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Comprroller Genersl
of the United States

Washington, D.C. 20548 REDACTED VERSION’

Decision

Matter of: Defense Group, Inc,
File: B~253795

Date: October 2%, 1993

David R, Hazelron, Esq,, Edward J, Shapirec, Esg., and
Marcin F. Petraitis, Esqg,, Latham & Watkxins, for the
protester,

Jocel R, Feidelman, Esq., Arne 8, Perry, Esq., and Larry E,
Ruggiero, Esg.,, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver 4 Jacobson,
for Science Applications Interrnaticnal Corporation, an

interestced party.

David C, Rickard, Esag., Dafense luclear Agency, for the
agency.,

David A, Ashen, Esg., and John M, Melody, Esg,, Office of
the General Counsel, GAQ, participated in the preparation of
the decisicn.

DIGEST

1. Protest against exclusion of proposal from competitive
range for informacicnal deficiencies rendering proposal
technically unacceptable is denied where request for pro-
posals called for detailed information, and the informa-
tional deficiencies called intec question the protester’s
understanding of the required contract effort and were so
pervasive that correction would require a major rewrice,

2, Agency reasonably determined to amend rather than cancel
request for proposals after receipt of initial proposals
where the additional required effort amounted to an increase
of only 12.3 percent in the overall contract efforr and the
nature of the additioral effort was the same as that already
required under the solicitacion as ilssued.

DECISION

‘'The decision dated October 25, 1993, contained confidential
or source selection sensitive information and was subject to
a General Accounting Office protective order. This version
of the decision has been redacred. Deletions in text are
indicated by "(deleted]."
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Derense Group, Inc, (C3I) pritests twhe "efsrnzs lltlasr
Agency's (DNA) award -7 a3 Zconrtrsco w2 dTtilenle Arclizatizns
Intsrpational Corperztisn (3AIZ), under rewigss I:r grz-
posals (RFP} Mo, DHAQCL1-32-R-07487, f3r z2rmz ITInwr:il syznems
engineering and technical as3isnance sSUPCIrT sarwvitas,  T3I
challenges the eliminzcicn 22 ins propoesl froem ooz
competitive range,

We deny the protest,

The solicication as rssued contemplated 3ward -7 3 -:Isn-
plus—award-fee contract Ior up ta 5 yeavs—--including 3
3-year base period and nwe L-year optizns-—--uo privids
sciencific, engineering and technical assistanze with
respect to the researcnh, development, tesc, and engineer:ng
of "arms control and verification, compliance, implemen-
ration, and dismantlement technolagy." The soligitarion

as issued requirad a3 level-ci-effcrt I 22¢,800 hours

during the base pericd snd 7Z,¢00 hours during each option
period, For purposes cf propgsa: planning, tne RFP
furnished the governpment’s inirial! worx load estimates
apportioning the nours among four tasks, including

{l) technical assessments and research (45 percent);

{2) systems engineering and integracion (30 percent);

(3) test and evaluation (15 percent); and (4) software

and automated systems develcopment (10 percent). Subsequent
to DGI's exclusion from the ccmpetitive range, DNA amended
the solicitation te delete the award fee {replacing it
with a fized fee) and to add an option for an additional
37,200 hours during the first contract year in the area of
the safe and secure dismantlement of weapons of mass
destruction. The amendment did not altcer the stated
apportionment of the work among the four vasks.

The solicitacion provided for award to bpe made "primarily
on the basis of technical/management superioricy," with
"realism of price proposals" peing "carefully considered."
The technical/business management factcr encompassed, in
descending order of importance, the following four evalu-
ation criteria; (1) other staff personnel and cocnsultants;
{2) understanding the problem, as demonstrated by the
submission 0f three whiza papers on tasks listed in the
statement of work (SOW); (3) experience and availapbility of
the principal investigator; and (4) ccrporate assets and

rasources.

SAIC (the incumbent cecntractor), DGI and Kaman Sciences
Corporation submitted propesals in respcnse to the solicita-
tion., Based upon its ewvaluatisn of initial proposals, DNA
included only SAIC’s and Kaman's proposals in the competi-~
tive range. The agency excluded DGI's proposal on the basis
that it was technically unacceptable and not susceptible of
being made acceptable without major revision.
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A ¥aman -z
Staff 33.37¢ iT.E IT,aTE
{45 available pcints)
Understanding el ORI TL T
(25 availaple pcimnz)
Principal Investigat:r 14,3 15,2 il
(20 available points)
Corporate Assets e 8,7: T,e7E
{10 available points)
Total 30,37z 73,372 6..87%
(100 available pcints)

Proposed Cost fdeleced! tdel
millin mil

t— (D

red. idelered)]
L0 million:

