage cannot be computed at one central (Houston).location,
which NTI atates was required, NTI also states ithat the Centel
systen, as it understands it, capnot provide attendants’
(operators') consoles with full access to the system including
an "attendant-only executive right of way" to verify the con-
dition of station lines and circuit groups and to override
conversations in progress. Nor can it permit routing of calls
dialed for out-of-service numbers to an operator or recorded
messaqge,

NTI's kelief that these systems mapagement functions
cannot he performed is based in part on a misreacding of the
specifications and in part on its failure to recognize that
management of a distributed or satellite system can be cen-
trally controlled if the centrally located attendant has
access to all of the remotely located equipment making up
the systen,

With respect to call detail recording, UHTI arques that it
wvas required at a central location in each city because the
RFP provided that:

"Station identification may be. acconplished
at ecach individual location, (Galveston,
Beaunont, and Jlouston) or at the centralized
location in Houston* * *,"

Concerning usage data, NTI says the solicitation required
that traffic and usage data bhe compiled at the main PARX site
in Houston, In this connection, tha RFP provided that "the main
PABX at Houston shall be equipped to provide traffic data on
nriginating, terminating, and intrasystem usage."

Centel argnes that NTI's construction of the solicitation
requirements is wrong -- that "locations" in the first provi-
sion cquoted abhove refers to each CBX, not to each city -- and
that traffic usage data need not he collected for individual
stations at a central location,
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. Wle agree with GSA and Centel that since the RFP encour-
aged offerors to meet the Government's functional . requirements
through tho submission of 1nnovative system designs, it makes
little sense to interpret, that same RFP to. impose .constraints
on innovation which are unrelated to the Government's actual
needs. As Centel suggests,. a computer record can be compiled
of _calls or usage "at" a location by comparing records made
"hyt separate albeit not collocated equipment through which
such calls will pass, Thus, a system such as the’ proteeters
believe was proposed can produce records of the type NTI
helieves were needed, i.e., traffic usage and station usage
data can be compiled. ~Therefore, we helieve that NTI's com-
plaint that such systems are inherently nonconforming is
without merit. .

. We also £ind nho merit to NTI's argument that other system
manaqenent functions cannot be provided because this would be
inherently 1mp0551b1e in a-.system consisting of a number of
CBXs distributed in a satellite arrangenent., Even if NTI's
assumptions regarding the system proposed by Cenfel are correct,
the system could be centrally managed by providing the operator
with a means of addressing inquiries to and intercepting lines
at the individual distributed CBXs.

. Again, we have examined the record with respect Lo NTI's
allegations., Without discussing here the methods proposed to
meet the requirements, we find that Centel did offer a system
which GSA reasonably could have concluded met the requirements
questioned by NTI.

C. Cost FvaluEEioh

. NTX asserts that GSA failed to. conSLder ‘costs related to
proaected system expansion (referred to by MTI.as "augmenta-
tion") in evalllating Centel's cost proposal. GSA.denies this,
and has supplied a copy of the Centel cost evaluation done by
use of its Bid Analysis and Reporting System (BARS). (DBARS is
a conpluter program used bv GS8A's Automated Data and Telecom-
munications Service to evaluaLe the discounted cash flow of
offerors' price proposals in long term contracts.,) We have
examined this document; which appears to have takén into
account planned expansion of the system, and find no merit to
NTi's contention in this regard.

D. Proposal Prebaration Costs

NTI also wequests reimbursement for the costs of preparing
its proposal. In view of our conclusions above, we find no basis
on vwhich to sustain this claim. See Bell & Hovell Corporation,
B-lQGlGS, JUlY 20, 1981' 11-2 CPD 49,
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I1I. Southwestern Bell Protest

A, Adequacy of Cost Evaluation

l. Timeliness

Southwestern Dell alleges that the contract award was
improper because it vas not nade on the basis of total least
cost.

