r(lef0d
TH.

DECISION

COMPTROLLIR O I N I W A L

O F T H E U N I T E D STATE8
W A ~ H I N G T O N , O . C .

FILE:

B-215664

MATTER

DATE:

2 0 5 0 8

Pk&

3mP7

December 17, 1984

OF: Elsco International

DIOEST:

will not disturb a procuring agency's
determination of its needs and the specifications necessary to meet them, or the
aqency's technical evaluation of proposed
equipment, absent a clear showing by the
protester that the agency has acted unreasonably.
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Flsco International, lnc. protests two small purchases of cleaning compound from Bakker & Son, Inc. underblanket purchase agreement No. 6850-01-104-0796 by the
Naval Supply Center, San Diego, California.
We deny the protest
In its report to our Office, the Navy explains that
the procurements were conducted orally under the small
purchase procedures which qenerally allow agencies to
conduct small purchases on an informal basis to reduce
See Federal Acquisition Regulaadministrative costs. tion, Part 13, 48 Fed. Reg. 41,102, 42,163 (1983) to be
codified at 48 C.F.R. Part 13. Quotes were received
from two companies following an oral solicitation on a
brand name or equal basis. The salient characteristics
described orally by the buyer were "cleaning compound,
qeneral purpose; concentrate; soluble in water; 5 qallon
cans; liquid," and Elsco's product was described as the
brand name product. After evaluation of quotes, a purchase order was placed with Bakker; delivery has been
completed.
Elsco contends that Bakker's product was not an equal
and that the oral specifications in fact improperly permitted the agency to accept products which are not "physically, mechanically, electrically and functionally
interchangeable" with its own product. Elsco offers no
documents or other facts to substantiate its allegation
that the Bakker product was not an equal.
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The procurinq agency has the primary responsibility
for determining its needs and for draftinq requirements
that reflect those needs, since it is the aqency that is
most familiar with how the supplies or services have been
or will be used. Eastern Marine, Inc., R-213945,
March 23, 1984, 84-1 CPD W 343. The aqency also is m i marily responsible for evaluatinq an offer- for a product
and determining whether the equipment meets the aqency's
requirements. Protek Industries, Inc., R-209505,
Sept. 22, 1983, 83-2 CPD (I 359. We therefore will not
disturb either'an aqency's decision as to the best method
of accommodatinq its needs, or the aqency's technical
decision whether an offered item meets those needs, absent
a clear showinq by the protester that the decision was
unreasonable. I d . , ; Interstate Court Reporters,
B-200881.2, Feb. 9, 1983, 83-1 CPD
145.
The protester has the burden of provinq its case,
Alchemy, Inc., €3-207954, Jan. 10, 1983, 83-1 CPD W 18, and
Elsco has not offered any evidence to establish that the
Navy's decision to accept Bakker's product as an equal was
unreasonable. The fact that the protester disagrees with
the aqency's decision does not in itself prove the decision unreasonable. Fil-Coil Company, Inc., B-213078,
Feb. 22, 1984, 84-1 CPD fl 219. In this reqard, the Navy
states that the salient characteristics listed.fully
described its minimum needs and that Rakker's product
complied with these requirements. We find no basis to
disaqree.
The protest is denied
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