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United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

B-158766
November 23, 2010
The Honorable Nancy Pelosi
Speaker of the House
of Representatives
Dear Madam Speaker:
This letter responds to the requirements of the Competition in Contracting Act of 1984,
31 U.S.C. § 3554(e)(2) (2006), that the Comptroller General report to Congress each instance
in which a federal agency did not fully implement a recommendation made by our Office in
connection with a bid protest decided the prior fiscal year. There were three such
occurrences in fiscal year 2010, DGR Assocs., Inc., B-402494, May 14, 2010, 2010 CPD , 115,
Rice Servs., Inc., B-402966.2, Sept. 16,2010,2010 CPD , 217, and Rice Servs., Inc., B-403746,
Sept. 16,2010,2010 CPD , 220. Enclosed is a copy of our report on these matters created
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3554(e)(l), as well as copies of our decisions in the protests
explaining in greater detail the particulars surrounding the procurements.
During the fiscal year, we received 2,220 protests (including 52 cost claims) and 79 requests
for reconsideration, for a total of 2,299 cases. Of the 2,299 cases filed, 189 are attributable
to GAO's recently expanded bid protest jurisdiction over task orders. We closed 2,226 cases
during the fiscal year: 2,131 protests (including 64 cost claims), 94 requests for
reconsideration, and 1 non-statutory decision. Enclosed for your information is a chart
comparing the bid protest activity for fiscal years 2006-2010.
A copy of this report, with the enclosure, is being furnished to the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the House Committee on Government Reform. A similar report is being
furnished to the President of the Senate.
Sincerely yours,
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United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

B-402494, B-402966.2, B-403746
November 23,2010
Congressional Committees
Subject: DGR Assocs., Inc., B-402494, May 14, 2010, 2010 CPD ~ 115, Rice Servs., Inc.,
B-402966.2, Sept. 16,2010,2010 CPD ~ 217, and Rice Servs., Inc., B-403746, Sept. 16,
2010, 2010 CPD ~ 220.
This letter is submitted pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3554(e)(1) (2006), which requires our
Office to report any case in which a Federal agency fails to implement fully a
recommendation of the Comptroller General contained in a bid protest decision. As
required by that statute, this report includes a comprehensive review of the
procurements, including the circumstances surrounding the failure of the contracting
agency to implement the recommendation made in the decision.
Last fiscal year, on October 23, 2009, we reported to the Committee that the
Department of the Army had failed to implement the recommendation for corrective
action in our Office's decision sustaining the protest of Mission Critical Solutions,
B-401057, May 4,2009,2009 CPD ~ 148. In that decision, we concluded that the
Historically Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) statute mandated a HUBZone
set-aside or award where certain enumerated conditions were met, and that the Army
had failed to reasonably consider whether those conditions were met prior to
proceeding with a non-HUBZone small business award. We recommended that the
agency reconsider whether the conditions enumerated in the HUBZone statute were
met, and if so, terminate the award and make a new award to a HUBZone small
business.
The Army initially indicated that it would comply with our recommendation,
however, the Army subsequently advised our Office that it would not follow our
recommendation in reliance on an August 21, 2009 Memorandum Opinion by the
Office of the Deputy Assistant
General, Office of Legal Counsel, Deoartnlerlt

16,2010,2010 CPD ~ 220. Our Office sustained each protest, and in each case
recommended that the agency consider whether the conditions in the HUBZone
statute were met, and if so, set aside the procurement for competition restricted to
HUBZone small businesses. In each case, the agency declined to follow our
recommendation, again citing the DOJ Memorandum Opinion.
As stated in our October 23 report to the Committee, in a September 14, 2009 letter to
various Congressional Committees our Office explained that our conclusion
regarding the HUBZone statute was strictly a legal determination and was not
intended to express a preference-in one direction or the other-about whether the
HUBZone program should have priority over other set-aside programs or whether
there should be parity among the programs; we recognized that the foregoing matter
is a question of policy to be resolved by Congress. We also stated our belief that the
acquisition community would benefit from statutory guidance clarifying whether
Congress intends for there to be parity or priority among the various set-aside
programs.

On September 27,2010, the enactment of the Small Business Jobs Act of 2010
provided statutory guidance clarifying this matter, providing for parity between the
various small business programs by striking mandatory language in the HUBZone
statute and inserting discretionary language. See Pub. L. No. 111-240, § 1347(c).
Enclosed for your review are copies of our decisions in the protests and our Office's
October 23, 2009 report to the Committee.
t)irlce:reJy yours,

Lynn Gibson
Acting General Counsel
Enclosures
cc:

The Honorable Daniel K. Inouye
Chairman
The Honorable Thad Cochran
Vice Chairman
Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate

The Honorable Joseph I. Lieberman
Chairman
The Honorable Susan M. Collins
Ranking Member
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
United States Senate
The Honorable Mary L. Landrieu
Chair
The Honorable Olympia J. Snowe
Ranking Member
Committee on Small Business and Entrepreneurship
United States Senate
The Honorable David R. Obey
Chairman
The Honorable Jerry Lewis
Ranking Member
Committee on Appropriations
House of Representatives
The Honorable Ike Skelton .
Chairman
The Honorable Howard P. "Buck" McKeon
Ranking Member
Committee on Armed Services
House of Representatives
The Honorable Edolphus Towns
Chairman
The Honorable Darrell Issa
Ranking Member
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform
House of Representatives
The Honorable Nydia M. Velazquez
Chairwoman
The Honorable Sam Graves
Ranking Member
Committee on Small Business
House

Comptroller General
of the United States
United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

Decision
Matter of:

DGR Associates, Inc.

File:

B-402494

Date:

