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Request for reconsideration of decision is
denied where protester does not show any
error of law or fact in the decision that
warrants reversal.

A. B. Dick Company (A.B. Dick) requests reconsideration
of our decision in A.B. Dick Company, B-211119.3,
September 22, 1983, 83-2 CPD 360. That decision was
rendered in response to an expression of interest from the
United States District Court for the District of Columbia in
connection with Civil Action No. 83-1610. A.B. Dick filed a
request for reconsideration of that decision on October 11,
1983. By decision, A.B. Dick Company--Reconsideration,
B-211119.4, November 4, 1983, 83-2 CPD 526, we dismissed the
request for reconsideration because the material issues were
before the court and the court had not expressed an interest
in the reconsideration of the decision. On February 15,
1984, we received a request from the court that we
reconsider our decision.

A.B. Dick's protest involved the award of a contract
for word processing units to Compucorp by the Department of
the Air Force (Air Force) under request for proposals (RFP)
No. F41689-82-R-0014. In our initial decision, we held that
the Air Force properly found the awardee's best and final
offer met the mandatory specification requirements and that
the awardee was entitled to an onsite demonstration
verifying that compliance.

A.B. Dick requests reconsideration of our conclusion
that the Air Force properly found that Compucorp's best and
final offer met mandatory specifications. A.B. Dick again
contends that Compucorp's best and final offer did not
provide a system "able to delete a character, word, line,
sentence, paragraph or specified block," as required under
one specification. A.B. Dick also reasserts its contention
that Compucorp failed to meet a requirement that characters
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be visible on the display. A.B. Dick refers to the RFP
clause which advises that "all mandatory requirements must
be met in order for the contractor's proposal to receive
further consideration" and asserts that since Compucorp's
offer did not satisfy these mandatory specifications, it
should have been rejected. Accordingly, A.B. Dick concludes
that the subsequent onsite demonstration of Compucorp's
equipment and discussions which we held not to be essential
to the technical acceptability of the offer were improper.

We affirm our initial decision.

As we stated in that decision, we will not disturb an
agency's determination of a proposal's technical accept-
ability absent a clear showing that the determination was
arbitrary or unreasonable. ITEL Corporation, B-192139.7,
October 18, 1979, 79-2 CPD 268. A.B. Dick disagrees with
our determination that Compucorp met the deletion require-
ment because it believes the RFP specification requirement
was interpreted by the Air Force during negotiations to
require deletion by single key stroke and to prohibit the
"block delete" by multiple steps approach offered by Compu-
corp. This issue was raised and considered in our decision,
and we found that the specifications did not require single
key stroke deletion capability. A.B. Dick has added nothing
new in this regard other than the assertion that we gave no
consideration to A.B. Dick's statement that Datapro, a word
processing trade publication used by the Air Force in eval-
uating proposals, shows Compucorp's product did not have
single key stroke delete capability. However, as noted
above, we concluded that there was no requirement under the
RFP for single key stroke deletion capability. Accordingly,
this Datapro article is of no consequence.

A.B. Dick also argues that our conclusion that
Compucorp met the requirement, added by amendment, that "the
word processor be able to show characters in different pitch
and/or proportional spacing on the display" was incorrect.
We accepted as reasonable the Air Force interpretation that
this amended provision was listed under printer station
features and was not intended to require variable
proportional spacing to be visible on the display.
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We concluded that:

"f{T]he location of the amended provision
funder printer station features] convinces us that
the ability to provide this on the printer alone
met the requirement. In this regard, we note that
there is a separate section stating mandatory
specifications for the display."

A.B. Dick claims that the amendment did not reference
or contain a heading for "printer station features" and,
thus, reasons the amendment provision was not intended to
amend the printer station features, but was intended to add
a separate display requirement. However, the Air Force
correctly points out that the amendment refers to specifi-
cation section 2.1.2.2 (emphasis added) and the printer
station requirements are listed under 2.1.2. The display
station requirements are not found here, but are listed
separately under 2.1.1. Accordingly, we affirm our prior
holding in this regard.

Under these circumstances, we find that A.B. Dick has
not shown any error of law or fact which would warrant
reversal of our decision that Compucorp's best and final
offer met the mandatory specification requirements at issue
and that the awardee was entitled to an onsite demonstration
verifying compliance. See 4 C.F.R. § 21.9 (1983).

Our initial decision is affirmed.
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