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OIOEST: 

Protest of solicitation purchase descriptions 
which restrict the procurement to one manufac- 
turer's microcomputer is sustained where agency 
concedes that protester's microcomputer can meet 
agency's current need to run a specific software 
package. Agency's concern about future availabil- 
ity of software support for the protester's equip- 
ment is too speculative a basis to warrant 
restriction to only one manufacturer's equipment. 

ITT Courier Terminal Systems (ITT) protests the 
specifications under invitation for bias No. DACW57-85-B- 
0087, issued by the United States Army Corps of Engineers. 
The IF13 solicitea bids to supply microcomputers with acces- 
sorial equipment and certaln operating software, all of 
which was iaentifiea by International Business Machines 
Corporation (IBM) model numbers. ITT contends that the 
restriction to I B k  equipment is unduly restrictive of 
competition because it precludes ITT  from offering "equal" 
products. 

We sustain the protest. 

The Army states that the purpose of this procurement 1s 
to increase access to the existing computer system at the 
Corps' North Pacific Division and Portland District 
offices. The Army explains that the microcomputers, to have 
access to the existing database, must be compatible with the 
mainframe computer's operating and database management soft- 
ware. Here, microcomputer access to this database is avail- 
able through Cullinet Software, Inc.'s "Goldengate" software 
package. 
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The Army initially determined that Cullinet only 
would guarantee the use of its "Goldengate" software on 
IBM microcomputers and accordinyly the procurement was 
limited to IBM equipment. The agency subsequently deter- 
mined that Compaq microcomputers are also compatible with 
"Goldengate." After a conference on this protest, the 
agency was advised by a representative of Cullinet that the 
ITT XTRA Personal Computer allows microcomputer access to 
the mainframe's database and, consequently, the Army further 
modified its position, acknowledging that ITT microcomputers 
are also compatible with the Army computer system. 

The Army, however, asserts that the microcomputers 
being procured must be compatible with the existing system 
in the future, and that wnile Cullinet nas guaranteea con- 
tinuea software support for the IBk ana Compaq microcom- 
puters, tne firm has not guaranteea that it will provide 
such continued support for tne ITT microcomputer. The Army 
argues that it neeas equipment which wili remain compatible 
as evidenced by a commitment from the software manufacturer 
to provlae continuea software support and that it therefore 
had a reasonable basis for the restriction on this 
procurement. 

Generally, when a protester challenges a specification 
as unduly restrictive of competition, the burden is on the 
procuring agency to establish prima facie support for its 
position that the restriction imposed is necessary to meet 
its minimum needs. Tooling Technology, Inc., B-215079, 
Aug. 6, 1984, 84-2 C.P.D. (I 155. In our review of the 
issues, we examine the adequacy of the agency's position 
with regard to the reasonableness of the rationale asserted 
and of the analysis given in support of those reasons in 
oraer to assure that the agency's explanation will withstand 
logical scrutiny. R. R. Mongeau Engineers, Inc., B-218356 
et al., July 8, 1985, 85-2 C.P.D. II . Moreover, an 
agency's restriction of a procurement to a brand name prod- 
uct may amount to a de facto solicitation of a sole source, 
which is subject to x o s e  scrutiny. Interscience Systems, - Inc., B-201890, June 30, 1981, 61-1 C.P.D. 11 542. 

The Army conceaes that tne ITT microcomputer is 
currently comFatible with the existing system, but asserts 
that the microcomputer procured must remain compatiDle with 
the existing system in the future, and asserts that Cullinet 
intends to provide continuea software support only for the 
IEM mOael. The Army thus concludes that its need to ensure 
future compatibility justifies the restriction of this 
procureinent to IBM products. 
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We appreciate the Army's concerns about the future 
utility of the microcomputers. Nonetneless, there is no 
indication in the record that Cullinet plans any future 
software ad~ustments which will affect the ability of the 
ITT microcomputer to meet the agency's need. Further, while 
Cullinet has not made a formal commitment to provide contin- 
ued software support for the ITT microcomputer, nothing in 
the record suggests that Cullinet will not make any neces- 
sary ad]ustments to its software to accommodate the soft- 
ware's continued use on ITT equipment. Accoraingly, we fina 
the agency's concern about the future to be too speculative 
a basis to warrant the restriction to IBM products, partic- 
ularly in light of the statutory requirement for full and 
free competition. See 10 U.S.C. S 2305 (1982). Simply put, 
ITT's equipment meets the Army's current needs, ana the Army 
has not shown that the ITT equipment will not meet its 
future needs. 

We therefore find that the restriction to IBM model 
equipment has n o t  been justified. Consequently, the solici- 
tation should be amended to allow consideration of equal 
products that can be shown to be capable of meeting the 
Army' s needs. 

The protest is sustained. 
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