Ns\li

THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHK I NGTON., D.C. 205 a8
FILE: B-213180 DATE: May 2, 1384

MATTER OF: Northwest Forest Workers Association

DIGEST:

The inclusion of nonresponsive alterna-
tive bid does not preclude consideration
of the bid that conforms to the IFB's
reguirements.

The Northwest Forest Workers Association (NFWA),
representing Second Growth Forest Management, a dis-
appointed bidder, protests the award to James M. Todd
under invitation for bids (IFB) No. R6~20-83-24 issued
by the Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
NFWA contends that Todd's bid was improperly qualified
as to the delivery schedule and therefore should have
been rejected as nonresponsive. We deny the protest.

The IFB, for timber stand examinations in the
Winema National Forest, contained two bid items, the
first consisting of 1143 plots to be examined and the
second, 1332 plots. Under the IFB, bidders were allowed
to qualify their bids as to the total number of plots,
although qualification was limited to total bid items.
Therefore, bidders could offer to perform either one or
both items in the IFB. The IFB also required contract
completion in 80 days. If both items were awarded to
one bidder, the contract periods were to run concur-
rently.

The bid submitted by Todd, the awardee, contained
no entries in the space provided for qualification of
bids. On the signature line of the "Schedule of Items"
section was the notation: "See enclosed letter - J.M.T."
The enclosed letter requested that, in the event award
was made to Todd on both items, the 80-day performance
periods not run concurrently. The letter further stated:
"If you decide that the request cannot be granted, then
limit the award to just one bid item."
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Todd was the apparent low bidder in the aggregate, and
for each of the two individual items. The Forest Service
determined that the effect of the enclosed letter was to
present two bids to the contracting officer. The first bid
was an offer to perform both bid items if additional con-
tract time was allowed. The contracting officer determined
that this bid was not responsive to the delivery schedule
of the IFB, which required contract completion in 80 days,
and therefore rejected the bid as nonresponsive. The
second bid was an alternative offer to do the work under
only one bid item in 80 days. The Forest Service found
this bid responsive, and awarded Todd a contract for only
one of the two bid items.

The NFWA argues that Todd's letter, by requesting
that the contract time of 80 days not run concurrently if
Todd were awarded both items, qualified the bid and the
bid therefore should have been rejected as nonresponsive.

There is no legal merit to the protest. Initially,
we point out that extraneous documents submitted with a
bid must be considered a part of the bid for purposes of
determining the bid's responsiveness., Free-Flow Packaging
Corporation, B-204482, Feb. 23, 1982, 82-1 CPD ¢ 162.
Therefore, it is appropriate to consider the effect of
Todd's letter on the responsiveness of the firm's bid.

We agree with the Forest Service that Todd essentially
submitted alternative bids. Todd clearly submitted an
aggregate bid on both items if more than 80 days were
allowed for contract completion, and a bid on either of
the bid items, with performance to be completed within the
required 80-day period. We also agree with the agency
that Todd's aggregate bid was nonresponsive to the contract
schedule required by the IFB., In this respect, the ques-
tion of the responsiveness of a bid concerns whether a
bidder has unequivocally offered to provide the requested
items in total conformance with the invitation's specifica-
tions. Data Controls/North Inc., B-205726% June 21, 1982,
82-1 CPD ¢ 610.

‘ The nonresponsiveness of Todd's aggregate bid, how-
ever, does not render the firm's single-item bid nonre-
sponsive. The inclusion of a nonresponsive alternative
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offer does not preclude the consideration of other offers
which conform to the IFB's requirements. See P&N Construc-
tion Company, Inc., 56 Comp. Gen. 328, 333 (1977), 77-1

CPD ¢ 88; BVR, Inc., B-209511, Jan. 28, 1983, 83-1 CPD

Y 96. As stated above, this invitation specifically per-
mitted a bidder to qualify acceptance of the bid to a
single bid item, and Todd's bid to perform only one bid
item clearly was responsive to the required performance
schedule. Since Todd otherwise took no exception to the
IFB's terms, the bid properly was accepted by the Forest
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Aoting Comptroller General
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The protest is denied.





