
 

Protest Decision 
Matter of: Integrated Biometric Technology, LLC 

Case No.: 2022-207 

Posting Date: March 11, 2022 

Contracting Entity: State Fiscal Accountability Authority  

Solicitation No.: 5400021691 

Description: Digital Fingerprint Services and CWPS 

DIGEST 

Protest alleging improper discussions and clarifications is granted.  The protest letter of 

Integrated Biometric Technology, LLC (IBT) is included by reference.  (Attachment 1)  

AUTHORITY 

The Chief Procurement Officer (CPO) conducted an administrative review pursuant to S.C. Code 

Ann. §11-35-4210(4). This decision is based on materials in the procurement file and applicable 

law and precedents. 
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BACKGROUND 

Solicitation Issued      09/10/2021 
Amendment 1 Issued      09/27/2021 
Proposals Received      10/14/2021 
Intent to Award Posted     12/03/2021 
Intent to Protest Received     12/13/2021 
Protest Received      12/20/2021 

The State Fiscal Accountability Authority (SFAA) published is Request for Proposals on 

September 10, 2021, to establish a state-term contract for digital fingerprinting services and a 

concealed-weapon permitting system.  Amendment 1 was published on September 27, 2021, and 

reproduced the entire solicitation with modifications.  The solicitation included two lots. Lot A 

sought electronic fingerprinting services for qualified agencies, organizations, or individuals that 

are required to have a state and national fingerprint-based background check. Lot B required a 

concealed weapon permit application system for the State Law Enforcement Division (SLED).  

Both Lots were to be awarded to the same offeror.  There were three published evaluation 

criteria: Lot A, Lot B, and Price.  There were eight evaluators for Lot A and six of those eight 

evaluated Lot B. 

Proposals were received from IBT and Idemia Identity & Security USA, LLC (IIS).  The 

solicitation authorized the use of discussions, as provided for in SC Code §11-35-1530(6) and 

Regulation 19-445.2095(I), for the purpose of clarifying ambiguities and correcting suspected 

mistakes and issues of responsiveness. The procurement officer initially contacted IIS about a 

suspected mistake in its proposal on November 5, 2021, which was corrected by IIS on the same 

day.  On or about November 10, 2021, IIS was asked to provide clarifications and additional 

information concerning 25 issues and IBT was asked to clarify 12 issues related to its proposal.  

The evaluation committees met on November 15, 2021, to discuss the proposals and provide an 

initial scoring.  On November 17, 2021, IIS was asked to respond to 3 additional issues related to 

the responsiveness of its proposal. On November 19, IIS was asked to clarify an issue related to 

one of its November 17, 2021, responses.  Based on the November 15th scoring, IIS was 

determined the highest ranked offeror and negotiations were initiated on November 22, 2021.  

On November 29, 2021, the Procurement Officer reopened discussions with IIS to address 
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another issue of responsiveness that arose from IIS’ November 17th discussions responses.  On 

December 2, 2021, the evaluators reconvened to review and discuss the proposals and provide a 

final ranking. The evaluators were afforded the opportunity to adjust their November 15th scores 

and supporting comments based on the discussion exchanges that occurred since the first scoring 

meeting.  Every evaluator reaffirmed their November 15th scores without additional comment. 

IIS was determined to be the highest ranked offeror on December 2, 2021.  The Record of 

Negotiation was executed by both parties on that same day and an Intent to Award to IIS was 

posted on December 3, 2021. 

IBT filed an Intent to Protest on December 13, 2021, followed by its formal protest on December 

20, 2021.  IBT protests that the discussions with IIS and subsequent modifications to its proposal 

were improper, that IIS’ proposal was nonresponsive, that there were anomalies in the scoring of 

its proposal, that the negotiations were conducted improperly, and that, considering the closeness 

of the scoring, the State should have conducted negotiations with both Offerors. 

