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Introduction
Contract rewards ethical issues have remained something that needs immediate address in the world today. This is irrespective of the available procurement ethics that are aimed at regulation of the activities that would otherwise contravene the proper contract awarding procedure. Adherence to the required code of conduct necessary for the maintenance of the business ethics amongst all parties involved is a practice that must be encouraged. Even though the government has established such standards through statutes and regulations, many professionals in America continue to breach the set rules (Collins, 2012). This case paper is amongst the scenarios, where Computer Information Specialist, Inc. (CIS) protests the award of a contract to acquire telecommunication support services at the agency’s Bethesda, Maryland to Open Technology Group, Inc. (OTG) under Request for Proposal (REP). The claim by CIS that the process was unfair has some truths upon close evaluation of the evidence given. Therefore, the paper gives my point of view point about the case. 
Flaws in the decision
The selection indeed indicates some bias if the award was to be on merit and based on the ‘best value’ principle through consideration of other non-price factors whose contribution was to be taken more importantly than the price. The award seems to have neglected the set rules which in the first place indicates disloyalty to the constitution. OTG is picked based on the highest rank and lowest price whereas price was not amongst the key parameters that were to be put into consideration during such a selection (Kevin & David, 2004). This reveals that the agency must have misevaluated the proposals in the awarding process. Such an award, therefore, goes against the commercial marketplace statutes which require that the capability of the contractor must be fully proven.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The downgrading of CIS proposal on the basis of personal competence was unfair. Having been brought to the attention of CIS which went ahead to revise the proposal, using such an allegation to work against CIS reveals unethical conduct by granting favors to OTG in the decision-making process. Such judgments are discriminative in nature making the qualified CIS loose. Even upon agreement that CIS met the personnel experience requirements, some of the evaluators still do not consider such an effort in the evaluation. For instance, the fifth evaluator's comments concerning the limitations in CIS reports represents sole support in the evaluation (Kevin & David, 2004). The evaluator goes ahead to focus on the tone in the CIS proposal. His comments are personal and abusive in nature which I believe is solely aimed at disqualifying CIS. This is unethical behavior and abuse of the rights. Furthermore, the evaluator goes further to display his intention to focus on the tone only and yet it is not amongst the components of evaluation in the procedure. Therefore, the basis of the evaluator's statements cannot be ascertained which reveal an intention to do away with CIS. 
The agency requiring CIS to furnish them with the information they had not asked for is also unethical. For instance, even though RFP just requested for two past performance to showcase the experience, even after evaluation required additional ones to be indicated which CIS was able to furnish, the fifth evaluator still downgraded the proposal on the basis of it lacking merit in these areas which is contrary to the requirements. Furthermore, most of the most of the statements are not supported by record evidence which goes against the statutes that require every information provided to be fully supported with written evidence to avoid a breach of the law by the involved parties. These reveals a misevaluation in the CIS proposal which might have been intentionally done to favor the competitor.
Presence of misevaluation in OTG’s proposal further strengthens the allegations of CIS. The fact that the agency went further to accept OTG’s proposal even when it failed to meet the two important requirements i.e. provision of letters of commitment and security program plans further gives a clue of corruption in the whole matter. OTG with unemployed 14 members was supposed to, therefore, meet this requirement to furnish the agency with commitment letters for these members which they failed to do for 4 employees but still secured the contract (Kevin & David, 2004). Furthermore, OTG’s failure to give a detailed security plan for the information technology systems yet they still secure the contract reveals an act of favoritism. This is due to lack of compliance with security requirements as well as regulatory provisions which ensure that proper security measures are put in place for computer security to avoid information sabotage. The information provided by OTG on security reveal lack of seriousness while handling this part of the proposal. Furthermore, their language use does not reveal the technical expertise required for this telecommunication service. The relaxed manner in which they provide the information indicates that they have confidence in getting the contract even without merit.
Conclusion
In conclusion, it is indeed true that anyone carefully analyzing the information furnished can tell that there is indeed a misevaluation in the proposals. Both CIS and OTGs' proposals are not well evaluated with evidence showing the aim is to favor OTG. It is therefore evident that the objective might have been to put off CIS, which according to the available pieces of evidence and regulatory requirements, would qualify for the contract award. Therefore, the recommendation that the agency needs to reevaluate the proposals and ensure adherence to the statutes and regulatory requirements is justified. Furthermore, termination of the contract award to OTG should be effected to ensure new selection through proper decision making.
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