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Bryan, Jones, Johnssn, Hunter & Gruens

P.0, Box 387
Dunn, North Caroliny 28334

Atteuntiont James M, Jolmeom, PBsq,
Centlenent

He ara in receipt of your lettar dated May 21, 1973, and mubvaquent
correspondenca, protasting on behalf of Dynetaria, Inc,, the avard of
a contract under request for yproposals (RFP) HONG60A-73-R-0230 to Integrity
Management Inteynational, Inc, (Integvity).

The RFP raquested offers to providea labor and material to perform
mess attendant sarvices at vavious Yavy and “arive Covps otations om
the Ysland of Oshu, Uawa’\l, Theo R¥P contained a Government estinate of
tha nimber of nman-hours vequired and othor data to afd offerors in pre~
paring their proponels, The Governmeunt eastinate for the operation vas
265,172 man-hours, : Y

fection D of the RYP stated tbktt 'i -}.

, ;" & * Submisnion of manning charts whose total hours fall

. ;. moxe than 5% balov these ostinatoes may vesult in rejection
' of the off3r without further nagotiatiens unleass the offeror
s elearly suhstautiates the manning di{fference with specific !
. ¢ docunrentatlon dewonastrating that tha offeror can perform \
;’ the requira’ services satisfoctorily with such fews: ‘wours,” \

The eight offers received warel -

Diffarencs -
. from Covornmant's . e ]
Ly Man-Hours estimated Nan-Hours
\ _Offerad _.(2653,172) e Price
Quality Maintenance oo |
Corpany, loe, 213,704 ' 10X $ 740,943,00
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. ‘ ' | ” l , [\ . RN Lo X - N
S BN S SRS A it S : -
\f PUBLISHED DECISION
Coodeie SIS 89 Comp Cotsf

rgaey 090604 i -



v Man-Hours

Difference

from Coverrment'n ~ °

by

. estixated Han-Howry
Offared (265,172) Price
Integrity Managemt,

Intaxnational, Ing, -224,92) -15% § 660,216.97
Jat Sexvices . 251,3%Y - 541 748,980,00
Dynateria, Ing, 251,772 - 4% 724,803,51
Epsca Services of g

Crorpia 251,898 - 34X 818,549,712
Contryact Hanagement, :

Inc, 253,443 - &3 869,174.00
'H C & ¥ Bervices and oL

Support Cotpany, Iua. 264,751 " 04X 777,792.63
Broken Lance s

Intevprises, Ing, 265,468 o+X 1,136,38%,98

-t

; -Intagrity, the low offeror, justified its offered man-hours (a
v 1l¥-percent devintion from the Coverrment estimate) on the hasio that

(1) it had apent considerable time studying the maas operation and
that 4t had subaitted a tims and wotilon atudy; (2) it was offering wore

hours than the current contractor used in adequately performing the ypast
yeax's contract; and (3) no sultistantive i{nformation was presented to
refute that performance of thess scrvices could ba accomplished with
rpanning below tha Government's natimate,

' Integrity's approach in justifying ié- manning chart was to break

* down the Governmant sokimate into days of the veek and offer less manning

than estimated on thosa particular days whon fewsxr troopa would utilize
the meus facilities, 1i.e,, Fridayn and paydays.

It 48 contendad that all offarors wure not treated aqually in that

not all ofZerors were allowed to negotiate on the game teims and con~
ditions as Integrity and that the acceptance of Integrity's offar which
vas 15 purcent below the Goverrment's estimste constituted a change in

~ the specification vithout notice to the other offexors
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contanded thar Intcsrlty could not justify tha manning davintion from
the Covermment raspe with specific docunentation since only an incumbsat
contrector would bis in such a knowledgeabls poaition,

| ' . ‘

It s clear from the language of the solicitation that any propossl
vhich could lessen the pumber of nau-hours raguired and thus reduce the
total cost was desirable, lovever, should any such proposnl have exhibited
low mannfng levals (that 1a, below 5 perceit of the Governmsnt's estinate),
the Goverument Chen requirad that the offrror substantiata its claim that
the job could ba nccomplished at the numbor of houre it had effered, Thia
unasbiguous provision of the solicitation allowad all participants the
same opportunity to sutmit offers deviating from the Governwend eatinate
of man-hours, notwithatanding any contention that the procuring activity
would not conuider siich a proposal, Indend, five of the eight offerors
wire without the 3S-pexrcent rangas, |

While 4t may be trua that an incumbant contractor having first-hend
{moviedge of tha facilitien may he able to justify a substantially lagser
punber of man-hours than that estimated, Intepgrity was not the incumbent,
‘Yurtherwors 1f, a4 it {v coatended, only an incunbent could sufficiently
Justlly o lessor nurber of jasn~hours, question could ba raised as to the
reatrictive character of thy solicitation, IXIn any svent, wa feel that
the precurenent agency wvea In a unique position to oxsxina tha feapibility
of Intezvity's wanning chart,

Intogrity'r justification for deviating from the S-percent range vas
. basad on tha deyree to vhich the mess fucilities would not be patronirzed
~ by the treops on carxtatn days und thus would require fewer san-hours tc
" staff, Integrity, iu ite Justificauiou letter of April 12, 1973, states
thats. ‘

A [H}o are prenenLing onlr ‘tha estinated numher of

! parsonnel prososed in cach space each half hour of a
representative veekday and of n representative wuakend day/
Holiday' on the manning charts vhich really doesn't sllow
tio to presnt the complete picture, % # % Cortainly, as
indicated, we do intemd to provide wors hours on sowe days, - o
closely appysoximating the Food Service Officer's estimates, -
but on othar days wa oxpect 1o uss the number of hours N A O
reflected on our wmanning cherts and lowar." ' ' e\

.
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" We note thap Tntegrity's offor was 40,245 houra lesms then the Covernmont's
estinate, but still exceeded the wanning of tha incumbsnt contractor. This "
fact, wvhile sesuiingly questioning the Covernimnt's estimate, s supportive *
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of an offer of rubavantislly lesser man-hours, and therefore could
properly have bean teken as justificution for Integrity's offered manning
els,

It is contended that your client, in (omputing {its proposal, took into
account an anvounced personnsl increate in Hawaiil to be accomplished by
Juna 1974, while Intagrity's offor most probably did nots As we noted, in
{ts offer, Untegrity exceaded the incunhent's manning ievel and furthermora
justified itas offered man-hours to the contracting officar’s satiefaction,
Bufficient evidence has not been pregented which wvould incicate that the '

_ eontracting cfficer's determination was unreasonable. ‘

Yor the yreanons sst forth above, your proteat is therefore denind, .

ginceely yours,

.o
L]

Paul G, Dembling

Yor the Comptroller General
of the United States
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