ANALYSIS 

IBT first protests that during discussions the State unfairly allowed IIS to revise its proposal 

and substantially increase its score: 

The State acted improperly and unfairly in its conduct of discussions and 
clarifications with ldemia as compared to IBT. On the one hand, multiple rounds 
of discussions with ldemia apparently resulted in an opportunity for ldemia to 
submit "proposal revisions," revise its price, and revise or clarify approximately 
28 issues in its proposal, thus substantially enhancing its score. On the other, the 
State's single round of discussion with IBT that included far fewer questions 
offered no similar insights or opportunities to clarify what was only later revealed 
to be a key issue impacting IBT's proposal scoring…. 

By giving ldemia multiple chances to revise and clarify its proposal on the issues 
that concerned the State and on price, the State gave ldemia an opportunity to 
increase its score substantially, or in any event by more than three points, 
resulting in a higher score for ldemia than IBT. However, IBT was in no way 
provided a similar opportunity to lower its price or address any of the concerns 
the State revealed only after the fact, including the particular concerns of the one 
evaluator who remarkably gave IBT only half of the points received by ldemia. 
This process, which resulted in ldemia having meaningful opportunity to revise 
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and re-price its proposal, prejudiced IBT, was blatantly unfair to IBT, and 
contrary to South Carolina law. 

Section 11-35-1530(6) authorizes discussions for the purpose of clarifying a proposal to assure 

full understanding of, and responsiveness to, the solicitation requirements in accordance with 

published Regulations.  Regulation 19-445.2095(I) limits those discussions to issues of 

responsiveness; uncertainties concerning cost or price, technical proposal, and other terms and 

conditions; and suspected mistakes.  The Regulations allow offerors to make cost or price, 

technical, or other revisions to its proposal, but only to the extent such revisions are necessary to 

resolve any matter raised by the procurement officer during discussions.   

There are no limits on the number of times the State can seek clarifications or the number of 

issues that can be raised.  However, discussions are not intended to generate unrestrained 

enhancements to, or further development of, proposals.  They are conducted for the purpose of 

clarification of significant ambiguities in the proposal and are limited to the extent necessary to 

address the ambiguity.  Language can be ambiguous either because it can be fairly understood in 

more than one way or because it expresses its purpose in an indefinite manner. Penton v. J.F. 

Cleckley & Co., 486 S.E.2d 742 (S.C. 1997). 1   

In keeping with the Regulation, the State discovered an incomplete sentence in the IIS proposal 

and sought clarification on November 5, 2021, and IIS provided some missing information.   

On November 10, 2021, the State sought clarification from IIS of 25 issues with its proposal that 

could render it non-responsive:  

We have identified the following uncertainties in your proposal that could render 
your proposal non-responsive. You may address these uncertainties by submitting 
revisions to any aspect of your proposal, but only to the extent such revisions are 
necessary to resolve the uncertainty identified. 

Some of these issues are clearly related to an incomplete or ambiguous response to solicitation 

requirements.  For example, issue number 3 seeks clarification of an acronym, ECQC, on page 

 
1 Competitive Sealed Proposals, Required Procedures and Guidance for Communications After Opening but Prior 

to Award, Effective: September 2021 
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18 of the IIS proposal. IIS responded that ECQC is its “Enrollment Center Quality Control” 

program.  This exchange is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Discussions and 

Clarification provisions. 

However, other issues asked IIS to elaborate on a compliant response, or sought information not 

originally requested in the solicitation which invited IIS to improperly enhance its proposal.  For 

example, issue 6 addresses the IIS response to the following solicitation requirement:  

Contractor must coordinate and provide AR Agency-Site fingerprinting services 
at the request of AR Agencies. AR Agency must confirm a minimum of twenty 
individuals are to be fingerprinted. These AR Agency-Site fingerprinting services 
must be held within 10 business days of AR Agency’s request, unless AR 
Agency requests a date outside such timeframe. 

