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Timothy Sullivan, Esq., and Katherine S. Nucci, Esq., Thompson Coburn, LLP, for 
the protester. 
Robert A. Russo, Esq., Frank V. DiNicola, Esq., Desiree A. DiCorcia, Esq., 
Department of Veteran’s Affairs, for the agency. 
Mary G. Curcio, Esq., and David A. Ashen, Esq., Office of the General Counsel, 
GAO, participated in the preparation of the decision. 
DIGEST 
 
Protest that agency used unstated evaluation criteria in evaluating offerors’ 
responses to sample task orders is denied where agency consideration of whether 
responses addressed the specific tasks necessary for successful performance of the 
overall sample tasks was reasonably related to the stated evaluation criteria for 
understanding of the problems regarding, and feasibility of approach to, the sample 
tasks. 
DECISION 
 
MicroTechnologies, LLC (Microtech), of Vienna, Virginia, protests the elimination 
from the competitive range of the proposal it submitted in response to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) request for proposals (RFP) No. VA-118-10-
RP-0052, for information technology (IT) services.  Microtech asserts that the 
agency misevaluated its proposal. 
 
We deny the protest. 
 
The solicitation provided for award of up to 15 contracts on a “best value” basis 
considering the following factors:  technical (with subfactors for sample task orders 
(STO) and management), past performance, veterans involvement, small business 
participation commitment, and price.  RFP § M.2.A.  The agency received more than 
90 proposals, including 1 from Microtech.  Microtech’s proposal, with an evaluated 
price of $ 7.952 billion, was rated acceptable for the technical factor and each 
subfactor, low risk for past performance, acceptable for small business participation, 
and full credit for veterans involvement.  VA determined that Microtech’s proposal 
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was not one of the most highly rated, and on this basis did not include the proposal 
in the competitive range.  Upon being debriefed by the agency, Microtech filed this 
protest, asserting that the agency used unstated evaluation criteria and otherwise 
unreasonably evaluated its proposal. 
 
Unstated Evaluation Criteria 
 
The solicitation included three sample task orders (STO 1, STO 2, and STO 3), the 
responses to which were to be evaluated as follows: 
 

The Sample Tasks are designed to test the offeror’s expertise and 
innovative capabilities to respond to the types of situations that may be 
encountered in performance. . .  Accordingly, the offerors will not be 
given an opportunity to correct or revise a sample task response.  The 
evaluation of each sample task will consider the following: 

(1) Understanding of Problems--The proposal will be evaluated 
to determine the extent to which the offeror demonstrates a clear 
understanding of all features involved in solving the problems and 
meeting the requirements presented by the sample task; and the 
extent to which uncertainties are identified and resolutions proposed. 

(2) Feasibility of Approach--The proposal will be evaluated to 
determine whether the offeror’s methods and approach to meeting the 
sample task requirements provided the Government with a high level 
of confidence of successful completion.  The evaluation will also 
consider the realism of the labor categories being proposed in the 
offeror’s response to the sample tasks.   

RFP § M.2.C. 
 
Microtech was rated acceptable for STOs 1 and 2, but unacceptable for STO 3 (Data 
Center Consolidation).  Microtech asserts that the agency used unstated evaluation 
criteria in evaluating its response to STO 3.  Specifically, Microtech notes that for 
each STO the agency compiled a list of task areas and subtasks that an offeror was 
required to address to receive evaluation credit.   
 
The solicitation required offerors under STO 3 to design, develop, and implement a 
consolidation and/or relocation of IT services, including databases, files shares and 
applications, which were currently located at 30 distributed computer rooms.  The 
overall goals were to standardize the IT infrastructure; insure continuity of operations 
in the event of a disaster; standardize IT operations; and improve end-user 
experience.  In responding to STO 3, offerors were required to describe how they 
would execute all tasks, and to provide high level architectural diagrams, a project 
plan, an overall migration plan for all three categories (database, application and file 
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shares), a description of necessary documentation, and a list of the required labor 
categories.  RFP § J, attach. 15, Sample Task 3--Data Center Consolidation.   
 
As part of its evaluation of offerors’ STO responses, the agency prepared a list of 
key focus and lower level focus areas that it believed an offeror would have to 
address to demonstrate that it understood the task and had a feasible approach to 
solving it.  With respect to STO 3, the agency considered the following key focus and 
lower level focus areas:  technical solution design (understanding technical 
requirements, integrated solution, space/environmental, systems, and site 
application assessment method); mechanical solution implementation (selected 
technologies, high availability design, disaster recovery solution, scalable solution, 
systems & data security, and technical reference model policies and standards); 
project planning and implementation (sufficient detail regarding necessary phases, 
testing plan, migration/implementation plan, communications plan, project monitoring 
plan, support transition plan, operations plan/post go-live support, organizational  
breakdown structure and staffing schedule, and personnel & data security); and 
project documentation (high level architectural diagrams, project plan, migration 
plan, sufficient detail, and additional documents typically necessary).  Technical 
Factor Ratings at 7-9.  The agency asserts that the above considerations were 
related to the stated evaluation criteria and thus were properly considered. 

