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William 'L. Walsh, Jr., Esq . J. _Scott Hommer, III, Esqg., and
Willlam Cralg\Dublsnar, Esq., Venable, Baet jer and Howard,
anﬁ :Ronald L. Shlngler, Esg., PRC, Inec., for the protester.
Jggl&R. Feidelman,} Esq., James M. Weitzel, Jr., Esq., and
Jofdaﬁfs Fried, Esq., 'Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver &
Jacobson, for Science Appllcations International
Corporatlon, an 1nterested party.

Eric Lile, Esq., and Bernard T. Decker, Esg., Department of
theﬁNavy, for the agency.

Guy"'R. Pietrovito; Esq., and James A. Spangenberg, Esq.,
Office of the General Counsel, GRAO, participated in the
preparation of the decisinn,
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In® a ngg%tlated procurement for the a&ard of a cost
relmbprsement contract, the procuring agency s costureajlsm
determlnatlon “‘of ‘the', awardee’s .proposed subcontractor costs
was unreasonable where the agency normalized the amount of
subcontractor hours proposed upward to the level of the
'government’s independent estimate but used the awardee’s
estlmated subcontractors’ labor rates, which the agency had
prevzously and properly determined to be unrealistically
low, ln calculating the awardee’s total adjusted subcon-
tractors’ cost.
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PRC, Inc proteﬁ%s the a%ard of a: cgﬁtract -to- Sc1ence
Appllcatlons Internatlonal Corporatlon (SAIC) .under raquest
for: proposals (REP) .No. N61339- 91~R<0027, issued by the
Naval Training Systems Center, Deparcment of the Navy, for a
loglstlcs training simulator and related supplies and
services for the Department‘of the Army PRC protests

that the award to SAIC is improper because the Navy failed
to evaluate proposals in accordance with the stated

?he training simulator system is being purchased by the
Navy for the U.S. Army Combined Arms Support Command at Fort
Lee, Virginia.




evaluation scheme, performed an unreasonable cost realism
analysis, and made an unreasonable cost/technical tradeoff.

We sustain the protest 2

i, s
The*RFP contemplatedhthe award of a cost~plus~1ncent1ve —-fee
contract fora fully operational prototype Combat Services
sSupport Training Slmulator“System (CSSTSS), which is a
computer driven tralnlng dev1ce that will provide a simu-
lated battlefield environment ‘on 'which;to teach combat
support functlons. In essence,ﬁthe CSSTSS is'an integrated
system of computer and lnput/output dev1ces that will
Lnterface with software developed by the contractcr to
combat support aEt1v1t1es, anludlng medlcal,etransporta—
tfon,;personnel, rgrave: reglstratlon, malntenance, petroleum,
ammunltlon,-and supply "services., The RFP - prov1ded a.
detalled statement of ‘work. Besides the hardware: requlre—
ments, the contractor was requ1red to develOp and’ prov1de
all software, application programs, operating syetems, and
dlagnostlc software necessary to the operate the CSSTSS
The RFP stated tHit award would be maoe ta "the offeror
whose prcposal is evaluated as offerlng the‘bptlmum,(or
‘best. value, approach ‘for attainment of program objectives
con51der1ng not only cost, but also the other evaluation
crlterla . Detalled'requlrements ‘for the preparation
of7technical and cost proposals were provided, which
informed offerors of the information required for each
evaluation factor and subfactor. The following were stated
to be the evaluation factors:

1. Technical
a. System Design
b. 1Integrated Logistics Support (ILS)
c. Management
2. Cost
¥ ;{) )
Technlcal con31oeratlons, collectlvely, were stated to be
more 1mportant than cost, blt no single technical evaluation
factor was more important than cost. The RFP alto provided
that system design was significantly more important than the
other two technical evaluation factors, which were equal in
weight. Subfactors were listed for each of the technical

et

Portions of the protést record are subject to a General
Accounting Office protective order to which counsel for PRC
and SAIC have been admitted. Our decision, which is based
upon protected, confidential information, is necessarily
general.
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prOVLded Some of the subfactors were designated as .
"primary," or of, greatest importance, although some primary
subfactors were stated to be of more importance than other
primary subfactors. Offerors were also informed that the
realism of costs would be evaluated and that:
“The”cost proposal must be commensurate with the
proposed effort' ﬂoﬂferorws arquautloned to submit
reallstlc pr1c1ng‘31nce an offeror’sfability to
progect rosts?whlch are reasonable for the effort
proposed relates to its understandlngfof the
nature .and - scope ‘of work to ‘be performed and thus
may affect ‘The: technidal’ proposal evaluatlonu-
Proposals unreallstlc in terms ofiteckinizal or
schedule commitments or- unrealistically low in
cost ~or prire'hill ‘bedeemed to retflect an inher-
ent lack of techh ical competence or indicative of
failure to comprehend’the complexity -and risks of
the contract requirements and may be grounds for
rejectlon of the proposal.”

