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DIGEST

Protests presenting the same issue which was resolved
adversely to the protester in recent protests under different
procurements are denied since the protester has not presented
any arguments or new information distinguishing its current
protests from those previously considered and denied.

DECISION -

H. V. Allen Co., Inc. protests any award under three
solicitations issued by the Navy: Invitation for bids (IFB)
No. N62474-84-B-4465 for the installation of a fire
protection system at the Defense Fuel Support Point, Estero
Bay, California; IFB No. N62474-86-B-B418 for the installa-
tion of a fire sprinkler system at the Naval Station, San
Diego, California, and IFB No. N62474-86-B-4702 for modifica-
tion of a fire sprinkler system at the Naval Weapons Station,
Concord, California. The protester challenges as unduly
restrictive the requirement in each of the IFBs that the
contractor possess a "valid C-16" California fire sprinkler
contractor's license. Allen argues that the licensing
requirement is costly and thus unduly restricts competition
from out of state contractors. We deny the protests.

The protester's allegation here is the same as that presented
and resolved adversely to Allen in several recent protests
filed with our Office. Specifically, Allen protested this
same licensing requirement in connection with several other
Navy procurements for various fire protection/sprinkler
equipment for California Naval and Defense locations.

See H. V. Allen Co., Inc., B-225326 et al., Mar. 6, 1987,
87-1 C.P.D. 4 _, in which we held that the Navy may prop-
erly include the requirement that the contractor have a valid
California fire sprinkler license in the interest of avoiding
possible interruption to contract performance due to the
state's efforts to enforce the licensing requirement. Since
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allen has not presented any arguments or new information
which would distinguish its current protests from those which
we have already considered and denied, we see no reason to
consider the same protests once again here. See,e.q.,
Industrial Design Laboratories, Inc., B-216639, Nov. 13,
1984, 84-2 C.P.D. 4 523; Cannon U.S.A., Inc., B-213554,

Aug. 20, 1984, 84-2 C.P.D. ¢ 195; Alan Scott Industries,
B~-205730 et al., Jan. 27, 1982, 82-1 C.P.D. ¥ 64.

We, therefore, deny the protests.
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