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OIOEST: 

Protest by incumbent contractor providing 
laundry services from its own facility is 
denied where the protester has not shown 
that the procuring agency has unreasonably 
understated the cost to the government of 
making an award on the basis of using a 
government-owned facility. 

Crown Laundry and Cleaners, Inc., protests the terms 
of invitation for bids No. DABT01-84-B-1005, issued by the 
Department of the Army for laundry services at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama. The specifications allowed the contrac- 
tor to provide the laundry services from either a 
government-owned, contractor-operated (GOCO) facility, 
using existing equipment and space at Fort Rucker, or from 
a contractor-owned, contractor-operated (COCO) facility. 
Crown, the incumbent COCO contractor, challenges the pro- 
visions made in the solicitation for adding to the evalu- 
ated total of a GOCO bid the costs the government was 
expected to incur if award was made on a GOCO basis, 
alleging that the Army had understated such costs. The 
Army has postponed bid opening pending our decision. We 
deny the protest. 

As indicated above, the solicitation provided €or the 
consideration of offers submitted on either a GOCO or a 
COCO basis. In the event of an award on a GOCO basis, the 
Army agreed to provide to the contractor without charge 
( 1 )  approximately 39,008 square feet of space for use as a 
laundry plant, office space for the contracting officer's 
representative, and a laundry pick-up point, (2) assorted 
laundry equipment, and ( 3 )  support services fo r  the GOCO 
facility, including utilities (gas, electricity and 
water), insect and rodent control, on-post telephone 
service, building maintenance, and operation of a steam 
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p r o d u c t i o n  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  sys t em.  However, t h e  Army 
i n d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  t h a t  c e r t a i n  costs  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  p r o v i d i n g  t h e  above s p a c e ,  equipment and 
s e r v i c e s  would b e  added t o  a GOCO b i d  f o r  p u r p o s e s  of 
e v a l u a t i o n .  T h e  Army se t  f o r t h  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  amount o f  
n i n e  s u c h  costs, i n c l u d i n g ,  among o t h e r s ,  t h e  cost  of 
u t i l i t i e s ,  r e p a i r s  and maintenance, b o i l e r  s t a r t - u p  and 
r en t .  T h e  n i n e  costs  t o t a l  $ 1 4 6 , 9 1 4  ( b u t  s t a t e d  t o  b e  
$ 1 4 6 , 8 2 4 )  f o r  t h e  base y e a r ,  S151 ,870  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  o p t i o n  
y e a r  and $ 1 5 9 , 1 3 8  f o r  t h e  second o p t i o n  y e a r .  B i d s  were 
to  be e v a l u a t e d  by add ing  t h e  t o t a l  p r i c e  f o r  t h e  o p t i o n  
y e a r  items t o  t h e  t o t a l  p r i c e  f o r  t h e  b a s e  y e a r  items. 

P r i o r  t o  b i d  o p e n i n g ,  C r o w n  p r o t e s t e d  to  our O f f i c e  
t h e  amount o f  t h e  GOCO e v a l u a t i o n  p e n a l t y ,  a l l e g i n g  t h a t  
t h e  a c t u a l  cos t  to  t h e  government  o f  award on a GOCO b a s i s  
would t o t a l  $ 3 5 8 , 9 3 7  f o r  t h e  b a s e  c o n t r a c t  y e a r ,  $ 3 6 2 , 2 4 6  
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  o p t i o n  y e a r  and $ 3 7 9 , 9 3 6  f o r  t h e  second 
o p t i o n  y e a r .  T h e  Army s u b s e q u e n t l y  amended t h e  
s o l i c i t a t i o n  t o  p r o v i d e  f o r  a t o t a l  o f  $ 1 6 2 , 1 8 0  f o r  t h e  
b a s e  y e a r ,  $ 1 5 9 , 9 4 7  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  o p t i o n  y e a r  and $ 1 6 7 , 7 5 1  
f o r  t h e  second o p t i o n  y e a r  t o  be  added t o  GOCO b i d s .  