DNA concluded that DGI’s preoposal contarined "pervasive
deficiencies and weaknesses" that could not be corrected
without a major revisicn and thus was technically unaccept-
able; DNA therefore exzcluded it from the competitive range,
For example, with respect =35 proposed staff (other chan the
principal investigator), the most impertant evaluaction
eriterion, DNA found that DGI had identified personnel
accounting for only [deleted] manyears of effort per year,
approximately {deleced] of the level-of-effort established
by the sclicication, In addition, DNA generally found that
the identified staff lacked the depth and breadth of experi-~
ence necessary to cover all of the areas encompassed within
the $OW; the agency particularly expressed concern cver the
lack of experience in safe and secure dismantlement. DNA
determined that, in concrast, SAIC had identified personnel
accounting for [deleted] manyears of effort per year and who
possessed experience in all of the SOW task areas. Further,
DNA found that although the personnel proposed by Kaman
accounted for only [deleted] manyears of effort, a total of
(deleted] individuals (besides the principal investigator)
had been identified, and, according tc the agency, they pos-
sessed significant =alsnz, auperience and zapability,

‘Although DGI proposed a cost c¢f [deleted], including a base
fee of (deleted] percent, it failed to include the costs
associated with the award fee available to the contractor.
Given a 7-percent fee, the level earned under the current
contract, DGI’'s proposed cost weould entitle it to an
additional fee of [deleted]j.
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In addicion, DNA questicned DGI's 2ffer 27 3 princ:igsa
investigator who would te available fzr znly 77 gz

the time and who, based ¢n the descriptizn

included in the proposal, appeared to goss e

in program management than in rhe required EY me
concrol, In contrast, Kaman's proposed princip S5

tor was available on a full-ctime basis, and waz an "-un-
standing selection" who was "exceptionally well gualifies
with an excellent background in science and policy." 34I2's
investigator likewise was available on a full-time tasis;
the agenpcy evaluated him as possessing "relevan:t arms —Z3n-
trol experiepce" and "true strengths in nuclear/milicsry
matcters," and as being a "proven leader and manager" wno was

familiar with and understood DHA,

DNA also questioned DGI’s understanding of the arms control
problems facing the agency. The agency found =hat the
required white papers submitted by DGI had reflacted not
only a lack of knowledge <f "the organization, responsibili-
ties or funcrions" witn respect to safe apd secure disman-—
tlement, but also an overall failure to understand DNA’s
"general task and role in verification and arms coentrol,"
DNA found that, in contrast, SAIC's proposal "clearly demon-
strated a thorough knowledge of the effort/understanding of
the problem"; the agency also evaluated Kaman's understand-
ing as superior to DGI’s. Further, while DNA evaluated
Kaman’s technical facilicties and assets as "first rate" and
SAIC’'s as meeting all of the requirements and offering
"access to everything we need," the agency found DGI'’s
proposal to be incemplete in this area., DGI neither pro-
posed a specific dedicataed facility for verificatien
research, nor identified pcssible locations for establishing
one, DNA also considered it a weakness that DGI had pro-
posed to establish a Moscow field office only after contract
award. DNA concluded that, given the weakness of DGI's
proposed staff, its lack of understanding of DNA’s role
genarally and of the safe and secure dismantlement mission
in particular, and its lack of a current or specific pro-
posed facility, an unacceptable delay would result before
DGI could make a meaningful contribution to DNA’s mission,
Award to DGI therefore would be "extremely risky."

DGI contends that its proposal was improperly excluded from
the competitive range because of informational deficiencies
which it could have corrected, According to the protester,
had DNA conducted discussions with respect to the perceived
weaknesses in its proposal, DGI could have furnished addi-
tional information concerning the qualifications of its
proposed principal investigator, the euperience of its
president with respect to the safe and secure dismantlement
of nuclear weapons, additiona. potential staff it had
available, and the office space it intended to use.
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An offeror must submit an Initial propcsal Thizt oLz
adequately written and that affirmarvively states .13

or run the risk of having its preopesal redecnza zs =s1h
cally unacceprable, Source AY, Ingc.,, B-23a2%21, Iume 13,
1989, 89-1 CpD ¢ S78, Generally, :zffers ThnatT 2re —eInni-
cally unacceptable as submicted and would reguire ma-:or
revisions to become acceptable are not reguired 7~: e
included in the ccmpetitive range for discuss::n purposes.
W.M, H & A s,; Caiar Def. Support Co., B=-2372%596;
B-237259.2, Jan. 12, 1930, 90-1 CPD ¢ 52, In reviewing

whether a proposal was properly rejected as technically
unacceptable for informational deficiencies, we examine the
record to decermine, among other things, whether the KFP
called for detailed information and the npature of the inior-
mational deficiencies~-for example, whether the deficiencies
tended to show that the offeror did not understand what it
would be required to do under che contract, BioClean Med,
Sys., Inc., B-239906, Aug, 17, 139C, 9C-2 CPD ¢ 142; DRT
Agsocs., Inc., B-237070, Jan. 11, 1390, 30-1 CPD ¢ 47, We
will not reevaluate a proposal but, rather, will consider
only whether the agency’s evaluation was reasonable and
consiscent with the evaluation scheme in the RFP,
Communicationsg Int’t, Inc,, B-238810; B-238810.2, July 3,
1990, 90-2 CPD 9 13,

