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DIGBST 

1. Contracting agency conducted meaningful discussions when 
it informed the protester that it considered certain resumes 
of the protester to be unacceptable, even though the agency 
did not specify why this was the case, because this informa- 
tion reasonably led the protester into the personnel areas 
of its proposal needing amplification, given the detailed 
personnel requirements set forth in the RFP. 

2. Where an agency lists unacceptable personnel during 
discussions with an offeror, but some of those personnel are 
actually rated "marginal" and other unacceptable personnel 
are not listed, the offeror is nevertheless not competi- 
tively prejudiced by these failures, where its proposal 
would still be unacceptable, even assuming it received full 
credit for the unacceptable personnel that were mislabeled 
or not listed. 

3. The mere fact that scoring of initial and best and final 
proposals by different evaluators results in different 
conclusions as to the quality of an offeror's proposal does 
not automatically indicate an improper application of the 
evaluation criteria by any of the evaluators, given the 
subjective nature of the proposal evaluation process. 

DECISIOH 

tg Bauer Associates, Inc., protests the rejection of its 
proposal as unacceptable under request for proposals (RFP) 
No. N00019-87-R-0059, which was issued by the Naval Air 



Systems Command on April 24, 1987, for various support 
services , - 1 / 

We deny the protest ,  

The RFP enumerated various tasks t o  be performed and 
estimated tha t  1 0 4 , 0 0 0  hours of work would be required for 
each year of the contract, including the 2 option years, 
These work hours involved the labor categories of: project 
manager ( 9 , 0 0 0  hours),  senior analyst (18,000 hours) , 
analyst (38,000 hours),  junior analyst (14,000 hours), 
technician (5,000 hours),  technical ass i s tan t  ( 1 0 , 0 0 0  
hours),  technical t y p i s t  (8 ,000  hours), and technical 
i l l u s t r a t o r  ( 2 , 0 0 0  hours). 

The RFP required submission of technical, personnel, and 
cost proposals. Technical and personnel proposals were t o  
be evaluated only as acceptable or unacceptable. As t o  
personnel proposals, the RFP specified i n  d e t a i l  the job 
descriptions, education and work experience requirements for 
each of the above labor categories. To perform the 
personnel evaluation, the evaluators used worksheets t o  
determine whether proposed personnel were acceptable. A w a r d  
was t o  be made "based on the lowest, r e a l i s t i c ,  and 
reasonably-priced offer"  from those offerors whose proposals 
were found t o  be i n  the acceptable category. 

After the Navy received and evaluated proposals, it 
conducted discussions, received best and f ina l  offers  
(BAFO-1) and selected f i rs t  one offeror for award and then 
another--neither of which was Bauer. The Navy then further 
reviewed the proposals and found that they were unacceptable 
o r  contained such evaluated deficiencies t h a t  it had 
insuff ic ient  information to  determine that  e i ther  f i r m  was 
en t i t l ed  t o  the award. T h i s  constituted a reasonable basis 
t o  reopen negotiations and s o l i c i t  new BAFOs.  

The Navy's request for a second round of BAFOs (BAFO-2) was 
issued on February 12, 1988, t o  the four offerors considered 