C r o w n  i n i t i a l l y  o b s e r v e s  t h a t  t h e  Army p r o v i d e d  i n  
t h e  p r io r  s o l i c i t a t i o n  f o r  l a u n d r y  s e r v i c e s  a t  Fo r t  Rucker 
t h a t  $ 2 8 4 , 5 5 3  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1 9 8 3 ,  $ 2 6 1 , 4 9 7  f o r  f i s c a l  
y e a r  1984 and $ 2 7 4 , 2 7 9  f o r  f i s c a l  y e a r  1985 would be added 
t o  GOCO b i d s  f o r  p u r p o s e s  o f  e v a l u a t i o n .  C r o w n  i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  i t  can see no l o g i c a l  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e  costs of award 
on a GOCO b a s i s  t o  have  d e c r e a s e d  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  c l a imed  by 
t h e  Army. 

T h e  Army has g e n e r a l l y  e x p l a i n e d  t h a t  t h i s  r e d u c t i o n  
i n  e s t i m a t e d  cos t s  r e s u l t e d  from such  f a c t o r s  a s  ( 1 )  
a r e d u c t i o n  i n  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  cost  o f  u t i l i t i e s  a s  a r e s u l t  
o f  t h e  e x c l u s i o n  from e s t i m a t e d  consumption o f  t h a t  
p o r t i o n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  s p a c e  n o t  a c t u a l l y  p r o v i d e d  b u t  
n e v e r t h e l e s s  p r e v i o u s l y  cha rged  to a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r ,  ( 2 )  
b a s i n g  estimates of f u t u r e  u t i l i t i e s  consumption o n  p r i o r  
meter r e a d i n g s  r a t h e r  t h a n  o n  g u e s s e s  a s  t o  t h e  p a s t  
consumpt ion  of u t i l i t i e s ,  ( 3 )  t h e  a d j u s t m e n t  o f  o the r  
e s t i m a t e d  costs t o  r e f l e c t  o n l y  t h e  space a c t u a l l y  t o  be 
p r o v i d e d  t o  a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r ,  and ( 4 )  t h e  use o f  cu r ren t  
p r i c e s .  
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In regard to the cost of utilities, Crown, consider- 
ing the cost of electricity, gas, water, and sewage, esti- 
mates that award on a GOCO basis will result in a base 
year cost to the government of $ 8 5 , 1 2 8 .  

Although the Army admits that the cost of utilities 
will exceed its $ 3 8 , 4 3 7  base year estimate in the solici- 
tation as issued, it maintains that this cost will not 
exceed its $ 4 6 , 0 3 4  estimate in the amended solicitation. 
The Army explains that its latest estimate is based on the 
estimated cost of supplying electricity, steam (including 
the natural gas, fuel oil and electricity consumed in 
producing the steam), water and sewage disposal and it has 
provided us with a detailed analysis of the various cost 
items involved. 

We have previously held that elements of cost or 
savings to the government which are not included in the 
bid prices may properly be considered in evaluating bid 
prices to determine which bid will result in the most 
advantageous contract, provided that any amounts which are 
for application in such evaluation must be fairly 
representative on an actual or estimated basis of true 
costs or savings to the government. See also Clinton 
Engines Corp., 4 3  Comp. Gen. 3 2 7  ( 1 9 6 3 )  (cost for 
transporting, modifying, installing government-owned 
eauiDment): cf. Lanson Industries, Inc., 6 0  Comp. Gen . 6 6 1  

2 
and - 

materials). 

The base year estimates of the cost of utilities and 
most other items for the base year are the critical 
estimates since the option year estimates are primarily 
derived by adding an inflation factor to the base year 
estimates. Accordingly, we will restrict our discussion 
to whether the Army's estimate of base year costs is 
fairly representative of those which will be incurred. 

After examining the parties' explanations as to how 
they derived their conflicting estimates of the likely 
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base year  c o s t  of  u t i l i t i e s ,  we conclude t h a t  Crown has 
f a i l e d  t o  demonstrate t h a t  the  Army has ac ted  unreasonably 
i n  reaching i t s  e s t ima te .  C f .  Apex I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Manage- 
ment Se rv ices ,  I n c . ,  B-212220.2, May 30, 1984, 84-1 

r eques t  for  reconsid 
82-2 C.P.D. 11 115 (A-76). Crown's c o n f l i c t i n g  e s t i m a t e  of 
base year  u t i l i t y  c o s t s  appears  t o  be based upon e i t h e r  
unexplained, s p e c u l a t i v e  o r  mistaken assumptions. 

