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- _ September 6, 1973

L

Mailing List Systems, Itd,
Buite 325

%600 Duke Streest
Alexandria, Virginia 2230%

Attention: Mr, A. J., ‘Mtdol, Prnaident
Gentlenen:

Wo refer to your Jetter dated July 6, 1973, protesting against
the avard of & contract for tha perforrance of data processing,
wailing and other related servicas, to DNata-Mail, Incorporated *
{Data-Mall), under solicitation No, 458, issued by the Jational
Gallery of Art, Basically, you assert that the Mailing List Systems,
Ltd, (MLSL) bid was improperly evaluated under tho tid evaluation
system set forth in the invitation for bids (IFB), As expluined
below, ve disagree.

The mertinant portions of the IFB follow:
*2. DESCRYPTION OF SERVICES AKRL' YRICES

® ® - ] » W

"A« Conversion to Contractor's automated eystem (the successe
ful biddexr will be furnished by The (overmment a magnetic

tape covering all current listinis as of July 1, 1973.)
e=Calendar of Events/axhibiticn Anvitutions list per
. addreuses \ es,

"B, Maintaining the List
~sAdditions 6

weDeletions ' ea __
' e=Changes . ea
* sodonthly listing of Chwnges; lelelions and -
Additiona . Ydoting
per 1,000
®"C. Printing labels and Producing Reportis
~=Printing of labels &)\
osCarbon ¢opies of labels - oA
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Bangier

"D,

-

- q'z. -
Mailing Bervices
_=-Affixing of labels L “___
* =«XInsertion of up to two pleces of mail, o
~-Insertion of additional pieces L
—forting, .tylng, bagiying, and mailing -

woPick up from oxr deliver to National Gullery
of Art of imput or sateriais to be malled
iy ——

"3, XVALUATION OF B3

dvaxrd will be made in the aggregate with tho following

weights applied to the unit prices bid for items A thvough
a8 listed in paragraph 2 abovet ‘

*Ae
"B,

"C.
“D,

Bid Bvalmation
Ttem Weipht -

Conversion to Contractor's ‘
Byatem o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 00060 00000904 20.000

Additionns ¢« o o« ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ 0 6 0 0 060 ¢ 4 & opooo
Daletions o o o ¢ 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 o 59000
ChangeB « ¢ ¢ ¢« o ¢ v ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 6 6 9 0 a ¢ 630

Monthly listing of changes, delationst amd

adﬂitiona.....a........... 16302
Priuving of 1abels o o 0 o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 0 o o .2li0,000
Carbon coples of 1abols o o o a ¢ 0 6 o ¢ » 11»0,000
At‘rixtngoflabelu...¢....-..- 3&)30‘00
Insertion of up to two piecen of muil , . o 140,000
Insertion of additional pleces « v « « o o 140,000
Soxrting, tying, bagging, and mafling ., « » 380,000
Pick up from or delivery to Kational

Gallexyy « o o o 0o 00 20600008 ™

The Mtional Gnllery of Art multiplied your $150,00 unit bid price

for "Listing per 1,000" by the bid avaluation weighti factor of 163,2,
which resulted ia a veighted bid of (24,480.00 for that item, When
added to ths total of weighted bids on all other iteus ($5,228,00),
your ageregate bid war §29,708,00, Data-Mail nubmitted a unit bid price
of $20,00 foxr "Listing per 1,000" on the "Monthly listing of Changes,
Deletions tnd Additionn” item, which resulted iu o weighted bid of
$3,264.00 for that item, When this amount was sdded to Data-Muil's
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total of welghtad biA prices on all othar itemx ($5,307,50), Data=-

. Medl's aggregate bid was fowxd to be $8,571.50. Thexefuore, Datae

Aiil vas swaxrded the tontract,

You contend that aince the IFB stated that the Hid ewiluation
waights vould by "applied to the unit pricas bid", and aince tha
‘price of the "Mopthly listing of Changes, Deletions ard Conditions"
was roquired ¢o be given in terms of a “Listing pex 1,000", the
bid evnluation veight (153.2) nkould have been multiplied, in your
case, by $ 15 ($150,00 divided by 1,000) and in Data-iail's case
by § 02 (§20,00 diyidsd by 1,000), Had the bids beea evaluated in
that manner your bid and Data-Muil's bid for that i{tem, would have
been 24,48 and §3,26, respactively. When adied to the total of thp
welghted bids Yoo all other itemu; the agyregate welghted bids would
have bean as followss

Total of Weiphtuegd Welghted Bid for
fds for a)l other  monthly list of  Aggrepate

.“_I—S'san&_mm HGMME-L—- mgz}-l—-—

Data~ail imm.so & &E:asi o ts.slo.'m
NISL 5,228.00 + A8 w §$5,252,48

You assert that aiunce the above method of evaluation should hava been
utiliged, MLSL subnitted the low aggregmte bid and was entitled to thy

‘eward,

®9 Lellave that the IUB makea it clear that the price bought for |
this item for evnluation purposes was & unit price hased upon furnishe
ing a monthly listing of a composite 1,000 changes, deletions and
additions, and not a price for vach individual changs, delotion and
addition, The blankn sot forth in the IFB immedlatoly above thas iten
in question already provided for yricea for ecach individunl chuange,
addition nnd deletion.

In this connection we note that the sum of tha ealuation welghts
listed for individual changen, additions and deletions 4 13,600 (8,000 .
plus ‘5,000 plus 600), As stited in tho administrative roporii, the Pid
Bvaluation Weight for the monthly listing of changes, deletions and
additions logically should have oqualed the sun of the evaluation
waighta listad for these individual items divided by 1,000 or 13.6,
rether than 2103.2, It is further veported, however, that before tha
sward was pade, the blds were also eveluated using an evaluation weight:
of 13,4 for tho ronthly listing reguwirenment end that this evaluation
dida not displace Data-iail, Incorpornted, ay the low bidder,
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- Under the circumstances, we find no basis to disturd the awad,
Youyr protest is therefore denied, lNovever, we ars recommaading
to the Adminiztrator, Yationul Gallery of Art, by letter ol today
(copy encioaed) that adequates procediren be irstituted to insure
that ocourata bid evaluation -factcas will be used i Tuture proe
cuvensnis,

Sincexrely yours,

Paul G, Dembline

For the Comptyoller General
of the Unitel Btates )
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