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FILE: B-206801 DATE: April 8, 1982

MATTER OF: Auto-Skate Company

DIGEST:

Bidder who offered a 30-day bid acceptance
period when a 60-day acceptance period was
requested in invitation for bids may not be
permitted to extend that period in order

to qualify for award since an axtension
would be prejudicial to other Lidduzrs wlo
offered the requested acceptance period.,

Auto-Skate Company {(Auto-Skate) protests the
rejection of its bid under invitation for bids
No. DLA400-82-B-1097 issued by the Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA).

Auto-Skate contends that DLA improperly prevented
it from extending its bid from a 30-day bid acceptance
period. For the following reasons, we deny the protest
summarily.

As permitted by the IFB, Auto-Skate limited the
bid acceptance period to 30 calendar days instead of
the standard 60-calendar-day period. Prior to the
expiration of the bid acceptance period, Auto-Skate
sent a letter to the procuring activity offering to
extend the hid acceptance perind. The procuring
activity exceeded the 30-day acceptance period and
refused to permit an extension,

In Ramal Industries, Inc., B-202961, August 2,
1981, 60 Comp, Gen, , 81-2 CPD 177, affirmed,
Ramal Industries, Inc.--neconsideratjon, B-202961.%,
B-202961,3, November 12, 1981, 8l1-2 CPD 400, we held
that a bidder who offered a bid acceptance period
shorter than that requested in the IFB could not
extend that period in order to qualify for award.
The basis for the holding was that an extension
would be prejudicial to other bidders who offered

g - e - . - ' . . . o - NPT e P e A e e e AT G AR PRy W P S oy % r—v,—q
.

-{/-"



1Y EYERVE AR

B-206801 2

the requasted acceptance period in that those bidders
who offered the requested acceptance period assumed a
greater risk of price or market fluctuations than the
bidder who did nct, 1In view of our holding in Ramal,
we conclude that the contracting officer's refusal to
consider Auto-Skate's bid was proper, See algo, Introl

Corporation, B-206012, February 24, 1982, 82-1 CPD 164,

Since it 18 clear from Auto-Skate's initial
submission to our Office that the protest is without
legal merit, we have rcached the decision without
requiring a report from the prccuring activity,
geacoast Trucking & Moving, B-200315, September 30,

1980, 80-2 CPD 235,
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