_The Navy recelved three p%hposals, lncludlng offers from PRC
and SAIC.. The proposalsgwere evaludteéd by the source selec-
tlon evaluatlon poard (SSEB) in accordance w1th an adjec-
tival ratln? scheme set out in the agency’s proposal evalu-
atlon plan.® ‘All three offers wére found to be in the
competltlve range Written discussions were conducted,
through the issuance of two rounds of deficiency notices and
proposal clarification requests. Upcn completion of discus-—
sions, the Navy requested and received besc and final offers
(BAFQ) .

LA SRR .

¥ o O sy
32?%3@%%&5 ﬁggggeégauated s, elther,‘giceptlonal " whlch was
o iy o ]

deflned as excgedlng the; SPEleIEd performanceé}n a: benefi-
c1al way "acceptable," whlch was deflned as; meetlng speci-~
fled performance wltn“good“probablllty of success and no
s;gnrficant weaknesses, "ma glnal "‘gg1ch wis defined as
contalnlnglno more than mlnor def1c1en01es and .the proposal
'falled to: prov1de suff1c1ent 1nformat10n to conclu51vely
determlne that requlrements had met and/or ‘there were
contradictions in the proposal; and "unacceptable," which
was defined as falllng to meet the requirements of the soli~
citation and major modificaticn or5rewr1te of the proposal
would be required. Differentiations in ratings were
provided through the use of (+) which indicated a rating at
the top of the scale and (-) which indicated a rating at the

bottom of the scale.
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The final evaluation results were as follows:?

System Design ILS Management
PRC A+ M+ A
SAIC A A+ A
Qfferor A A A+ A

'The SSEB determlned that PRC was slightly higher rated
overall than SAIC and Offeror A, but that no offeror was
s%gnlficantly superlor overall

e o
‘The sgﬁrce selectlon authorlty 5SSA) found that all ‘of the
offerors' proposed?cosrs were substantlally beloqgthe .
_government '8, basellnegcost estlmate ‘and’™ were unreallstlcally
Jow }*Hearlng Transcrlggﬁ(Tr ) at 257, 340, In performlng
%ég;cost reallsmﬁanaly51s wthe agencyhused two dlfferent
cost analysms methodologles Under method I, theﬁggency
accepted the man—hours pfﬁ%oseo*by each&offeror, but,.wlth
a351stance -from;, the Defense Contract*Audlt Agency“JDCAA),
analyzed,;and adjusted where approprlate,'thesofferors'
labor ‘and 'indirect cost rates.g Certaln’bther adjustments
were also made under thlS methgo ro account for SAIC’s and
Undetr method II, since the agency determlned that all of the
offerors proposed fewer man-hours than these determined by
the agency in its undieclosed IGME, the Navy adjusted all
the offerors’ proposed manning levels and associated costs
upwards based upon the IGME. The offerors’ proposed and
evaluated costs are as follows:

4 & i A
Proposed Method I - Method II
{(in millions of dollars)
SAIC 51172 §17.1 $23.2
PRC 18.5 18.4 25.2
Qfferor A 18.5 19.7 29.9

The source selection advisory council (SSAC) adopted the
technical recommendation of the SSEB that the offerors were
essentially equal and recommended award to SAIC on the basis

iThe letters under the technical rating, represent the
following: "A" for acceptable and "M" for marginal.
5Avhearlng was conducted” pursuant to .4 C.F. R § 21.5
(1992), to recelve testlmony concerning the :dgency’s inde-
pendent government man-— loadlng estimate, the evaluation of
offerors’ proposed manning and labor skill ‘mix, and the
agency”s normalization of offerors’ proposed levels of
effort to that of the undisclosed independent government
man-lcading estimate (IGME).
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of itslower evaluated costs, The SSA likewise adopted the
SSAC’s recommendation, as follows:

“With,the technlcal rankangs belng so close, I
have determlned that, my award decision. will be
basedion -cost .&.g In evaluatlng the cost
proposals the 1mmed1ate ‘aberration is Ehat of the
SAIC costs. A 1arge§§mount of the SAIC difference
in, cost*can be attrlbuted ‘to their making, reduc-
tlons‘%h thequsubcontractors',cost proposals.
This . technlque was,also iused by [Oftelor A) iy SAIC
also;1ncluded uncompensated ovartime, Pr1c1ng in
uncompensated overtime; along wlthwsubcontractors’
cost'sgas proposed, SAIC is Stlll the low offeror
By almdst” $1.4 [mllllon] 'In ‘an ddditional“effort
to ensure that the Vollime of the scope of work was
adequately«evaluated, the [g)overnment estimate
for mantyeats of effort required was priced in at
the rates offeror’s proposed. As a result of this
analysis, SAIC was still the low offeror by almost
$2 [mllllon]

"Based upon the foreg01ng, I have determlned that
SAIC offers” 91gn1f1cant cost sav1ngs no matter
which evaluation method was ised. Since there are
no significant technlcal differences, I determine
that the SAIC‘proposal represents the best value
to the [g]lovernment."”

Awardiwas made to SAIC" on November 22, 1991, and this
protest folJowed ‘on December 13. Performance of SAIC’s
contract was not requrred to be suspended because the
protest was flled more than 10 ‘calendar days after award,
and contract performance has contlnued' .
n X ”

As*ﬁ# 1n1t1a{§ﬁ§§%@r, the Nﬁg%gghd SAIC argue that PRC’
protest allegathHE contestfﬁgﬁthe agencyjs cost reailsm
analysis andjevaltation of SAICLs proposag*are untimely
since PRCYs protést-was notwfiled wzthlnhxg worklng day’s of
rhe date*lt learned of the- award?to SAIC and the award‘/
Iamount. _ﬂWe disagree. PRC+ promptly requested and IECElVEd
debrieflngs, ‘6n December 3 'and 10, to ‘bbtain ‘the  agency’s
explanation for its evaluatidn and award selection. From
its debriefings, PRC first learned the basis for its protest
allegations concerning the Navy’s evaluation of PRC’s and
SAIC's proposals, the Navy’s ceost realism determinations,
and the award selection. Since PRC protested within

‘The agency and SAIC do not challenge as untimely PRC’s
protest allegations concerning the evaluation of its own
proposal and whether the agency conducted meaningful
discussions with PRC.
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‘a

10 working days after 1ts December 3 debriefing, the protest
is timely. 4 C.F.R. § 21.,2(a) {2); S-Cubed, a Div. of
Maxwell Laboratories, Inc., B—-242871, June 17, 1991, 91-1
CPD 9 571,

The crux of PRCﬂ protest is its challenge to the agency’s
technlcak raluation and ¢ost realism determination that
found’ SAIC's proposal technlcally equal to PRC’s proposal
with a’ lower evaluated cost, despite the.fac- that SAIC
offered more ‘than 50 percent fewer man-hours than PRC. As
descrlbed below, we find that the agency’s cost realism
analy51s was defective anc ‘that, in a proper cost realism
dnalysis, PRC’s evaluated tust would be more than

$7.6 million less:' than SAIC’s.

;&lg‘ ,. K%‘u 1&% [ \biﬁ’ ha . * "" ? """
thre, hé?g, an agenéy evaluate&ﬁproposals forﬁgﬁégaward

' g cost relmbursement}contract,ﬁaqjofferor 'S proposed

mated costs ‘of contract«performance .are;not’ dlsp051t1ve,
because, Eggardless of the costs:proposed, .Ehe government is
bound to;pay the_Fontractorglts*actual and “aTlowable “costs.
Féhbral Acqu131tlon Regulation (FAR) § 15.605(d); Emtec
Porg , B~ 240641, Dec 12, 1990, 90= 2¥CPD 9-482. Conse-
quéntly, a- cost realism ana1551s mustﬁbe%performed by the

- agency to’ determlne”the eXtent to.whi ch4%n offcror Sk

pggposed coe&s represent what theﬁcontract should cost,
assuming*&eaﬁonable economy  and eff1c1ency. CACI,“inc.—
Fed ~~~~~ a64Jc°mp\gben 71 (1084)h*84 72 cpo A 542, Becalse. the

-----

reallsm determlﬁﬁtlon, our rev1ew is limited to- determlnlng
whethnr the}agencyys cost reallom analy51s is reasonably
based and not?arblt*ary ‘Géneral Research Corp., 70 Comp.
Gén. 279 (1991)7.;91-1 CPD T 183, aff’d, American Mgmt. Sys.,

)

Ing. ‘Dept.. of the Army—-Re ., 10 Comp, Gen. 510 (1991),

G1-1 CPD {9 492; Grey Advertising, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 1111l
(19?6), 76-1 CPD q 325.