[Amendment 1, Page19] (emphasis added) 

The initial IIS response:  

Onsite Mobile Events for groups of 20 Applicants or more are available upon 
request, for example: 

o Onsite Mobile Events anywhere in South Carolina for groups of 20 or more 
when requestor is able to provide suitable area for fingerprinting equipment 
setup, inclusive of security and privacy protocols 

o At Onsite Mobile Events, we are able to propose hours of operation that 
bridge both standard and non-standard business hours, such as 11:00 am to 
6:00 pm. This allows us to better accommodate those who may need our 
services later in the day in addition to those who prefer more standard 
availability. 

o All Onsite Mobile Events offer store and forward capability. Additionally, all 
mobile locations and events use the same trained, credentialed, IDEMIA 
USA staff as our brick and mortar Enrollment Centers, as well identical live 
scan equipment meeting all designated security requirements. 

Upon award, we will make necessary changes to ensure that all AR Agency 
requests are met within 10 days. 

[IIS Technical Proposal, Page 26] (emphasis added) 

The State sought clarification of the “necessary changes” IIS would need to make: 

Proposal Content: “File2-TechProposal” pg. 26 “Upon award, we will make 
necessary changes to ensure that all AR Agency requests are met within 10 days.” 
Required Action: Elaborate on the necessary changes you will make to ensure that 
all AR Agency requests are met within 10 days. 
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The solicitation required these services be provided within 10 business days. IIS agreed to 

provide the services within 10 business days.  While the IIS response might pique the State’s 

curiosity about the level of effort necessary to meet the requirement, the solicitation did not ask 

the Offeror to explain how it would meet the requirement and IIS’ commitment to meet the 

requirement is not ambiguous.   

Issue number 7 requested IIS elaborate on its response to a solicitation requirement to provide 

attestation screens. The solicitation requirement states:   

The Contractor shall provide the applicant with an attestation screen or 
verification through the call center to confirm all privacy notifications and 
policies have been provided to them by the authorized agency prior to continuing 
the scheduling of fingerprint services. 

[Amendment 1, Page 20] 

IIS’ initial response: 

Meets Requirement 
We currently provide an attestation screen to confirm all privacy notifications and 
policies have been provided to the Applicant by the AR Agency as a requirement 
to schedule fingerprint services. For Applicants who choose to schedule using our 
Customer Service Call Center, the CSR, will read the privacy notification 
statement, request verbal agreement and confirm that the AR Agency has 
provided them with the privacy notifications and policies. When the verbal 
consent is obtained the CSR will select the “AGREE” box, indicating that the 
applicant acknowledges the release of information. In the event that the Applicant 
does not provide verbal consent and acknowledgment of receipt of privacy 
notifications and policies, the CSR will discontinue the transaction and advise the 
Applicant to contact the requesting AR Agency. 

During discussions, the State requested IIS elaborate on its response and provide references that 

were not requested in the solicitation: 

Proposal Content: “File2-TechProposal” pg. 36 “We currently provide an 
attestation screen to confirm all privacy notifications and policies have been 
provided to the Applicant by the AR Agency as a requirement to schedule 
fingerprint services.” 
Required Action: Elaborate on your capacity to provide attestation screens and 
confirm privacy notifications and policies. Where is this currently provided? 

The solicitation requirement was to provide attestation screens, IIS agreed to provide the screens.  

While the requested information might provide some assurance of the initial response, the 
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solicitation did not ask Offerors for a detailed explanation of their ability to meet the requirement 

or for references.  The IIS response is an improper enhancement to its proposal at the invitation 

of the State. 

Issue number 8 requests IIS to elaborate on its response to the following solicitation requirement:  

The applicant should have appropriate documentation from the AR Agency to use 
in choosing the agency, statute, and agency identifier (ORI) when scheduling 
fingerprint services. This information is used to determine SLED and FBI fees for 
the processing of the fingerprint check and also to route the results to the 
authorized agency for review. 