Both Centel and GSA contend that the protester knew of
this basis of protest when it was notified on December 9, 1980
that award had been made to Centel. Since Southwestern Beli's
protest in this regard was not filed until Decemher 29, 1980,
they argue that it is untimely,

The precise basis of protest as set forth by Southwestern
on December 29 is as follows:
,fl-

F

"[T]ne contract was not awqpﬁed on. the basis of
(T) he. contracting officer Failed to take into
consideration appropriate expenditures. that will
result to the contracting agency by award of the
conhract to Centel. Commiinications Company. These
expendltures include, but are not limited. to,.
appropriate costs for conduit and nquipnent facil~
ities, environmental condltloning and ‘other.:serv-
ices needed in addition to any equipment qupplied
directly from interconnect vendors which should
be Ffactored into determining least cost to the
foderal government., The [cost evaluation]* * *
further fails to take into consideration addi-
tional administrative expenses that can reason-
ably be projected to result from the awarding of
the contract to Centel Communications Company."

Southwestern Bell contends that this basis of protest
did not arise until it received certain information con-
carning the cost evaluation on December 17 and 19, 1980,
pursuant to an FOIA request, and that its protest is timely
since it was filed within ten working days thereafter. fle
agree.,

. Althcuqh it may be, as G8A and 'Centel assert, that South-
western Bell knew what costs should have been taken into
account upon learning that award had been made to Centel,
nothing indicates it had reason at that time to conclude that
any such costs had not in fact been properly cevaluated. Further,
vhile GSA arques that if anything, the FOIA response inforned
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Southweqtern Bell that all appropriate costs had been eval-
uated as required, we view such an argunent as going to the
merits rather than the timeliness of Southwestern Bell's pro-
test, Vle do not believe it has been shown that Southwestern
Bell knew of this basis of protest prior to receipt of the
FOIA response.

‘In.its protest of March 24, 1081, hesides raising several
new" ibsue Solithwestern Bell expandad upon its contentions
regarding the adequacy of the .cost evaluation. This aqppct of
Southvestern Bell's protest was further amplified in‘its com-
ments-on the agency report, and also in its post conference
comnents. On each‘of these occasions, Southwestern Bell's
ohjections Lo the cost evaluation vere made nore specific.

GSA and Centel contend that these additional points are new
and independent bases of protest which are untimely filed,

_As ‘a general. rule, we have viewed the question of the
‘tineliness of specific hases of protest raised after the f£il-
ing of -a. timely initial general profest to revolve around the
relat1onshin the later- raised: bascs bear to the initial pro-
test.. Wthere. the later bases have, presented neis’ and indepen-
dent -grounds for protest, we-have considered.that they nust
1ndopendent1v5qatisfv the timeliness requirenents of our Bid
Protest Procediires. Converselv, where the later bases of pro-
test have merely. provided additional:support for an earlier
timely raised objection, we have ‘considered these additional
arquments. Annapolis Tennis hinitod Partnership, B-189%71,
June 5, 1978, 708-1 CpD 412, aff'd, July 11, 1978, 78-2 CPD 28.

- In- this caso, the fundamental objection to the:cost eval-
vation initially raised by Southvestern Bell was that the con-
tract-was not' atvarded on the. hasis of. total least cost hecause
GSA-failed to properly evaluate a nimber of cost_ factors. Some
of these factors. we¥e sct forth by example,. but it was made
clear that the protest was not_ .limited to those_specific factors.
In this regard, we note that GSA had released ‘only a linited
amouint of information concerning the cost evaluation to.South-
western Bell, and. had refused to disclose the actual cost eval-
vation made of Centel's proposal. Under these circumstances, wve
do not believe that Southwestern Bell's additional objections
can be regarded as entirely separate from iis initial statement
of protest., Rather, we believe that they are in the nature of
additional support for its timely raised objection that award
vvas not nade on the hasis of total least cost, including all
factors.

