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DI 0 EST: 

Pro te s t e r ' s  a l l e g a t i o n  t h a t  lower b i d d e r s  
were n o n r e s p o n s i v e  f o r  f a i l i n g  to  s u b m i t  
amendments and  manning documents  is w i t h o u t  
merit where l o w  b idder  wi thd rew i ts  b i d  and  
s e c o n d  l o w  b i d d e r  s u b m i t t e d  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  
documents  and  t h e  o n l y  e v i d e n c e  t o  show t h a t  
i t  d i d  n o t  is t h e  p r o t e s t e r ' s  c o n f l i c t i n g  
a l l e g a t i o n .  

I n t e g r i t y  Management I n t e r n a t i o n a l ,  I n c .  ( I M I ) ,  
p r o t e s t s  t h e  proposed award of i n v i t a t i o n  for  b i d s  ( I F B )  
N o .  N00604-85-B-0091, i s s u e d  by t h e  Naval  Supp ly  C e n t e r  
( N a v y ) ,  Pear l  Harbor, Hawaii ,  f o r  mess a t t e n d a n t  s e r v i c e s .  
I M I ,  t h e  t h i r d  l o w  b i d d e r ,  a l l e g e s  t h a t  t h e  t w o  lower 
b i d d e r s  were n o n r e s p o n s i v e  t o  t h e  I F B .  

W e  deny  t h e  p ro tes t .  

I M I  a l l e g e s  t h a t  n e i t h e r  Olympic Truck  C l e a n e r s  
(Olympic )  , t h e  low b i d d e r ,  n o r  R e n a i s s a n c e  Exchange,  I n c .  
( R E ) ,  t h e  s e c o n d  low b i d d e r ,  s u b m i t t e d  amendment N o .  0005 
and manning documen t s ,  which were r e q u i r e d  by t h e  I F B .  
The Navy r epor t s  t h a t  w h i l e  Olympic d i d  n o t  s u b m i t  manning 
documents  and  amendment No. 0 0 0 5 ,  i t  h a s  been  p e r m i t t e d  t o  
wi thd raw i t s  b i d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  of a m i s t a k e .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  
Navy a d v i s e s  t h a t  RE s u b m i t t e d  a l l  amendments and  manning 
documen t s  w i t h  i t s  b i d .  A copy  of these documents  is p a r t  
o f  t h e  Navy ' s  r e p o r t .  The  Navy r e p o r t s  t h a t  a t  b i d  o p e n i n g ,  
i t  e r r o n e o u s l y  announced  t h a t  RE had n o t  s u b m i t t e d  amendment 
No. 0005;  however ,  a f t e r  f u r t h e r  r e v i e w ,  t h e  amendment was 
found  t o  b e  i n c l u d e d  w i t h  t h e  b i d .  

I M I  c o n t e n d s ,  o n  t h e  b a s i s  of t h e  Navy ' s  r e s p o n s e  t o  
i ts  Freedom of I n f o r m a t i o n  A c t  ( F O I A )  r e q u e s t  f o r  t h e  amend- 
m e n t s  and  manning documents  o f  Olympic and R E ,  t h a t  t h e r e  
was c o l l u s i v e  b i d d i n g  b e c a u s e  t h e  b i d d e r s  a p p e a r  t o  have 
s u b m i t t e d  t h e  same manning documents .  A l t e r n a t i v e l y ,  
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IMI alleges that the Navy could have mistakenly included 
Olympic's manning documents as part of RE's bid, which means 
that RE'S bid still should have been rejected as 
nonresponsive. 

Concerning the alleged nonresponsiveness of Olympic's 
bid, since it was permitted to withdraw, the issue is 
academic. Further, the Navy advises that IMI is misinformed 
about the identity of the bidder from which manning docu- 
ments and amendment No. 0005 were not received. Olympic did 
not submit either document. RE submitted both with its bid, 
as previously indicated. From our examination of the FOIA 
response, it appears that the Navy fowarded RE's manning 
documents in response to the FOIA request for Olympic's and 
then sent them again when IMI requested RE's documents. 
There is no evidence that RE did not submit manning docu- 
ments or that Olympic and RE submitted the same manning 
documents, save IMI's allegations that the Navy mistakenly 
made Olympic's manning documents a part of RE'S bid. 
Therefore, IMI has not met its burden of affirmatively 
proving these allegations since there is only conflicting 
evidence from the the Navy and IMI, in which case we are 
compelled to accept the Navy's explanation of the facts 
involved here. - See Intermem Corporation, B-217378, Mar. 29, 
1985,  8 5 - 1  C.P.D. 11 378. 
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