. (SRS 3 SN . ' [ [ ' . " " '
g - i
\u ‘ " ’
N .
» - .
]

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE \UNITED STATES
WAAHIMGTONR, D.C, 1530

B-178295 NI Jo© 19

Ostaber 18, 1973

Crahum and Gilueo
808 South MHaln
Niashita, Kanaas 67213

Oeatlomnant

This s in reply to the June 13, 1973, letter froa Congrevsmay
Garner E, Shriver, forwarding youvr requaut that we investigate ths
‘rejuction of your proposal ‘and the award of a contract {0 anothar
firm under solicitation No, SBA~406~LA~73.1, isasuad by the Small
. Business Administration (SBA), Washington, D, C,

The sclicltation was for managuovent and technical assistance to

be tendared to individuals or enterprises pursuant to the Section 408
of tha Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (42 U.S8,C, 2906b)., Elaven
offexs to pevforn thesa services in S1A's Region 7, including yours,
ware recaived in responss to the solicitation. Your proposal racelved
an evaluation scove of 35 points out of a possible 100, whilch was
tha third highast ocove, while the propuowal submitted by Lawrence loiter
snd Associates received the high score of 89,7. Award was mada to
Leiter at ite proposed price of $198,940, and you have quastioned

. vhether Leiter's proposal was worth tha 1nrroaued expauditure ia viaw
of your proposed prica of §151,973,

The solfcitation advised offeroxs that proposaly would ba eval~
usted on & point, systaw, with a maximm of (' points to ba wwarded for
couth of the following vategorieat

"1, Quality, exporiency and capabilicy «f staff offaeroy
{ntends ¢o assign to thls project, .

2., Preyious mxperionce and affsctivenens in parforning
services, indicated by prior work and Jdemonstrate by
ability to deal effectively with individualu and enter-
prises eligible to be sarved."

Yhe solicitation further advised that swards would be made to flrw
which "in the ‘judgment of the Small Buainess Adminintration, areu Last
quaiified-—price and all other factors considered."
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8BA hus reported that evaluation of your proposal fudicated a
lack of "management 8kills sand overall ability to perform the con-
tract in a mamner most productive to the assisted concerns or
fvdividuals,” while YLeiter, an incumbent contractor, '"had eavuved &
good record of performance in teyms of ths results produced andt
gapport with those assieted," and that it wag in the Government'p
bast interest to awvard a oontract to Leiter ot ite highor price,

Our reviev of the record, including your proposal and the evaluation
docuvente, indicates that Leiter's high ecore wae based on ita having
a large, qualified staff and on its excellent prioy performanze, whilwn
your proposal was viewed as reflecting otrength in the accounting field
but weskness in other areas, We secs nothing arbitraxy or improper in
olther the evaluation that was made or 4n tha decision to award a con
tract to the highcr-priced, higher-rated oNferor, It is well estab-
liched that in a negotiated procurement award may ba based on factors
other than price, and that the procuring ageucy may determine whethex
the superiority of a parricular propostl is worth a higher price or
vhether the Governuent's needs can be satisfied by a lower-rated
propoeal at a lover price, 50 Comp, Gen, 110 (1970); B-176077(1),
January 26, 1973. In view of the aignificant differeance between the
evaluatinn scorea awurded to your proposal and to Leiter's, SBA deci-
sion to make an awnryd to Leitor appears to be reascuable, o
4
S8incerely yours,

R.F.XELLER

Comptroller General
p Doputy of the Untited Stateas
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