Nevertheless, we believe it is appropriate to emphasize
at this point that our nBid Protest Procedures do not contem~
plate piccemeal development of protest issues. Therefore, pro-
testors should assert and suhstantiate all of their ¢rounds
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of protest as promptly as possible and a failure to do so may
result in portions of a protest being found untinely. See,
e,q., BEducational Media:Division, Inc., B~193501, March 27,

79-1 CBD 204; Radix 1, B-186909, February 8, 1977, 77-1
CPD 94. In addition, even where a protester's subsequent objec-
tions are considered timely, the time required for deve.oping
these issues inevitably delays the ultimate resolution of the
protest,

2. MNMerits

a. OPX Mileage Charges

Southwestprn Bell: asserts that GSA 1mproperly failed to
evaluate so-called "scattered site OPX nileage charges."t"OPx"
refers to an of f-premise extension, iie., a telephone station
located away . from the facility Where the controlling switch
(CBX) is-located.or housed., Since whether a station is an OPX
or not depends upon where its controlling switch (conputnr .
branch-exchange or CBX) is located, the number of OPXs- depended
upon vhere an offeror .proposed to: place his ChXs. GSA evaluated
the charges it would iqcur for these off-premise eXtension lines
where stations were treated as OPXs by some offerors but were
collocated with a CRBX by others. Thus the term "scattered site
OPX" refers to a station which was treated as an off-prenlse
extension hy all offerors.

CSA squ it decided not to . evaluate these rharges for
several reasons: 1) the. differenco in prices evaluﬁted with-
out. these charges was not.prejudicial to any offerer since all
offerors would be afifected; 2) the offices where tliese phones
would be provided are generally under short-term lease and thus
subject to frequent relocation, making any evalution of them
speculative, and 3) evaluation of such charges would require
that GSA interpret and verifv routing, types of circuit used
and distance neasuroﬂ in airline miles -~ all based on infor-

mation which is available only from the tariffed carrier.

_ Hoviever, as Southwoqtorn Bell points out, the effect nf
GSA's decision to ignore scattered site OPX charges was ko
disregard the potential . oost advantage which could be gained
by using the Southwestern Rell proposed CentreX Svsten. Fxcept
for chnrgeq for connections between two or more of the tariffed
carrier's offices, no OPX charges are incurred using Centrex
because all station circuits are served directly from such

of fices,

e agree with Southwtestern Bell that these charges should
have been evaluated. In this connection, the RFP provided that:
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"In-house costs such as site preparation,
environmental requirements, and any adjust-
ments necessary to achieve true compara-
bility, will be included in the evaluation
to determine total systems cost to the
Governnent, "

We believe the OPX nileage charges .can reaqonably he. con-
sidered to be a necesSary adjustment to the proposed prices .
if the evaluated prices are to be considered comparabhle. Where
an agencv nakes it clear that its evaluation will be based on
an analysis of expected systenm life cycle costs without quali-
fication, offerors may reasonably expect that all determinable
clements of cost will he taken into account. Information Inter-
national, Inc., 59 Comp. Gen. 640 (1980), 80-2 CPD 100, aff'd
sub, nom. B-191013, Octoher 7, 1980, 80-2 CPDh 246.

Moreover, in the course of preproposal questions, GSA was
asked, and responded, as follows:

"O: How do we price in OPX services?"
"A: GSA wvill make necessary adjustment for OPX's, * * *#

Nowhere did GSA advise offerors that it would not make adjust-
ments to reflect cost differences attributable to scattered
site OP¥Xs.

It has not been qhown, however, that GuA'S failure to
compute scattered site OPX-charges was prejud1c1al. In this
regard, we have exanined Southwestern Rell's and GSA's com-
putations. and data concerning what such charges should be.

GSA's conclusionq are based on an examination of the impact

of scattered site OPX costs for OPXs listed in the RFP. PRasecd

on this, 08A computed the expected correction to Centel's systen
cost at $249,256,56., Southwestern Bell, however, computed a

cost of S$1,215,549,72,

Southwestern Bell's computation is not hased on the sane
set of sites and data used hy GSA., Rather, it is based on what
Southvestern Bell claims is a highly detailed technical and
econonic audit of GHA's systen recquirenents. Southwestevn hell
has not presented the work papers used in conducting this
"audit," but has contented itself with relying on the conclusions

reached.