May 14, 2010

Darcy Hennessy, Esq., Hennessy and Boe, PA, for the protester.
S. Lane Tucker, Esq., Stoel Rives LLP; Wayne A. Keup, Esq.; and William K.
Walker, Esq., Walker Reausaw for the intervenors.
Christopher S. Cole, Esq., Department of the Air Force, for the agency.
Cherie J. Owen, Esq., and Edward T. Goldstein, Esq., Office of the General Counsel,
GAO, participated in the preparation of the decision.
DIGEST
Given the unambiguous language of the applicable statutes regarding the Historically
Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) and Sea) programs, contracting agency,
before proceeding with an Sea) set-aside, must first reasonably consider whether the
conditions for a HUBZone set-aside exist, and, if they do, the agency must proceed
with a HUBZone set-aside.
DECISION
DGR Associates, Inc. of Dallas, Texas, a Historically Underutilized Business Zone
(HUBZone) small business concern, protests the terms of request for proposals
(RFP) No. FA5004-10-D-0001, issued by the Department of the Air Force for military
family housing maintenance. DGR argues that the Air Force should have issued the
solicitation as a HUBZone set~aside rather than setting it aside under the S(a)
program.
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(MFH) at Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska. l Specifically, the successful offeror will be
required to provide all management, supervision, personnel, labor, equipment,
vehicles, service calls, materials, tools, and other items and services necessary for
maintenance of the 1,184 MFH units located on the base.
On January 22,2010, DGR filed an agency-level protest challenging, among other
things, the agency's decision not to set aside the procurement for HUBZone small
businesses. The agency decided to proceed with the solicitation's closing date
without amending the solicitation, and this protest followed.
DISCUSSION
DGR argues that the agency's decision to set aside the procurement for 8(a) small
businesses was improper, and that the agency instead was required to set aside the
procurement for HUBZone small businesses. In this regard, DGR cites several
decisions issued by our Office interpreting the applicable statutes as requiring an
agency to set aside a solicitation for HUBZone small business concerns where the
standards of that program are satisfied. As explained in our decisions, the plain
language of the statute authorizing the HUBZone program is mandatory and requires
that an agency set aside a procurement when certain criteria are met (specifically,
where the agency has a reasonable expectation of receiving offers from at least two
qualified HUBZone small business concerns and where the award can be made at a
fair market price), whereas the plain language of the authorizing statute for the 8(a)
program leaves the agency with discretion to set aside the procurement. See Mission
Critical Solutions, B-401057, May 4,2009,2009 CPD ~ 93 at 3-8, recon. denied, Small
Business Admin.--Recon., B-401057.2, July 6,2009,2009 CPD ~ 148 at 5.
The Air Force acknowledges our decisions, but contends that its actions are
consistent with a Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice (DOJ), stating its
disagreement with our decisions and concluding that the Small Business Act "does
not compel SBA [the Small Business Administration] to prioritize the HUBZone
Program in the manner GAO determined to be required." DOJ Memorandum
Opinion, Aug. 21, 2009, at 2. This memorandum directs Executive Branch agencies
to follow SBA's regulations placing the different categories of small businesses on an
equal footing for the competition and award of contracts. 2 In this regard, the DOJ
were to
regulations question,
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Memorandum expressly instructs that "the SBA's regulations ... are reasonable [and
are] binding on all Executive Branch agencies, notwithstanding any GAO decisions
to the contrary," and reminds agencies that GAO decisions are not binding on the
Executive Branch. Id. at 13.
The DOJ opinion notwithstanding, we continue to read the plain language of the
HUBZone statute as requiring an agency to set aside an acquisition for competition
restricted to qualified HUBZone small business concerns where it has a reasonable
expectation that not less than two qualified HUBZone small business concerns will
submit offers and that the award can be made at a fair market price. See also
Mission Critical Solutions v. United States, No. 09-864C (Fed. Cl. Mar. 2, 2010),
appeal docketed, No. 2010-5099 (Fed. Cir. Apr. 2, 2010) (rejecting DOJ's
interpretation of the HUBZone statute and concluding, consistent with our decisions
in Mission Critical Solutions, B-401057, supra, that the language of the HUBZone
statute is mandatory, such that a contract opportunity must be set aside for
competition among qualified HUBZone small business concerns whenever the
criteria set out in 15 U.S.C. § 657a are met). Thus, we conclude that the Air Force
was required to first consider whether the conditions for setting aside a procurement
for HUBZone businesses were met, and if so, to set aside the procurement for
HUBZone small businesses. Because the agency did not perform this mandatory
step, we conclude that it was improper for the agency to proceed with this
procurement as an 8(a) set-aside, and we sustain the protest.
RECOMMENDATION
We recommend that the agency undertake reasonable efforts to ascertain whether it
will receive offers from at least two HUBZone concerns and award will be made at a
fair market price. If the agency's research indicates that these conditions are met,
the agency should cancel the current solicitation and reissue it as a HUBZone
set-aside. We also recommend that the agency reimburse the protester its costs of
filing and pursuing the protest, including reasonable attorneys' fees. 3 4 C.F.R.
§ 21.8(d)(l) (2009).
In making our recommendation, we recognize, as the Air Force has noted and the
DOJ memorandum indicates, that the recommendations in our bid protest decisions
are not binding on Executive Branch agencies. Small Business Admin.--Recon.,
supra, at 5 (citing Bowsherv. Synar, 478 U.S. 714, 727-32 (1986)). This fact, however,
does not
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interpretation of the HUBZone statute. Accordingly, absent some change in the
statutory scheme, Executive Branch policy, or a contrary decision by the United
States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit in connection with the Justice
Department's appeal of the decision in Mission Critical Solutions v. United States,
supra, we will decide future protests raising the issue here in an expedited and
summary manner, in the interest of reducing the costs associated with filing and
pursuing such protests.
The protest is sustained.
Lynn H. Gibson
Acting General Counsel

Comptroller General
of the United States
United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

Decision
Matter of:

Rice Services, Inc.

File:

B-402966.2

Date:

