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Comptroller General
of the United States

Washingran, D.C, 20548

b 9
Decision
Matter of: Sitperscrn Plumbing & Excavazinz, Inzo,
File: B-243798
Date: December 27, 1991

R, Drew Boyer, for the protester,

ohn M. Kinsey, Esq.,, U.,S, Coast Guard, fzr the age
Ann H, Finley, Esq,, and Henry R, Wray, Esq., Office
General Counsel, GAD, participated in the preparaticn
decision.

DIGEST

Procuring agency properly waived bidder’s failure t
price of one item in its bid where the worx co"erea

divisible from the solicitation and the cost is de ~:irn--.

relactive to the total bid and would not affect the
competitive standing of the bidders,

DECISION

Siberson Plumbing & Excavating, Inc. protests the aw

contract to Jenkins Mechanical Contractors under &
for bids (IFB) Mo, DTCG83~31-B-3WF41l6, issued by =t:
States Coast Guard for new water service, Glbe*s:
rhat Jenkins’s bid should have been rejected as

nonresponsive because Jenkins failed to submit a pr:

cne item,

we deny the protes-,.

The IFB called for services to disconnect eixisZin: W
water and construct and ccnnect new water serwvize Ir
public water supply system curb box to interisr plur
single family dwelﬁ-ng units at a U.S, Coast SGuard :
:n New Jersey. The IFB reguired a basic tid <2r tn=z
servizas, and separate tids for two unit items 3as ws
addizicnal coption item, The protest concearns unit -
which called for a unin price per 50 sguare feet <:

sidewalks disturbed by rnew >r recently construlied ¢
~ranches, There were 2 sidewalks cr curcs at ths
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Instead <7 submitting a price for unit ivem Q9), Janx:in:
inserted "N/A" (not applicable) and a nctation “"Nc curts -
sidewalks at site," Initially, the contracting c7-.zer
considered Jenkins bid to be nonresponsive because .-
coptained no price for item 001, However, after consul-.nz
with the legal staff, the contracting officer determined
that the omission could be waived and that the bid was
responsive,

Giberson protests that the Coast Guard improperly awardied
Jenxins the contract because the failure to ipnclude a crize

a

r
for unit item 001l rendered its bid nonresponsive., Tha C
Guard maintains that its waiver of the omission of the p
for unic item 001 was rproper since the work covered was
divisible from the solicitation’s overall requirements an
the cost was de minimis and did not affect the compe:;t;va
standing of the bidders,

Giberson asserts that the solicitation specifically
that a price be provided for each item and that Jenk
should have been disqualified and considered n:cnrespzanse
since it failed to do so, Giberson further contends -"a:
this is not a situation where the bidder simply forzct zr
overlooked a price, but rather that by entering "}N/A"
Jenkins indicated that it recognized the requirsment =«
submit a price but decided to not include one, thus nax:n
exception to the solicitation requirements. Gikers:cn
disputes the Coast Guard’s conclusion that unit icem 7. .3
divisible from the overall solicitation.
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To be responsive a bid must constitute an uneq ivszal iisr
to perform the exac: :hzng called for in the soiizizzti:ir,
so that acceptance £ the bid will bind the 3 Ly
accordance with the material terms and bondl :
solicitation, 3SMC Information Systems, B- 2214
1986, 86-2 CPD ¢ 505, Because the failure tc
price for an item evidences a bidder’s intent
pcund to perform the item, as a general rule a
rejected as nonresponsive if the bid does not
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price for every item requested by the IF3, So
Coro., B-2l6615, Feb. 19, 1985, 85-1 CPD ¢ 211,
contracning agency may waive the failure tc bid =2r ar .
L€ the inem fcr which nhe price is ctmitced is diviziol=s
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items,

awarded at the t.me of contract
only be awarded "if required,"
appears that there was no work to be done under

Giperson contends that the contracting officer determ:
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As noted previously,
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that all the items were required since the contracting
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cer’s September 22,
icitaticn outcome said that the
the basic bid and unit items 001 and 002 and option

1391,

in the amount of $11,406,00."

starement

required, but

contract iLf the basic bid and all the items

Fur-hermore,

contrace
CGL was $440,
San
Jiberscen,

requirements,

ins’s basic bid,
pid more than $500 on this item,
bid exceeded Jenkins’s nid by over 510,000,
the unit item bid price te Jenkins’s bhid would n:zt

lerter advising Giberson 2

"award was made

-
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We do not regard this

as a determination that all the items
rather as a statement o¢of the total
were awardad.

we conclude that the cost to
was de minimis in comparison t¢ the costs of "be 2
The government'’s est
which represents less than 5 per:
Mone of the other bidders,

affected their competitive standing.
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