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Heather A. James, Esq., Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP, for the protester. 
Lee Dougherty, Esq., and Katherine A. Straw, Esq., Offit Kurman, P.A., for 
Arrowpoint Corporation, an intervenor. 
Scott N. Flesch, Esq., ChristinaLynn E. McCoy, Esq., and Major David H. Stem, 
Department of the Army, for the agency. 
Mary G. Curcio, Esq., and David A. Ashen, Esq., Office of the General Counsel, 
GAO, participated in the preparation of the decision. 

DIGEST 
 
1.  Protest challenging agency’s price realism analysis is denied where the analysis 
was based on a comparison of the offerors’ proposed prices, and the protester has 
furnished no basis for questioning the reasonableness of the agency’s finding that 
the awardee’s prices were not unrealistically low given its technical approach. 
 
2.  Protest that source selection authority (SSA) improperly changed the awardee’s 
evaluation results is denied where the SSA reasonably explained the basis for 
disagreeing with the evaluation panel’s conclusions and, in any case, the SSA was 
aware of the substance of awardee’s proposal when he made his source selection 
decision. 
DECISION 
 
Tiber Creek Consulting, Inc., of Fairfax, Virginia, protests the Department of the 
Army, National Guard Bureau’s award of a contract to Arrowpoint Corporation, 
of Alexandria, Virginia, under request for proposals (RFP) No. W9133L-14-R-0059, 
for systems operational support and maintenance of the agency’s Reserve 
Component Manpower System (RCMS).  Tiber Creek challenges the evaluation of 
Arrowpoint’s proposal. 

We deny the protest. 

DOCUMENT FOR PUBLIC RELEASE 
The decision issued on the date below was subject to 
a GAO Protective Order.  This redacted version has 
been approved for public release. 
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The RCMS is used to access, gather, and present manpower readiness data to 
decision makers.  Source Selection Decision Document (SSDD) at 1.  The agency 
issued the RFP via the General Service Administration’s e-Buy system to holders of 
Federal Supply Schedule (FSS) 70 contracts, pursuant to the procedures set forth 
in Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) subpart 8.4.  The solicitation contemplated 
the award of a contract on a best-value basis, considering price/cost and the 
following non-price/cost factors:  technical and management (with subfactors for 
operations and maintenance, data operations, analytical support and engineering, 
program management, and staffing); transition; and past performance.  RFP at 334.  
The solicitation provided that price would be evaluated for realism.  RFP at 338. 

With respect to price/cost, the solicitation listed nine fixed-price contract line item 
numbers (CLINs)--RCMS operations and maintenance support; strength 
maintenance management system (SMMS) operations and maintenance support; 
training; transition; distribution and publication of data; and annual manpower 
report--as well as two de minimis cost reimbursement items: travel and on-call 
emergency support.  RFP at 329-331.  The solicitation included a performance work 
statement (PWS) which listed the tasks the successful offeror would be required to 
perform under each of the CLINs.  Id.  Offerors were required to complete tables 
with proposed labor categories, labor hours, labor mix, and fully-burdened labor 
rates for the PWS tasks; the information in these tables was then used to compute 
fixed prices for the fixed-price line items. RFP at 322.  Offerors were also required 
to provide a basis of estimate (BOE), including a work breakdown structure, for 
each task.  RFP at 310.  In the technical proposal, offerors were to discuss the 
tasks identified, and to identify the labor hours by category needed to complete 
those tasks.  Id.  The same BOE was to be included in the price/cost proposal, 
along with a discussion of labor costs and the rationale supporting the labor hour 
estimates.  Id.     

Seven offerors responded to the RFP, and three, including Arrowpoint and Tiber 
Creek, were considered eligible for award.  Following the source selection 
evaluation board’s (SSEB) evaluation of proposals, the agency found that 
Arrowpoint’s proposal represented the best value.  When Tiber Creek protested the 
resulting contract award to Arrowpoint, the agency agreed to reevaluate proposals 
and make a new award determination, thus rendering the protest academic.  See 
Tiber Creek Consulting, Inc., B-411550.2, June 25, 2015 (unpublished decision).  

Based on its reevaluation, the SSEB rated Arrowpoint’s proposal overall good for 
the technical/management factor (with subfactor ratings of good for operations and 
maintenance, marginal for data operations, acceptable for analytical support and 
engineering, good for program management, and acceptable for staffing); good for 
transition; and satisfactory confidence for past performance.  SSDD at 9.  
Arrowpoint proposed to perform for $39,960,347.  Id. at 3.  Tiber Creek was rated 
overall outstanding for the technical factor (with subfactor ratings of outstanding for 
operations and maintenance, good for data operations, outstanding for analytical 
support and engineering, outstanding for program management, and outstanding for 
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staffing); good for transition; and satisfactory confidence for past performance.  
Tiber Creek Evaluation at 1.  Tiber Creek proposed to perform for 
$49,931,696.96.  SSDD at 3.   