September 16, 2010

William R. Purdy, Esq., Bradley Arant Boult Cummings LLP, for the protester.
Helen J.S. White, Esq., Defense Commissary Agency, for the agency.
Eric M. Ransom, Esq., and Christine S. Melody, Esq., Office of the General Counsel,
GAO, participated in the preparation of the decision.
DIGEST
In accordance with DGR Assocs., Inc., B-402494, May 14, 2010, 2010 CPD, 115,
protest is summarily sustained where contracting agency declined to consider
whether to set aside solicitation for competition limited to Historically Underutilized
Business Zone small business concerns in reliance on the August 21,2009
Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office
of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice.
DECISION
Rice Services, Inc., of Smithville, Tennessee, a Historically Underutilized Business
Zone (HUBZone) small business concern, protests the terms of solicitation No.
HDEC08-1O-R-0018, issued as a set-aside for service-disabled veteran-owned small
business concerns (SDVOSBC) by the Defense Commissary Agency (DeCA) for shelf
stocking and custodial services at the Davis-Monthan Air Force Base Commissary.
We sustain the protest.
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Our Office has considered this issue in several prior protests, including DGR Assocs.)
Inc., supra; Mission Critical Solutions, B-401057, May 4,2009,2009 CPD ~ 93, recon.
denied, Small Business Admin.--Recon., B-401057.2, July 6,2009,2009 CPD ~ 148; and
International Program Group, Inc., B-400278, B-400308, Sept. 19,2008,2008 CPD
~ 172. In each decision, our Office has concluded that the HUBZone statute requires
procuring agencies to set aside procurements for HUBZone small business concerns
when the conditions set forth in the statute are met.
In our most recent decision on this issue, DGR Assocs., Inc., the agency explained
that it had decided not to set aside the procurement for HUBZone small business
concerns in reliance on a Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice (DOJ),
stating disagreement with our decisions and concluding that the Small Business Act
does not require the prioritization of the HUBZone program in the manner that our
Office has determined. See DOJ Memorandum Opinion, Aug. 21, 2009, at 2. The DOJ
Memorandum states that "the SBA's regulations [creating parity between the
HUBZone program and other small business set-aside programsJ ... are reasonable
[and areJ binding on all Executive Branch agencies, notwithstanding any GAO
decisions to the contrary." Id. at 13.
The DOJ Memorandum notwithstanding, our Office concluded in DGR Assocs., Inc.,
as in prior decisions, that the plain language of the HUBZone statute requires an
agency to set aside an acquisition for competition restricted to qualified HUBZone
small business concerns where the conditions set forth in the HUBZone statute are
met. We also advised that, going forward, protests raising the sole issue of HUBZone
set-aside priority would be addressed in an "expedited and summary manner" where
the agency acted contrary to our decisions in reliance on the DOJ Memorandum
Opinion. DGR Assocs., Inc., supra, at 4.
Accordingly, after Rice Services filed its current protest, we requested that DeCA
inform our Office whether it had acted in reliance on the DOJ Memorandum Opinion.
DeCA responded that "[iJn issuing the solicitation for SDVOSBC, the Agency [acted]
in reliance on the Memorandum Opinion issued by the Office of the Deputy Assistant
Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice, which concluded
that there is no statutory requirement to prioritize the HUBZone program." DeCA
Response, Aug. 18,2010, at 1.
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B-401057, supra, that the language of the HUBZone statute is mandatory, such that a
contract opportunity must be set aside for competition among qualified HUBZone
small business concerns whenever the criteria set out in 15 U.S.C. § 657a are met).
Thus, we conclude that DeCA was required to consider whether the conditions for
setting aside a procurement for HUBZone small business concerns were met, and if
so, to set aside the procurement for HUBZone small businesses. Because the agency
did not perform this mandatory step, we conclude that it was improper for the
agency to proceed with this procurement as an SDVOSBC set-aside.
RECOMMENDATION
In making our recommendation, we recognize, as the DOJ Memorandum Opinion
indicates, that the recommendations in our bid protest decisions are not binding on
Executive Branch agencies. Small Business Admin.--Recon., supra, at 5 (citing
Bowsher v. Synar, 478 U.S. 714, 727-32 (1986)). This fact, however, does not affect
our statutory obligation to decide protests concerning alleged violations of
procurement statutes and regulations. See 31 U.S.C. § 3552 (2006).

Accordingly, we recommend that the agency undertake reasonable efforts to
ascertain whether it will receive offers from at least two HUBZone concerns and
award will be made at a fair market price. If the agency's research indicates that
these conditions are met, the agency should cancel the current solicitation and
reissue it as a HUBZone set-aside. We also recommend that the agency reimburse
the protester its costs of filing and pursuing the protest, including reasonable
attorneys' fees. 4 C.F.R. § 21.8(d)(l) (2010). Rice Services should submit its claim
for protest costs directly to DeCA within 60 days of receipt of this decision.
The protest is sustained.
Lynn H. Gibson
Acting General Counsel

---GAO
Accountability
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United States Government Accountability Office
Washington, DC 20548

Decision
Matter of:

Rice Services, Inc.

File:

B-403746

Date:

September 16, 2010

William R. Purdy, Esq., Bradley Arant Boult Cummings LLP, for the protester.
LTC Won K. Lee and Christopher S. Cole, Esq., Department of the Air Force, for the
agency.
Eric M. Ransom, Esq., and Christine S. Melody, Esq., Office of the General Counsel,
GAO, participated in the preparation of the decision.
DIGEST
In accordance with DGR Assocs., Inc., B-402494, May 14, 2010, 2010 CPD , 115,
protest is summarily sustained where contracting agency declined to consider
whether to set aside solicitation for competition limited to Historically Underutilized
Business Zone small business concerns in reliance on the August 21,2009
Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office
of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice.
DECISION
Rice Services, Inc., of Smithville, Tennessee, a Historically Underutilized Business
Zone (HUBZone) small business concern, protests the terms of solicitation No.
FA4800-1O-R-0003, issued by the Department of the Air Force for mess attendant
services at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia.
We sustain the protest.
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Our Office has considered this issue in several prior protests, including DGR Assocs.,
Inc., supra (which also involved a procurement by the Air Force); Mission Critical
Solutions, B-401057, May 4,2009,2009 CPD , 93, recon. denied, Small Business
Admin.--Recon., B-401057.2, July 6,2009,2009 CPD , 148; and International Program
Group, Inc., B-400278, B-400308, Sept. 19, 2008, 2008 CPD , 172. In each decision,
our Office has concluded that the HUBZone statute requires procuring agencies to
set aside procurements for HUBZone small business concerns when the conditions
set forth in the statute are met.
In our most recent decision on this issue, DGR Assocs., Inc., the Air Force explained
that it had decided not to set aside the procurement for HUBZone small business
concerns in reliance on a Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice (DOJ),
stating disagreement with our decisions and concluding that the Small Business Act
does not require the prioritization of the HUBZone program in the manner that our
Office has determined. See DOJ Memorandum Opinion, Aug. 21, 2009, at 2. The DOJ
Memorandum states that "the SBA's regulations [creating parity between the
HUBZone program and other small business set-aside programs] ... are reasonable
[and are] binding on all Executive Branch agencies, notwithstanding any GAO
decisions to the contrary." Id. at 13.
The DOJ Memorandum notwithstanding, our Office concluded in DGR Assocs., Inc.,
as in prior decisions, that the plain language of the HUBZone statute requires an
agency to set aside an acquisition for competition restricted to qualified HUBZone
small business concerns where the conditions set forth in the HUBZone statute are
met. We also advised that, going forward, protests raising the sole issue of HUBZone
set-aside priority would be addressed in an "expedited and summary manner" where
the agency acted contrary to our decisions in reliance on the DOJ Memorandum
Opinion. DGR Assocs., Inc., supra, at 4.
Accordingly, after Rice Services filed its current protest, we requested that the Air
Force inform our Office whether it had acted in reliance on the DOJ Memorandum
Opinion. The Air Force responded that "[consistent] with our prior position, the
Force intends to follow the Memorandum Opinion issued by
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and that the award can be made at a fair market price. See also Mission Critical
Solutions v. United States, No. 09-864C (Fed. Cl. Mar. 2, 2010), appeal docketed,
No. 2010-5099 (Fed. Cir. Apr. 2, 2010) (rejecting DOJ's interpretation of the HUBZone
statute and concluding, consistent with our decision in Mission Critical Solutions,
B-401057, supra, that the language of the HUBZone statute is mandatory, such that a
contract opportunity must be set aside for competition among qualified HUBZone
small business concerns whenever the criteria set out in 15 U.S.c. § 657a are met).
Thus, we conclude that the Air Force was required to consider whether the
conditions for setting aside a procurement for HUBZone small business concerns
were met, and if so, to set aside the procurement for HUBZone small businesses.
Because the agency did not perform this mandatory step, we conclude that it was
improper for the agency to proceed with this procurement as an 8(a) set-aside.
RECOMMENDATION
In making our recommendation, we recognize, as the DOJ Memorandum Opinion