[Amendment 1, Page 20] 

IIS initially responded: 

Meets Requirement 
Applicants are required to have appropriate documentation from the AR Agency 
for use in selecting the correct agency, statute, and agency identifier (ORI) when 
scheduling a web-based appointment via our registration website. Applicants who 
use our Customer Service Call Center are required to provide the CSR with the 
agency, statute, and ORI from the AR Agency documentation to complete 
scheduling for fingerprint services. Applicants who do not have proper 
documentation and cannot provide the required information to the CSR are asked 
to contact the AR Agency, obtain the proper documentation, and call back to 
complete the transaction, 

[File2 – Technical Proposal, Page 36] 

Even though the original response addressed the requirement and was not ambiguous, the State 

asked IIS to elaborate: 

Proposal Content: “File2-TechProposal” pg. 37-38 
Required Action: Elaborate on how you will verify the AR Agencies’ 
authority/relationship with the applicant prior to collecting the fingerprints for 
submission. 

The IIS response is an improper enhancement of its proposal at the invitation of the State.   

Issue number 11 seeks clarification of the IIS response to solicitation requirement 3.2.7.2 which 

requires: 

The “no-show” report shall also be compiled monthly in a Microsoft Excel 
format. The Contractor shall provide the names and demographic information 
(which includes, at a minimum: applicant date of birth, agency case number, 
reason for fingerprinting, ORI, date, and location of scheduled appointment) for 
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persons that failed to attend a scheduled fingerprint appointment by individual AR 
Agency. The “no show” report must include grand total of “no shows” by reason 
fingerprinted.  

The SLED Regulatory Department shall receive a copy of this monthly Report for 
the no shows for CWP enrollees. 

[Amendment 1. Page 23] 

Response from the IIS proposal: 

Meets Requirements 
IDEMIA USA will provide a monthly “no-show” report in Microsoft Excel 
format to the SLED. The report includes the Applicant’s name and demographic 
information and is sorted by individual AR Agency. 

[IIS Technical Proposal, Page 58] 

IIS responded that it would provide the report to SLED as required.  During discussions, the 

State asked IIS to explain how it would meet the requirement: 

Required Action: Confirm and elaborate on how you will meet all requirements of 
3.2.7.2 of Amendment 1 of the Solicitation 

This is a request for additional information that was not requested in the solicitation and the IIS 

response is an improper enhancement of the IIS proposal. 

Issue number 12 asks IIS to elaborate solicitation requirement 3.2.12: 

Proposal Content: “File2-TechProposal” pg. 62 
Required Action: Elaborate on “basic RapBack functionality”. 

The original solicitation requirement states: 

3.2.12 SLED Backend Updates 
During this contract period, it is anticipated that SLED will be upgrading its 
backend system to accommodate new services available to applicant submissions, 
specifically RapBack. RapBack allows an AR Agency to elect to store its prints at 
the FBI so that new arrest information may be automatically forwarded to SLED 
or the AR Agency. The contractor will be required to perform any updates, 
enhancements, modifications to their system at no additional cost to the 
applicants, AR Agencies, or SLED for RapBack and any other 
enhancements/updates/modifications put in place by SLED. SLED will work with 
the contractor to provide specification and details concerning required 
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upgrades/enhancements. SLED may also have fees that will be associated with the 
RapBack program and the contractor will be required to incorporate both these 
fees and FBI fees into their solution. 

[Amendment 1, Page 24] 

IIS’s initial response: 
Meets Requirements 
IDEMIA USA has included basic RapBack functionality in the pricing for the bid 
response, including the functionality to support the FBI RapBack program. We 
are currently the only approved FBI Channeler to have successfully implemented 
RapBack support and will use our expertise to support SLED’s RapBack upgrade 
effort. The added functionality will include: 
• Addition of a flag in the agency database table on the proposed SLED 

EasyPath system that indicates the agency/employer has chosen to participate 
in the RapBack program  

• Addition of agency/employer management options for RapBack as a part of 
the Administrative Review program 

• RapBack result processing functionality to receive unsolicited RapBack 
responses from the FBI via the SLED Message Switch interface, identifying 
the applicant record in the EasyPath database, and to place the result into a 
special processing queue for review and response by SLED authorized 
personnel 

• Reporting that itemizes the fees due to SLED from participating 
agencies/employers for on-going RapBack maintenance fees 

• Mutually agreed-upon specifications for upgrades and enhancements 

This response appears to be unambiguous and responsive to the solicitation requirement It is 

difficult to discern what additional information the State was seeking since the IIS response was 

essentially the same.  There was no basis for this request for additional information.   