We note  t h a t  t h e  A r m y ' s  e s t i m a t e  t h a t  base year  
e l e c t r i c  c o s t s  w i l l  t o t a l  $5,068.82 is based on metered 
e l e c t r i c a l  consumption i n  p a s t  y e a r s ,  ad jus ted  downward t o  
r e f l e c t  the  amount of e l e c t r i c i t y  r e g i s t e r e d  on the  same 
meter b u t  consumed by p r i n t i n g  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  would not 
be provided t o  a GOCO laundry s e r v i c e s  c o n t r a c t o r .  The 
Army pr iced  the  e l e c t r i c i t y  consumed a t  t h e  r a t e  of $.0538 
per  ki lowatt-hour  found by the  Army t o  be  t h e  d i r e c t  c o s t  
t o  t h e  government of purchasing power wholesale a t  a r a t e  
of .0485 per  ki lowatt-hour  and d i s t r i b u t i n g  i t  throughout 
For t  Rucker. By c o n t r a s t ,  Crown bases  i t s  e s t ima te  of 
$21,941 f o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  on a l a r g e l y  unexplained e s t ima te  
of consumption appa ren t ly  pr iced  a t  the purported commer- 
c i a l  r a t e  of $.258 per  ki lowatt-hour ,  approximately f i v e  
times the  r a t e  a c t u a l l y  paid by the  government. 

C .P .D .  11 584 (A-76); 

Likewise, while t h e  Army has explained t h a t  i t s  
$38,765.81 e s t i m a t e  f o r  the c o s t  of steam to be  provided 
i n  t h e  base c o n t r a c t  year  was based on a c t u a l  p a s t  consum- 
p t i o n ,  Crown has f a i l e d  t o  exp la in  how i t  a r r i v e d  a t  i t s  
e s t ima te  f o r  t h e  consumption of n a t u r a l  g a s ,  t h e  predomi- 
nant f u e l  i n  the  gene ra t ion  of steam a t  Fo r t  Rucker, and 
t h u s  how i t  der ived  i t s  e s t i m a t e  t h a t  t h e  g a s  would c o s t  
$58,411.20. 

As for  t h e  cost of water and sewage d i s p o s a l  f o r  t h e  
base c o n t r a c t  yea r ,  the  Army exp la ins  t h a t  i t  assumed t h a t  
each pound of laundry processed would r e q u i r e  t h e  use of 3 
g a l l o n s  of "process  water" t h e  1983 g u i d e l i n e  e s t a b l i s h e d  
by t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Fabr i ca re  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  a l l o c a t i n g  
u t i l i t y  costs,  and .63 g a l l o n s  of "make-up water." The 
A r m y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i t  t h e n  der ived  i t s  t o t a l  es t imated 
c o s t  of providing the  water and d ispos ing  of t h e  r e s u l t i n g  
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sewage, $1,377, by reference to the established rates for 
water and sewage disposal at Fort Rucker and it has 
provided a detailed analysis of the costs considered in 
establishing those rates. 

By contrast, Crown has based its estimate of 
$4,776.36 for water and sewage disposal on (1) an undated 
and untitled article attributed to "IFI" and which 
described "actual" consumption as amounting to 4.5 gallons 
per pound of laundry rather than the "theoretical" 3 gal- 
lons and ( 2 )  an unexplained, speculative estimate of sew- 
age treatment costs. Not only has Crown failed to show 
that the Army acted unreasonably in using a figure of 3.63 
gallons, - see Protek Industries, Inc., B-209505, Sept. 22, 
1983, 83-2 C.P.D. 11 359, but, in any case, the resulting 
difference in cost is only $329.34 when the water is 
priced at the established Fort Rucker rate. 