Souvthitestern ‘Bell admits that it vould not bn entitled to
clain the full benefit of the $1,215,549,72 since there would
be a charge for lines between its offices, but contends it
shottld have received a credit of $748,558.80, Discounted to
corrent value as required by the RFP, this would represent a
difference in the evaluation of about §410,000,
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In rebuttal, GSA disputes the accuracy of this figure.
According to GSA, Southvestern Bell made several apparent
errors in its calculations so that even if the data on
whlich Southwestern Bell hased its conclusions was correct,
the total should be $301,261.58 at present value,

#_ We_do not- find. it neceesay to resclve the differences
reflected in these- fiqures. Whether the adjustment should have
amounted . to $250,000," $300,000 or even .$400,000, a substantial
difference would remain hetween the cost of contracting with
Centel and Southwestern Bell. To show prejudice, therefore,
Southwestern Bell would have to demonstrate that GSA made addi-
tional errors which cumulatively would overcome the remaining
difference. As will bhe seen, Southwestern Bell has not made such
a showing.

b, Condait

L qouthwestern Bell argues that GSA failed to’ take into _
account costs associated with the installation of new conduit,
which the ‘protester helieves would be’ necessary to support the
Centel system. Southwestern Bell recognlzes that the existing
condiiit belongs to the Government, hut points olit that 'the
existing cables largely occupy the space:presently available,
and that those cables belong to Southweqtern Bell. According
to Southwestern Bell,.it would be necessary to-provide addi-
tional conduit in order to maintain continuous service during
transition from its system to Centel's systen,. Mcreover, South-
western Bell argues that all of the eXisting condiiit will not
be available once its own service terminates because it will
continue to serve some Government installations in the Houston
area with lines running through the existing conduit, and
because it may in some instances prove impossibhle to remove
deteriorated cable.

o Thun, Southwestern Bell believes lhat GSA sholild have
adjusted Centel's evalilated cost by $186,201. Southvestern Rell
argues that GSA may have to "core drill" walls and floors ta
lay conduit, remove and reinstall carpet in the affected area,
and patch holes through walls and floors. Only $22,481 of the
$186,201 total represents the cost of the dddltlonal conduit
Southwestern Bell believes will be needed.

GSA and Centel point out that Centel wvas reqiired in its
proposal to indicate whether any new conduit would be needed

in order to accommodate its system. While GSA would have con-
sidered londuit related costs had Centel indicated that addi-
tional conduit would he required, Centel did not believe that
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it would be, and thus did not indicate such a need in its pro-
posal. GSA believes and Centel acknowledges, that based on its
representation, Centel would be liable for the cost of instal-~
ling additional conduit if any is ultimately required.

We see no reason to question GSA's evaluation of Centel 8
proposal in this regard. While it is possible, as Southwestern
Bell arques, that some portion of the existing conduit may not
be usable, there is nothing in the record before. us to indicate
that a substanktial portion of the conduit would not remain
available. As indicated earlier, Southwestern Bell's protest
is based on a mistaken understanding of the Centel proposal,
as well as of the quality of service and number of lines GSA
required. Under the circunstances, we cannot conclude that GSA
acted unreasonably by not including the expense of additional
conduit in its evaluation of Centel's cost proposal.

c. System Administration and Travel Expenses

Southwestern Bell alleges that an additional $255,000
should be added to Centel's price proposal to cover system
administration expenses. It also argues that $276,000 should
be added for travel expensea.

~ GSA states that it did not include ‘any administrative
costs in the evaluation since there is no evidence that these
costs vary significantly between offerors. Specifically, GSA
states that a program-wide determinatlon has been made that
there are no known quantifiable differences in the cost of con-
tract administration between the tariffed carrier (in this case,
Southwestern Bell) and an interconnect company, sUch as Centel.

