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DIGEST:

1. . Trhere is nothing objectinnable in procuring
"~ -activity downgrading proposal and not includ-
. ing offeror in competitive range wheve pro-
posal suffers from information deficiency
regarding qualifications of personnel, which
wabk most important evaluation factor.

2. Piotest that evaluvation factors were uneqgually
applied and that protester's proposal was super-
ior to that of awardee is denied as review cf
technircal evaluation shows awaicd was not unreason-
able or arbitrary and it is not Gad's function
to make independent judgments a3 to technical
merits of competing proposals.

3. Where competing technical proposals are 2ssen-—
tially equal as evidenced by hoth proposals
receiving same technical scor?, cost may become
determinative fa.tor, notwith.itanding that iu
overall evaluation scheme cos. was of less impor-
tance than other factors.

4. Award may not be withheld merely because low
offer may be below-cost offer.

Management Infori:ation Technology (MIT) has pro-
tested awards under requests for proposals (RFP) Nos.
FSQS-1~-H-77 and PSQS-3-BH-77, issued by the United
States Department of Agricultvre.

FSQS~1-H=-77

This RFP was for the review, edicing and
arrangement of 17,000 records of proc.ucts which
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had heen evaluated by the Compound Evaluation
Laboratory, Food Safety and Quality Service, Depart-
mant of Agriculture.

Five proposals wer2 received in response to
the RFP, Award was ma-de to Advanced Logistics
Management, Inc. (ALM), at a price of $45,720. ALM
received a technical score of 81. MIT's proposal
was given a technical score of 61 and its proposed
price was $39,700.80.

MIT contends that the work to be performed
under the contract is clerical, that the individual
it proposed to perform the contract was well
gualified and that its proposal offered a luwer
cost to the Government.

The RFP listed the following evaluation criteria
in order cf descending importance:

1. Organization and Personnel

2, General Quality and Responsiveness
of Proposal

2, Price

This list of evaluation factors was adequate Lo
advise offerors that price vas of least importance
in the contractor-selection process and would not be
controlling in making the award.

Further, a review of the evaluation sheets of
the proposals submitted shows tnat the personnel pro-
posed by MIT did not poscess the type of experience
deemed necessary by the evaluators to adequately per~
form the contract. MIT admits that its rusume submit-

ted with its proposal did not contain full and complete
information on its personnel. ALM's proposed personnel

was found by the evaluators to have experience similar
v that required by the RFP.

No matter how capable a firm may be, if it does
not submit an adequate writter proposal, it will not
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be considered in the competitive range. Phclpsg
Protectior Systems Inec., B-181148, November 7, 1974,
74-2 CPD 244. Thus, offerors who fail to submit clear
and complete proposals msy be eliminated from the com-
petitive range, even though their proposals only suffe:
from informational deficiencies. University of New
Orleans, B-184194, January 24, 1976, 76~1 CPD 22,
Accordingly, we find nothing improper in Agriculture's
downgrading the proposal of MIT nor in the award to

ALM. Consequently, the protest of this award is denied.

FSQ5-3-H~77

This solicitation was for the design, implementa-
tion and operation of a computerized chemical thesau-
rus, the extraction of formula and other information
from microfilmed files and the coding of ths formulas
according to the thesaurus,

Award of the resulting contract was made to Ruhl
Associates at a fixed price cf $35,979, MIT's offered
price was $135,000.

MIT's protest consists of a review of the techni-
cal proposal cf Ruhl and gtatements of MIT's views
of the shortcomings of the successful proposal, MIT
contends that the evaluation criteria were not egqually
applied and that Ruhl's contract should be set agide
until the proposals can be evaluated by a qualified
technical team.

As we have often stated, 1t i not the function
of this Office to evaluate proposals or to make inde-
pendent judgments as to the precise numerical scores
which should have been assigned to the proposals.
Therefore, determinations by procuring agnncies regard-
ing the technical merits of proposals will be gues-
tioned by this Office only upon a clear showing of
unreasonableness, abuse of discroetion or a violatien
of the procurement statutes and regqulations. Automatic
Informationa: Retrieval Systems, Inc., B~188550,

August 4, 1977, 77-2 CPD 80, and Joseoh Legat Architects,
B-187160, December 13, 1977, 77-2 CPD 458. The fact
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that the protecster Jdoes not agiee with the agency's
evaluation does not render the evaluation arbitrary

or illegal. Honeywell, Inc., B-181170, August 8, 1974,
74-2 CPD 87. After examining the proposals of MIT

and Ruhl, the RFP's evaluation factors, the evaluators'
scoresheets and comments, as well as all submittals

by YIT with respect to its protest, we cannot conclude
that the decision to make award to Ruhl was unrerason-
able, arbitrary or in violation of statut:» or requla-
tion.

" Pinally, MIT arques that Ruhl's proposal price
of $35,979 is too low to adeguately perform the cun-
tract., The procuring activity advised MIT, at its
debriefing, that Ruhl had verified its price and that
Ruhl was found to be a responsible offeror. We have
held that an award may not be withheld merely because
the low offer is, even as alleged by MIT, belcw cost.
Allicd Technology, Irc., B-185866, July 12, 1976,
76-2 CPD 34.

Moreover, the technical proposals of MIT and Ruhl
both received a ‘eclinical score of 76 points, thereby
evidencing that the proposals were viewed as essen-
tially equal technically. 1In suth cases, cost or
price may become the determinative factor notwith~
standing thet in the overall evaluation scheme, cost
was of less importance than other criteria, as nere.
Grey Advertising, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1111 (1976),

76~1 CPD 325,

Accordingly, our Office has no objection to the
award to Ruhl and the protest is denied.

ﬂ?’\«m.,

Deput¥, comptroller General
of the United States
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