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... '.COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES . 

WASH.INGTON; o.c; .20548 ,· 
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1--1767610 J .. · 
I • 

. Socf.o•trtcs /1:nc. 
11212. ·Grandview Avenue. Sui:te. 101 - .• 

· Silver Spring, .H'aryl;And. 209_02 __ ·. 

Atteritl~iu Mr~ Willie ·w~ Ga•tQll 
· Pr~aident · 

. . . ' . ·. 

:·: ·_.· ---· · __ : _-. 

.Jan\l&17 2~; 1973 

. . We -~~er _to. your.-. letter of ,:Augo.at :10 1 1972, and subsequent· . 
. ·. ·cQtre'~portiJence cortcerrii_tig:'.:yo_ur :pro.test und,~~----~equest . for . froposala 
·.··. (lWf'. H~/ 72~4280,(F°),;'. ias·uecf on ~i;'iif 2a;;&f971i by t.beJ~at;.j.o:1)41 . · · . 
;_:J.n·•ti~-t;~ o: ·,~1.tbi: ~pat,,t~t:: c;tf ,f!.,~ltl)~ ·F4.~~tion . ~-d Welfare, · 

_; f~ri\a ~t~dy Qf <reeruit~t 'and admissions ·proc~ur• for··mµ,ority . · 

I' 

group atuclenta 'iri. schools''Of- dentist,;y. . · · · · · · · . · .. · . 
. . . . ~-;• . . . . .·-

·The· vork:requirements tor the study Wll"e :set: forth !n Attachment:.-B, : 
icoJi! of· Work~. of :the- RFP~ .Briefly-stat.eel;. -the:Scope'<if \,lo17k:. section· . .. 

· required ·the contractor ·-to develop .an in't~ew-:·scbedu:le 'fQr USI! in con .. 
ducting in•depth .. -interviews of minority 1;tudent·s ~ graduates;of several 
dental, school~:.· id~~t:lfy' problems•: of iniriorJt,y' st:UQ_ertts.. obtai~ data .on 
&11 minority .student• ~o · rec~ntly graduated . f ram· Meruu:ry and Howard · .. 
\Jniversity- Schci>ols of· Dentistry, convez:t certain. information to ·c~puter .· 

. accesatbl,· fcr.m~ and_ make recommendations regardi;~g the recruitment.; . 
selection,_ .. end education of minor_i,ty· dental s;~enr.s. J4ditionallya 

)die lFP -lrifot'Jned:all offer.ors of the relatt:va ·iinppr'tance'. of the: eval• 
uatlon_ ~Ue:ria, ~s foll~ws: . . . . . . ' . . . ' I . 

' . -

.. Technical Evaluation Crtteria 

· · l. ·· .. Th• ·proposed methodology ·fo-c_ ··• 
· aecuring ·the cooperation of.· 
. the various institution• and 
. iridi\ti_du.ls involved . . 

I. 

· .. 2'1 -,-The tecbnictt1 mer.its of 'the . 

-\letght not· to exceed. 

·-.·~ 

- , -:-- . ' 

r.-

· . ·. proposc1,l' •s -ref'iected in sub-. 
111 t ted prQ taco ls. cir 9tl-\e't'. .in- ·. 
formation··.· · · · -30 

,.,-,. . ~ .. 

~. , 

.·.4 

~ "... . -: 
r. , .. 

. r::. 
V·' 

-:_; 
;-· . 

. .. f:.. 
.--::;_.:·_:< 

t?{'.: 

r~t~; 



1, 

l 
".I •. • 
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•Ttclmical ·Eva'iAAtioriCi-iteria .'· 

, , .· 3i The demons.trated competenccaand. •· 
. 'research· ~perience of • proposed ... 

· · project staff• 

',. 4, . The contracto:da experienee in. 
: ::'ttie :'area ot dental· educiHori 

5.' The contractor• s expe~ience in ,· 
working with minority. training· 
programs and minority .students 

TOTAL £VALUATION J:OINTS 

10 

~'. 

'100" 

740.,' 

Since a co$t•plus-a-fixed-feecontract:was to be awarded, the RFP 
also advised offerors that cost might ·not;. .be a controlling re.ctor in 
selecting the contractor; that the Governmentreserved·the·right to 
make an award to the best.edvaritage 6£ the Government, cost and other 
factors consi.dered.; and that proposals should be submitted· initially 
on the most favorable price end technical terms, since the Government 
r..es«ved'the r'ight •to ·make an·awsrd.wit}:iout further discussion of.the 
proposals submitted. · , · 

Nine proposals, including offers from your concern.and ABT Asso• 
ciatee, Irie. (ABT), were received· by the , losing date set for receipt 
ol proposals on.May 17, 1972. · Sul,sequently. the proposals were reviewed 
by a technical evaluation cot111Dittee. 

