
DECISION 
THE COMPTROLLER OENERAL 
O F  T H E  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  
W A S H I N G T O N ,  D . C .  2 0 5 4 8  

MATTER OF: A to Z Typewriter Co.; Allen Typewriter Co. 

DIGEST: 

Althouqh an invitation for an indefinite-quantity, 
requirements contract failed to state expressly 
that each unit price would be multiplied by the . 
estimated quantity for evaluation purposes, award 
may be based on such an evaluation since the 
government’s needs will be met and no bidder has 
made a persuasive showing that it would be 
pre j ad iced. 

4 to Z Typewriter Co. ( ~ - 2 )  protests the termination 
f o r  convenience of its contract under invitation for bids 
( I F R )  TJo. WFCG-G9-R-1082, issued by the General Services 
Adninistration ( G S 4 ) .  The termination resulted frorn a 
protest filed by Allen Typewriter Co. (qllen) alleqing that 
GSA failed to adhere to the I F E t ’ s  stated method of evalua- 
tion. The I F B ,  covering federal aqency requirements for 
electric typewriter repair and maintenance in the National 
Zapital 3eqion, failed to state that C S A ’ s  computation of 
the lowest evaluated total price would include multiplyinq 
the offered unit price for each line item by the estimated 
quantity provided in t h e  I F Z  for that item. 24-2 was awarded 
a contract based on such a computation, whereas Allen would 
have heen t5e low bidder if GSA merely had summed the unit 

. orices irrespective of how often the services likely would 
be reauired. 

ice believe that G S A ’ s  award to A-Z was proper and 
shou ld  be reinstat-ed. Ple therefore deny Allen’s protest 
aqainst the axard .and sustain A - 2 ‘ s  protest aqainst t h e  
termination of its contract. 

?’he solicitation covered two services--an annual main- 
tenance call for each typewxiter and repair services a s  
reuuired-for s i x  different brand name q r o u p i n q s  of type- 
writers in six geouraphic areas, all within klashinqton, 
T.C., and the vicinity. For’each qeoqraphic area, the 
invitation prr~vided a separate bid schedule containinq a‘ 
list o f  the six Srands of typewriters next to which were 



B-215830.2; R-215830.3 2 

spaces f o r  bidders to submit a unit price for each of the 
two reauired services. (The prices had to be expressed as 
net percentage discounts, plus or minus, from preestablished 
prices the 173 provided.) Irnit?ediately followinq the bid 
schedules, the invitation contained estimates of the times 
each service would be reauired f o r  each typewriter brand in 
each geoqraDhic area'. 

The TYR's Method of ?ward clause stated that award 
would be made in the aqqregate (that is, for both the annual 
maintenance call and repair services) by brand name qroup- 
ir!a within each qeoqraphic area. C-SA evaluated bids by . 

multiplyinq the unit price for each service in an area 
uroupina (takins into account the offered discount) by the 
estimated quantity for the service and then adding the 
results. This method resulted in awards to bidders other 
than P.llen under the area arounings for which A l l e n  
suSmitted prices. 

a,llen subseauently protested that the IFP never stated 
that awards wou1.d be based on more than merely addinq the 
unit Drices for the two reauired services in each area 
groupinq, under which method Allen apparently would have 
heen awarded a contract that F - Z  obtained for two aroup- 
inqs. For example, in qroup 2 of service area 1 (IBM type- 
writers in southwest Xashinqton, n.C.), addinu F-Z's net 
prices per service call--S6.65--and per maintenance 
call--S21.75-- yields S2.7.9C1, while addinq 411en's--S14.7!? 
and S7.5O--yields S 2 2 . 2 0 .  However, because 2,5n5 service 
czlls, and only 2 5  naintenance c a l l s ,  are anticipated, C;S;F, 
by extending the net unit prices, determined that the total 
cost of contractina with A - Z  would be half that of contract- 
ins: with Allen. Respondinj to Allen's protest, however, C S F ,  
concluded that the invitation was ambiquous reqarding how 
bids would be evaluated and terminated for convenience the 
contracts for those area qroupincrs under which merely 
suz-nino: the unit prices would have chanqed the results. 