1/ The procurement has previously been protested by 
gational Technologies Associates, Inc., and J W K  Interna- 
t ional  as well as Bauer, We have denied those protests.  
National Technologies Associates, Inc. ; J W K  International 
Corp., B-229831.2, B-229831.3, May 13, 1988, 88-1 CPD 11 453; 
J W K  International Corp.; t g  Bauer Associates, Inc., 
8-229831.4, B-229831.5, Sept. 29, 1988, 88-2 CPD W 298. 
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i n  t h e  c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e ,  i n c l u d i n g  B a u e r , 2 /  for r e s p o n s e  by 
F e b r u a r y  19. The Navy s t a t e s  t h a t  it i s s u e d  t h i s  r e q u e s t  t o  
" c l a r i f y  t h e  Navy ' s  c o n c e r n s  r e g a r d i n g  p e r s o n n e l ,  composite . 
h o u r l y  ra tes ,  and t h e  amount o f  c o m p e t i t i v e  t i m e  p roposed  by  
some o f  t h e  o f f e r o r s ,  among o t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s . "  Baue r  
was t o l d  t h a t  t h e  r e sumes  of 24 key p e r s o n n e l ,  i n  t h e  areas 
of project manage r ,  s e n i o r  a n a l y s t  and a n a l y s t ,  were found 
to  be u n a c c e p t a b l e ,  and t h a t  i f  Bauer  d i d  n o t  p r o v i d e  
24 acceptable r e p l a c e m e n t  r e sumes ,  B a u e r ' s  proposal would be 
found t o  be u n a c c e p t a b l e .  
BAFO-2, B a u e r ' s  proposal was e l i m i n a t e d  from t h e  c o m p e t i t i v e  
r a n g e  b e c a u s e  t h e  Navy found  B a u e r ' s  f i n a l  proposal t o  
c o n t a i n  i n s u f f i c i e n t  r e sumes .  N a t i o n a l  Techno logy  
Associates, I n c . ,  was selected f o r  award ,  s i n c e  it was 
d e t e r m i n e d  t o  h a v e  s u b m i t t e d  t h e  l o w e s t - p r i c e d ,  acceptable 
proposal . 

As a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of 

I n  t h i s  case, Baue r  protests  t h e  Navy e v a l u a t i o n  of its 
p r o p o s e d  key p e r s o n n e l  and  t h e  c o n d u c t  of d i s c u s s i o n s  w i t h  
Bauer  prior t o  t h e  s u b m i s s i o n  of BAFO-2's. Bauer  n o t e s  
t h a t ,  of t h e  2 4  r e s u m e s  t e rmed  u n a c c e p t a b l e  i n  t h e  Navy ' s  
F e b r u a r y  1 2 ,  1988, l e t t e r  t o  Bauer ,  o n l y  17 were a c t u a l l y  so 
r a t e d  as o f  t h a t  d a t e  and  t h a t  o f  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  7 key  
p e r s o n n e l  ( three p r o p o s e d  project manage r s ,  t h r e e  s e n i o r  
a n a l y s t s ,  and o n e  a n a l y s t ) ,  t h e  Navy had  a c t u a l l y  a s s i g n e d  a 
r a t i n g  o f  " m a r g i n a l , "  r a the r  t h a n  u n a c c e p t a b l e ,  t o  t h e s e  
o t h e r  resumes. Bauer  c o n t e n d s  t h o s e  resumes were "accept- 
able" and t h e  Navy ' s  s t a t e m e n t  t o  Bauer  t h a t  t h e s e  s e v e n  k e y  
r e sumes  were u n a c c e p t a b l e ,  ra ther  t h a n  m a r g i n a l ,  was, a t  
l e a s t ,  a m i s s t a t e m e n t  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  ac tua l  e v a l u a t i o n  
c a t e g o r y .  Bauer  a l l e g e s  t h a t  t h i s  m i s s t a t e m e n t  p r e j u d i c e d  
t h e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  B a u e r ' s  proposal and  t h a t  i f  t h e  Navy 
had i n f o r m e d  t h e  company t h a t  t h e  s e v e n  r e sumes  i n  q u e s t i o n  
were, i n  f a c t ,  c o n s i d e r e d  m a r g i n a l ,  it would h a v e  improved 
i t s  c o m p e t i t i v e  p o s i t i o n  " w i t h  a cost which ,  i n  a l l  
p r o b a b i l i t y ,  would have  been  low." B a u e r  a r g u e s  t h a t  
b e c a u s e  i t  a c c e p t e d  t h e  u n a c c e p t a b l e  r a t i n g  on  t h e s e  s e v e n  
i n d i v i d u a l s  a t  face v a l u e ,  it " n e e d l e s s l y  s u b s t i t u t e d  o t h e r  
p e r s o n n e l  which were l a t e r  r a t e d  u n a c c e p t a b l e  or downgraded 
some p e r s o n n e l  which  i n c r e a s e d  t h e  price u l t i m a t e l y  p r o p o s e d  