As GSA and Centel point out, the protester hae provided
no factual support for its assertions that additional adminis-
trative and travel expenses will be incurred as the result of
award to Centel. The record contains only Southwestern Bell's
bare statement that "past history will establish the need for
contract administration on a contract of this type with other
than the common carrier (which carries the burden of adminis-
tration)." No evidence to demonstrate that this is so has been
presented, and no rationale of any sort has been provided to
justify the addition of $276,000 in travel expenses to Centel's
offer. Further, nothing apparent from the record. supplies any
justification for such increases. Under these circumstances,
we must coneclude that the protester has not met the burden of
,affirmatiVely proving its case. See Bell & Howell Corporation;
Realist, Inc., B-193301, Feburary 6, 1979, 79-1 CPD B2.
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d. Flonr Sgace and Agency Relocation Costs

The protester questions whether GSA properly evaluated
the relative floor.space requirements for each offeror's
equipment and whether the evaluation included a.considera-
tion of interim ‘space. requirements before cutover of the new
system (when space will be needed for both the existing in-
sta)lation and the temporary Centel installation). South-.
western Bell also contends that at least one Government agency
is being forced .to move to make room for the Centel system and
that the costs associated with this move and any other forced
relocations should.have been included in the evaluation of
Centel's proposal.’ Further, the protester suggests that since
GSA apparently knew neither the cost nor the nature of this
relocation at the time of award, it could not properly have
evaluated the ultimate costs of Centel's proposal.

.. GSA states that it did take relative floor space require-
ments into account for each offeror and. that, at least in
Centel's case, they were based on the offeror's: estinates,
which were supported by the equipment manufacturer's technical
literature. The cost evaluation documents. for Centel's proposal
contained in the record support this position, and also show
that the actual amount which GSA took into account for Centel's
floor space rejuirements is greater than Southwestern Bell's
estimates of what those costs should be. Consequently, we find
no merit to Southwestern Bell's contentions in this regard.

With ;espect to interim space requirenents, it is not- olear
from the record whether such-costs were in fact evaluated. How-
ever,. the period of time during which both the existing system
and thes new system will be in place prior to cutover should be
relatively short, and we believe that the costs associated with
it would be negligible. In view of the price difference between
Southwestern Bell's and Centel's proposals, we conclude that
Southwestern Bell could not have been prejudiced even if these
costs should have been, but were not, taken into consideration.

. GSA did not evaluate the costs associated with relooating
agencies, apparently because it had no reason to believe that
any agencies would be required to move in order to make poom
for Centel's system. GSA states, and oouthwestern Bell acknowl-
than the existing one. while GSA reoognized that additional
space would be needed at one location, it had been informed in
the late summer of 1980 that a current occupant -~ the FBI ~-
was planning to vacate space which was adjacent to the existing
telephone system. This space was considered by GSA as ideal for
its purposes. After the contract had been awarded, however,

GSA learned that the FBI's planned move had been canceled.



B-200523,.3; B-200523.4; B-200523.5 21

Space for the necessary equipment will now be made available
by a reduction in space required by one agency and the move
of six personnel from another agency to a new locatior,

. It is apparent that at the time the contract was awarded,
GSA believed that there would be no need for any agencies to
relocate in order to make room for Centel's.equipnent in light
of the planned move by the FBI. (Although Southwestern BRell
asserts that this move was not voluntary, hut rather was being
forced by GSA, there is no support for this in the record.)
Therefore, we cannot conclude that GSA's failure to include
these costs in its evaluation of Centel's proposal was unrea-
sonable,.

e. System Insurance '