The contractit~g officer states that the ABT proposal received the 
high'est composite score ( 83 out of a. possible 100), and that, your pro• 
posal, t.lhlch received e score of 49, ranked eighth in the field of nine · 
proposals received. In this regard, Hl4W has furnished this Office with 
en analysis.of your proposal, which is quoted, in pertinent part, as 
followsf 

"*·*•*.The propoaal presents no planned approach to 
securing the.cooperation of Howard Md Meharry Uni• 
veraity,· and the three o·ther. institu'Ciona named in 
the scope of work.· The contact of selected dental 
e=hools via general mail!ns referred to in Se~tion 
B, page 1, is unlikely to be successfuli• personal 
contact by phone should precede such .a mailing ... 

* •· * 
* * * * 
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tttn general, the proposal p.uaphrases the wrds of the 
·• cope of work rather than supplying detailed information 
regttd'ing bow the scope of work can be:accomplished. 
fr·** 

... ·· 

"The proposal fails to provide details regarding the 
methodology to be used in developL,g' the que,tionne.ire, 
trying: it out, coding the results, .and its· me.thod of · 
use by e.n interviewer. · · 

* * * • 
•All reviewers agree that the proposal reveals that 
Sociometrics/Wolf has no corporat·e ·experience in con• 
ducting studies in the field _of dental- education. 

"Although the corporation does de~nst-rate prior 
exp~ience in working witb,iniiloritygroups, their 
experience in working with training·programs -and in• 
diViduaf studenfs seems limited." 

In view of this ~nalysis, .the contracting officer stat~s that .it . 
was her opinion your proposal was neither technically· acceptable nor 
11arginal1y acceptable, gnd that d-{scussion with your comp.any ·would not 
have upgraded or .qualified your proposal. In view thereof:, and inas­
much aa HEW determined that ABT had submitted the only technically 
acceptable offer. an award was thereafter made.to ABT on June 30~ 1972, 
in the estimated alllOµnt of· $99,966.00 •. 

.,. 

You·maintain that your proposal~ which was lower in estimated cost 
than ABT1 s offer, should have been considered in the competitive range 
for this procurement, considering your price*· technical approach, and 
experience, and.that negotiations should therefore.have been conducted 
with your concern. Specifically, you maintain that you are.more expert•· 
enced than.ABT in minority problems. 

Federal Procurement Regulations· (PPR) 1-3 .805- l(a)frequirea that 
after rec.eipt of initial proposals,· written or oral discussions. shall 
be conducted with all responsible off.erors who submitted proposals 
within a competitive .range, price and".)ther·factors considered. ln 
this connection, it has been our position 'that the determination ~£ 
competitive range is ·primarily a matter of administrative discretion 
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which will not be questio11ed s.btnt a clear ·showing of arbitrary . 
abuse of discretion. B,-166052. y 20. 1969.. Based on our review 
of the point score evaluations y the individual evaluators and· the -
analyses of deficiencies in your proposal 1 we cannot conclude that 
HEW arbitrarily determined that your proposal was not within the 
~0111pet1tive range for the procurement, no~w1thstsnding the lower . 
estimated cost ( relative to ABT' s proposed cost} which you propos~. 
to do the work._ Neither can we conclude that you are more experie.'!".:ed 
than ABT in these matters, or that HEW failed to give adequate wei,ght 
to the experience of your concern in conducting studies in the.field 
of dental education, in working with minority-groups• .and in· working 
with minor.ity training programs._ . . . 

.Additionally, the relative inexperience.of your concern was. not 
the only factor involved in the HEW determination. - HEW also concludedt 
among other things, that your proposal did not contain detailed _irifor- · 
mat ion regarding how the scope of. work was to be accomplished. · We have 
held, in this regard, that informatiorui.l-deficiencies may properly be 
considered.in dete,;mining whether a prqposal is in the co~etiti\te range. 
and that where a proposal is so materially deficient that·tt could not 
ba ~de acceptable without major revisions, _there is-~ requirement that 
discussions be conducted with the offerer •. B.;176294.'10ctober 27, 1972. 
On the present record, we are unabieto conclude that minor revisions· 
would have been sufficient to place your proposal within the competitive 
range. 

You also allege that HEW officials told you that your proposal 
was accep.table. In reply, the_contrac-ting officer states that et no 
time. was it either stated or implied to you -that your proposal was tech­
nically acceptable. Assuming, for the purpose.of discussion, that such 
info-rmal adyice was given to you, it is clear that the written record. 
upon whlch the propriety of HEW•s actions must be judged, does .not sup­
port such advice. Conversely, the record -fails to. show tha_t your ·pro• 
poaal .was ever considered acceptable. We therefore fail to see how any 
advice to. the contrary after award of the cootract could have materially 
prejudiced your position. 

.{ 

For th& reasons set. forth above, your protest must be denied. 

~ Very truly yours• 

Pa.Uf- G. Dembli~ .· 

Comptroller General. 
For the· of the United $tatei3 
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