2/ The N a v y ' s  p o s i t i o n  is  t h a t  Baue r  was i n c l u d e d  f o r  
EAFO-2's "even  t h o u g h  t h e r e  was d o u b t  as t o  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  
a c c e p t a b i l i t y  o f  B a u e r ' s  proposal [ b e c a u s e  Bauer 's]  proposal 
was c o n s i d e r e d  t o  have  a c h a n c e  f o r  award i f  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  
r e v i s e d . "  
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by Bauer i n "  BAFO-2 t o  Bauer 's  c o m p e t i t i v e  d i s a d v a n t a g e . 3 /  
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  B a u e r  a l so  n o t e s ,  and t h e  Navy a d m i t s ,  t h a t 7  
t h r o u g h  an i n a d v e r t e n t  omission, t h e  Navy d i d  n o t  in form 
Bauer d u r i n g  t h e s e  d i s c u s s i o n s  of 10 u n a c c e p t a b l e  resumes  
i n  t h e  j u n i o r  a n a l y s t  and t e c h n i c i a n  c a t e g o r i e s , q  F i n a l l y ,  
B a u e r  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  an  agency  d o e s  n o t  s a t i s f y  i ts  o b l i g a -  
t i o n  t o  conduc t  mean ingfu l  d i s c u s s i o n s  by m e r e l y  t e l l i n g  it 
t h a t  t h e  resumes  were u n a c c e p t a b l e  w i t h o u t  s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  
r e a s o n s  t h e r e f o r .  

Agencies  m u s t  g e n e r a l l y  conduc t  w r i t t e n  or oral  d i s c u s s i o n s  
w i t h  a l l  o f f e r o r s  w i t h i n  a c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e ,  which i n c l u d e s  
a d v i s i n g  o f f e r o r s  o f  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e i r  proposals, so 
t h e y  can  have t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s a t i s f y  t h e  g o v e r n m e n t ' s  
r e q u i r e m e n t s .  Medica l  Care Development,  I n c . ;  B i r c h  and 

198'1 I 87 -2 CPD 11 371; Tracor Mar ine ,  I n c . ,  B-207285, J u n e  6 ,  
1983,  83-1 CPD 11 604. D i s c u s s i o n s  are r e q u i r e d  t o  b e  
"mean ingfu l ; "  t h a t  is, d i s c u s s i o n s  must  be as s p e c i f i c  a s  
p r a c t i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  w i l l  permit. Id, However, 
a g e n c i e s  are n o t  o b l i g a t e d  t o  a f f o r d  o f f e r o r s  a l l -  
encompassing n e g o t i a t i o n s .  U n i v e r s a l  S h i p p i n g  C o . ,  I n c . ,  
B-223905.2, A p r .  20,  1987, 87-1 CPD 1 424.  A l l  t h a t  is 
n e c e s s a r y  is t h a t  a q e n c i e s  l e a d  o f f e r o r s  i n t o  areas o f  t h e i r  

D a v i s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l ,  I n c . ,  B-22i848 - 3 ;  B-227848 . 4 ,  O c t .  19 ,  

proposals need ing  a m p l i f i c a t i o n .  T a r g e t  F i n a n c i a l  Corp. , 
B-226683, J u n e  29, 1987, 87-1 CPD q 641. U l t i m a t e l y ,  t h e  
c o n t e n t  and e x t e n t  o f  d i s c u s s i o n s  are matters w i t h i n  t h e  
judgment of  t h e  agency i n v o l v e d  and are n o t  s u b j e c t  t o  
q u e s t i o n  by o u r  O f f i c e  u n l e s s  t h e y  are c l e a r l y  w i t h o u t  a 
r e a s o n a b l e  basis. P r o f e s s i o n a l  P e n s i o n  Te rmina t ion  ASSOCS., 
B-230007.2, May 25,  1988,  88-1 CPD ll 498. However, t h e  
government  may n o t  m i s l e a d  an o f f e r o r  i n t o  lower ing  t h e  
e v a l u a t e d  q u a l i t y  o f  i t s  proposal, PanAm World S e r v i c e s ,  
I n c . ,  e t  a l . ,  B-231840 e t  a l . ,  Nov. 7 ,  1988, 88-2 CPD 
11 - ; Unisys  Corp., B-231704, O c t ,  18,  1988, 88-2 CPD 

We do n o t  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  p r e s e n t  h e r e  t h a t  t h e  
Navy was r e q u i r e d  t o  d o  more t h a n  in fo rm B a u e r  which 
p e r s o n n e l  were u n a c c e p t a b l e .  Given t h e  RFP's d e t a i l e d  

11 -* 

3/ The Navy ' s  report shows t h a t  B a u e r ' s  f i n a l  price was 
&ou t  t w o  p e r c e n t  more t h a n  t h e  proposed  a w a r d e e ' s  price. 
Bauer lowered  i t s  i n i t i a l  o f f e r  price i n  b o t h  BAFO-1 and 
BAFO-2. 