indicates, that the recommendations in our bid protest decisions are not binding on
Executive Branch agencies. Small Business Admin.--Recon., supra, at 5 (citing
Bowsher v. Svnar, 478 U.S. 714, 727-32 (1986)). This fact, however, does not affect
our statutory obligation to decide protests concerning alleged violations of
procurement statutes and regulations. See 31 U.S.C. § 3552 (2006).
Accordingly, we recommend that the agency undertake reasonable efforts to
ascertain whether it will receive offers from at least two HUBZone concerns and
award will be made at a fair market price. If the agency's research indicates that
these conditions are met, the agency should cancel the current solicitation and
reissue it as a HUBZone set-aside. We also recommend that the agency reimburse
the protester its costs of filing and pursuing the protest, including reasonable
attorneys' fees. 4 C.F.R. § 21.8(d)(1) (2010). Rice Services should submit its claim
for protest costs directly to the Air Force within 60 days of receipt of this decision.
The protest is sustained.
Lynn H Gibson
Acting General Counsel
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8-401057
October 23, 2009
Congressional Committees
Subject: MissionCritical Solutions, 8-401057, May 4, 2009, 2009 CPD , 93,
recon. denied, Small Business Administration-Recon., 8-401057.2, July 6, 2009,
2009 CPD , 148.
This letter is submitted pursuant to 31 U.S.C. § 3554(e)(l) (2006), which requires our
Office to report any case in which a Federal agency fails to implement fully a
recommendation of the Comptroller General contained in a bid protest decision. As
required by that statute, this report includes a comprehensive review of the
procurement, including the circumstances surrounding the failure of the contracting
agency to implement the recommendation made in the decision, as well as a '
recommendation for further Congressional action.
The decision in question concerned the Department of the Anny's selection of
Copper River Wormation Technology, LLC of Anchorage, Alaska, an Sea) Alaska
Native Corporation, for the award of a sole-source contract for information
technology support for the Office of the Judge Advocate General. The protester,
Mission Critical Solutions of Tampa, Florida, which is a qualified Historically
Underutilized Business Zone (HUBZone) small business, argued that rather than
awarding to Copper River on a sole-source basis, the agency should have set the
requirement aside for competition among HUBZone small businesses.
Our Office found that it was improper for the agency to proceed with a sole-source
award to Copper River without considering whether a set-aside for HUBZone
concerns was required. We based ()urconc1usion on the plainlanguage of the
HUBZone statute, which provides in relevant part that "notwithstanding any other
provision of law, "a contract opportunity shall be awarded pursuant to this section
on the basis of competition restricted to qualified HUBZone small business concerns
if the contracting officer has a reasonable expectation that not less than 2 qualified
HUBZone small business concerns will submit offers and that the award can be made
at a fair market price." 15 U.S.C. § 657a. We recommended that the agency
undertake reasonable efforts to determine whether two or more qualified HUBZone
small business concerns would submit offers and whether award could be made ata
reasonable price if the contract opportunity were set aside for competition among
that
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HUBZone firms,
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concerns. We also recommended that the agency reimburse the protester the costs
of filing and pursuing its protest, including reasonable attorneys' fees.
By letter dated June 24, 2009, the Department of the Anny notified our Office that it
would be fully implementing the corrective action that we had recommended. In a
subsequent letter dated September 28, 2009, the agency advised us that it had
reversed its decision, and that rather than implementing our recommendation, it
intended to make an award consistent with its original intent (i.e., as a sole~source
award to an 8(a) firm). The agency explained that it was taking this action in
response to an August 21, 2009 Memorandum Opinion by the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Department of Justice, which in
effect directed executive branch agencies to follow the Small Business
Administration's (SBA) regulations placing the different categories of small
businesses on an equal footing for the competition and award of contracts. (The SBA
regulations in question, 13 C.F.R. §§ 126.605, 126.606, 126.607, essentially provide that
HUBZone set-asides are not required even where the criteria specified in 15 U.S.C.
§ 657a(b)(2)(B) are satisfied ifthe requirement has previously been perfonned by an
8(a) contractor or the contracting officer has chosen to offer the requirement to the
8(a) program.)
,

The Department of Justice opinion notwithstanding, we continue to read the plain
language of the HUBZone statute as requiring an agency to set aside an acquisition
for competition restricted to qualified HUBZone small business concerns where it has
a reasonable expectation that not less than two qualified HUBZone small business
concerns will submit offers and that the award can be made at a fair market price. As
we explained in a September 14, 2009 letter to various Congressional Committees,
this is strictly a legal determination on the part of our Office and is not intended to
express a preference-in one direction or the other-about whether the HUBZone
program should have priority over other se~aside programs, or whether there should
. be parity among the programs; we recognized that the foregoing matter is a question
of policy to be resolved by Congress. In our September 14 letter, we stated our belief
that the acquiSition community would benefit from statutory guidance clarifying
whether Congress intends for there to be parity or priority among the various setaside programs. We continue to believe that such guidance would be helpful and
recommend that Congress enact legislation clarifying its intent.

Enclosed for your review are copies of our decision on the protest and our
September 14 letter to the Committees, as well as the Department of the Anny's
letters dated June 24 and September 28.
.
Sincerely yours,

.

~~AH~·Lynn H. Gibson
Acting General Counsel
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Subject: Report to Congress on Bid Protests Involving Defense Procurements
This report responds to the direction from the Committee on Armed Services, House
of Representatives, contained in the report on the Duncan Hunter National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009, Pub. L. No. 110-417 (2008) (H.R. Rep. No. 110652, at 394-95, May 16, 2008). The committee directed the Comptroller General of the
United States to review bid protests filed with the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) during the last 5 years associated with procurement actions by the
Department of Defense (DOD). The committee requested that we assess the extent
to which bid protests may be increasing, the extent to which frivolous and improper
protests may be increasing, and the causes of any identified increases. The
committee further directed the Comptroller General to provide recommendations
regarding actions that Congress, or the executive branch, could take to disincentivize
frivolous and improper bid protests on the part of industry.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report reaches the following conclusions about the GAO bid protest process in
general, and about the committee’s mandate to assess the increase in protests and the
extent to which frivolous protests may be increasing:
•

Twenty-five years ago, the Competition in Contracting Act of 1984 (CICA),
Pub. L. No. 98-369, 98 Stat. 1175 (1984), codified and significantly enhanced
GAO’s bid protest forum. The existing process provides a balanced approach
to adjudicate and resolve challenges to U.S. government procurements.

•

Despite an increase in bid protest filings in fiscal year (FY) 2008--driven in part
by statutory expansions of GAO’s bid protest jurisdiction--the number of
protests challenging DOD contract awards in the last 5 years is relatively low
when viewed historically.