~ since Soiuthvestern Bell offered a lease plan, but award
was made on a lease with option to purchase bhasis, the pro-
tester argues .that GSA's evaluation of Centel's price proposal
should have included the cost of insuring its system after the
option to purchase is exercised. GSA responds that the Govern-
ment is a self-insurer, and therefore generally does not attempt
to quantify such costs for inclusion in a cost or price evalu-
ation,

e “have held that the costs Of GOVanment gelf-insurance
of purchased equipment are too indefinite and; specttlative to
be used as an evalualion Eactor in comparing offers of leases
and purchases. General Telephone Company of (lalifornia,
B-190142, Februarv 22, 1978, 78-1 CPD 148. Therefore, South-
western Bell's contention that these costs should have heen
included in the evaluation of Centel's proposal is without merit.

f. Other Alleged Errors

Southwestern Bell contends that several additional errors
were nade in conputing the costs associated with Centel's pro-
posal. Ve find these contentions to be without merit, and sum-

marily dispose of thenm,

 Pirst,. SoULhWeatern Bell alleges that fhe cost of trunk
lines was understated. . The correction suggested by South-
western Bell is based on the difference between the number of
trunks requived for P.01l Service (184 DID and 148 DOD lines)
and the level of service supported by the trunk line estimates
which GSA included in the RFP as anended. Since Southwestern
Bell's contention regarding the level of service required has
already heen rejected, this adjustment would be inappropriate.
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Southwestern Bell) also says GSA underestimated tie line
‘costs, particularly the cost which would be incurred in
establishing tie lines between the Rusk and Murwith Street
CBXs in Houston. According to Southwestern Bell, such lines
would cost 83 percent more than GSA allowed and would account
for an adjustment of approximately $179,000 in current dollars.

GSA states thatnit computed the cost of these: lines using
data furnished 1nitid11y by Southvestern Bell and-argues that
Southwestern Bell has not explained the basis for the" discrep-
pancy between the data it furnished earlier and the data it
now argues is correct. We agree with GSA that Southwestern
Bell has not furnished.sufficient detail. to establish that
GSA's figures were incorrect. See C. L. Systems, Inc., B- 197123,
June 30, 1980, 80-1 CPD 448. To the extent, moreover, that GSA
is correct in believing that the discrepancy is in the data
provided by Southwestern Blell as the tariffed carrier, South-
western Bell should not be heard to complain of the resulting
evaluation.

- In addlficn, the protester asserts that certain other
items either should ‘have been evaluated and were not, or were
erroneously evaluated. lione of these items is sufficient
either alone or cumulatively with the others (taking into
account amounts for scattered site OPX mileage charges and
interim space requlrements) to have closed the gap between
Southwestern Bell's and Centel's prices. Consequently, we do
not find it necessary to con51der these matters further.

Flnally, the proteeter asks that we review_ all theAgost
information relating to on-=site préparation costs, environ-
mental costs (siich as air.conditioning and power) and_applica-
ble tUriff charges to insure that these items were prcperly
evaluated. If the protester is suggesting that we conduct an
independent investigation of this matter, we note that it is
not our practice to conduct investigations. pursuant to olr bid
protest function for the purpose of exploring the validity of
a_protester's susp icions. See Alaska -Associates, Inci, B-~196360,
Pebruary 20, 1980, 80-1 .CPD 149, Although we recognize that GSA
has refused to release the actual cost evaluation documents to
the protester, our review of the record reveals nothing to sug-
gest that any of the spdcificd factors were improperly evaluated,
and we find nothing in the record which would warrant conducting

an investigation as part of our consideration of this protest.

B. Other Isstues

1. Technical Acceptability of Centel's Proposal
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‘Southwestern Bell alleges that Centel's proposal does
not conform to a number of specified RFP technical require-
nents. These issues were not raised, however, until the
protester filed its comments on the agency report. As a con-
sequence, hoth GSA and Centel contend that they are untimely.

7:Southwestern Bell arques Lhat the confornity of Centel's
proposal - to the RFP specifications is an issue raised in a
timely manner by NTI and that the points it raises are only
further developnents of this issue. The protester does not
assert any independent grounds for the timeliness of these
allegations, nor are any apparent.