4/ N e v e r t h e l e s s ,  f o r  p u r p o s e s  of proposal e v a l u a t i o n ,  t h e  
gavy  s ta tes  t h a t  B a u e r ' s  p roposed  work h o u r s  f o r  t h e s e  t w o  
c a t e g o r i e s  were " u t i l i z e d  assuming f u l l  a p p r o v a l  , " 
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l i s t i n g  of  j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  e d u c a t i o n ,  and work e x p e r i e n c e  
requirements ,  t h e  Navy's  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t o  Bauer t h a t  it 
c o n s i d e r e d  cer ta in  resumes u n a c c e p t a b l e  was s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
l e a d  B a u e r  i n t o  a r e a s  of  i ts p e r s o n n e l  p r o p o s a l  needing  
change or a m p l i f i c a t i o n .  

W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  a l l e g e d  m i s l e a d i n g  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  t h e  Navy 
shou ld  n o t  have a d v i s e d  B a u e r  t h a t  7 of  t h e  24 resumes were 
u n a c c e p t a b l e  when t h e y  were marg ina l .  Moreover, t h e  Navy 
f a i l e d  t o  p o i n t  o u t  B a u e r ' s  u n a c c e p t a b l e  resumes i n  t h e  
j u n i o r  a n a l y s t  and t e c h n i c i a n  c a t e g o r i e s .  However, even 
assuming B a u e r  was g i v e n  f u l l  c r e d i t  f o r  t h e  seven  m a r g i n a l  
resumes i n  q u e s t i o n  and f o r  a l l  o f  t h e  j u n i o r  a n a l y s t s  and 
t e c h n i c i a n s ,  B a u e r  would s t i l l  be  c o n s i d e r e d  unaccep tab le .  
T h a t  is, even g i v i n g  B a u e r  t h i s  f u l l  c r e d i t ,  i ts t o t a l  
a c c e p t a b l e  work h o u r s  would f a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  s h o r t  of t h e  
r e q u i r e d  t o t a l  number o f  work h o u r s  se t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  RFP. 
Although B a u e r  claims t h a t  a l l  BAFO-2 r e sumes  met RFP 
r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  t h e  r e c o r d  i n d i c a t e s  t h i s  was n o t  t h e  case 
and t h a t  B a u e r  f a i l e d  t o  correct a l l  c i t e d  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  
i t s  BAFO-2. B a u e r  has n o t  m e t  i t s  burden of  showing t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  was u n r e a s o n a b l e  i n  t h i s  r e g a r d .  See Pacord ,  - Inc . ,  B-224520.2, Mar. 6 ,  1987, 87-1 CPD 1 2 5 5 .  

Given B a u e r ' s  u n a c c e p t a b l e  p r o p o s a l  r a t i n g ,  even as  a d j u s t e d  
i n  B a u e r ' s  f a v o r ,  as  d e s c r i b e d  above, B a u e r ' s  argument 
about  p r e j u d i c e  t o  i t s  proposed p r i c e  is i r r e l e v a n t .  I t  is 
w e l l - e s t a b l i s h e d  t h a t  p r i c e  need n o t  be c o n s i d e r e d  where t h e  
a s s o c i a t e d  non-pr ice  p r o p o s a l  is unaccep tab le .  Data 
Resources, 8-228494, Feb. 1 ,  1988, 88-1 C P D  11 94. 