After reviewing the evaluation results, the Source Selection Authority (SSA) 
disagreed with a number of the weaknesses assigned to Arrowpoint’s proposal by 
the SSEB.  Id. at 11-14.  The SSA removed these weaknesses, resulting in final 
ratings for Arrowpoint’s proposal of overall good for the technical factor, with 
subfactor ratings of good for operations and maintenance, an increase to good for 
data operations, an increase to good for analytical support and engineering, good 
for program management, and acceptable for staffing.  Id. at 14.  The SSA then 
performed a best-value tradeoff and selected Arrowpoint for award.  This protest 
followed. 

DISCUSSION 

In its protest, Tiber Creek challenges the evaluation of proposals and the resulting 
source selection decision.  Where, as here, an agency issues a solicitation to FSS 
contractors under FAR subpart 8.4 and conducts a competition, we will review the 
record to ensure that the agency’s evaluation is reasonable and consistent with the 
terms of the solicitation.  SRM Group, Inc., B-410571, B-410571.2, Jan. 5, 2015, 
2015 CPD ¶ 25 at 4.  A protester’s disagreement with the agency’s judgment, 
without more, does not establish that an evaluation was unreasonable.  See  
DEI Consulting, B-401258, July 13, 2009, 2009 CPD ¶ 151 at 2.  Here, we have 
considered all of Tiber Creek’s arguments and find that none furnish a basis for 
questioning the selection of Arrowpoint’s proposal as the best value.  We discuss 
several of Tiber Creek’s arguments below.                                              
                                                                                                                               
Price Realism 

Tiber Creek, the incumbent contractor, asserts that the agency failed to perform an 
adequate price realism analysis.  Tiber Creek primarily complains that while 
Arrowpoint indicated in its technical proposal that it would rely on incumbent 
personnel to perform the contract, it failed to propose sufficient labor rates to hire 
and retain incumbent personnel.  Tiber Creek also complains that the price realism 
analysis is inadequate because the agency compared Arrowpoint’s price against the 
prices of offerors that were considered technically unacceptable.   

Where a solicitation anticipates award of a fixed-price contract, there is no 
requirement that an agency conduct a price realism analysis, in the absence of a 
solicitation provision requiring such an analysis.  B&B Medical Services, Inc.,           
B-409705.2, Apr. 17, 2015, 2015 CPD ¶ 142 at 3.  An agency, however, may, as 
here, provide for the use of a price realism analysis in the solicitation for the award 
of a fixed-price contract to assess the risk inherent in an offeror’s proposal or its 
understanding of the requirements.  Id.  The depth of an agency’s price realism 
analysis is a matter within the sound exercise of the agency’s discretion; our review 
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of a price realism analysis is limited to determining whether it was reasonable and 
consistent with the terms of the solicitation.  Id. 

Here, contrary to Tiber Creek’s assertion, Arrowpoint did not focus its staffing plan 
on the use of incumbent personnel, and there is no basis for concluding that the 
agency credited Arrowpoint in the evaluation for proposing the use of incumbent 
personnel.  In this regard, in its proposal, Arrowpoint explained that:  “Our approach 
to staff for the contract includes engaging [Team Arrowpoint] technology 
experienced staff . . . for knowledge and support, a full set of key personnel, and the 
ability to engage technology experienced staff through recruiting if needed.”  
Arrowpoint Technical Proposal at 54.  Likewise, in its staffing plan, Arrowpoint 
proposed that:  “Team Arrowpoint . . . will first look to fill the positions with existing 
staff by having each company search, identify, and present candidates to the 
Staffing Manager.”  Id. at 107.  Thus, while in its proposal Arrowpoint does state that 
in order to reduce risk and maintain continuity of operations, it will make “every 
reasonable effort to hire qualified and high-performing incumbent personnel,” Id. 
at 108, that was not its primary approach to staffing the contract. 

With respect to Tiber Creek’s argument that the agency used the prices of 
unacceptable offerors in its price realism analysis, the cost analyst prepared a price 
analysis in which he compared the prices quoted by the offerors and the number of 
hours proposed for line items against the prices for all other offerors and the 
government estimate.  Price Proposal Evaluation at 7-28.  Contrary to Tiber Creek’s 
argument, however, the basis of the price realism analysis in the source selection 
decision was not a comparison of the prices proposed by all offerors, including the 
technically unacceptable offerors.  In this regard, in his source selection decision, 
the SSA discarded the government estimate, which was substantially higher than 
the prices proposed by any offeror, and focused on the prices of the three offerors 
that were evaluated as technically acceptable.  SSDD at 6.   

