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THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

DECISION

FILE: B-208193 DATE: January 18, 1983
Pacific Scientific Company,

MATTER OF: Gardner - Neotec Division

DIGEST:

Cancellation of IFB after bid opening was
proper where specifications were inadequate
and did not reflect agency needs bacause

of failure to list capacity (eight bit versus
16 bit) of computer being procured,

Pacific Scientific Company, Gardner - Neotec Division
(Neotec), protests the cancellation of invitation for bids
No. IFB 31-W-ARS-82, issued by the Department of
Agriculture, for a Near Infrared Reflectance/Transamission
Micro - Processor Controlled Monochromator (Computer) System
for use by the Agriculture Research Service (ARS), Western
Wheat Quality Laboratory, Pullman, Washington. We deny the
protest.

In response to its solicitation, ARS received only two
bids. Neotec bid $61,900 and the bid of Technicon
Instruments Corp. (Technicon) was $70,000.

ARS technical personnel evaluated the two bids and
during the course of the evaluation, it was discovered that
a major deficiency existed in the specifications of the
IFB., Specifically, the IFB failed to include the required
bit capacity of the computer component. The technical
personnel indicated that a 1l6-bit capacity was required in
order for the system to be compatible with other Near
Infrared Reflectance (NIR) instruments in use at ARS
facilities around the country. Without this compatibility,
plans for interactive cooperative research among various ARS
facilities could not be realized.

The North Star Advantage Computer, the system upon
which Neotec submitted its bid, has an eight bit capacity.
Technicon's computer system has a 16 bit capacity, but its
bid was rejected in accordance with Federal Procurement
Regulatiors (FPR) § 1-2.404-2(b)(5) because Technicon limited
its liability to the Government in the event of delay in
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delivery. Thus, in reliance on the ARS technical evaluation
of Neotec's bid, the contracting officer canceled the
solicitation,

Neotec protests the cancellation of the solicitation.
It contends that its eight-bit component would execute
computations to the same accuracy and speed as a l6-bit
unit. Thus, Neotec states that its systean satisfies the
Government's needs as well as the specifications cited in
the IFB. The ARS technical personnel dispute the data
provided by Neotec,

This Office has long recognized that contracting
officials have broad discretion to determine whether a
solicitation should be canceled and the contract
reprocured. Apex International Management Services, Inc.,
60 Comp. Gen. 172 (198I), 81-1 CPD 24. Our review is
limited to the question of reasonableness of the exercise of
discretion. Sperry Univac, B-195028, January 3, 1980, 80-1
CPD 10. To be sustainable, a contracting officer's
discretionary decision must reflect the reasoned judgment of
the contracting officer based upon the investigation and
evaluation of the evidence reasonably available at the time
the decision is made. Apex International Management
Services, Inc., supra. "It 1s incumbent upon the protester
to estanlish that the contracting officer abused this
discretion. A&C Building and Industrial Maintenance
Corporation, B-205259, December 15, 1981, 81-2 CPD 478.

However, because of the potential adverse impact on the
competitive bidding system of canceling an invitation after
bid prices have been exposed, the contracting officers, in
the exercise of their discretionary authority, must find
that a cogent and compelling reason exists that warrants
cancellation. Engineering Research Inc., 56 Comp. Gen., 364
(1977), 77-1 CpPD 106, Lapteff Associates, B-195076, Novem-
ber 20, 1979, 79-2 CPD 366. Generally, the use of
inadequate specification provides a sufficient basis for
invitation cancellation. Revere Supply Co. Inc., B-187154,
January 12, 1979, 77-1 CPD 21. Specifications are
inadequate when they do not state the Government's actual
needs. Kemp Industries, Inc., B-192301, October 2, 1978,
78-2 CPD 248.




B-208193 3

Based upon the entire record before us, we find that
the contracting officer acted reasonably in canceling the
solicitation, The specifications in the IFB did not specify
what capacity the proposed system was to be and, therefore,
bidders were not bidding on an equal basis. This is
evidenced by the fact that the only two bidders offered
differing capacity in their systems. 1In addition, Technicon
has stated if an eight-bit capacity computer is what the
Government really desired, it can also propose such a
system. Aside from the issue of compatibility with other
systems, we find the failure to state the capacity desired
an adequate reason for cancellation.

The protest is denied.
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