e
i
-

The evaluation here, and the resulrant exclusion of DGI’'s
proposal from the competitive range, was reasonable, The
RFP generally warned that "[i]t is important that adequate
and specific information be furnished, . . ., Assurances of
experience, capability or qualifications, without a clear
demonstration to support the claim, will adversely influence
the evaluation of the proposal." The RFP also required
specific information in each of the areas in which DGI's
proposal was found lacking. For example, the solicitation
required that offerors identify and furnish a biography for
staff personnel and consultants and that such personnel and
consultants have expertise in the areas of arms control and
disarmament, nuclear force structure and operations, treaty
compliance implementation issues, conventional force struc-
ture and operations, chemical weapons and production, safe
and secure dismantlement c¢f weapons of mass destruction,
intelligence capabilities and resources, systems engineer-
ing, software integration, and test and evaluation.
Further, while the RFP did require that the principal
investigator be experienced and knowledgeable in program
management, it also specifically required that he:

"Ible a demonstrated e¥pert in arms control,
verification (both through on-site and National
Technical Means), nuclear force structure issues,
conventional force structure issues, chemical
weapons matters, and safe, secure dismantlement of
weapons of mass destruction. . . .

B-253795
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"The proposal should Zdemonstrats
investigatsr’s) preomoinence in ol
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The solicitacion further required ¢
submitted by offerors "“clearly demcn
understands the issues involved and
including issues asscciated with "Disa
challenges," Finally, the RFP advyised Zffer
proposals "should demonstrate clearly"” el
with respect to technical facilicies and cor
resources, and establish whether there was "
stability and diversified capabilities" and

connections in Moscow in Russia and in Albuqu
Mexico. In sum, the RFP was very spec;f*c al
informacion that offerors were to include in
proposals,
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DGI generally does not dispute DNA’s derermination that its
proposal failed to identify staff with the required depth
and breadch of experience covering all of the areas encom-
passed within the SOW, including safe and cecure dismantle-
ment, that irs descriprion of the experience ¢f its proposed
principal investigator indicated more expertise in program
management than in the required areas of arms control, that
its white papers failed to establish an understanding of the
safe and secure dismantlement function (as well as an over-
all knowledge of DMA’s general tasks and roles in arms
control), and that its proposal failed either to coiffer a
specific existing facility or to demonstrate its abilicy to
establish the necessary facility, Rather, the firm suggests
that it could have corrected these deficiencies had it been
included in the competitive range for discussion purposes,
However, given the extensiveness of the informational defi-
ciencies, we find no basis to question DNA’'s determination
that these omissions rendered DGI's proposal so deficient
that their correction through discussions would necessitate
a major revision of the proposal, Given this finding and
the RFP’s specific request for the omitted detailed informa-
tion, DNA’s exclusion of DGI's proposal from the competitive
range was reasonable,

DGI also argues that amendment of the RFP (after the excluv-
sion of its proposal) to add 37,200 hours during the first
contract year in support of DNA’s safe and secure dismantle-
ment mission constituted a material change in the solicita-
tion which required the agency to cancel the solicitation
and issue a new one, Ve disagree,
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Federal Acquisic:ion Regulati:In |
provides that:

"[i])f a change (to a solizitat:izn, is 82 sukstan-
tial chat it warrants ccomplete revisizo 7 3
solicirtarion, the contracting officer shall rar:el
the original sclicicatisn and issug a rnew Ine,
ragardless of the stage c¢f the proTiremenc.”

We agree with DMA that, notwithstanding the ad
safe and secure dismantlement effort, the bias:
the contemplated overall contract effort was n:It
substantially changed; rather, it remained subsca
same, The additional hours added by the amendmen
£o an increase of only 12,3 percent in rhe cveral
and the nature of the additional effort--safe and secure
dismantlement-~was the same as that already required under
the RFP, The increased effort alsc had nothing to do with
the elimination of DGI’s proposal from the competitive
range, We conclude therefora that the agency was not
required to cancel the RFP as a result of the increase in
the required effort. See Di Frances Co., B-245492,

Qect, 9, 1991, 91-2 CPD ¢ 323; Claude E. Atkins Enters.,
Inc., B-241047, Jan. 1%, 1991, 91-1 CPD < 42,

~
[
-~ -
2

rtislly che
o
1

The protest is denied,

James F., Hinchman
General Counse:

‘DGI, noting that the amendment only added work to the first
contract year, claims that addicional safe and secure dis-
mantlement effort will be required in the second and subse-
quent years. We note, however, that DNA has committed
itself to competing any addicional requirements for such
work, (The agency views the amendment as an interim mea-
sure, intended to address the apparently increasing need for
safe and secure dismantlement effort panding a more definite
determination of the future requirements in this area and
the best means of satisfying them,)
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