_ As our diacussion of NTI's protest indicates, NTI. alleqed
that Centel's. proposal did not comply with several specific
solicitation: provisions. Southwestern Bell is clearly ‘an inter-
ested party to that protest, and as such, its arguments-in sup-
port of those issues which have been timely raised by NTI are
entitled to full consideration by this Office. See Educational
Projects, Inc., 56 Comp. Gen. 381 (1977), 77-1 CpPD 151, Ve
took these arguments into account in our consideration of UTI's

protest, supra.

. 'To the extent, however, that qOuthwnstern Bell S allegaw
tions differ from the specific issues raised by NTI, they.
must independently meet the ‘timeliness requirements- of out
Bid Protest Procedures. ‘See Florida Telecom, Inc., B-°00430 2,
October 28, 1981, 81~-2 CPD 352, Consequently, wve consider such
allegations untimely. Fuither, the fact that NTI's protest
includes a general allegation that Centel's proposal is techni-
cally unacceptable provides no support for the timeliness of
Southwestern Bell's more specific allegations. See Illinois Bell
Telephone Company, B-202238, Octoher 20, 1981, 61 Comp. Gen.
—___, 81=2°Cpb 320.

2. P.01 Crade of Service

In its proLest filed. here on March 24, 1981 (more than
three months after contract avard), Southwestern Bell alleged
that while the RFP requivred a P.01 grade of service to be
furnished by the new telephone system, the number of trunk lines
specified in the RFP would not support this grade of service.
This, Southwestern Bell contended, raised "the specter of impos-
sibility of performance.,”

To the extent that this allegation may be viewed as ques-
tioning the traffic handling capability of Centel's system, or
GS8A's application and interpretation of the RFP specifications
in that regard, it has been addressed in our discussion of
NTI's protest, supra, Howvever, insofar as it may relate to an
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alleged defect in the RFP, it is untimely since our Bid Protest
Procedures retquire that protests bhased upon alleged solicitation
improprieties be filed prior to bid opening or the closing date
for receipt of proposals. 4 C.F.R. § 21.2(b)(1).

3. Discussions After Receipt of Best And
Final Offers

, In its .comments on the. agency report, Southwestern Bell
for the first time alleged that GSA improperly held discussions

after receipt of hest and final offers (BAFOs). The basis for
this contention is a "reconciliation" process lnitiated by

GSA on Augiust 18, 1980, approximately two weeks after BAFOs
were submitted. At that time, offerors vere requested to verify
the raw cost and present value totals used in evaluating their
cost proposals, as well as the adjustments made to their cost
proposals in order to achieve conparabllity.

In response to GSA's reconclliation request, Southwestern
Bell suggested that certain errors were made in the evaluation
representatives, GSA conclided that some prices clearly dis-
cernible from the applicable tariff (which is the price GSA
must accept from the tariffed carrier) were incorrectly
applied, Consequently, certain corrections viere made to
Southwestern nell's cost evaluation.

Southwestern Bell contends that this reconciliation ‘pro-
cess constituted discussions since it was permitted to nodify
its cost proposal as a result, and that clearly a similar
opportunity would have been provided to Centel. GSA respouds
that the reconciliation process does not allow for changes
to any offers, but rather simply provides for corrections or
clarifications of the BARS entries so that the analysis con-
forms to the actual offer. GSA also states that no other
offeror requested changes in its BARS results and none wvas
made.

Lo Purther, GSA and Centel aque that the issue is untimely.
They. contend that this basis of protest was: known to South-
western Bell in August 1980 when it met with GSA to discuss
its BARS evaluation. We agree. As a participant in these
allegedly improper post BAFO discussions, Southvestern Bell was
clearly avare at that time of the very facts upon which this
allegation is based. Our procedures do not afford it the oppor-
tunity for participating in allegedly improper discussions,
and then nonths later, upon learning that award has been made
to another firm, filing a protest against the propriety of
theose discussions. See EG&G_Incorporated, B-182566, April 10,

1975, 75-1 CpPn 221.
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We note, nonetheless, that we find it difficult to under-
stand how Southwestern Rell could have been prejudiced by a
procedure under which all offerors were given an opportunity
to correct the Government®s evaluation of their cost proposals
and onlyv the protester took advantage of the opportunity.