The SSA compared the proposed prices of the three acceptable offerors for 
CLINs 1 (RCMS operations and maintenance support), 2 (SMMS operation and 
maintenance support), and 3 (training), which comprised the great majority of the 
required staffing.  While the SSA recognized that for CLIN 1 Arrowpoint’s price 
($DELETED) was less than Tiber Creek’s ($DELETED), he noted that the offerors 
proposed “different technical approaches,” resulting in Arrowpoint proposing 
DELETED fewer hours than Tiber Creek (DELETED versus DELETED hours), and 
that incumbent offerors such as Tiber Creek tend to have higher labor costs. SSDD 
at 6; Supplemental Contracting Officer’s Statement (COS) at 4.1 The SSA also 

                                            
1 Arrowpoint’s proposed price for CLIN 3, training, was higher than Tiber Creek’s, 
which the SSA attributed to Arrowpoint’s need as the non-incumbent contractor for 
more training, that is, based on its particular technical approach and circumstances.  
Supplemental COS at 5.  
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considered the prices in the work breakdown structure for each performance area, 
and determined that while the proposed prices varied, they were within DELETED 
percent of each other, which did not indicate any issues with price 
realism.  Supplemental COS at 5.  The SSA was of the view that given the different 
technical approaches, it was not unexpected that there would be a difference in 
proposed prices between the offerors; he found that the difference was relatively 
small and that each offeror understood the requirements.  SSDD at 6.  The SSA 
thus concluded that Arrowpoint’s price was consistent with its technical approach, 
and not so low as to indicate a lack of understanding or create risk.  Id.; 
Supplemental COS at 4-5.  Tiber Creek has not shown this conclusion to be 
unreasonable.   

Change in Evaluation Ratings 

Tiber Creek also asserts that the SSA unreasonably removed weaknesses 
assigned by the SSEB to Arrowpoint’s technical proposal and increased 
Arrowpoint’s ratings.  In this regard, the SSA reviewed the SSEB’s evaluation, 
eliminated a number of the weaknesses assigned to Arrowpoint’s technical 
proposal, and increased its ratings from marginal for data operations to good, and 
from acceptable for analytical support and engineering to good.  As explained in 
detail in the source selection decision, the SSA found that some of the SSEB’s 
assigned weaknesses reflected the consideration of matters not provided for under 
the solicitation, while others were merely uncertainties or minor flaws that did not 
rise to the level of a weakness as defined by the solicitation, that is, something that 
increases the risk of unsuccessful performance.  RFP at 338.  In other instances, 
the SSA simply disagreed with the SSEB for reasons explained in the source 
selection decision.  SSDD at 11-14; see Supplemental Agency Report at 16-24. 

We find no basis to question the SSA’s decision to revise Arrowpoint’s 
evaluation.  In this regard, an SSA has broad discretion in determining the manner 
and extent to which technical and cost evaluation results are used, is permitted to 
make an independent evaluation of offerors’ proposals, and may disagree with or 
expand upon the findings of lower-level evaluators provided the basis for the 
evaluation is reasonable and documented in the contemporaneous record.  KPMG 
Consulting LLP, B-290716, B-290716.2, Sept. 23, 2002, 2002 CPD ¶ 196 at 13-14; 
Brisk Waterproofing Co., Inc., B-276247, May 27, 1997, 97-1 CPD ¶ 195 at 2 n.1.  
Here, despite Tiber’s assertion to the contrary, the SSA did explain in the 
contemporaneous record the reasons why he believed the assigned weaknesses 
were unwarranted.  For example, the SSEB assigned a weakness to Arrowpoint’s 
proposal because it had only three years of experience with SQL Server tools 
2008R2.  SSDD at 11.  The SSA, however, found that as there was no requirement 
for any specific amount of experience, this should not have been evaluated as a 
weakness.  Id.   
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More importantly, however, evaluation ratings, whether numerical, color, or  
adjectival, are merely guides for intelligent decision making, Citywide Managing 
Servs. of Port Washington, Inc., B-281287.12, B-281287.13, Nov. 15, 2000,  
2001 CPD ¶ 6 at 11, and an agency’s source selection decision must rest upon a 
qualitative assessment of the underlying technical differences among competing 
offers.  See The MIL Corp., B-294836, Dec. 30, 2004, 2005 CPD ¶ 29 at 8.  Here, 
the record shows that regardless of how he characterized them, whether minor 
flaws, uncertainties, or weaknesses, the SSA was aware of the substance of 
Arrowpoint’s proposal and took it into account in his source selection decision.  
SSDD at 11-14.  The SSA also recognized that the proposal submitted by Tiber 
Creek was technically superior to Arrowpoint’s proposal.  Id. at 17.  In the end, 
however, the SSA simply did not believe that Tiber Creek’s superior technical 
proposal was worth a premium of approximately $10 million dollars.  Id.  Tiber 
Creek has not demonstrated that in making this source selection decision the SSA 
acted unreasonably.    
 
The protest is denied. 
 
Susan A. Poling 
General Counsel 


	Decision


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7

  /CompressObjects /All

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams true

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