•

The GAO bid protest process significantly reduces potential disruptions to
DOD procurements as a result of three factors:
--GAO consistently closes more than 50 percent of all protests involving
DOD procurements within 30 days of filing;
--The remaining DOD protests must be, and are, resolved within 100
days of filing; and
--CICA permits agencies to proceed with contract performance even
before a protest is resolved when the goods or services are urgently
needed, or when proceeding is in the best interests of the United States.

•

GAO’s regulations and procedures currently provide GAO the ability to
promptly close protests that do not merit further development. GAO does not
need to determine that a protest is “frivolous” to promptly close it, and, in our
view, making such a determination could add substantial costs to the protest
process and have the unintended consequence of discouraging participation in
federal contracting and, in turn, limiting competition.

BACKGROUND
On occasion, bidders or others interested in government procurements may believe
that a contract has been, or is about to be, awarded improperly or illegally, or that
they have been unfairly denied a contract or an opportunity to compete for a
contract. These objections to procurement actions or decisions are referred to as bid
protests.
Twenty-five years ago, Congress enacted CICA. In addition to significantly reforming
the federal procurement system, CICA provided a statutory basis for the bid protest
forum within the Office of General Counsel in GAO.
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Last year, a single protested procurement--the Boeing Company’s challenge of the
award of a contract by the Air Force to Northrop Grumman for a new fleet of tanker
planes--generated unprecedented interest in, and questions about, GAO’s role in
deciding these disputes. While we welcome this interest, many of the questions we
received, as well as the media accounts of the dispute, reflected a limited
understanding of the protest process.
CICA’s 1984 changes to GAO’s bid protest forum confirmed and strengthened GAO’s
long-standing role as a quasi-judicial forum for objective, independent, and impartial
resolution of disputes concerning the award of federal contracts. At the heart of the
law’s bid protest provisions is a balancing act that attempts to ensure that
procurements can proceed without undue disruption, while also providing a
mechanism for holding agencies accountable, and protecting the rights of aggrieved
offerors to fair treatment by the government.
A discussion of the current bid protest process should begin with the concerns
expressed by Congress at the time of CICA’s enactment. Specifically, the report of
the House Committee on Government Operations complained that the GAO bid
protest process prior to 1984 was too weak to be effective; was principally advisory in
nature; and depended too heavily on voluntary agency compliance--in responding to
protests, in producing applicable documents, and in implementing recommended
1
remedies. In fact, the report set forth a detailed example of a protest filed by
Amdahl Corporation challenging the award of an Army contract to the IBM
Corporation on the basis that the equipment being offered did not comply with the
2
solicitation’s requirements, and was out of date and not in current production.
3
Although GAO ultimately sustained the protest, because there was no provision for a
stay of performance, the decision was issued after the equipment had been installed,
and hence no meaningful relief was available. 4 The window into the procurement
process provided by the Amdahl protest was the subject of hearings in the House, 5
and led to the above-referenced discussion of the case in the committee report.
To address concerns about the strength of the GAO bid protest forum and the
voluntary nature of agency responses to protest allegations, CICA provided a
1

H.R. Rep. No. 98-1157, at 23 (1984).

2

Id. at 24.

3

Amdahl Corp.; ViON Corp., B-212018, B-212018.2, July 1, 1983, 83-2 CPD ¶ 51.

4

Amdahl Corp.; ViON Corp.--Recon., B-212018.3, B-212018.4, Dec. 19, 1983, 83-2 CPD

¶ 703.
5

Competition in Contracting Act of 1984: Hearing on H.R. 5184 Before the House
Committee on Government Operations, 98th Congress. 59-60 (1984) (statement of

A.G.W. Biddle, President, Computer and Communications Industry Association).
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statutory basis for the protest process and set statutory timelines for agency
responses. To strike a balance between the need for agencies to proceed with their
procurements and the need to allow complaints to be addressed, CICA imposed a
deadline on GAO for issuing its decisions. As amended, CICA requires that GAO
resolve all bid protests within 100 calendar days; GAO has never failed to meet its
statutory deadline for issuing decisions.
Perhaps most significantly, to address concerns about providing meaningful relief
when a protest is upheld, CICA included an automatic stay of contract performance
until a decision on the protest is issued. CICA’s balancing of the competing interests
of the government’s procurement system is clearly reflected in two provisions
addressing this issue of providing meaningful relief. First, the law allows agencies to
“override” the automatic stay of performance with a written agency finding that the
goods or services are urgently needed, or that proceeding with performance in the
face of a protest is in the best interests of the United States. Second, the law requires
agencies to advise GAO if the agency decides not to follow the recommendation of a
bid protest decision; GAO is then required to report these instances of
noncompliance to four congressional committees. 6
In implementing the bid protest provisions of CICA, GAO has maintained the balance
between allowing agency procurements to proceed and providing meaningful relief to
protesters. Before a protest will be considered on the merits, GAO applies a series of
tests that, as explained below, screen out a large number of cases. These tests are
embodied in GAO’s regulations implementing the bid protest provisions of CICA. For
example, GAO applies a strict timeliness rule, set out in 4 C.F.R. Part 21, that leads to
the prompt dismissal of many protests. In addition, GAO applies a standing rule,
based on CICA’s definition of an “interested party” with standing to protest. Again,
this rule leads to the dismissal of a number of protests. If the protest meets GAO’s
timeliness and standing rules, GAO reviews it for legal sufficiency. In this regard, our
regulations provide other grounds for dismissing protests. When a protest does not
state a valid legal basis or raises issues outside GAO’s jurisdiction (such as disputes
during contract administration and challenges to a firm’s size status for purposes of a
small-business set-aside), GAO promptly dismisses it.
As discussed in greater detail below, GAO’s application of these rules means that a
significant percentage of GAO protests are dismissed within a short time after filing,
in which case the contracting agency is free to proceed with the procurement (that is,
CICA’s automatic stay is lifted).