Crown estimates that the base year cost for the main- 
tenance and repair of the facilities to be provided to a 
GOCO contractor will total $62,088, well above the Army's 
estimate of $35,966. Crown admits that its estimate is 
based solely on the assumption that maintenance and repair 
costs are unlikely to decline below the $62,088 figure set 
forth in the prior solicitation since the age of the 
facilities is increasing and wages and repair costs gener- 
ally are also increasing. 

However, the Army reports that the decline in esti- 
mated costs in fact reflected merely ( 1 )  the substitution 
of estimates based on past recorded costs for prior specu- 
lation as to the costs of maintenance and repair and (2) 
this year's reduction in the amount of space considered in 
calculating the cost of maintenance and repair to only 
that actually to be provided to a GOCO contractor. Since 
Crown has introduced no evidence to the contrary, we find 
that Crown has again failed to carry its burden of demon- 
strating the unreasonableness of the Army's estimate of 
maintenance and repair c o s t s .  

Nor do we believe that Crown has shown the unreason- 
ableness of the Army's estimate that the start-up costs 
for a boiler to provide steam to a GOCO contractor would 
total only $8,671. Crown's higher estimate of $21,729 is 
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based on t h e  expendi ture  of $9,229 f o r  l abor  t o  o p e r a t e  
t h e  b o i l e r  p l u s  t h e  $12,500 i n  a c t u a l  s t a r t - u p  c o s t s  
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  p r i o r  s o l i c i t a t i o n .  

T h e  Army, however, exp la ins  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  of l abor  t o  
ope ra t e  t h e  b o i l e r  was not included i n  i t s  e s t ima te  of 
s t a r t - u p  c o s t s  because the  l abor  requi red  t o t a l e d  less 
than one man-year and Army d i r e c t i v e s  concerning c o s t  
comparisons r e q u i r e  cons ide ra t ion  only of whole man-years 
of l abor .  C f .  Cont rac t  S e r v i c e s  Company, I n c . ,  B-210796, 
Aug. 29, 1983, 83-2 C.P.D. 11 268. I n  any case ,  w e  note  
t h a t  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  r a t e  f o r  steam, t h e  A r m y  con- 
s ide red  not only t h e  c o s t  of f u e l  b u t  a l s o  the  c o s t  of 
"Operat ions,  o t h e r  than f u e l "  and of t he  "Maint. [Main- 
tenance] of b o i l e r  p l a n t s . "  S ince  the b o i l e r  was t o  
produce steam, t h i s  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  c o s t  of l abor  t o  
ope ra t e  the  b o i l e r  was a l r eady  i n c l u d e d  i n  the c o s t  of 
steam. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  A r m y  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  $4,829 of t h e  
p rev ious ly  i d e n t i f i e d  c o s t  of s t a r t - u p  has a l r eady  been 
expended. S ince  these  funds were expended before  b i d  
opening and t h u s  before  any dec i s ion  t o  award a c o n t r a c t  
t o  a GOCO f i r m ,  we do n o t  be l i eve  t h a t  the  Army was 
unreasonable i n  not adding t h i s  s u m  t o  GOCO b ids  f o r  pur- 
poses of eva lua t ion .  

The Army provided i n  t h e  amended s o l i c i t a t i o n  t h a t  
t h e  r e n t a l  va lue  and c o s t  of ownership of the laundry 
equipment and space t o  be provided t o  a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r ,  
es t imated a s  $47,126 for the  base y e a r ,  would be added 
t o  GOCO b i d s  f o r  purposes of eva lua t ion .  T h e  Army 
explained i n  i t s  response t o  t h i s  p r o t e s t  t h a t  t h i s  
e s t i m a t e  included $21,436 f o r  the  r e n t a l  va lue  of the 
laundry equipment t o  be provided. Crown, however, has 
r e p l i e d  t h a t  t h e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  of the  equipment i n  f a c t  
t o t a l s  $38,488.20, $17,052.20 more than es t imated  by the  
Army 