We appreciate C , ? A ' s  concern about the solicitation's 
Yethod of Award clause. 4n invitation must clearly state 
the hasis on which bids will be evaluated for award, and the 
acrency's evaluation must conform to the stated method. 
V!illiams Flevator C o . ,  S-2lQOA9, Sept. 1 5 ,  1 9 5 3 ,  8 3 - 2  
C . D . 0 .  327. Tn addition, we have recosnized that a prop- 
erly constructed solicitation for an indefinite-quantity, 
requirements contract must state that the evaluation will 
include estimated auantities as a factor, North American 
Reportinq, Jnc., et a l . ,  60  corn^. Gen. 6 4  ( l Q R n ) ,  80-2  
C.P.D. e' 3 6 A ,  since any award in an advertised procurement 
must he made to the responcihle, responsive bidder whose 



offered price is lowest based on a measure of the total work 
to be awarded, Tennessee T 
ation, B-18R771, Sept. 2 9 ,  1977, 77-2 C.P .D.  *I 2 4 1 ;  Square 
Deal Truckinq Co., Inc., B-183695, Oct.. 2, 1975, 75-2 
C.P.D. 41 206, aff'd, Nov. 14, 1975; 75-2 C.P.D. (1 303. 

The mere fact that an invitation is deficient, however, 
does not preclude a valid award if the award would meet the 
qovernment's needs and not prejudice the competition. - GAF 
Corp . ,  et al., 53 Comp.  C-en. 5 8 6  (1974), 74-1 C.P.r) .  If 5 8 .  
We have consistently stated that where an I F B  advises 
bidders of the anticipated auantity of services required, 
but fails to state expressly that prices will be evaluated 
based on the total amount the qovernment anticipates paying 
under the contract, the aqency pay nonetheless proceed with 
an award on that basis absent a persuasive showinu that 
bidders would be prejudiced. - See Williams Elevator Co., 
R-21n049, supra; Tennessee TJalley Service Coo-- 
Reconsideration, 5-188771, supra; Suuare Deal Truckinq Co., 
Inc., B-l836Q&, sunra. - 

Evaluatinq low total cost to the qovernment, which led 
to the awards to A - 2 ,  clearly was the appropriate basis f o r  
coqtractor selection. In our view, anv firm submittinu a 
b i d  under GSA's invitation, properly balanced with respect 
to xhether each bid item leaitimately carried its share of 
t h e  cost of the work, had to take the estimated quantities 
that represented the qovernment's reuuirements into 
consideration. I /  - See Tennessee Valley Service C 0 . - -  
Reconsideration, B-188771, supra. Allen makcs no arqument 
that it was prejudiced by the I F r 3 ' s  failure to detail the 
evaluation methodoloay fullv except to allege, aenerally, 
t n a t  if the IC5 had so described the methodoloay, Allen 
would have chanqed its pricinq structure. We believe, 
however, that a findinq of prejudice based only on the 
bidder's self-servinq allegation that it would have bid 
differently would -undermine the intearity of the competitive 
biddinq process by. creatinq an auction after prices have 
been exDosed. See Tennessee Vallev Service - 
Co.--Reconsideration, E-1A8771, supra. In this reqard, we 
point out that in order to preserve the integrity of the 
competitive biddinq system,. pertinent procurement 
regulations require a "compelling reason" to cancel an 

- ' /  A bid that is materially unbalanced, so that there is 
reasonable doubt as to whether award to that firm will 
result in the lowest ultimate Cost to the government, cannot 
be accepted. See United Food Services, Inc., B-21AOQR.2, 
Sept. 18, 19P4,d-2 C . P . D .  (: 3 1 2 .  
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invitation after bids have been opened and prices exposed. 
Federal Acquisition Fequlation, S 14 .404-1 ,  4R Fed. Req. 
42,102, d 2 , 1 7 a  ( 1 Q P . 3 ) .  

We therefore believe that GSA properly awarded the 
contract to A - Z ,  without prejudice to Allen, and are 
rec-ommendinq by separate letter to C-SA that the award be 
reinstated. See Fafemasters Co., Inc., 5 8  Comp. Gen. 225  
! 1 9 7 9 ) .  79-1 C.P.D. f[ 38 .  Our letter includes a recom- I 

mendat ion that the other terminated contracts also be 
reinstated. 

This decision contains a recommendation for corrective 
zction to b e  taken. Therefore, we are furnishinq copies to 
t h e  5enate ?omittees on Covernmental Affairs and Appropria- 
tions and the Frouse Committees on Covernment Operations and 
Appropriations in accordance with section 236 of the 
S,eqislative 3eoraanization Act of 1 9 7 0 ,  31 r 1 . S . C .  9 72n 
( 1 9 8 2 ) ,  which re~cires the submission of written statements 
by the aaency to t h e  committees concerninq the action taken 
w i t h  resgect to our recommendation. 

0 of the Tlnited States 




