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TPiotest to Procurement of System Rather than Individual
Cowponeznts]. B-169107, ARugqust 9, 1977. 4 pp.

Docision re: Aritech Corp.; by Robert P. Keller, Depnty
Comptrcller General.

Iesue Area: Pedery! Procurement of Goads and Services (1900).

fontact: O0ffice of the Cepreral Counsel: Procurezans Lev YT,

Pudget Function: National Defense: Depurtment of Defeuse -
Procurcment & Contrants (058).

Organizatien Concerned: Department of the Army: Army Troop
Suppozt Command.

Authority: 10 0.5.C, 2308(g). 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b) (2). A.S.D.R.
1-326.8(H) (iv) (vi). B-1709€8 (1972). :-151738 (1963). 47
Comp. Gen. 701. 55 Comp. Gen. 1019, 55 Comp. Gen. 1023,

A protester to Aray procurement of intrusion detection
sensors under an announvement stating that offers Lust he
submitted for all items alleged that it was excluded because it
could only bid'on six items and that procurement should have
Taquested separate bids for ~oaponents. The protest, which was
timely, wae denied because the Aray's decision to procure a
system rather than individual components was fodnd to be
reasonable. (HTW




O
e
S""\

03278

K b)rLL ~

' Jre U
THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL,
OFf TYNE UNITED STATES

WABHINGTON, D C. 2085ah

PECISION

FiL.E: B-189107 DATE: August 9, 1977

MATTER OF: "ritech Corp. o -
.

DIGEST: .

1. Protest vased upon allegedly reatrictive

provision in invitation for bide is tiumely
under 4 C,F.R, & 20.2(b) (1) because it was
filed prior to bid opening.

2. Procurement of intrusion detection sensors and
control units as 4 svetem rather than as individual
components was not unreasonable due to the need
for component coumpatibility and valid systems
te-ting,

Aritech Ccrpcration has protested issuance of
invitatioa for bids (IFn;. DAAKO1-77-R- 5385, 1issued by
the United States Army Troop Support COmmand for a
Joint-Services Interior Intrusion Detection System.

The detection system, which 1is designed to provide
detaction of attempted intrusions and equipment tampering,
is composed of 18 components,-primarily concsting of
sensors and monitorse. Thea proposed procurement was
aniiounced in the Commerce Business Daily on April 8,

1977. The announcement stated that: "Offars must ba
rubmitted for the total quantities of all fitews. Awards
will be made to a single contractor."

Aritech protested the propocsed proeuremert by
letter dated May 11, 1977. Aritech alleged in its
protest that it was being excluded from participation
as a prim2 contractor becausa it could only bid on six
of the .itzcms., It asserts that the IFB should have
reques*ed " .arete bids for all 18 compoments or, at
least, se} 4*e bids for the senaor components.

The Army, in its report to this Office, first

contends that the protest is unt*mely under the procedures
of this Office because {t was . led more than ten days
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after thae tima when the protester knew of the basis for
itn protest.  The pruvision relied upon by the Army, 4
C.F.R. B 20.2(b)(2) (1976), atates:

"In cases other than those covered in
aubpariagraph (1), bid protects shall be
filed not later than 10 days after the
basis for protest is kaown or should
have been known, whichever 1is earlier."
fEmphauis added.)

However this provisinn does not apply. because the instant
protest is a case covered by subparagraph (1) of 4 C.F.R,
B 20.2(b). Subparagraph (1) states that:

“"Protests btased upon alleged improprietics
in any type of solicitation which are
apparent prior ta bid opening * * % ghall
be filad prior to bid opening * * *,"

The subject protest is based upon an alleged impropriety
in the IFB aund the protest was timely filed prior to
bid opening.

The Army, in 1its report, justif{ies the systems
apprroach to the present procurement on three major
grounds: 1) need for assurance of compatibhility of
component in.erfrcas within the syotem; 2) need fur
fixing responsibility for the proper functioning of the
syetem; and 3) need for assurance of timely delivery of
the system. The Army asserts that the procurement r”
the components must be on a systems basis to ensure
their compatibility. The Army states that although
military specifications for the components require
nroper interface, the compouents have not bezn proven
out in precduction and tzsted as a system. The protester
has rebntted this asgsertion by stating that six of the
components have been supplied to the Armv in production
quantities Ly the protester and have been evaluated and
testad by the Army., Tune Army has stated that in mid-
1975 coiaponents supplied by three producers were put
through a systams test and found -ompatible with each
other. However, the Army explains that it if only known
that the particular combination of previously-supplied
compcenents will work, and not how those components will
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interface with other producers' 1tcma, .he procestoer has
sls0 pointed out that in 1976, a conrract for the entire
system was made with a single contractqr.. The protester
asserts that as a result nf this contract, the_Army now
should have the,maanagement skille for & procurement on

a component basis. The Army has not spacifically responded
to th.s arsertion. However, we note that the fact that

an agency has previously piocured a major item on a syscems
basis, does n-t necassarily indicate that ths agency will
then have the albility to effectively manage the procurement
on a component bhamip. Cf. Armed Services Procurement
Regulatrtion paragraph 1-326.4(b) (iv)(vi) (1976).

Morzover, the Army usserts that procurement on a
systems basis 18 necessary in ovrder to more easily id=ntify
and assign liability for saficiencies in the operation of
the vystew, It astates that withk numernus contractors, the
agency would have difficulty assign'ng liabi’ity to the
proper contractor and deciding who should correct a deficiancy
which affects several components,

The Army also states that procurement on a systems

) haada ia rrcpsBary in order to assure timealy delivery of

the’ aystem.,fnelava in hardware deliveries by i:dividual
conérnctors aill cffuct the test schedule end d¥ ‘ployment
of the equipment and tha =dditional costs to affected
contractors ‘nsalting ‘rem delays cof others would fall
on the Government. The Army preferd a systems approach
because it places the responsibility for subcontractors'
delays vpon the prime contractor.

Tha p;apriaty of a_procurament on a systems approach
must be viewud in the light of the statutory regquirement
of 10 U.S.C. 2304(g) (1970) that proposals shall be solici-
ted "from the maximum number of qualified sources consistant
with the nature and requirements of the supplies or ser-
vices to he procured.” Procuring activities may place
restrictions on competition only when the legitimate needs
of the agency involved s0 require. See, e.g., B-174968,
December 7, 1972. Decisions concerning whether to procuve
as a system or to procure as individual components are
primarily matter within the discretiou of the procuring
activities, They are in thc best position Lo assess the
technical riak involved in component breskout. See 47
Comp. Gen. 701 (1968). This Offjce will uphold the agency
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decision 8o "'ng as a resonable basia for the decision
exists. See Jvontrol DPata Curporation, 55 Comp. Gen. 1019,
1023 (1976), 76-1 CPD 276; B-151736, August 19, 1963.

We find.that the Army's decision tu procure a . atem
rather than individual components waa based upon g bona
fide determipation that th necessary degree vf compasti-
bility of the advertised system could noc otherwiwe be
obtained snd tested in a timely nanner. We find no reason
to questicn this judgment and we 111] net substitute our
judgment for the technical judgmen o. the procuring
activity.

Accordingly, the protest ig denied.

«f
Deputy Cnmptroll@r g:?eral
of the United States
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