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' COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UN|TED BETATES

WASHINGTON, D.C. 120548 I ’

April 19, 1973

8-177312

o0
Hove, Finch & Sauars "jﬁ
. © Post Office Box 739
. . rale Alto, California 94302

Attention: HBtephan W, Player, Eaquire
Centlement '

Further referencc 1s made to your talegran dated October 24, .

1972, snd subsequent correspondenca, written on behalf of Granger ‘pl.é'o“‘q01

Associates (Granger), in which you proteat the contemplated award [

of a contract to Gayston Corporation (Gayston) under request for MOZ‘-‘ Z“
' proposals No, DSA900-73-R-1373, fasued by the Defense Electronics

Bupply Center (DESC), Dayton, Ohio, for tha purchase of electro- l{?‘;{

static dischargers and reatainers, which reduce static noisge in AGC Ol

comnunication syatems and ars to ba installed in supersonic aircdraft,

The solicitation wvas issued on Octcbex 5, 1972, axd the deadline
for receipt of proposals was October 26, 1972. Proposals were receivad
from four firms includiag Granger and Gayston. :

It 1s your contention that Cayston ir an unqualified offeror
and ghould not be considered for an award under this procurament.
You bave this agsertion on the fact that the Guyston part is a
wodified eubsonic part which has never beeny flight tested on super—
sonic aircraft; and that evaluation of the Cayston item cannot be
considured complete until supersonic flight (csting has been zccom-
pliohed, Vhile you ecknowledge that Gayston's discharger wis suczcess-
fully tested undoar oinulated conditions in acrordance witl MIL STID
810-B, which establishad Air Force standards for the equipment re-
quested, you nevertheless maintain that without supersonic in-flight
testing it cannot ba datermined that under any knowm military stundard
(M1L, STD) ox military specificecion (MIL SPEC) how the CGaystoa part
would actually perforxm., You state that Granger's past cxpoerience has
demonstrated some of the problems which can arise without actual
in-f1light testing. By way of i1llustration, you poini out that a
subsonic Granger model discharger modified into a high eavironmental
wodel, proved to be mechanically unsatisfactory in actual f£light tests
under supersonic conditiors despite succesaful testing undor laboratory
conditions in accordance with procedures defined by MIL STD 810-B.
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You therefore conclude that there is cause to ba concerned that the
Gayston unit may experience some difficulty when placed on the super-
sonic aircraft; and thus award should not be wmade to Gayston until
the units have been tested ou supsrsonic aircraft during the complate
aircraft flight profile,

‘f

In response to your allegatiunas, the Defense Supply Agency sub-
nitted a memorandum as part of its report to this Office which ilncluded
the following atatements concerning the procurement of dischargearst

& * * * Ly

7. Tha office within the Air Force responsible for pro-—
viding engineering support to DESC on the item under protest
is Air Porce Logistics Command (AFLC) SHAMA/MMRE, Wright-
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, Prior to issuance of
Solicitation DSA900-73~R-1373, DESC received an "Engineering
Procurement Data Package (PDP)Y form (AFLC Form 1193) dated
22 September 1972 from SMAMA/MMRE & % % gtating that both
Granger Part Numbar 001-7750-01 and GCayston Part Number
700LG/2 were approved items which would muet Air Forca
requirements,

Paragraph 2 of the "Remarks' section of sald form reads as follows:

The sources listed in Section IV have beeun approved bty

two manufacturers of aircraft and by electrical and envivon-
mental testing in Government approved testinz laboratories
and by AFSC and AFLC Departments of the U,S, Afir Force.

