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DIGEST 
 
Request for reconsideration of prior decision is denied because the request repeats 
arguments already made in the original protest, relies on arguments and information 
that could have been, but were not, presented during the initial protest, and does not 
demonstrate that our decision contained errors of fact as alleged in the request. 
DECISION 
 
The Department of the Air Force requests reconsideration of our decision ManTech 
Advanced Systems International, Inc., B-419657, et al., June 17, 2021 (unpublished 
decision), in which we sustained ManTech’s protest against the award of an indefinite- 
delivery, indefinite-quantity contract and issuance of associated task orders to General 
Dynamics One Source (GDOS), LLC, under request for proposals No. FA8240-19-R- 
350, issued by the Air Force for security support services. The Air Force contends that 
our earlier decision contains errors of fact that warrant reconsideration of our decision. 
 
We deny the request for reconsideration.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
ManTech filed a protest and several supplemental protests with our Office alleging the 
award to GDOS was improper because, among other things, GDOS proposed to 
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services, a solicitation incorporating FAR provision 52.222-46 requires procuring 
agencies to consider whether a proposal envisions professional employee 
compensation below that of the predecessor contract “by comparing the incumbent 
rates and the proposed rates.”  SURVICE Eng’g Co., LLC, B-414519, July 5, 2017, 
2017 CPD ¶ 237 at 6. 
 
Our decision noted that the record contained no contemporaneous documentation of 
any agency comparison between GDOS’s proposed levels of compensation and actual 
incumbent compensation, and that the agency conceded that the government average 
rates were lower than what the incumbent personnel were being paid.  ManTech 
Advanced Systems lnternational, Inc., supra at 7-8.  Our decision concluded on that 
basis that the agency did not have a reasonable basis for concluding that GDOS’s 
proposal reflected low technical risk and that the agency’s evaluation did not comply 
with FAR provision 52.222-46.  Id. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The agency argues that our decision erred in two primary respects.  First, the agency 
contends we erred by concluding that the agency did not compare GDOS’s proposed 
levels of compensation to actual incumbent compensation because the agency's 
government averages were calculated using actual incumbent compensation data.  
Req. for Reconsideration at 2-8.  Second the agency argues that we erred by relying on 
the agency’s representation that the government average rates were “not substantially 
lower” than the incumbent rates, because the government average rates were, 
notwithstanding the agency’s description, uniformly higher than the incumbent salary 
data on which the agency relied.  Id. at 9-12.  For the reasons discussed below, the 
agency’s arguments do not provide a basis for our Office to grant the agency's request 
for reconsideration. 
 
To prevail on a request for reconsideration, the requesting party either must show that 
our decision contains errors of fact or law, or present information not previously 
considered, and which could not have been provided during the original protest that 
warrants the decision’s reversal or modification.  Department of Veterans Affairs 
Recon., B-405771.2, Feb. 15, 2012, 2012 CPD ¶ 73 at 3.  The repetition of arguments 
made during our consideration of the original protest and disagreement with our 
decision do not meet this standard.  Bluehorse Corp.Recon., B-413929.2, B-413929.4, 
May 16, 2017, 2017 CPD ¶ 149 at 4.  Moreover, a party’s assertion of new arguments 
or presentation of information that could have been, but was not, presented during the 
initial protest fails to satisfy the standard for granting reconsideration.  AeroSage, LLC 
Recon., B-419113.6, 8-419113.7, Mar.15, 2021, 2021 CPD ¶ 120 at 4. 
 
Here, the agency’s arguments either represent repetition of arguments previously made, 
or involve the presentation of new information that it could readily have presented 
during the protest.  As noted above, the agency first argues that our decision erred in 
concluding that the agency did not compare GDOS’s rates to the incumbent rates.  Req. 
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Rather, the agency defends its decision to use 2019 projected data from September of 
2018 when conducting an evaluation in November of 2020.  Req. for Reconsideration 
at 7-9.  For example, the agency argues relying on 2019 projections was appropriate 
because the solicitation was issued in 2019.  Id.  While the agency is correct that the 
solicitation was issued in 2019, we note that it was issued in September of 2019, a full 
year after the agency requested the projections in September of 2018.  Further, the 
relevant evaluation did not occur until November of 2020, more than two years after the 
original data request.  Given the agency’s representation that ManTech provided these 
projections annually, the agency has not convincingly explained why it did not use, at a 
minimum, the 2020 projected rates in the evaluation. 
 
In short, the agency relied on projections that were more than two years out of date 
when it was, at a minimum, entitled to receive more recent projections. Therefore, we 
cannot conclude that the agency relied on the information reasonably available to it at 
the time of its evaluation. 
 
For this reason, we do not believe our decision was in error in concluding that the 
agency did not compare GDOS’s rates to the actual incumbent rates. The record 
supports our conclusion that the agency relied on poorly explained composite rates 
based, in part, on two-year-old projections of the incumbent rates. Likewise, we do not 
believe we erred in relying on the agency’s concession that the government average 
rates were lower than what the incumbent personnel were being paid.  The protester’s 
uncontested analysis shows that, for  of positions, the government average 
rates were lower than the actual current, incumbent compensation. 
 
The request for reconsideration is denied.  
 
Edda Emmanuelli Perez 
General Counsel 
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