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FILE:  B-194056 DATE: pebruary 22, 1979

DECISION

MATTER OF: ghiccraft Printing, Inc.

DIGEST:

Requgﬁgﬁ?or modlflcatloéybfwbontract

PEICE due”tgyalfQEEG”erron:jn bid

Llalmed afteraaward cannoE\Qe“allowed

51nce SValid¥and bindlngicontract

resultedﬁwhere&contractlng ‘officer

adequately discharged his bid verifi-

catlonigpty by,calllng to bidder's

attention variance_in bids received

and réquested confirmation of low

bid whlch bidder. verlfled. _

The Gd#??hment Prlntlng Off1ce (GPO) has subgﬁtted
for our dec151on thetohlocraft ‘Printing, Inc.‘(Ohlo—
craft), request’ for reformatlon of a contract (purchase
order No. 1663) because .of a, mlstake in its bid alleéged
after award. The¥céntract is to produce 130,000 "20th
Decennial Census-1980" pamphlets of 58 pages plus cover
stands for the Department of Commerce.

I

! ‘ 49n¥g?3%§§eni%5 date, 0ctober 3, 1978, three bids
werexrecelvedgcon51st1ng of Ohlocraft s low. bid at
$45”350 andfthe other two blds of:$73,295 and seo, 124,
Becauserlts ‘bid was 51gn1f1cantly lower than the others,
the\eontract1ng officer informed Ohiocraft of .the dis-
parity-and inquired -ywhether the submitted bid was correct.
A representative of:Uliocraft confirmed its bid price by
telephone and this was confirmed in a letter dated Octo~
ber 3, 1978.

The award was made to Ohiocraft on October 4, 1978,
in*the,amountuof $45.350. By letter dated November 14,
1978, Ohiocraft' ini .rmed the contracting officer that
it had mad= a misteie in lts 'bid. Ohiocraft thereafter
submitted evidence as requived by Federal Procurement
Regulat.ons (FFR) § 1-2.406-4. (1964 ed.) to show how
the error occurred. According to Ohiocraft, the
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error occurred as a result of taklng on1y one of five
figures on: ‘the quote sheets and transpoalngrit 6n the
bid rather than adding the five together to ‘obtain a
totalgpid price. As a résult, ‘Ohionrdft’ contendJ that
it submitted a bid of $45,350 when it should”have been
$60, 750 (54,980 + $2,150 + $45,350 + $2,550 .+ $5,720).

ﬁwhe gieneralﬁule aﬁipl* ?glerto"a mf;gfciakeé/in -bid
nllegeﬁ;a{&er ayard is thatxtheﬁéofﬁ%respoﬁéibiﬁity
fogiprepe?atlon'of?a«b1d@rests with thex ﬁbldder,gﬁnd

wherepaybidder; SCaKeAin; HIHOSt bear

(k‘:'} awar d P . Sae v

Mo embeg,BO, 1977,
77~ 28CPD CPD 424-1*301serCascade Envelogewblvfsfonq1B?}85340
Fe'ruary 10,r1976,~76 -1 CPD 86; Porta-Kamp&Manufacturing

Ergeeyod :-d-r i
consfructlve NOCLCEL0E. BTror 23%10r_
ReachHJSIneruments,&Inc. °B—139168?¢

Chuipanyys xnc.ﬁ4 Comp. GeR.¥546:(1974); 74-2 CPD 393,

andicases crteduthereln._ When,-asﬁ@njthls case, ja
biddeﬁgae requested "to and? does verifxiﬁtsxbld, the
subsequent acceptance of thegbld consummates a valid
and blndlng contract.u However)%proper Verification
requ1res that in addltlon to@requestlngﬁconfurmatlon
of - thezbid- prlce, the. contracting officér Tust- .apprise
the bidder Sf the mistake whlch is suspected and the
basis For such susplclon.. General Time Corporation,

e IJ}‘; thisfcase,ﬁk“ue c%ﬁtﬁactﬁg@flcer suspﬁmed
that- there mighﬁ%beéﬁn errordingohiocratt'skbid since
thetre: Wast a signi icant d*fferencefbetween“its bld
price; andfthe*othenﬁpwo Bids“redeivedy. HOoweverigit

,was 1m90551ble for - theghontrgctlﬁb,offlceéﬁtolspecifi-

callyjldentlfv the i’eﬂ.‘or?smce ‘tne w"ork was bld;,,FomQ a
lump»sum ba51s. Therefore the,contractlng offi&sr
was not’placed on constructlvehnotice of the nature of
the error in: Ohiocraft s bid” '‘beyonad. the significant
difference between the total bid prlces. As a result,
the contracting officer ,adequately dlscharged his
verification duty by dlrectlng the attention of Ohio-
craft to a possible error in its bid because of the
disparity. General Time Corporation, supra; C.F. Tyler &
Sons, Inc., B-186433, July 7, 1976, 76-2 CPD lé.
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Based on the above, we find the acceptance of
Ohiocraft's bid, after the contracting officer had
discharged his bid verification duty, was in good
faith and constituted a valid and binding contract.

Accordingly, there is no legal basis for granting
the relief requested.
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