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DIGEST:

Prior devision Is affirmed where request
for reconsideration does not establish
that prior decision was based on error
of fact or law.

Ridg-U-Rak, Inc. requests reconsideration of ciur
decision concerning its protest of the cancellation of
Invitation for Bids (1IFB) F04700-8-B-0051. In that
dectsion,*Ridg-U-Rak, Inc., 1-207124, August 25, 1902,
82-2 CPD , we deniel 3ldg9-U-Rak's protest becausn
we foursl that the original solicitation was ambiguous
with respect to the actual quantity of materials
(shelving) required.

In seeking reconsideration of its protest,
Ridcg-U-Itak admits that the original solicitation was
ambiguous, but contends that cancellalion was unfair
to it, as the apparent low bidder for the quantities
the agency required. Ridg-U-flak states that it
attempted to cnll the ambiguity to the Air rorce's
attention prior to bid opening, but that no amendment
was issued for the benefit of all bidders. In Itidy-
U-flak's view, it is being unfairly required to suffer
the loss of a contract because of the Air Force's
failure to clarify its 1FP.

Our purpose in considering bid protests is to
review the legal propriety of agency procurement
actions. While it is unfortunate that the Air Force
did not amend its original solicitation to cure the
ambiguity that was brought to the contracting o~fi-
cer's attention prior to bid opening, an ambiguity in
a solicitation is nonetheless a cogent and compelling
reason for canceling and resoliciting an agency's
requirement.
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Ridg-U-Rakz also points out that the eventual
awardee (on the second EoliciY'tion) inplcred prior to
submitting a bid on the initial, solicitation and
received clarifying information regarding the quanti-
ties of shelves needed. That firm, Ridg-U-Rak says,
was *ot prejudiced.

Whether the evceuttual awardee was prejudiced by
the ambiguity is not relevant since, as explained in
our decision, at least one firm, United Steel Pro-
ducts, was prejudiced, United Steel Products underbid
Ridg-U-Rak on resolicitation, and apparently would
have done so on the original solicitation had it not
misinterpreted the Government's requirements.

'The record before tus does not establish that our
prior decision was based on any error of law or fact.
Therefore, our prior decision is affirmed.
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