® * * # &

9. Hill Air Force Base, Ogden Afr Materiel Area, Ogden,

Utah, advised DESC by wire deted 16 October 1972 that
engineering evaluation und testing indicated that static
dischargers manufuctured by Granger, Gayston and Shaw Aerxo
Devices ware acceptable in support of USAF alrcraft. By

wire dated 12 Novembar 1972 & % % Hill Air Force Base affirmed
its approvul of Granger, Gayston and Shaw Aero Devicces,

and algy indfceted that Dayton Aircraft Products was also
considerad an acceptable sourc2 at the prescnt time,

10. Headquarters, Aeronautical Systems Division, Air Porce
Systema Command, Wright-Patteraon Air Force Base, Ohio, ac
early as 9 lNovember 1971 determinad that the Gayston Model
700 static discharger was approved for Air Force procurement
¥ % % Such approval was based on an unsolicited proposal
from Gayston datad 26 May 1971 % % &,

(A
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11, By letter dated 13 Hovember 1972 * & %, Headquarters
Aeronautical Systems Division confirmed its previous
opinion that the item offered by Gayaton was a satisfac-

tory item, Co

The Technical'argumenta which you make in behalf of Granger to the

effect that the item offured by Gayston will not function properly on
aircraft at supersonic speeds has in our opinion been answered satisfac-
torily by Readquarters, Aeronautical Systems, Division's letter dated
Novembar 13, 1972,wiisrein it was stated in relevant part:

2, Granger is basing their comments on a condition that
exista with xll laboratory tests that attempt to simulate
'real world' environments, Since, it is not feasible for
laboratory tests to exactly duplicate ali the physical
environmonts that exist: on aircraft, there is always an
uncertainty, which is usually minor, The same basic aitu-
ation existe on aircraft testa, Satisfactory operation on
one alrcraft doas not guarantee satisfactory operation on
another aircraft, since the enviromments on aach are some-
wvhat different,

3, HIL-STD-810 was used for testing CGayston's dischargers

for the physical environments, This docunent is the respon-
8ibility of the Air Force Flight Dynamics Laboratory, who

have established environmental tests and limits that real-
iatically simulate the actual environments, The basic tests
have been used on many aircraft equipments for at least ten
years and swccessful compliance with these laboratory tests

is required prior to installing new. equipment in airecraft,

ASD exparifence with these standard environmantal tests over
the past ten yesars has been good, We have found that equipment

weeting these tests will operate satisfactorily when installed
on aireraft, with only a few exceptions. Special flight

tests for environmental valfdation have seldom been necessary,

4. ASD believes that the environmental tests performed

t.o qualify the Gayston discharger are sufficient., Other
types of equipment, such as navifjation light fixtures,
have been tested to similar requirements and are operating
successfully on aireraft at locations close to the ptatic
dischargers., Also, the Gayston test proceduree were re-

wviewed by qualificed environmental speclalists from the

Flight Dynanics Laboratory to ensure that the tests were
perfornel correctly., Since, the requirements appliad to
the Gayston dischargers have proven to be adequate on
many previous procuremente, thore seeme to be little risk
involved in this case.
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We have held that the eaﬁkbliahment of procedures, including
the responaibility of determining the testing necessary for produst
acceptability, is within the ambit of the expertise of the cognizant -
technical activity, G&ee B-176256, November 30, 1972, 1In B-165631,
June 25, 1970, where the principal basis of the proteet was that
the item had not undergone sufficient testing, we rejected the
protest noting that the 'acceptability of the resuscitator was
determined on the basis of the test data and reports actually of
record, and which were submitted by the personnel or activities
having primary responsibility for the material.or.conclusions con-
tained therein,"” 1In another case, whera the 'contention made was
that the procedures employed for qualifying were less stringent
than necessary, ws stated that "our Office ias‘wot equippad to con-
slder the techuical sufficiency of such engineering detevminations,
and since such determinations are matters primarily of adminis-

" trative discretion; we will not substitute our opinion for that of
the technical activity assigned the duty to oversee part accept- .
ability," B-172901, B-173039, B-173087, October 14, 1971, Since
in the instant case technical personnel having responsibility for
the aireraft on which the discharger is to be installed have
determined that flight testing is not nacessary and testing in
accordance with the cited MII~STD is sufficicnt, there is no basis
for our Office to interpose an objection to the determination that
Gayston i3 an approved sourca,

In view of the foregoing, your protest is denied.
Sincurely yours,

Paul G, Dembling

for the Couwptriller General
Fo ° of the Jnited States
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