- 

Bauer  asserts t h a t  under  DBA Systems,  I n c . ,  8-224306, 
D e c .  31,  1986, 86-2 CPD 11 722, it need n o t  c o n c l u s i v e l y  b e  
shown t h a t  a p r o t e s t e r  would have been s e l e c t e d  f o r  award, 
a b s e n t  c o n t r a c t i n g  agency error,  i n  o r d e r  f o r  t h e  p r o t e s t e r  
t o  be e n t i t l e d  t o  a remedy, i f  t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  agency 
d e p r i v e d  t h e  protester of  a r e a s o n a b l e  chance of  r e c e i v i n g  
a n  award. However, w e  t h i n k  it impor t an t  t h a t ,  b e f o r e  w e  
d i s t u r b  a procurement  or c o n t r a c t ,  t h e r e  be some ev idence ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  where, as h e r e ,  cost or p r i c e  is an  impor t an t  
s e l e c t i o n  f a c t o r ,  t h a t  t h e  p r o t e s t e r  would have been 
c o m p e t i t i v e  b u t  f o r  t h e  agency action. B.K. Dynamics, 
1nc . - -Recons idera t ion ,  B-228090.2, Feb. 18, 1988, 67 Comp. 
Gen. 
B a u e r ' s  p e r s o n n e l  p r o p o s a l  was r e a s o n a b l y  r a t e d  as  unaccept-  

areas.  Thus, B a u e r  was n o t  c o m p e t i t i v e l y  p r e j u d i c e d ,  s u c h  
t h a t  i t  is e n t i t l e d  t o  a remedy. 

1 

, 88-1 CPD 11 165. Here, w e  have no doubt  t h a t  - 
able, even i f  B a u e r  w a s  g i v e n  f u l l  c r e d i t  i n  t h e  a f f e c t e d  \ 

B a u e r  h a s  made other arguments  abou t  t h e  Navy's s c o r i n g  of 
t h e  p e r s o n n e l  proposal. F i r s t ,  B a u e r  con tends  t h a t  t h e  Navy 
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i m p r o p e r l y  i n t r o d u c e d  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  category of " m a r g i n a l "  
on  t h e  s c o r i n g  s h e e t s  u sed  by t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  t o  e v a l u a t e  
p r o p o s e d  p e r s o n n e l .  Bauer  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  o n l y  " a c c e p t a b l e "  
or " u n a c c e p t a b l e "  r a t i n g s  c o u l d  b e  awarded unde r  t h e  RFP. 

I n  r e p l y ,  t h e  Navy e x p l a i n s  t h a t  t h e  c a t e g o r y  " m a r g i n a l "  was 
c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  s o u r c e  s e l e c t i o n  plan for t h e  RFP and  was 
p r o v i d e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  r e s u m e s  which  r e q u i r e d  closer s c r u t i n y  
t o  d e t e r m i n e  i f  t h e y  were acceptable or u n a c c e p t a b l e .  T h i s  
would allow t h e  Navy t o  i n c l u d e  as  many offerors i n  t h e  
c o m p e t i t i v e  r a n g e  a s  possible, - see F e d e r a l  A c q u i s i t i o n  
R e g u l a t i o n  S 1 5 . 6 0 9 ( a )  (FAC 84-16) ,  b u t  t h a t  o n c e  t h e  
r e s p o n s e s  t o  BAFO-2 were r e c e i v e d ,  t h e  proposals were 
f i n a l l y  r a t e d  e i t h e r  acceptable or u n a c c e p t a b l e .  We are  
p e r s u a d e d  by  t h e  Navy's e x p l a n a t i o n  and f i n d  n o t h i n g  
o b j e c t i o n a b l e  i n  t h e  Navy e v a l u a t o r s '  u s e  of " m a r g i n a l "  
r a t i n g s  t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  p r o p o s e d  p e r s o n n e l .  

