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DIGEST: / i

1, Protest alleging that RFP price ¢ +1uation .
method was improper, and that price ptopocals \
should have baen given more emphasis -han pro-
vided in RFP is untimely, siuce it was not
filed prior to closing date for receipt of
1iitial pxgponnlo.

2, Hhete record uhowl ‘that cvaluation of
technical ﬂropcaala was canprnhnn-ive and
objective, and provided relnonabla hagis for
salecting mout advantageous ptoposnl, protest
that evaluation was biased 1s denied, since
determination of relative merits of propo-aln
is responsibility of contracting agency and
will rot be disturbed by GAO wiless clearly
shown to be arbitrary or contrary to statute
or regulntions.

3, Where -olicitalion states that award will be nade
on .basis of hlghest total aumerical score, adding
technical and’ price scores, lwnrd'to offeror with
other than highalt total score would be improper,
notwithstanding that such cfferor may be com-
petent and may have submitted lower price
proposal than highest scored cffercr.

Design Concepts; Inc. (DCI), protests tha award of a contract
for space planning rcsearch services to Pacility Sciences Corporation
(FSC) under request for proposnls (RFP) No. PRM-76-01, issued by
the General Services Administration (GSA). ODCI contends that the
RFP's method ‘of evaluating price was improper, that price should have
received greater euphasis in proposal evaluation, and that technical
proposals were scored in a biased manner,

The RFP provided that technical proposals sould be evaluated
before price propcsals to determine which technical proposals were
"contrastually cesponsive," after which only the price proposals cf
those that wers so determined would be opened., Technical proposals
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were weighted at 80 peiccent, with an 80-point maximum, and

price praoposals at 20 percent (20 points maximum). Award was to

be made to the offeror with tha highest total score. The score for the
price proposals was to t« determined by assigning the lowest price

20 pointa, then dividing each of the other prices into the lowest
price and multiplying che result by Z0,

e c—————

“wenty-three proposals were receivad, All wvere cousidered
"erotractually respinsive.” Technical scores ranged from a low of
18 to a high o 7C'for PS5C. The second high technical score
was 49. The lowest pricad proposal of $6,465 was scored at 20
points for price and 24 points for its technical propoeal for s
total of 44 pointa. DCI's price of $21,500 received a acore of 6,
and its technical ascore was 41, totalling 47. FSC's total score was
74 points, Award was made to FSC on the baais of initial proposals,
without discusaion of such proposals, pursuant to paragraph 10(g)
of the Solicitation Instructions end Conditions.

Conceruing the RFP's method of price proposal evaluation and
the weight given tte price proposals, section 20.2(b) (1) of our
Bid Frotest Procedures, 4 CFR pect 20 (1976), provides in part:

"Protests based upon alleged improprietier in any

type of solicitation which are apparent prior to ,
®# & * the closing date for receipt of iuitial |
propusals shall be fiied prior to * * # the closing

date for receipt of initial proposals. * % A"

Both the method of evaluating and the weight given price proposals
were described in the RFP and were, therefore, apparent to DCI prior
to June 7, the closing date for receipt of initial proposals.
Accordingly, th> protest, filed in our Office on July 6, is untimely
regarding those matters.

We note, however, tha“ in our recent decision, Design Concepts,
Inc., B-186125, Qctober 27, 1976, 76-2 CPD 365, we considered =
protest by DCI against GSA's use of the gawe price evaluation .
formula in another asolicitation and suggented that GSA review the
formula aad the circumstances to which it will be applied before
using 1t in future procurements of & wimilar nature.

In regard to its contention that the techrical proposals were
not fairly evaluated, DCI questions why, in a golicitation for a |
space planning and research guide for rthe Federal Governmment, FSC's
score for the factor concerning relevant experieace was higher than
DCI's since FS7 allegedly cited no experience in preparing Federal
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space guidel'ies, whereas DCI listed space guides prepared for
Yedersl sgencias for cffica enviromments wvhich DCI contends are
axantly parallel to that required by the present RFP, DCI
Atates:

"k & & Tt 10 difficult to imagine how
experinsnce in the private sector éan be
more relevant. than that in the Federal
sactor vhen under consideration for gover.-
ment work whea the solicitation itself
stresses the need for familiarity with

GSA procedures."