A l t h o u g h  t h e  Army now admits t h a t  i t  overlooked 
equipment t h e  base year  r e n t a l  va lue  of w h i c h  t o t a l s  
$410.64, i t  n e v e r t h e l e s s  main ta ins  t h a t  i t s  e s t i m a t e  is 
o therwise  accu ra t e .  The Army i n d i c a t e s  t h a t ,  i n  accord- 
ance w i t h  Department of Defense ( D O D )  po l i cy ,  i t  calcu- 
l a t e d  the  r e n t a l  c o s t  of ind iv idua l  p i e c e s  of equipment 
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by f i r s t  ob ta in ing  the  c u r r e n t  o f f i c i a l  c o s t  f o r  s i m i l a r  
new equipment, then applying t o  t h a t  c o s t  a s tandard  DOD 
d e f l a t i o n  f a c t o r  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  es t imated i n i t i a l  acquis i -  
t i o n  c o s t ,  and f i n a l l y  by mul t ip ly ing  the  est imated 
a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t  by a s tandard  DOD monthly r e n t a l  f a c t o r  
s t a t e d  a s  a percentage of t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t .  

The Army e x p l a i n s  t h a t  some of the  discrepancy 
between the  two es t ima tes  of r e n t a l  c o s t ,  a p o r t i o n  of 
which we e s t i m a t e  to  t o t a l  approximately $ 3 , 2 0 0 ,  r e s u l t e d  
when Crown c a l c u l a t e d  t h e  u n i t  a c q u i s i t i o n  cost by apply- 
i n g  the  s tandard  d e f l a t i o n  f a c t o r  t o  the  c u r r e n t  acquis i -  
t i o n  c o s t  of s i m i l a r  new equipment a s  of J u l y - A u g u s t  1984, 
4-5 months a f t e r  t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  was issued and a f t e r  
Crown had f i l e d  t h i s  p r o t e s t .  By c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  Army 
der ived  the r e n t a l  v a l u e  based upon t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t  
of s i m i l a r  n e w  equipment a s  of t h e  time when the  s o l i c i t a -  
t i o n  was i s s u e d .  

The Army e x p l a i n s  t h a t  the  d iscrepancy  was increased ,  
by a s u m  w h i c h  w e  e s t i m a t e  t o  t o t a l  approximately $8,900, 
when Crown included i n  i t s  e s t i m a t e  t h e  r e n t a l  va lue  of 
c e r t a i n  b o i l e r  p l a n t  equipment. Although t h e  b o i l e r  was 
scheduled t o  provide steam t o  a success fu l  GOCO con- 
t r a c t o r ,  the c o s t  of gene ra t ing  t h a t  steam was a l r eady  
included i n  the  eva lua t ion  f a c t o r  f o r  the  c o s t  of u t i l i -  
t i e s .  Moreover, t h e  A r m y  main ta ins ,  and t h e  s o l i c i t a t i o n  
i n d i c a t e s ,  t h a t  t h e  b o i l e r  p l a n t  equipment would not be 
provided t o  a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r .  

The Army next i d e n t i f i e s  t h r e e  laundry "Press ing  
U n i t s ,  Coat,  Body-Bosom Ajax" f o r  w h i c h  Crown a l l o c a t e d  a 
s e p a r a t e  r e n t a l  c o s t .  However, t hese  u n i t s  were i n  f a c t  
included a s  p a r t  of t h e  laundry " S h i r t  U n i t "  f o r  which 
Crown and the  Army had a l r eady  a l l o c a t e d  a r e n t a l  c o s t .  
T h i s  d u p l i c a t i o n  added approximately $ 4 , 0 0 0  t o  C r o w n ' s  
e s t ima te .  The Army a l s o  p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  Crown erroneously 
added over  $270 to  t h e  r e n t a l  va lue  of t h e  laundry fo ld ing  
machines to  be provided t o  a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r  when i t  used 
an erroneous c u r r e n t  a c q u i s i t i o n  c o s t  f i g u r e  f o r  t h e  
machines. 
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F i n a l l y ,  t h e  Army r e f e r s  t o  p o l i c y  d i r e c t i v e s  from 
t h e  Cont ro l le r  o f  t h e  Army d i r e c t i n g  c o n t r a c t i n g  a c t i v i -  
t i e s  to  i g n o r e  d e p r e c i a t i o n  and t h e  cost  o f  c a p i t a l  f o r  
u n i t s  w i t h  a r e p l a c e m e n t  v a l u e  o f  less t h a n  $ 1 , 0 0 0 .  T h e  
Army c i t e s  t h i s  p o l i c y  a s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  e x c l u d i n g  from 
i t s  e s t i m a t e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $1,100 i n  r e n t a l  costs  f o r  
equipment  c o n s i d e r e d  by Crown i n  c a l c u l a t i n g  i t s  e s t i -  
mate.  