4., Post-Award Contract Changes

?@Southwestorn Bell argues that within one week of contract
award, such substantial changes were made to the specificationq
that the competition on vhich the contract was awvarded has.been
distorted. The:basis for this allegation is a memorandum dated
December 12, 1980 which details potential changes in the loca-
tions and number of personnel to be served hy the new telephone
system. Southwestern Bell argues that these changes rapresent
a radlcal modification of GSA's requirements, which in turn will
require siubstantial revision of Centel's system design, with a
significant inmpact on cost.

Centel argues that this alleqation is untimely ‘raised
hecause Sounthwestern Bell admits that it received the informa-
tion on vhich it is based (the Decemher 12, 1980 nemorandum)
on March 26, 1981, but did not raise the issue until it submit-
ted its comments on the agency report on July 10, 1981,

V_,uouthwestern Rell contends that this matter waq first
raispd in its submission of March 20, 1981. However, our
examination of that doctment reveals that Southwvestern Bell
simply alleged "on information and belief" (it had not yet even
received the December 12, 1980 memorandum) that one agency vas
being required to move to make room for Centel's system and that
this demonstrated GSA's failure to take all appropriate costs
into account in evaluating Centel's proposal. Mo mention was made
of any planned specification changes which would recuire changes
to Centel's system design and thereby invalidate the competition

which was held.

. our review of the record reveals that Southvestern Bell
first addressed the various changes in location- and number of
petrsonnel reflected in the Decembher 12 memorandum, and their.
alleged impact on the competition for this contvact, in a letter
received in this Office on April 17, 1981, Since our Bid Protest
Procedures at 4 CiF,R, § 21.2(b)(2) require that protests such
as this be filed within ten working days after the basis of pro-
test is known or should have been known, and since the protester
received the Decenber 12 memorandum on March 26, 1981, we nust
conclude that this issue is untimely.
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- We do note that Southwestern Bell also attempts to‘}_
ground the timeliness of this allegation in what it refers

to as_"the arbitrary. prooedures" issue raised in its initial
proteqt to this Office, The issue to which Southwestérn Rell
alludes is a vervigeneral statement that "Southwestern Bell
protests the awatdlng of the contract to Centel Communications
Company on the basis. that the award was based on a solicitation
conducted in an arbftrary manner * * *," yJe do not agree that
the inclusion of such a broadly stated allegation in an initial
protest permits the protester to later present any specific, and
otherwise untimnelv, argumnent having some relevance to that
initial general allegation.

By Whlle the protester aLgueq that if this issue was. found
lacking in sp901ficity we had a. duty to request additiohal
details under section 21.2(d) of our Bid. Protest Procedures,
we find no merit to .this contention. Under section 21, 2(d)
we request details vhen an initial protest Filing is so vague
or incomplete that neither we nor the. ‘procuring activity “‘could
be expected to 1dentify a basis for protast. tthen the-initial
filing appears to adequately state .same ground for protest,
we do nol necessarily request additional details. In the final
analysis, it is the pmoteqter s diuty to clearly articulate
and diligently ﬂevelop its own:protest, not this Qffice's re-
sponsibility. Illinois Bel) Telephone Company, supra. Taus, if
portions of a protedter s initial submission do not suffice to
identify sone issues adecquately, we view any subsedquent subnis-
sions from the protester as having to independently satisfy our
timeliness recquirements.

Finally, there is nothing in the recori to support South-
western Bell's general allegation that the awvard was based
on a solicitation conducted in an arbitrary manner,

IV. Digposition

The protests are dismissed in part and denied in part.
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