There is a thin line between clarifications to achieve a full understanding of an offeror’s proposal 

and assisting an offeror to enhance or further develop its proposal.  Providing an offeror the 

opportunity to improve or amplify a compliant response, or soliciting information beyond that 

originally required by the solicitation, crosses the line, particularly when both offerors were not 

given the same opportunity.  The IIS proposal was improperly modified. This issue of protest is 

granted. 
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IBT protests that the IIS proposal was not responsive, and the State improperly conducted 

negotiations.  IBT alleges the IIS proposal was not responsive to the following solicitation 

requirement: 

Any applicant type shall have the ability to use a public on-line query function to 
verify the receipt/entry and current minimum status of a new application, renewal, 
or replacement in the Contractor system. This processing should be a URL link on 
the SLED web site to the CWP system awarded in LOT B.  

[Amendment 1, Page 26] 

The initial response from IIS: 

Upon transition to UEP, IDEMIA USA will provide a URL link to be posted on 
the SLED website which will provide an on-line query function to verify the 
receipt/entry and current minimum status of a new application, renewal, or 
replacement in the Contractor system. 

[IIS Technical Proposal, Page 89] 

It should be noted at this point that proposals were opened on October 14, 2021.  The evaluation 

committee began its evaluation on October 28, 2021.  The evaluation committee submitted 

signed score sheets and comments for each proposal on November 15, 2021.  Based on these 

scores, the State began negotiations with IIS on November 22, 2021.  The November 15th scores 

and comments were affirmed without modification at another scoring meeting on December 2, 

2021. The Record of Negotiation was signed and Intent to Award posted the next day, December 

3, 2021.   

On November 17, 2021, the State asked IIS to clarify this response: 

Solicitation Requirement: pg. 26, Amendment 1: “Any applicant type shall have 
the ability to use a public on-line query function to verify the receipt/entry and 
current minimum status of a new application, renewal, or replacement in the 
Contractor system. This processing should be a URL link on the SLED web site to 
the CWP system awarded in LOT B.” 
Proposal Content: pg. 89, “File2-TechProposal”: “Upon transition to UEP, 
IDEMIA USA will provide a URL link to be posted on the SLED website which 
will provide an on-line query function to verify the receipt/entry and current 
minimum status of a new application, renewal, or replacement in the Contractor 
system.” and pg. pg. 11 “Proposal Revisions Submittal Date: November 12, 
2021”: “UEP Go-Live Completed - 10/31/2022” 
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Questions/Required Actions: If applicable, describe how Idemia will meet the 
cited Solicitation requirement between the contract effective date and the 
projected UEP Go-Live date of 10/31/2022. 

IIS responded on November 19, 2021: 

IDEMIA USA response: 
Between the contract effective date and the UEP Go-Live date of 10/31/2022, 
IDEMIA USA will continue to provide Customer Service Call Center support for 
applicants to verify the receipt/entry and current minimum fingerprint submission 
status. Applicants who have been provided with confirmation of a completed 
fingerprint submission that request additional information will continue to be 
directed to the SLED Regulatory Department, which is the current required 
procedure. 

[Proposal Revisions, November 19, 2021] 

Referring applicants to a call center does not meet the requirement for a public on-line query 

function.  At this point in time the IIS proposal is not responsive.  

On November 30, 2021, IIS was offered another opportunity to make its proposal responsive to 

the requirement of a public online query function: 

Required Action: While the discussion response provided cleared up the 
previously cited ambiguity, it also describes a deficiency that will result in 
rejection as non-responsive unless corrected. In order to be considered responsive, 
describe how Idemia will meet the cited Solicitation requirement between the 
contract effective date and the projected UEP Go-Live date of 10/31/2022. 