&

technlcally acceptable and essentlally equal, and that award

'shculd be made Lo the offeror with the lowest evaluated

cost The Navy conducted a cost realism analysis of the
firms’ cost prcposals, using two different cost
methodologies, and made a number of adjustments to the
offerors’ proposed costs.

e

Under the method 1 cost reallsm~analy51s, ‘the agency, with

asS§istance from DCAA, “djdsted the fifms. “proposed labor and
indirect cost rates, uncompensated overtime costs, and
escalation:factors. No adjustments were made under this
first methodology for the firms’ low estimated man-hour
levels of effort. SAIC’s proposed prime labor costs were

6 B-247036




adjusted upward fo cost its use of uncompensated overtime,’
and ‘their proposed subcontractor’ costs were significantly
adjusted upward to reflect costs proposed by the firm’s
subcontractors that were not includad in SAIC’s proposed
cnsts. Tr. at 358,

Spec1ﬁi§§lly, the Navy found tﬁgt SAIC! in its BAFO, had
made substantial unllateral reductlons 1n the;loaded labor
burden#¥ratds proposédiby” Zéofglts 3. /subdontrictors .
(representlng nearly 90 percent ofdthe subcontract work) in
theﬁﬁﬁbgpntractor s cost@and prrclng data.ﬂprhe Navye
‘concluded that the’ labor burden rates contalned 1n”the
subcontractors';cost and pr1c1ng data were more accurate
lndlcators ofhthe subcontract costs; that the*government
ultimately" would - ‘have to pay, 1nasmuch&as these rates, as
conflrmed by DCAA, represented the subcontractors' audited
or forward pricing ‘rates.;? The” application of SAIC'

actual subcontractor’s labor rates resulted in SAIC’s
evaluated subcontract costs being more than doubled.

i ;'f o

The‘Navy g total cost reallsm adjustments under method I
resulted 1Q§SAIC’5 proposed ‘costs -of $11,204,966 being
adYjisted upward to $17,063% 932 The Navy found PRC’s
prOposed costsﬁreallst1c under this,methodology, with only
minor adjustments for the firms’ proposed ‘subcontract costs
(for an addition error), material overhead, G&A expenses,
cost of money, aad feeo, ?RC's‘proposed costs of $18,473,013
were adjusted downward to $18;443 173.

Under the method II ¢ost reéllsm analysis, the agency
adjurted all of the offerors’ proposed costs based upon the
agency’s undisclosed mar:i~hour estimata. As noted above, the

’PRCgpfbtested that SAIC offered an unreasonable amount of
uncompensated overtime. The record indicates that the
amount of uncompensated overtime proposed by SAIC was not
s;gnlflcant

®other. r\::oposed costs ‘0f SAIC.were adjusted uUnder this
method, i.e., its General & Admlnlstratlveq(G&A) expenses,

fr S

SThé RFP J.ncorporated FAR § 52 215 24}')?(E‘AC/90 ~3) that
required the,. subm1331on of cost and pric1ng data . for any
subcontract expected to exceed $100, 000, unless the subcon-
tract price was based upon adequate price competition,
established catalog or market prices of commercial itemg, or
set by law or requlation.

. YForward pricing.rates are rates that the government and

contractor have ayreed will be "available for a specified
period of time for use in pricing contracts or
modifications. FAR & 15.801.
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Navy concluded that .the offerors’ estlmated'manihour levels
of’ effort were unrealistically low. The IGME was 239.8 man-
years of effort, while PRC proposed 158.3 man-years and SAIC
proposed 101.4 man~years. Accordingly, the agency
normalized the offerors’ proposed levels of effort to that
of the IGME., This was acoompllshed by adding prime and
subcontract labor hours, .in the ratio proposad by each
offeror, te bring each offeror’s total level of effort up to
that contemplated bj the IGME.

