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THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES
w

ASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

DECISION

FILE: B-216161; B=-218161.2 DATE: February 15, 1985

MATTER OF: Sal Femia; Global Construction &
Development Corporation

DIGEST:

CAO will not consider a protest against the
propriety of a cost comparison performed
pursuant to OMB Circular A-76 when the
protester has not exhausted available
administrative review procedures.

Sal Femia and Global Construction & Development Corp.
protest determinations by the Unitea States merchant Marine
Academy to perform painting and ground maintenance,
respectively, in-house, rather than contracting out for
these services under solicitation No. DTMAS5-84-B-40034. -
T"he aeterminations were made as the result of a cost
comparison conaucted under the guidance of Office of
Managewment and Budget Circular A-76. Under this procedure,
bids suomitted by prospective contractors were compared
with the estimated cost of using government employees to
perform the subject services,

Both Sal Femia and Global Construction argue that the
in-house cost estimates contained numerous deficiencies.
For example, they gquestion the wage rates utilized in the
creparation of these estimates ana the wmethoa used to
account for the depreciation of the equipment required to
pverform these contracts.

When there is an appeal procedure available for review
of an agency's calculation of a cost comparison, we will
not consider a protest alleging deficiencies in such a cost
comparison unless the protester has first exhausted that
procedure. 1SS Energy Services Inc., B-216315, Sept. 17,
1964, 84-2 CPD § 305, aff'd on reconsideration, Dec. 4,
1964, 84-2 CPD { 620, and Jan. 29, 1985, 64 Comp. Gen. _ ,
8§5-1 CPD § ; Suburban Lawn & Landscape Service, Inc.,
B-2092u6, Oct. 13, 1982, 82-2 CPD % 334.

Here, the solicitation incorporatea the standard
contract clauses regarding cost comparisons, including a
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B-z181e1; pb-218161.2

provision stating that interestea parties .oula file a
written request for review of cost comparison results with
the contracting otfficer. Furthermore, both Sal Femia and
Global Construction were advised by letters dated

January 21, 1985, that they could file an administrative
appeal of the A-76 cost comparison by February 12, 1985.
Neither protester apparently electea to file such an
appeal.

Under these circumstances the protests are dismissed,
since the protesters dia not exhaust the available
administrative review proceaure. See Urban Enterprises,
B-20161Y, Feb. 17, 1981, 81-1 CPDL § 101,
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