 
While solicitations must inform offerors of the basis for proposal evaluation, and the 
evaluation must be based on the factors set forth in the solicitation, Federal 
Acquisition Regulation § 15.304, agencies are not required to specifically list every 
area that may be taken into account, provided such areas are reasonably related to 
or encompassed by the stated criteria.  AIA-Todini-Lotos, B-294337, Oct. 15, 2004, 
2004 CPD ¶ 211 at 8.   
 
Here, we find that the key focus and lower level focus areas that the agency 
considered in evaluating STO 3 responses were reasonably related to or 
encompassed by the stated criteria and thus were not improper unstated evaluation 
criteria.  As noted, the solicitation provided that an offeror’s response to the sample 
task would be evaluated to determine whether the offeror understood the problem 
and had a feasible approach to solving it.  RFP at 99-100.  Understanding and 
feasibility of approach, however, are not factors that can be evaluated on their own, 
without reference to the work to be accomplished.  In this regard, the solicitation 
further instructed offerors to describe how they would execute all tasks necessary for 
the effort.  RFP § J, attach. 15, Sample Task 3--Data Center Consolidation.  It 
follows then, that offerors were on notice that, in evaluating understanding and 
feasibility of approach, the agency would consider the tasks it believed were 
necessary to perform the sample task.  Microtech has furnished no basis to 
conclude that such areas considered by the agency as technical solution design; 
space, environment and systems used; and technical data implementation, including 
the selected technologies and security, were not reasonably related to performing 
the third sample task.  Likewise, we agree with VA that the agency’s consideration of 



Page 4   
                                                                                                                                               B-403713.6  
 
 

the offeror’s project monitoring plan, organizational breakdown work structure, and 
staffing approach were reasonably encompassed by the solicitation requirement to 
provide a project plan identifying all phases, milestones, and timeframes for the 
project.  In sum, we find that Microtech has not demonstrated that the agency 
evaluation relied on unstated evaluation criteria.  

 
Unreasonable Evaluation 
 
Microtech, however, further asserts that even apart from the issue of unstated 
criteria, the evaluation of its proposal was unreasonable.  In this regard, Microtech 
challenges the agency’s conclusion that there were multiple deficiencies in its 
proposal under each of the STOs, the management subfactor, and the rating 
assigned to the small business participation factor.  Where an agency’s evaluation is 
challenged, we will consider whether the evaluation was reasonable and consistent 
with the terms of the solicitation and applicable statutes and regulations.  Preferred 
Sys. Solutions, B-291750, Feb. 24, 2003, 2003 CPD ¶ 56 at 2.   We have examined 
the record and we find that the evaluation was reasonable.   
 
For example, with respect to STO 3, Microtech asserts that the agency failed to 
consider its efficient approaches to data center layout, its use of [DELETED], and its 
use of [DELETED].  The record, however, demonstrates otherwise.  Regarding data 
center layout, the agency recognized that Microtech proposed to [deleted], but it 
explains that Microtech did not indicate what data it would collect, how the data 
would be used to create an efficient center layout, or whether it would follow current 
data center practices such as hot aisle/cold aisle, hot aisle containment or in row 
cooling technologies to remove heat from the data center equipment.  Agency 
Report at 16.  Similarly, the agency notes that while Microtech’s proposal indicated 
that the protester would use [deleted], and discussed some potential benefits of 
[deleted], it did not detail how [deleted] would be used to address the problems 
presented by STO3.  Id. at 17.  The agency explains that the lack of detail and 
explanation in the proposal prevented the agency from evaluating whether Microtech 
fully understood the problem and had a feasible approach to addressing it.   
 
While Microtech asserts that it was not aware from the solicitation that detail was 
required, we have previously recognized that the detail provided in response to a 
STO is a legitimate consideration in assessing an offeror’s understanding and 
proposed solution.  Trellclean, U.S.A., B-213227.2, June 25, 1984, 84-1 CPD ¶ 661 
at 8.    Further, since an agency’s evaluation is dependent on the information 
furnished in a proposal, it is the offeror’s responsibility to submit an adequately 
written proposal for the agency to evaluate.  Id.  An offeror that fails to do so runs 
the risk that its proposal will be evaluated unfavorably.  Recon Optical, Inc., B-
310436, B-310436.2, Dec. 27, 2007, 2008 CPD ¶ 10 at 6.  Here, the agency 
determined that there was insufficient detail to demonstrate Microtech’s 
understanding of the STO 3 problem  
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and the merits of its proposed solution.  Microtech has not shown this conclusion to 
be unreasonable. 
 
The protest is denied. 
 
Lynn H. Gibson 
General Counsel 
 
 
 



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Sheetfed Uncoated v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Off

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 150

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.76

    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 150

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.76

    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 15

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<





    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>







    /HUN <>

    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>





    /SKY <>



    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>



    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



