
3b-1 ';Y TH8 COMPTR0CL.m O8NRRAL 
08CII)ION O r  T H R  U N I T R P  .ITAT'.ll 

W A m W I N Q T O N ,  O . C .  2 0 5 4 6  

8-218077.3 DATE: September 3 ,  1985 
Protronyx, Inc 

DIQEST: 

Prior decision upholding procuring activity's 
decision to exercise purchase option under exist- 
ing contract is affirmed where: (1) protester 
repeats many arguments made in original protest, 
but merely disagrees with G A O ' s  conclusions on 
those arguments; ( 2 )  alleged disagreement among 
government installations over evaluation of 
protester's product information has not been shown 
to be result of technical error by procuring 
activity: and ( 3 )  allegations that GAO showed a 
"lack of objectivity' in considering protest are 
without merit. 

Protronyx, Inc. (Protronyx), successor to Delta 
Systems, Inc. (Delta), has requested reconsideration of our 
decision denying the protest of Delta against the Air 
Force's proposed purchase of computer equipment under an 
existinq Air Force l ea se .  9elta Syste-ns, Inc., 5-218077.2 ,  
Yay 22, 1955, 3 5 - 1  C.P.D. 'I 5 9 4 .  

We affirm the prior decision. 

On reconsideration, Protronyx essentially relates 
several arguments-which our May decision rejected-- 
concerning the alleged technical and financial merits of 
Delta equipment compared with the equipment available under 
the existing lease. For example, Protronyx now argues that 
Delta provided the Air Force with an opportunity to witness 
demonstrations at Delta-installed sites to determine the 
compatibility of the Delta product, but the Air Force did 
not avail itself of this opportunity. This argument relates 
to Delta's earlier argument that the Air Force had improp- 
e r l y  refused to inspect Delta's equipment at an installed 
customer site fewer t h a n  130 miles from the procuring 
aztiviity. Protronyx's repetition 9 f  its e3rlier Iquqent 
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shows that it simply disagrees with many of the conclusions 
in our prior decisibn; however, mere disagreement does not 
provide a basis for reversing a decision. Spectrum Leasinq 
Corp., 8-213647.3, Sept. 10, 1984, 84-2 C.P.D. 267. 

Concerning the technical issue, Protronyx argues that 
another Air Force base and the Army's Redstone Arsenal 
accepted Delta computer equipment as acceptable for the 
"same type of [computer1 mainframes" on the basis of approx- 
imately the same information that was provided to the Air 
Force base involved in this procurement--Wright-Patterson 
Air Force Base (AFB) . Assuming, for the sake of discussion, 
that this statement is correct, we cannot conclude that the 
Wright-Patterson evaluators acted improperly in finding that 
the conformation provided by Delta was inadequate. It is 
not uncommon that technical evaluators disagree about the 
adequacy of technical documentation and the substantive 
conclusions to be drawn from that documentation. That 
disagreement, however, does not necessarily indicate objec- 
tive error in one position but rather a mere difference of 
opinion. We note that Delta, in its initial protest, did 
not complain that the evaluators' conclusion here was 
erroneous, but expressed concern only that the Air Force's 
failure to provide Delta with the incumbent contractor's 
equipment configuration prevented it from providing more 
information. Under these circuastances, we have no basis to 
rtlodify o u r  prior holdin3 w r e l y  heciusz o€ what nay have 
happened at another installation. 

Finally, Protronyx argues that we showed a lack of 
objectivity in this protest because: (1) we accepted the Air 
Force position that the contracting officer could properly 
test the market--as was done--even though the Air Force did 
not formally solicit competitive proposals: ( 2 )  the 
conference on the protest was conducted in 1 hour only: and 
( 3 )  we did not accept the validity of some of Delta's 
arguments in the earlier decision concerning " F I P S  [Federal 
Information Processing Standards) approval." 

As to Protronyx's first argument, we simply point out 
that the Federal Acquisition Regulation, Q 17.207, Exercise 
of Options, 4 8  C . F . R .  S 17.207 (19841, provides--at 
subsection(d)(2)--that a contracting o€€icer may make 3n 
"infgrml analysis . . . of the market" in determining 
whether it is advantageous to exercise an option. 
Consequently, the Air Force's decision to informally test 
the market without issuing a new solicitation was 
appropriate. 
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As to Protronyx's second argument, we point out that 
Delta did not object to the proposed 1-hour duration of the 
conference when the conference was arranged. When the 
conference was held, Delta and the Air Force restated and 
summarized their positions during the last 10 minutes of the 
conference and neither party objected to the termination of 
the conference at the end of an hour. Under the circum- 
stances, we do not agree that Protronyx has shown a lack of 
objectivity on our part: moreover, since our decisions are 
not based on the conferences, but on the written record 
established before and after the conferences, this issue 
does not affect the propriety of our decision. 

Concerning issue ( 3 )  involving " F I P S  approval," Delta 
merely restates its argument which it presented in the 
original protest. As noted above, mere disagreement with 
our decision does n o t  provide a basis for reversing a 
decision. 

Comptrolleu Geberal 
Of the 1Jnited States 