6

Because GAO is not a court, it cannot (unlike the Court of Federal Claims) direct
executive-branch agencies to take corrective action. Instead, GAO makes
recommendations. Except in rare instances, these recommendations are routinely
followed. See GAO Annual Reports to Congress on Bid Protests for Fiscal Years
1986-2008. (The annual reports for FY 1995-2008 are available on GAO’s website,
www.gao.gov.)
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For those cases that GAO does not dismiss, GAO will issue a decision on the merits,
always within CICA’s 100-day deadline, and typically well before it. In those cases,
GAO decides whether the contracting agency complied with the statutes and
regulations controlling government procurements. If GAO finds that the agency did
not violate procurement law, or that any violation that may have occurred did not
prejudice the protester’s chances of winning the contract, GAO will deny the protest.
If GAO determines that the agency did violate procurement law and the violation
prejudiced the protester’s chances of winning the contract, GAO will sustain the
protest.
GAO’s role in resolving a bid protest is an adjudicative process that differs
significantly from the audits and evaluations conducted by GAO’s audit teams.
Protests are handled by a group of 30 attorneys within GAO’s Office of General
Counsel, who serve as hearing officers. Unlike GAO audit reports, bid protest
decisions do not address broad programmatic issues, such as whether a weapons
program is being managed effectively and within costs. Nor do our decisions
evaluate which company’s proposal is better. Rather, the decision produced in
response to a protest addresses the specific allegations raised by the parties about
whether a particular government action was contrary to procurement law or
regulations, or contrary to the evaluation scheme the procuring agency established in
the solicitation. Only when GAO finds--after developing a full record--that a
procuring agency has not followed procurement rules, and that this failure has
prejudiced the protester’s chances of winning a competition, do we sustain a protest.
BID PROTEST TRENDS
Summary of Findings
As noted above, we were asked to review the number of GAO protests filed
challenging procurement actions by DOD during the last 5 years (FY 2004 to FY 2008)
7
and assess the extent to which protests may be increasing. Based on our review,
which shows a historical variability in the number of protest filings, the 4-year period
of FY 2004 to 2007 does not reflect an upward trend in DOD protest filings. 8 Rather,
7

Because we were asked about protests of DOD procurements, this report generally
refers only to DOD procurements. In many cases, the analysis and our conclusions
would be the same for civilian agency procurements. In any event, no inference
should be drawn that protest processes or trends would be different for civilian
agency procurements.
8

CICA requires GAO to report to Congress each year on the number of protests filed.
GAO’s long-standing approach to this requirement has been to report the docket
numbers (“B” numbers, such as B-123456) assigned by our Office, not the number of
procurements challenged. Thus, where a protester files a supplemental protest or
multiple parties protest the same procurement action, multiple iterations of the same
“B” number are assigned (e.g., B-123456.2, B-123456.3). These docket numbers
accurately reflect GAO’s protest filings, but they overstate the number of
procurements challenged. In contrast, in recent testimony by the Secretary of
Page 5

B-401197

as discussed below, the number of protests filed, relative to DOD procurement
spending, actually suggests a downward trend in the rate of DOD protest filings.
A single year in this 5-year period, however, FY 2008, did reflect a significant increase
in the number of DOD protests filed. Our review indicates that a portion of this
increase is tied to recent statutory expansions of GAO’s bid protest jurisdiction, and
we expect that our expanded jurisdiction will continue to result in an increased level
of DOD (and non-DOD) protest filings. One important aspect of our process,
however, remained constant--the rate at which DOD protests are closed early in the
protest process.
We were also asked to consider the extent to which frivolous protests may be
increasing. We limited our inquiry to ascertaining any trends regarding DOD protest
filings as a whole, however, because, as discussed more fully in the next section of
this report, while our Office tracks dismissals and grounds for dismissing protests,
we do not label protest filings as frivolous, and accordingly, do not collect data on
such filings.
DOD Protests: A Historical Perspective
In order to fully understand and consider the extent to which DOD bid protests may
be increasing, we decided to consider the number of protests filed during this period
in historical context. Thus, we reviewed not only the number of DOD protests filed
during the last 5 years, but also the number of DOD protests, and non-DOD protests,
filed over the past 20 years. As can be seen from Figures 1 and 2 below, while the
number of DOD protests filed with GAO has fluctuated significantly over the past 20
years (FY 1989 to FY 2008), the last 5 years reflect relatively low numbers of DOD
protests filed, in terms of the historical trends.

Defense, DOD characterized the effect of the protest process in terms of the number
of procurement actions challenged. For purposes of this report, we are adopting
DOD’s recent approach. Thus, for purposes of counting the number of protests filed,
we eliminated from our count multiple iterations of the same “B” number. As a
consequence, the number of protests in this report reflects the number of
procurements challenged in a given fiscal year.
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Figure 1. Number of Protests Filed FY 1989 - FY 2008
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Figure 2. Percent Change in Number of DOD Protests Filed
Year to Year FY 1989 - FY 2008
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Examining only the past 5 years (Figures 3 and 4), the variability in DOD protest
filings, on a year-to-year basis, has swung up and down--just as the totals of such
filings have varied over the past 20 years.
Figure 3. Number of DOD Protests Filed FY 2004 - FY 2008
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Figure 4. Percent Change in DOD Protests FY 2004 – FY 2008
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The number of filings in the 4-year period from FY 2004 to FY 2007 ranged between
458-540 per year, with an average of 491 protests filed. In FY 2008 there was a
significant increase in the number of DOD protests filed. Specifically, FY 2008
brought an increase of 118 DOD protests over the previous year, to 611 (a 23.9
percent increase). A portion of this increase (30 protests, or about 25 percent of the
increase in filings) was tied to recent statutory expansions of GAO’s bid protest
jurisdiction. As a result of the statutory changes, GAO now considers protests
concerning task and delivery orders issued after May 27, 2008, provided they are
9
valued at more than $10 million. In addition, section 326 of the NDAA increased the
9

In this regard, section 843 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2008 (NDAA), Pub. L. No. 110-181, 122 Stat. 3 (2008), amended 10 U.S.C. § 2304c and
41 U.S.C. § 253j to authorize GAO to hear protests of the award or proposed award of
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scope of GAO’s bid protest review with respect to public-private competitions
conducted pursuant to OMB Circular No. A-76. 10 After removing the portion of the
increase related to statutory changes in jurisdiction, FY 2008 saw an increase of 88
DOD protests, to 581 (an increase of 17.8 percent over FY 2007).
The somewhat higher number of DOD procurements protested to GAO (up 17.8
percent in FY 2008 after removing protests resulting from statutory changes) needs to
be put in the context of the increase in DOD procurement spending over the past few
years. From FY 2007 to FY 2008 alone, DOD procurement spending increased 15.7
percent (Figure 5). These similar rates of increase may suggest that the increase in
protests was due in part to DOD’s increase in procurement spending. See GAO Bid
Protests: Trends, Analysis, and Options for Congress, Congressional Research
Service, Feb. 11, 2009, at 7 (suggesting that “the recent rise in protests is primarily a
result of increased government contracting activity”).
Figure 5. DOD Procurement Spending (in billions)
Adjusted for Inflation
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The amount of DOD procurement spending over the past several years also can be
correlated to the number of GAO protests of DOD procurements during those years.
The result can be shown as a ratio of protests to procurement dollars. In Figure 6, we
show that there have been between 1.4 and 1.9 protests filed at GAO for every billion
dollars spent by DOD. Importantly, as shown in Figure 6, the number of GAO
protests per billion dollars of DOD procurement spending reflects a slight downward
trend during this period. In fact the recent CRS review of the GAO bid protest
process shows that the number of GAO protests filed between FY 2001 and FY 2008,
relative to federal procurement spending, reflects a downward trend in the number of
protests filed. See GAO Bid Protests: Trends, Analysis, and Options for Congress,
Congressional Research Service, Feb. 11, 2009, at 6-7.

