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GAO dismisscs protest as untinely (for
lack of diligent pursuit) where the
protestev wajted more than a month to
request verificavion by the contracting
nfficer of information forming the
tasis of protest,

Informatics, Ine,, protests against the award of
a contract te Researvrchi Triangle Institute (RTI) under
request for proposals (IFP) llo, MDA9U3-82-R-0017 issued
by the Army for the 19582 lLorldwide Survey of Drug and
Alcohol Use Among Militirvy Personnel., Informatics
contends that since the EFP required that the survey
be perfovmzd at 82 instellationg, the iAviy't acceptance
of the awardee's lower priced proposal, which offered
to perform the survey at only 55 installations, was
improper., “The Avrmy reports that the RFP did not
require perforrance at £2 installations and that
Informatics' jrotest is untinmely under our Bid Pro-
test Procedurrns, We dismiss Informatics' protest as
untimely,

On Decemw2er 30, 1981, the Army awarded RTI a
cost-plus~-fixed-fee contract in the total amount of
$349,339, Informatics' comparable evaluated total
amount was $476,688., By letter dated January 6, 1982,
the Airy notified Informatics that RTI was the suc-
cessiﬁl sfferor, On January 11, 1982, an Informatics!
reprregcentative (a consultant whom Informatics prorosed
on tha survey project) calied RT1 to discuss RTI's
propoqal. RTI states that it advised Informatics'
representative that RTI proposed performing the survey
at 55 linstallat nns, which probably helped RTI to
keep cost.; down, By letter dated January 26, 1982,
to the Army, Infermatics requested A debriefing,

The debri_.fing wes held on March 3, 1982, Inforr:atics
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states that, at the delcic, r, it asked the contravting
of ficer whether RTI had pre osed pevformance at anly

5% installations. The Army contracting officer veports
that, at the debriefiny, In:cimatics stated thav it knew
that, in fact, RTI proposed r«vfovrmance 1t only 55 instal-
lations and the contracting o.ticer 2xvlained that the

RFP permitted cach otferor ' v ceopsuse the nunker of
installatjons to be surveyeu in order to nmeet the REP's
performance vedquirements, on Mavei 16, 1982, Informatics
called the contracting officer and asked vhether RTI had
proposed performance at only 52 instellations. TInformatics
“tates that the contracting officer did not answer the
question, On March 17, 1982, Informatics filed the
protest here.

Regavrding the timeliness of Informatics' protest,
the Army arqgues (in its report to us on the protest)
that, since Informatics knew the basis for protest on
January 11, 1982, [Informatics' Mavch 17, 1982, protest
is untimely under 4 C.F. R, § 21,2(b)}(2) (1981), which
requires protests to be filed within 10 working days
of the date the basis of protest is first learned,

In response, Infornatics contends that .nly after
receipt of the Army report on its protest diag Informatics
know for certain that RT1 l:ad proposed on the basis of
performance at only 55 installations, Prior to the
debriefing, Infornmatics states that it had enly an
unsubstantiated suspicion that RTI's offer did not
comply,with the RFP's reguirements; thus, Informatics
contends that {t could not, in good faith, protest
the avard. Informatics explains that the contracting
officey's failure to verify, at the debriefing,
Informhtics' suspicion concerning the number of irstal-
lationt proposed by RTI led to this protest within 10
working days of the debriefing.

RTI'z adnission to Informatics' representative
on Jangary 11, 1982, provided Informatics with infor-
mation] which was the substance of Informatics' liaveh 17,
1982, protest. In our view, if Informatics bLelicvid
that, prior to filing a protest, it should contact the
Army contracting nfficer to request verification of
the RTI adnission, then Informatics was obligated 1o
diligentl. pursue the matter by promptly contaztin:g
the contracting otiicer,




e o Lve heod Lt o opee srer's tailure to diligently
pursue a ratter Ly scesing w.ihin a reasonable time the
infornation, which reveals th.e basis {or protest, rvequires
rejection of the protest as vntimely, See, e.9., Entvon,
lgg.. B-202397, rugust 12, 165, 81--2 CPD 128 (protester
valted wvore than a venth to - cquest from the agency
inforration fovrsing the bany. og protest), lere, instead
of waiting for the Mavch 3 denviefing or calling the
contracting ofticer on ltarch 16, Infornatics could have
called the contracting officer asg early as January 11,
1982, ond requested verification of the information
learned from RTI., Alternately, Informatics could have
promptly requested a copy of RTI's contract to verify
the proposed scope of the survey.

Moreover, it wvas not rcasonable for Informatics
to attempt tvo discover details of another ofleror's
proposal at a debriefing, fThe Defense Acquisition Regu-
lation § 3-508 (1976 ed.,) provides that the purpose of
a debrinsfing is to providc an unsucressful offcevor with
the Government's cvaluation of the significant ractors,
deficiencies, and weaknessus contained in its proposal
so that the offerox can irmrove it futuve propesals,
The reqgulation alsu providus that point-bLy-point com-
parisons of other offerors’ proposals shall not be made
at a debriecfing, Clearly, I[nformatics' failuve to raise
the matter with the contracting officer until the March 3
debriefing docs nzt constiwunte the requivred diligent
pursuit. Accovcingly, we will not consider the merits
of InEOﬁmatics' protest,

Prétest digmissed.
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