W e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  $410.64 error  w h i c h  t h e  Army a d m i t s  
to hav ing  made i n  c a l c u l a t i n g  t h e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  o f  t h e  
l a u n d r y  equipment  t o  be p r o v i d e d  t o  a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r  t o  
be d e  m i n i m i s .  F u r t h e r m o r e ,  g i v e n  t h e  Army's e x p l a n a t i o n  
a s  to  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  d i s c r e p a n c i e s  between t h e  two e s t i -  
m a t e s ,  w e  do  not b e l i e v e  t h a t  C r o w n  h a s  shown t h e  Army's 
e s t i m a t e  t o  be otherwise u n r e a s o n a b l e .  

The f i n a l  i ssue i s  t h e  reasonableness  of  t h e  e v a l u a -  
t i o n  f a c t o r  i n t e n d e d  t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  and cost  
of o w n e r s h i p  of t h e  equipment  and s p a c e  t o  be p r o v i d e d  to  
a GOCO c o n t r a c t o r .  T h e  Army i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  $47,126 
e v a l u a t i o n  f a c t o r  i n c l u d e d  $25,690 a s  t h e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  o f  
t h e  s p a c e  c a l c u l a t e d  a t  a r a t e  o f  $.60 per s q u a r e  f o o t .  
Crown, however,  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  t r u e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  o f  t h e  
s p a c e  was a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $1.60 to  $1.75 p e r  s q u a r e  f o o t  and 
h a s  s u b m i t t e d  q u o t a t i o n s  from r e a l  e s t a t e  a g e n t s  i n  sup- 
p o r t  of i t s  c l a i m .  

T h e  Army o b t a i n e d  from th ree  commercial  sources e s t i -  
mates  o f  $.OS, $.75 and $1.00 p e r  s q u a r e  f o o t  a s  t h e  
r e n t a l  v a l u e  o f  a 42-year o l d ,  " t empora ry"  wooden s t ruc-  
t u r e  w i t h  concrete f o u n d a t i o n  used  f o r  an i n d u s t r i a l / c o m -  
m e r c i a l  a c t i v i t y  and f o r  w h i c h  u t i l i t i e s  were a v a i l a b l e .  
T h e  Army t h e n  d e r i v e d  t h e  $.60 p e r  s q u a r e  f o o t  r e n t a l  
v a l u e  used i n  i t s  e v a l u a t i o n  by a v e r a g i n g  these  t h r e e  
e s t i m a t e s .  A s  i n d i c a t e d  above ,  C r o w n  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  
Army h a s  u n d e r s t a t e d  t h e  r e n t a l  v a l u e  o f  i t s  p r o p e r t y .  
Crown asser t s  t h a t  those who p r o v i d e d  t h e  Army w i t h  e s t i -  
mates were n o t  aware  of a l l  t h e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  
s o l i c i t a t i o n  and h a s  f u r n i s h e d  o t h e r ,  h i g h e r  r e n t a l  e s t i -  
ma tes  i n  s u p p o r t  of i t s  a s s e r t i o n .  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  C r o w n  
c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  a g e n t  who had p r o v i d e d  t h e  
Army w i t h  t h e  e s t i m a t e  o f  $.05 p e r  s q u a r e  f o o t  subse-  
q u e n t l y  i n c r e a s e d  h i s  e s t i m a t e  t o  $2.00 p e r  s q u a r e  f o o t  
upon b e i n g  g i v e n  " a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n . "  
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T h e  Army responds t h a t  the  "requirements" which i t  
a l l e g e d l y  f a i l e d  t o  provide those who provided i t  w i t h  
quo ta t ions  were not i n  f a c t  requirements  of the IFB, o r  
were addressed i n  the  c o n t a c t s  t h e  Army made w i t h  l o c a l  
r e a l t y  sources, or were a l r eady  p resen t  i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  
s t r u c t u r e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  Army a s s e r t s  t h a t  Crown's 
r e n t a l  q u o t a t i o n s  appear t o  be based upon more modern and 
more s u b s t a n t i a l l y - c o n s t r u c t e d  b u i l d i n g s  and i n c l u d e  some 
higher-priced "off  i c e  space" w h i c h  unde r  the  IFB the  
government is  not requi red  t o  provide to  the con t r ac to r .  
W i t h  regard t o  the  r e a l  e s t a t e  broker who had provided a 
$.05 per  square f o o t  quo ta t ion  t o  t h e  Army, h i s  subsequent 
l e t t e r  t o  Crown s t a t e s  i n  p e r t i n e n t  p a r t :  