certain task and delivery orders under indefinite-delivery/indefinite-quantity
contracts.
10

NDAA, Pub. L. No. 110-181, § 326, 122 Stat. 3 (2008), amending 31 U.S.C. § 3551.
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Figure 6. Number of DOD Protests Filed per Billion
DOD Procurement Dollars Spent
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Despite the variability in protest filings from one year to the next, our Office
minimizes the delay and disruption associated with protest filings by resolving
protests as expeditiously as practicable. In fact, during the last 5 years, we have
consistently closed more than half of all DOD protests within 30 days of when they
were filed (Figure 7).
Figure 7. Percentage of DOD Protests Closed Within 30 Days
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The vast majority of cases closed within the first 30 days are dismissed because the
protest fails to meet one of the threshold tests (such as timeliness) explained above.
Another typical basis for dismissal is where the protester withdraws its complaint,
often after the agency takes corrective action to remedy the problem protested. In
addition, many of our dismissals occur after an agency elects to take corrective
action rather than defend its procurement--and where we agree that the corrective
action renders the pending protest moot. By resolving more than half of all DOD
protests within the first 30 days, our Office helps minimize the delay and disruption
that protests can cause to DOD procurements.
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“FRIVOLOUS AND IMPROPER” PROTESTS
In its report, the committee directed GAO to assess the extent to which “frivolous and
improper” bid protests may be increasing. Because the report does not specify what
is meant by frivolous and improper protests, we have looked to the federal courts for
their definition of frivolous legal actions. 11
The courts have identified two ways in which legal actions may be deemed frivolous.
First, a legal action is considered “frivolous as filed” when a plaintiff or appellant
grounds its case on arguments or issues “that are beyond the reasonable
contemplation of fair-minded people, and no basis for [the party’s position] in law or
fact can be or is even arguably shown.” Abbs v. Principi, 237 F.3d 1342, 1345 (Fed.
Cir. 2001), citing State Indus., Inc. v. Mor-Flo Indus., Inc., 948 F.2d 1573, 1578 (Fed.
Cir. 1991); see also International Union of Bricklayers Etc. v. Martin Jaska, Inc., 752
F.2d 1401, 1406 (9th Cir. 1985) (“frivolous appeal is defined as one in which the result
is obvious, or where the appellants’ claims are utterly meritless”). Second, a legal
action is considered “frivolous as argued” when a plaintiff or appellant has not dealt
fairly with the court, has significantly misrepresented the law or facts, or has abused
the judicial process by repeatedly litigating the same issue in the same court. Abbs v.
Principi, 237 F.3d at 1345; Lawrence N. Sparks v. Eastman-Kodak Co., 230 F.3d 1344,
1345 (Fed. Cir. 2000); see also Finch v. Hughes Aircraft Co., 926 F.2d 1574, 1582 (Fed.
Cir. 1991).
The courts have repeatedly recognized, however, that a legal action found to be
without merit is not necessarily frivolous. See Abbs v. Principi, 237 F.3d at 1345. A
legal complaint that is poorly drafted, or based on weak facts, is not necessarily
frivolous. Ravens Group, Inc. v. United States, 79 Fed. Cl. 100, 113 (2007). Likewise,
a legal argument that is ultimately incorrect is not necessarily frivolous. Ravens
Group, Inc. v. United States, 79 Fed. Cl. at 114; Saladino v. United States, 63 Fed. Cl.
754, 757 (2005); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 11 (Advisory Committee Notes on 1993
Amendments).
These judicial decisions show that a frivolous legal action must be more than simply
one without merit. Rather, the court cases make it clear that the pursuing party
knew, or should have known--either at the time of filing or subsequently--that the
legal action was so utterly without merit that it was essentially pursued in bad faith.
We think this definition is appropriate for our protest forum as well.
Applying the standards articulated by the courts, the fact that a protest is denied for
lack of merit does not necessarily mean that it was frivolous. Likewise, the fact that a
protest is dismissed because of a procedural deficiency does not necessarily mean
that the protest was frivolous. In our view, even when a protest is dismissed for lack
of a valid legal basis, it should not necessarily be considered frivolous; rather, the key

11

For purposes of this report, we regard the terms “frivolous” and “improper” as, in
essence, interchangeable.
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question is whether the protest was filed in bad faith. 12 A determination by GAO that
a protest is frivolous would require determining not only that the protest is without
merit or procedurally defective, but also that the protest is so utterly without merit as
to have been filed in bad faith.
GAO does not categorize protests as frivolous, and thus, has not identified as
frivolous any protests during the last 5 years involving contract awards made by
DOD. 13 That does not mean, however, that meritless protests, or those that a
reasonable third party might label frivolous, remain open at GAO, thus delaying DOD
procurements. As discussed above, GAO promptly dismisses protests that do not
state a valid legal basis or are otherwise procedurally defective, consistent with our
broad statutory authority. Thus, GAO dismisses protests, where appropriate, without
the need to resolve whether the protest was frivolous.
CONCERNS WITH MEASURES TO DISINCENTIVIZE PROTESTS
The committee directed GAO to address whether the filing of frivolous and improper
protests might be disincentivized. We have two interrelated observations in this
regard. First, our current procedures permit us to dismiss early in the process a
significant number of protests that, for instance, are untimely, fail for lack of
standing, or fail to assert a valid legal basis for protest. Our current process, we
believe, permits us to identify and dismiss protests that would arguably fall under the
rubric “frivolous as filed.” Similarly, protests that would arguably fall under the
“frivolous as argued” rubric, even were they not dismissed early in the process, would
be identified later in the process and dismissed or denied as appropriate at that point.
Accordingly, given our current broad authority to expeditiously dispose of a protest
that does not merit further consideration and development, we do not believe that
GAO requires any additional authority to dismiss protests, nor are we seeking such
authority. Our second observation is that attempts to disincentivize protests that in
some sense might be considered frivolous may have, on balance, the unintended
consequence of harming the federal procurement system by discouraging
participation in federal contracting and, in turn, limiting competition.