N SR T i B
The offeror" proposed costs}were then adjusted upward under
the method “IT cost: analy$is .to, reff@Et “the increased evalu-
ated level Jof effort. TheiNavy sought ‘to -do thlsgby calcu-
latlngﬁgyerage labor ratee%for the™ flrmsﬁbprlme contractor
fogggs and forxthe flrmslasubLOntractor Ccosts., These rates
were. fhen multlplied agalnst the respectlve, addltlonal
prlme contractor and subcontractor hoursﬂtas adjusted to the
IGME”level of effort) to determine addltlonal labor costs.
These additional labor: costs were then added to each firm’s
proposed prime contractor End subcontractor labor costs to
determlne the total adjusted”prlme and subcontractor labor
césts. The Navy's normalization of the level of effort,
with assoc1ated Post adjustments, resulted in an upward
adjustment in ‘SAIC’s cost proposal to $23,236,361 and in
PRCﬂs cost: proposal to $25, 202 315.
1 in i
Tﬁﬁgfggiﬂappeaés téiar&%e that the two cost methodologles
are’ eparate and:distinct -and that qAIC appears to be the
loﬁgziﬁﬁvaluated ‘¢ost offeror under either cost ‘analysis
methgdology Inlouriblew, both methodologles, together, are
neceﬁgary to properly determine the probable costs that the
government WLllﬁbe requ1red to pay. That is, under
méthgd:I, the offerors’ rates were to be adjugted to refllect
the agency s judgment as to what rates it wouild ultimately
be required to ‘pay,” ‘while under method II a realistic level
of effort, as reflected in the IGME, was used to determine
the offerors’ probable costs of performance. These two
methodologies must be combined to determine the true
probable costs of the offerors.

&
Ve find: that the Navy ‘failed to comblne the two
ﬂethodolngles when, in its method IIqanaly51s, it determined
SAIC’'s JLLcontractors’ average labo'rrate uszng SAIC’'s
estimated- subcontractor costs beforé the method I cost
adjustment. In other words, the Navy used SAIC’s
estimatad subcontractor costs, which it had found were less

A
" "

lrhe Na%y, on the other hand, properly calculated PRC’s
method II adjusted ¢osts using the adjusted subcontractor
costs it had determined for PRC under the method I analy51s
PRC’s prime labor costs were not adjusted in the agency’s
method I cost aralysis.

8 B-247036
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than half the actual costs that the subcontractors would
incur, as a basis for making the method II subcontractor
labor cost adjustment.

The feason that suchﬂa ma551ve method I ggjustment had to be
made by the Navy toaSAIC’s proposed subcontractor costs was
thataSAIC, in its UAFO, reduced subcontractor ‘costs by
unllaterallydand substantlally reduc1ng41ts subcontractors'
estimated labor burden rates., ggls resulredglnga '
substantlal decreaseﬁln‘the amount of subcontréctorf costs
lﬁmluded An SAIC's 'Estimate 'ofits. Costs" ofﬁcontract
performance." Althotigh SAIC'S: 1n£§§al proposal .5Fated that
the subcontractor rates weréﬁ“ba ed upon® governﬁgﬁt audiged
2 ErRACRA SR
r3te’s or approved forwarded priclngﬂrape structures" .
(empha51s *added) , uAIC, 1nrlts BAFO,*determlned hatzthe
bUfdén rates of its/major ;subcontractors’ were® notécomparable
oWSAIC's ‘rate structure and propd?@ﬁ a slgnlflcant ‘cost
reductlon based on”the assumptlon“that the subcontractor
+és could be reduced to SAICﬁf“&evel Spec1flcaLéy, SAIC
taEEd in its BAFO that it 1S anouraq1nq our major
subcontractors to achleve thls!pomparable ratewthrouqh the
use of co-locations and/or erngireering service® company
part1cxpatlon " (Emphasis added.) However, there is no
commitment in these cost reimbursement subcontracts to "cap"
these rates at, or otherwise not charge the government for
rates beyond, the amounts SAIC Pbelleveo" were . reasonable
A%gexplalned 5§?ve, the Navy d1d nota?égg%t SA g“
subcontractor cosgaadﬂustments?ln 1ts*method Iecost .
analy31s, but 1ns£ead Caltilated a probable ‘suUbcontractor
cost from; the subcontractors';costeaﬁhﬁprlclng data.tﬁThe
SSA's’source selectlonﬁggglslon expressly recognlzed :this
dlscrepancy in SAIC's esubcontract costs and dzd notﬂaccept
these costs as adjusted*by SAIC(@fIndeed,“the SS @testlfled
that he bclleved that*further;dlscu ssionsi w;th SAIC were
necessary because of SEIC’s greductlons that. [SAIC] ‘had
tdken on the cost., flguresxproposed by*thelrﬁsubcﬁhtrac—
térs."? ‘Tr. at 358, Inexpllcably, this dfiscrepancy’was
not recognlzed ini the method II cost analy51s, although
other method I cost results wexe approprlately useéd in the
method II analy51s For example, in determining SAIC’s
method II prlme labor costs, the Navy properly used the
adjusted prime labor costs, as determined for SAIC under
method I, and not SAIC’s proposed costs.
M . .