IIS responded on November 30, 2021, with the following: 

IDEMIA USA response: 
Upon contract award, IDEMIA USA will establish a URL link on the SLED 
website that will provide CWP applicant status, using existing interfaces, as an 
interim solution prior to the proposed UEP migration. 
IDEMIA USA provides similar applicant status verification for multiple state 
customers. 

 

Although Section 11-35-1530(7) requires that only responsive offerors be ranked, Regulation 

2095I(3) contemplates situations where discussions sometimes occur after final ranking.  See 

Appeal by Blue Cross and Blue Shield of South Carolina, Panel Case No. 2018-2 (“If the 
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Legislature had meant that in all cases discussions had to take place before evaluation, the word 

‘ordinarily’ would not have been used.”)  In this case, the evaluators initially scored the 

proposals on November 15, 2021.  IIS was determined the highest ranked offeror, and the State 

initiated negotiations on November 22, 2021.  Discussions with IIS on the online query issue, 

however, did not conclude until November 30, 2021.   

Ideally, the discussions regarding the online query function should have been concluded prior to 

initial scoring.  Nevertheless, an evaluation committee meeting was convened on December 2, 

2022, during which the evaluators were given a chance to change their original scores.  Each 

evaluator, however, affirmed that they had reviewed the responses received during discussions 

and confirmed their original score.  At this point, the rankings became final.  Although this 

process was imperfect, it did not violate the Code.  This issue of protest is denied.   

IBT also alleges that its proposal was unfairly downgraded over staffing concerns which 

were, in part, attributable to the State’s ambitious implementation schedule, were equally 

applicable to both Offerors, and the resulting evaluation was unfair and lacked a 

reasonable and rational basis:   

Accordingly, the State's evaluation of this factor was contrary to law, contrary to 
principles of procurement, unfair, arbitrary, and resulted in actual prejudice to 
IBT. IBT was prejudiced by the State failure to conduct this procurement on a 
level playing field and in accordance with law. 

IBT argues that it was unfairly downgraded for its staffing transition solution.  While nearly 

every evaluator commented on IBT’s lack of corporate experience and staffing, and several 

commented on IBT’s lack of a security officer, staffing was not separately scored evaluation 

criterion.  The published evaluation criteria were Lot A, Lot B, and Price.  In fact, a majority of 

the evaluators, five out of eight, scored IBT higher for Lot A while two evaluators scored IIS 

higher.  IBT was scored higher on Lot B by four out of six evaluators while the same two that 

ranked IIS higher on Lot A, scored IIS higher on Lot B.  While the two evaluators awarded IIS 

enough points to overcome IBT’s price advantage and the scores awarded by the majority, their 

comments reflect reasonable concerns and are not arbitrary.  The Procurement Review Panel has 

observed:   
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As the Panel has previously stated in Case No. 1993-14, In re: Protest of Drew 
Industrial Division, "the variation of evaluators scores alone, is only proof of the 
subjective nature of the evaluation aspect of the RFP process." See also, Case No. 
1993-16, In re: Protest of NBS Imaging systems. Inc. 

In Re: Protest of TRAVELSIGNS; Appeal by TRAVELSIGNS, Panel Case 1995-8 

This issue of protest is denied. 

 

 

DECISION 

The Idemia Identity & Security USA, LLC proposal was improperly modified through 

clarifications and discussions and the determination of the highest ranked offeror and 

negotiations were improper.  The protest of Integrated Biometric Technology is granted.  The 

award to Idemia Identity & Security USA, LLC is cancelled.  However, because the improper 

modifications came at the invitation of the State and were not initiated by Idemia Identity & 

Securiting USA, LLC, the CPO finds that the proper remedy is to remand the procurement to the 

State Fiscal Accountability Authority for resolicitation in accordance with the Code. 