Bauer  has  f u r t h e r  c r i t i q u e d  t h e  e v a l u a t o r s '  w o r k s h e e t s  
c o n t e n d i n g  t h a t :  ( 1 )  many w o r k s h e e t s  d o  n o t  i n d i c a t e  
w h e t h e r  t h e  r e s u m e s  s u b m i t t e d  i n  BAFO-1 were acceptable, 
u n a c c e p t a b l e  or m a r g i n a l ;  ( 2 )  t h a t  BAFO-2 w o r k s h e e t s  f o r  
some r e s u m e s  were n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  r e c o r d ;  and  ( 3 )  t h a t  
some r e s u m e s  t h a t  were r a t e d  acceptable i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  
s u b m i s s i o n  were i n e x p l i c a b l y  r e s c o r e d  as u n a c c e p t a b l e  a f t e r  
BAFO-1 . 
The Navy r e s p o n d s  t h a t  Baue r  h a s  m i s u n d e r s t o o d  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  
w o r k s h e e t s .  Fo r  example, t h e  Navy n o t e s  t h a t  w h i l e  some of 
t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  s h e e t s  for BAFO-1 d o  n o t  show 
' ' a c c e p t a b l e  ," " u n a c c e p t a b l e  ," or " m a r g i n a l "  r a t i n g s  for 
B a u e r l s  r e s u m e s ,  t h e  BAFO-1 summary s h e e t s  show e v a l u a t i o n  
r a t i n g s  for a l l  of B a u e r ' s  resumes .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  Navy 
e x p l a i n s  t h a t  Baue r  h a s  m i s j u d g e d  some of t h e  BAFO-1 r e s u m e s  
as b e i n g  r a t e d  " a c c e p t a b l e , "  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  were a c t u a l l y  
r a t e d  " m a r g i n a l , "  as e v i d e n c e d  by t h e  c h e c k  or minus  marks 
on  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  s h e e t s .  A s  t o  B a u e r ' s  
c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  some r e s u m e s  do n o t  h a v e  a c o r r e s p o n d i n g  new 
e v a l u a t i o n  sheet for BAFO-2, t h e  Navy n o t e s  t h a t ,  if a 
resume w a s  i d e n t i f i e d  as  u n a c c e p t a b l e  i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  o f f e r  
stage or u n d e r  BAFO-1, a new e v a l u a t i o n  s h e e t  was n o t  
p r e p a r e d  i f ,  as  Bauer  d i d ,  a n  o f f e r o r  r e s u b m i t t e d  a resume 
as  par t  of t h e  BAFO-2 s u b m i s s i o n .  Our review of t h e  
e v a l u a t o r s '  w o r k s h e e t s  i n d i c a t e s  no  basis t o  c h a l l e n g e  t h e  
Navy ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  p e r s o n n e l  proposal. 

A s  t o  t h e  n i n e  r e s u m e s  t h a t  were judged  t o  be acceptable 
a f t e r  i n i t i a l  o f f e r s  b u t  u n a c c e p t a b l e  a f t e r  BAFO-l's, t h e  
Navy e x p l a i n s  t h a t  t h i s  o c c u r r e d  b e c a u s e  r e s u m e s  were 
r e e v a l u a t e d  by a s i n g l e  e v a l u a t o r  a f t e r  BAFO-1 t o  e n s u r e  
t h a t  t h e  r a t i n g  c r i t e r i a  were b e i n g  a p p l i e d  a c c u r a t e l y  and  
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uniformly. This evaluation precaution resulted in change: 
from acceptable to unacceptable in resume evaluations in 
all of the offerors' proposals, not just on Bauer's 
evaluation. Moreover, the Navy notes that, as a result 01 
this reevaluation, one of Bauer's resumes was changed fror 
"unacceptable" to "acceptable." 

The mere fact that scoring of initial and BAFO proposals 1 
different evaluators results in different conclusions as t 
the quality of an offeror's proposal does not automatical: 
indicate an improper application of the evaluation criter: 
by any of the evaluators, given the subjective nature of 
the proposal evaluation process. See Chemonics Interna- 
tional, B-222793, Aug. 6, 1986, 8 6 T C P D  1 161; Magnavox 
Advanced Products and Systems Co., 8-215426, Feb. 6, 1985, 
85-1 CPD 11 146. We find that the Navy's reevaluation and 
rescoring of the offerors' proposals in the personnel arei 
was reasonable, given the stated need to ensure that the 
criteria were being applied accurately and uniformly. In 
any case, Bauer has not successfully challenged the Navy': 
determination that Bauer's BAFO-2 personnel proposal was 
unacceptable. 

The protest is denied. 

James F. Hinchman 
General Counsel 
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