12

We think there is no dispute that a protest should not be viewed as frivolous where
the protest is sustained, or where the agency takes corrective action rather than
defend the procurement.
13

Similarly, contracting agencies themselves rarely describe protests as frivolous. For
example, the last reported GAO decision in which a contracting agency (the Air
Force) characterized a protest as frivolous occurred in 1996. See Bionetics Corp.-Costs, B-270323.3, Aug. 16, 1996, 96-2 CPD ¶ 70. Undercutting the agency’s position
in that case is the fact that, after the agency initially asked GAO to dismiss as
“frivolous” the protester’s assertion that the agency had improperly deviated from the
evaluation scheme set forth in the solicitation, the agency subsequently decided to
take corrective action after acknowledging that its evaluation scheme was, in fact,
flawed.
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Imposing penalties for protesting--such as fines, a requirement to reimburse agency
litigation costs, or the inclusion of a vendor’s protest track record in past
performance evaluations--as a means to disincentivize frivolous protests could have
serious negative consequences for contractors (particularly small businesses), our
Office, and the procurement process. Importantly, any system that imposes penalties
on contractors for filing frivolous protests would require adequate due process
protections to avoid punishing a company for filing a good-faith but unmeritorious
protest. 14
As a general matter, a determination that a protest is frivolous would require an
additional inquiry beyond our current practice of determining whether a protest
meets the threshold requirements for filing a protest, and then determining the merits
of that protest. Specifically, finding that a protest is frivolous would require a
determination that the protest was brought in bad faith--an assessment of the
subjective intent of the protester. Such a fact-specific inquiry could require
substantial litigation, such as declarations, affidavits, or live testimony, to assess
whether the protester possessed the intent required for our Office to conclude that its
protest was filed in bad faith.
In our experience, there are many instances in which protesters may file a protest in
good faith that is nonetheless based on either a misunderstanding of the facts or
misapprehension of the law. This may occur more commonly with small business
protesters or protesters not represented by counsel. 15 We think that a careful
examination of a protester’s subjective intent to distinguish between good faith and
bad faith arguments would require a significant diversion of our Office’s limited
resources--resources currently used to resolve protests as expeditiously as possible.
In addition to the resource implications for our Office, a system of penalties for
frivolous protests could impose substantial costs on contractors and agencies. An
inquiry into the subjective intent of a protester would require the protester to mount
a potentially costly defense in order to avoid either a financial penalty, or the
potentially more damaging sanction of a negative past performance rating in future
competitions. The required defense could, again, potentially place a
disproportionately high burden on small businesses.
Attempts to disincentivize protests ignore several valuable benefits of the current
protest process. First, protesters act as “private attorneys general” who use the
protest process to identify and pursue complaints concerning the procurement

14

E.g., Old Dominion Dairy Products, Inc. v. Secretary of Defense, 631 F.2d 953 (D.C.

Cir. 1980).
15

In keeping with CICA’s mandate to provide “for the inexpensive and expeditious
resolution of protests,” 31 U.S.C. § 3554(a)(1), our regulations do not require
protesters to be represented by counsel, and a significant percentage of protesters
appear pro se.
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16
system, with a resultant benefit to the public. In addition, protests provide a form of
indirect congressional oversight of the procurement process. Ameron, Inc. v. U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, 809 F.2d 979, 984 (3d Cir. 1987) (“the bid protest resolution
process created by CICA is also intended to inform Congress of the operation of
existing procurement laws, and to use the pressure of publicity to enforce
compliance with those laws … [by enabling] disappointed bidders to compel the
executive to explain some of its procurement decisions to the Comptroller General”).

In our view, potential penalties--along with the additional litigation necessary to
establish the sine qua non for the imposition of penalties, namely, bad faith--risk
discouraging good-faith protests. In addition, protests bring an important element of
transparency and accountability into the federal procurement system that otherwise
might be unavailable. Protests also provide guidance to agencies in the form of
publicly-available decisions interpreting procurement laws and regulations.
Finally, the imposition of penalties on protesters could result in a chilling effect on
the participation of contractors in both the protest process and federal procurement
as a whole. As the conference report accompanying CICA stated, the availability of a
strong bid protest mechanism promotes competition in the procurement system by
providing contractors a measure of confidence that concerns regarding potentially
17
unfair treatment may be addressed in a neutral forum. Contractors, particularly
small businesses, could conclude that the risk of being penalized for a good-faith
protest--or the potential that they may have to litigate whether their protest was
frivolous--outweighs the potential benefit in filing the protest. Contractors might also
perceive the inclusion of penalties in GAO’s statutory mandate as an indication that
protests have become disfavored as a matter of policy. To the extent contractors
believe that it is less likely that their legitimate concerns will be addressed, the result
16

See Scanwell Lab., Inc. v. Shaffer, 424 F.2d 859, 864 (D.C. Cir. 1970) (“Instead of
designating the Attorney General, or some other public officer, to bring such
proceedings, Congress can constitutionally enact a statute conferring on any nonofficial person, or on a designated group of non-official persons, authority to bring a
suit to prevent action by an officer in violation of his statutory powers; for then, in
like manner, there is an actual controversy, and there is nothing constitutionally
prohibiting Congress from empowering any person, official or not, to institute a
proceeding involving such a controversy, even if the sole purpose is to vindicate the
public interest. Such persons, so authorized, are, so to speak, private Attorney
Generals.”); Department of the Navy--Modification of Remedy, B-284080.3, May 24,
2000, 2000 CPD ¶ 99 (“In our view, [the] protest served precisely the purpose
anticipated by CICA [by] highlight[ing] a failure by GSA to properly maintain the FSS
program . . . [W]e think CICA clearly anticipates that the government should
reimburse DRS for acting as a private attorney general in shining the light of publicity
here.”); E&R, Inc.--Claim for Costs, B-255868, B-255868.2, May 30, 1996, 96-1 CPD ¶
264 (“In essence, entitlement to bid protest costs relieves a protester of the financial
demands of acting as a private attorney general where it brings to light an agency’s
failure to conduct a procurement in accordance with law and regulation.”).
17

H.R. Conf. Rep. No. 98-861, at 1435 (1984), reprinted in 1984 U.S.S.C.C.A.N., at 2123.
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could be an increased distrust of the U.S. procurement system and reduced
participation in the system--especially by small businesses. Either of these outcomes
could reduce competition and impair the government’s ability to obtain the best value
in procuring goods and services.
CONCLUSION
GAO’s existing bid protest process provides a balanced approach to adjudicate and
resolve challenges brought by protesters to federal government procurements. Our
existing regulations and procedures permit us to promptly close protests that do not
merit further development. We do not believe that GAO requires additional authority
to dismiss protests, and we are not seeking such further authority. In fact, attempts
to disincentivize frivolous protests could introduce significant unintended
consequences into the current system, by adding substantial costs and discouraging
good-faith protests. As Congress has recognized, a robust bid protest process brings
an important element of transparency and accountability into the federal
procurement system and ultimately promotes competition by ensuring that concerns
about unfair treatment will be addressed in a neutral forum. As our extensive track
record shows, GAO currently has, and effectively uses, the tools necessary to
continue our key role in the bid protest process, with due consideration of both
agencies’ needs to proceed with their procurements and the need to provide an
avenue of meaningful relief to protesters.
We hope you find this information useful. Should you have any questions, please
contact Michael R. Golden, Managing Associate General Counsel, at 202-512-8233.
Sincerely yours,

Gary L. Kepplinger
General Counsel
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