For the Information Technology Management Office

 

Michael B. Spicer 
Chief Procurement Officer 
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STATEMENT OF RIGHT TO FURTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
Protest Appeal Notice (Revised May 2020) 

 
The South Carolina Procurement Code, in Section 11-35-4210, subsection 6, states: 
 

(6) Finality of Decision. A decision pursuant to subsection (4) is final and conclusive, 
unless fraudulent or unless a person adversely affected by the decision requests a 
further administrative review by the Procurement Review Panel pursuant to Section 
11-35-4410(1) within ten days of posting of the decision in accordance with subsection 
(5). The request for review must be directed to the appropriate chief procurement 
officer, who shall forward the request to the panel or to the Procurement Review Panel, 
and must be in writing, setting forth the reasons for disagreement with the decision of 
the appropriate chief procurement officer. The person also may request a hearing before 
the Procurement Review Panel. The appropriate chief procurement officer and an 
affected governmental body shall have the opportunity to participate fully in a later 
review or appeal, administrative or judicial. 

 
------------------------------------------------------------ 

 
Copies of the Panel's decisions and other additional information regarding the protest process is 
available on the internet at the following web site: http://procurement.sc.gov 
 
FILING FEE: Pursuant to Proviso 111.1 of the 2020 General Appropriations Act, "[r]equests for 
administrative review before the South Carolina Procurement Review Panel shall be accompanied by 
a filing fee of two hundred and fifty dollars ($250.00), payable to the SC Procurement Review Panel. 
The panel is authorized to charge the party requesting an administrative review under the South 
Carolina Code Sections 11-35-4210(6), 11-35-4220(5), 11-35-4230(6) and/or 11-35-
4410…Withdrawal of an appeal will result in the filing fee being forfeited to the panel. If a party 
desiring to file an appeal is unable to pay the filing fee because of financial hardship, the party shall 
submit a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the same time the request for review is filed. 
[The Request for Filing Fee Waiver form is attached to this Decision.] If the filing fee is not waived, the 
party must pay the filing fee within fifteen days of the date of receipt of the order denying waiver of 
the filing fee. Requests for administrative review will not be accepted unless accompanied by the filing 
fee or a completed Request for Filing Fee Waiver form at the time of filing." PLEASE MAKE YOUR 
CHECK PAYABLE TO THE "SC PROCUREMENT REVIEW PANEL." 
 
LEGAL REPRESENTATION: In order to prosecute an appeal before the Panel, business entities 
organized and registered as corporations, limited liability companies, and limited partnerships must be 
represented by a lawyer. Failure to obtain counsel will result in dismissal of your appeal. Protest of 
Lighting Services, Case No. 2002-10 (Proc. Rev. Panel Nov. 6, 2002) and Protest of The Kardon 
Corporation, Case No. 2002-13 (Proc. Rev. Panel Jan. 31, 2003); and Protest of PC&C Enterprises, 
LLC, Case No. 2012-1 (Proc. Rev. Panel April 2, 2012). However, individuals and those operating as 
an individual doing business under a trade name may proceed without counsel, if desired. 



 

South Carolina Procurement Review Panel 
Request for Filing Fee Waiver 

1205 Pendleton Street, Suite 367, Columbia, SC 29201 
 
__________________________   ______________________________ 
Name of Requestor     Address 
 
_______________________________  ____________________________________ 
City  State  Zip   Business Phone 
 
 
1. What is your/your company’s monthly income? ______________________________ 
 
2. What are your/your company’s monthly expenses? ______________________________ 
 
3. List any other circumstances which you think affect your/your company’s ability to pay the filing fee:  

 
 
 

 
To the best of my knowledge, the information above is true and accurate. I have made no attempt to 
misrepresent my/my company’s financial condition. I hereby request that the filing fee for requesting 
administrative review be waived. 
 
Sworn to before me this 
_______ day of _______________, 20_______ 
 
______________________________________  ______________________________ 
Notary Public of South Carolina    Requestor/Appellant 
 
My Commission expires: ______________________ 
 
 
For official use only: ________ Fee Waived ________ Waiver Denied 
 
_________________________________________________ 
Chairman or Vice Chairman, SC Procurement Review Panel 
 
This _____ day of ________________, 20_______ 
Columbia, South Carolina 

 
NOTE: If your filing fee request is denied, you will be expected to pay the filing fee within fifteen (15) 
days of the date of receipt of the order denying the waiver. 
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