DCI also suggaits tﬁnt ite low rating for the tenn iaadtr factor

Futthar. DCI expresses des belief that DCI and more thnn hn‘f cf
hn\ovhur offerors ars as-qualified:ds PSC to perform the required
services, and that GSA should, thercfore, have awarded the contract

to that competent firu offering tne lowest price.. In this connecvion,
DCI questions why all offarors extept one scored poo¥ly, that one,
FSC, being "* * * merely & 3roup which,includes firms which have

been awarded highly irregular GSA planning contracts in the

past ® * 4" Tn regard tu this laet point, it appeaxs that FSC

is @ nember of an asasociation of prof~ssional facility planning

and desipgn firms known as The Planning Collaborative,

In response te DCI's first contention concerning bies, GSA
states in part:

. 1 i

"The [technical evaluation] pancl gave higher
acores for job experieice:if the.johbwas
primarily to develop a guideline:(handbook,
study or other document) that 1ncorporated
descriptive and technical data related ‘to
'urioua aspects of epace programing ava
‘plnnning, such'as workstation unalysin and
d.aign, space allowence standards, lpaca
requirementa determinations. and space
plnnninglconcapts. The client for whom

the. offeror prepared the guideline was
not particularly important tc the panel

but rather, it was the research effort and
content that mattered, # # * the

experience factore are wharae FSC was clearly
superior to DCI."
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Concerning the rating given DCI's tesm leader, G!. otates:

"Relevant experience on the part of the team
leader was considered to be experience in
developing organizational space guidelivies and
planning processes, and in directing and
accomplishing large space programming jobs

and research atudies, The team leader pro-
posad by FSC was superior t~ the team leader
proposed by DCI iu the pertinent arcas,
:ccordzngly, FSC received a higher ascore,"

Finally, GSA states that, even asntning offerors other than
FSC may have been well qualified, FSC's prcposal "% & % yag
clearly technically superiar to any other proposal received and
* & & gyard .to FSC was to tlhe best advantage of the Government,
price and other factors ccuslidered. * » #"

It 1s not the function of our Office to'evaiuate proposale or
to independently determine their relativa desirability for award
under a negotiatad procurexant, Such detcrminations are within
the discretinn of the coatracting agency snd will be questioned
by our Office only upon a clear showing of unreasonablenesa,
fo 7r§tisu or 4 violation of procurement statutes and regulations.
Ho. iton Films, _Inc., B-1B4402, December 22, 1975, 75-2 CPD 404;

TGL Coastxuction Corporation, et al., 54 Comp. Gen. 775, 179
(1975), 75-1 ¢Pp 167, .

Although DCI disagrees with GSA's evaluation of its proposal
in a number of respecte, as well as with GSA's evaluation of other
proposals received, on the basis of GSA's position as stated above
and after a review of the teclinical evaluations of DCI and FSC, we
are satisfied that such evaluations were pot biased, as contended,
but were comprehensive and objective aid providvd 8 reasonable,
basis.for gelecting the mést advantagecus proposal. The fact that
DCI does not agree with that judgment does not remder it invalid.

See TGT Construction Corporation, et al., supra: Honeywell, Inc.,
"‘181170| Ausust 8' 1974, 74-2 CPD 87-

Finally, in regard to DCI's belief thaL award should have

been made to the competent offeror submitting the lowest price
proposal, in a negotiated procurement, award must be consiatent
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with the lvaluatiou criteria set forth in the solicitationm.

Gray Advcr:iuin., Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1111, 1123 (1976}, 76-1

CPD 325. Hers, offerors ‘vere clearly advised that award would
be made o0'i the basis of t.is highest total score.

As stated above, FSC received an overall score of 74 points
out of 100, end the next highelt scoré was 33 points. Moreover,
dicregarding the price proposal scores arrived at by use of what we
consider to be a questionable method of eveluution, FSC's technical
score excaeded ali others by at ieast 21 points. In view thereof,
GSA's decision to make an award to FSC was proper.

Accordingly, the protest ias denied,

In a gupplenenﬁal lettar, DCI has requested our "comments' on
the validity of another procurement that was negotiuted on a public

exigency basis. However, it is the practice of our Office to consider

the propriety of awards only when they are presentéd as proteste
under our Bid Prctest Proredures.

Doputy Conptg <ée 1“&1

of the Uni'.ed States