"Modern bu i ld ings  ranging i n  f l o o r  space 
from 1000 to  2500 square  f e e t  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  
l e a s i n g  f o r  from $2.50 t o  $3.50 pe r  square 
foo t .  

"The same type s t r u c t u r e  ranging i n  square 
footage up t o  15 ,000  square fee t  a r e  
p r e s e n t l y  l e a s i n g  f o r  approximately $2 .00  
per square foo t .  

" T h e  source  of t h i s  information is  p resen t  
l e a s e  c o s t  of f l o o r  space i n  e x i s t i n g  
shopping c e n t e r s  and o f f i c e  space." 

T h e  Army main ta ins  t h a t  the $2.00 pe r  square f o o t  quota- 
t i o n  is  based upon "modern bu i ld ings"  c o n s i s t i n g  of 
" e x i s t i n g  shopping c e n t e r s  and o f f i c e  space" not com- 
pa rab le  t o  the  F t .  Rucker laundry bui ld ing .  

We do not b e l i e v e  Crown has shown the  A r m y ' s  e s t ima te  
of t he  r e n t a l  va lue  of i t s  bui ld ing  t o  have been unreason- 
ab le .  We recognize t h a t  t h e  e s t i m a t e  of $.05 per  square 
foo t  given t o  t h e  Army by one r e a l  e s t a t e  agent was sub- 
s t a n t i a l l y  lower than t h e  o t h e r  two and t h a t  had i t  been 
d is regarded  t h e  es t imated  r e n t a l  r a t e  would have been 
$.875 per  square  f o o t  i n s t ead  of $.60. T h i s  is  approxi- 
mately one-third higher  than the  f i g u r e  t h e  Army used  b u t  
s t i l l  approximately ha l f  t h a t  wh ich  Crown contends should 
be appl ied .  W e  no te ,  however, t h a t  i n  h i s  l e t t e r  w r i t t e n  
t o  Crown a f t e r  t h i s  p r o t e s t  was f i l e d ,  w h i c h  Crown has 
provided i n  support  of i t s  con ten t ion ,  the agent  who had 
i n i t i a l l y  quoted t h e  Army the  f i g u r e  of $.05 per  square 
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foo t  d i d  not s p e c i f i c a l l y  r epud ia t e  t h a t  f i g u r e  o r  claim 
t h a t  he had given i t  on the  b a s i s  of inadequate o r  
misleading information.  H e  simply s t a t e s  t h a t ,  based upon 
the  "p resen t  l e a s e  c o s t  of f l o o r  space i n  e x i s t i n g  shop- 
ping c e n t e r s  and o f f i c e  space ,"  "modern bu i ld ings"  of 
15 ,000  square f e e t  a r e  p r e s e n t l y  l e a s i n g  f o r  approximately 
$2 .00  per  square f o o t ,  W e  do not be l i eve  t h a t  t h i s  demon- 
s t r a t e s  t h a t  the  Army's  e s t ima te  of t h e  r e n t a l  va lue  of a 
World War I I - e r a  "temporary" b u i l d i n g  i n  f a i r  condi t ion  
was unreasonable.  

T h e  p r o t e s t  i s  denied,  

of E h e  United S t a t e s  
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