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Alteration of evaluation plan after receipt
of initial proposals by issuance of an amendment to the request for proposals was proper
since all offerors were informed of the
change and given an opportunity to restructure their technical proposals to reflect the
change

.

Galler Associates, Inc. protests the award of a contract under request for proposals No. DLAHOO-82-R-0220
issued by the Defense Logistics Agency (bLA) for automatic
data processing systems engineering and technical support
services. Galler contends that DLA improperly altered the
evaluation scheme after the receipt and evaluation of
initial proposals. We deny the protest.
The RFP states that "offers which meet the mandatory
requirements will be evaluated on the basis of lowest overa l l cost to the Government, price and other factors considered."
It a l s o discloses that the evaluation will be
conducted in two steps. The first step consists of technical evaluation and life cycle review and the second is a
price competition. The RFP lists the following evaluation
factors :
(a.)

(b.)
(c.)
/

(d.)
(e.)

Price/Cost ( 2 0 % )
Technical Approach and Delivery (20%)
Management (20%)
Contractor Team Personnel (20%)
Contractor Experience (20%)

We believe that this evaluation and selection plan was
ambiguous: it is not clear whether award would be made to the lowest priced technically acceptable offeror under a
procedure similar to two-step formal advertising, or to the
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offeror that received the highest rating with cost weighted
20 percent and technical factors weighted 80 percent.
Prior to the closing date for receipt of initial proposals, DLA issued four amendments to the solicitation.
Amendment No. 4, which consisted of quest'ions and answers,
stated that of the five evaluation factors, "the later four
criteria apply to the first step of the evaluation," and
"Price/Cost will apply to both the first and second steps."
The amendment also advises that "the second step will consider only offerors that have successfully passed the first
step and shall consist of a price competition.''
This amendment temporarily resolved the ambiguity that
existed in the RFP by establishing that those offerors
deemed technically acceptable in step one would participate
in step two, a competition based exclusively on cost.
Relative technical merit would not be a factor in selecting
the contractor. Rather, award would be made to the technically acceptable offeror with the lowest life cycle cost.
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Nearly 4 months after the submission of initial proposals, but prior to the submission of best and final
offers, DLA issued amendment No. 5. The amendment canceled
the "Evaluation of Offers" section of the RFP and the portions of amendment No. 4 concerning the evaluation scheme
and replaced these provisions with a new ".Evaluation of
Offers" section. The new provision disclosed that the criteria price/cost, technical approach and delivery, management, team personnel, and experience "will be rated for
each proposal and the proposal that receives the highest
total rating will be selected for award." The provision
also advised that:
"The first step [of the evaluation] shall
consist of technical evaluation and life
cycle cost review. * * * Offers which are
determined to be technically acceptable and
within the -competitive range will be
requested to participate in the second step
of the evaluation. * * * Step two of the
evaluation will utilize the results of the
technical evaluation of step one along with
the offerors' prices and costs submitted for
step two evaluation."
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In our view, amendment No. 5 changed the evaluation
methodology from a process similar to two-step formal
advertising to a more conventional negotiation technique in
which a competitive range is established, negotiations are
conducted, best and final offers are submitted, and award
is made on the basis of cost and technical ratings. Galler
argues that this change in the method of evaluation and
award, issued 4 months after the submission of initial proposals, is impermissible.

I

We find, however, that DLAss actions were proper.
A contracting agency has broad discretion to establish an
evaluation plan that is best suited to its needs.,
Augmentation, Inc.! B-186614, September 10, 1976, 76-2 CPD 235.
Although it is improper to announce one evaluation plan in
a solicitation and then follow another in the actual evaluation, an agency may depart from the announced evaluation
plan if it informs all offerors of the change and provides
them an opportunity to restructure their proposals in light
Of the new evaluation scheme.
See Columbia Research Corporation, 61 Comp. Gen. 194 (19821, 82-1 CPD 8.
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In this case, amendment No. 4 established a two-step
evaluation with award ultimately to be made on the basis of
c o s t . Initial proposals were submitted on this basis.
We
find nothing improper in DLA's subsequently altering the
evaluation approach by providing for award based on an
overall rating for cost and technical factors. DLA
informed the offerors of the change by issuing amendment
No. 5 prior to the cut-off date for best and final offers.
Since in negotiated procurements offerors may revise any
aspect of their proposals until negotiations are closed,
Electronic Communications, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 636 (19761,
76-1 CPD 15, Galler could have revised its proposal to
reflect the new evaluation scheme had it chosen to do so.
See Systems Group Associates, Inc., B-198889, May 6, 1981,
81-1 CPD 349. Although Galler may have been inconvenienced
by the change or may, for its own reasons, prefer the
method of evaluation described by amendment No. 4, it has
not demonstrated that DLA unreasonably exercised its
discretion to establish or alter an evaluation plan. We
find no basis upon which to question the award.
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The protest is d e n i e d .
1

of the United S t a t e s

.
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