We see no rational basis for the agency’s failure in the
method:-II cost analysis to use the subcontractor costs that
were determined to be.reasonable by the agency under its
method I cost analysis. In this regard, as noted above,
SAIC’s proposal did not offer to cap these rates at the

x .

12No further discussions were conducted.
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amounts SAIC "believed" were reascnable. Moreoqer, the DCAA
rate information in the record supports the subcontractors’
labor burden rates contained in SAIC’s subcontractors’ cost
and pricing data., Finallv, SAIC reaped the benefrt of its
use of these subcontractors in the technical evaluation and
that the proposal of these subcontractors was incorporated
into the contract.

P,

that*SAIC's proposed subcontractors'“costs were unreasonably
1ow becdause SAIC had?ﬁngustlflably reduced its -subcors
tractors’ estrmated{laborkburden rates,ﬁwe find"’ unreasonable

.thegagency"s”subsequghciuse ln%the methoqgil cost analysis

of}SAIC's proposedxsubcontractor cosSts that were. ‘based upon
these“art1f1c1ally=reduced labpr burden rates The Navy'’s
erroneous cost.realism adjustment resulteo 1n SAIC’“,w
method 1I subcontractor costs being” greatly Hinderstated.
This is so because the method II cost adjustments ‘associated
with the massive increase in SAIC’'s subcontractor labor
hours is significantly exacerbated by the proper application
of SAIC’s subcontractors’ substantially higher rates than
those actually used by the Navy in its method II

adjustment 1

We calculate tﬁ%t SAIC S subcontract costs under the

second methodology should be more than. $9‘6 :million higher
tHan those calculated by the Navy.!* Using the Navy’s own
cost realism methodologies, PRC’s evaluated costs are
$25.2 million while SAIC’s evaluated costs are

$32.8 million. Thus, PRC offered the lowest evaluated
cost by more than $7.6 million.!®

—rn.
Ee )

Bas noted above, SAIC's actual average subcontractor labor
rates, as based upon the -DCAA audited” Fates, were more ‘than
double that proposed by SAIC or the other offerors

“We calculated SAICws subcontractors’ reallsrlc average
labor rate’ by leldlng SAIC’S method -I¥subcontractor costs
by the number of subcontractor hours»proposed This o
subcontractor labor rate was multiplied by the subcontractor
houxrs that were added to, raise the offeror’s subcontldctor
level of effprt to the IGME level. This sum was then added
to the method I subcontractor costs to determine the total
probable method II subcontractor cost.

35ince we find that the agency’s cost realism analysis was
defective and that under a proper cost realism analysis PRC
is entltled to award, we need.not address PRC’s other cost
realidm issues, including whether the offérors’ proposed
levels of effort should have been normalized to the IGME.

10 B-247036




Slnce the Navy concludeqﬁthat .the ofrnrors' were essentlally
technlcallyeequal, the ba51s forwawardﬂshould Qg'the firm’s
evaluated rosts. See Génerdl Research ‘Cofp., 'supra. Based
¢n the foreg01ng, we flnd that PRC’s proposaJ should have
been selected for award because. it offerad the lowest
evalua*ed cost.!s We recommend .that- the Navy terminate
SAIc;s contract for the convenlence "of the government and
make 'awarc to PRC. We also find:that PRC is éntitled te its
- costs of filing and puraulng the proteést, including
| reasonable attorncye' fees. 4 C,F.R. § 21.6(d) (1). - PRC
-, .should " Jmit its certified claim for its protest costs
!directly to the agency within 60 working days of receipt of
this decision. 4 C.F.R. § 21.6(f) (1).

The protest is sustained.

Comptroll General
of the Unlted States

oo

15since we have sustalned PRC's protest of the agency s cost
realism analySis and find that PR~ is entitled to’award as

the lowest evaluated cost offeror, we need not address PRC’s
otner allegations concerning the Navy’s evaluation of PRC’s
and SAIC’s proposals.
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