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ODIGEST

fthere a protaster raiterates araunents which
vere considerca amnd rejected in the oviginal
protest, & request for reconsideration of
the prior decision denying the protest is
denied,

Convac Corporatien requests reconsicderation of
our dJdecision ir Junrac Corporation, B-205%562, Anvil &

1062, 92-1 Chp m::'lnuﬁﬁffh ve denied that fivnts
protast ol the resactieon of its bid ac nonrvesponsive
under invitation fov bhids (IFR) o, FOCARNI-31-B-N245

issaed v the Leparvtnent of the Air Force,

Convoe's bid vas rejected because it did not
enter on ity bid any prices for twe option itens,
Corraz arvauad that it wvas "vedundant" for it to
enter a price for one of the option itens liccause
a nototion hesgide that item=="Sann an Itep 0091"-
meant that once a nrice had heen enterved for Item
0061, 1% was unneceegsary fovr a bidder to wake anv
catry for the cution item if it desived to offey
that iten at the sane price. An for the othar ontion
iten for which Conrac entered no price, it maintained
that since Lt had offercd to supply the sane material
(date sets) at "= $0 <" under the basic quantity,
it again vas "redundant” to indicate that it would
offior the material at no charge under the option
ften, I its bLid vas nomrespon, ve, the protester
concluded, it was hecause the bid form wvaa ambiguons,

- [

In response to the protest, the Aly Force aex-
plained that the natation "Same as Itenm 0001 heside
an option jten was descriptive of the supplices heing
procurced and o-ant that the option item was the
sane item as tioat deseribed in detail in Ytem 000},
Tt did not noean that the price for the option item
was to e Lthe rone as for Item 0091,
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Ve concluded that the protester's interpretation
of "Same as Item 0001" as not heing descriptive nate-
rial in effect took that legend out of its context
in the IFB Schedule and wvas inconsistent with the
"Evaluation of Options" clause used in the IFR, Ve
could nnt conclude, therefore, that the IFDL was
ambiquous, We agreed with the nir Porce that the
absence of a hid from the protester for the option
items rendered its bid nonresponsive,

In its reauest fovr reconsideration, Caonrac
basically reiterates several argunents made in its
initial protest: that in view of the lanocuage of
the IFR, it was entit)laed to assune that its price
for Tten 0001 vould be ecqgually avplicabile o the
option item, unless it indicated othervise: that
another hidder also apparently interpreted the
IFB as did Conrvae; and that subsequent to Conrac's
protest the Agency has talen stens to chanao the
IFR language which gave rise to the protest.

Cur Rid Protest Procedures require that a reguest
for reconzideration specify any errvor of law mnade or
infornation not previou«ly considercd in the protest,
4 C.F.R, 6 21,9(a) (19R])). Since Courac essentially
has vestated avauments nade during our prior consider-
ation of its protest, ve find no basis for considering
the mnatter further,

The request for reconsideration is lenied,
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Acting Comptrollay ZSGeneral
of the United States





