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DIGEST:

Where bidder refuses to grant extension
of bid acceptance period upon its expira-
tion, bidder becomes ineligible for award
and therefore does not have direct and sub-
stantial interest with regard to award under
solicitation to be regarded as "interested"
party under Bid Protest Procedures where
other apparently responsive, responsible
bidders exist and no apparent need will
arise to resolicit procurement.

Don Greene Contractor, Inc. (DGC) protests the
rejection of its bid as nonresponsive under invitation
for bids (IFB) lo. 8120-78-A, issued by the National
Park Service, Department of the Interior. The IFB was
a total small business set-aside for a construction
project at Channel Islands National Monument, Ventura,
California.

Bid opening was held on February 28, 1980 and
three bids were received. DGC protested the rejection
of its bid on April 28, 1980. While the protest was
pending, the contracting officer, on May 22, 1980,
requested DGC to extend its bid acceptance period
which was due to expire on May 28, 1980. On May 29,
DGC's counsel wrote a letter to the contracting of-
ficer which states in part:

n* * * our client has decided not to
agree to a further extension of the
bid as requested. * * * [Our] client
has determined that it cannot now
expect to complete the work within
the original time and price limita-
tions and regrets that it cannot now
extend the bid as you wish." (Emphasis
in Original.)
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DGC's express refusal to extend its bid presents
the threshhold question of whether that firm is still
an "interested party" entitled to maintain a protest
before our Office. A party must be "interested"
under our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. Part
20 (1980), in order to have its protest considered
by our Office. Determining whether a party is suf-
ficiently interested involves consideration of the
party's status in relation to the procurement and
the nature of the issues involved. See, generally,
American Satellite Corporation, (Reconsideration),
B-189551, April 17, 1978, 78-1 CPD 289.

By refusing to extend its bid, DGC withdrew its
offer and therefore rendered itself ineligible for
award. Therefore, even if we were to sustain DGC's L
protest, it could not receive award of this contract
because it no longer would have an offer outstanding
which the Government could accept. We do not believe
any useful purpose would be served by ruling upon the
responsiveness of an expired bid.

The record indicates that there are two other
bidders in line for award, so that even if DGC is
nonresponsive, there is no apparent need to cancel -
the invitation and resolicit the procurement (thereby
permitting DGC to rebid). Therefore, we find DGC does
not have the necessary direct and substantial interest
with respect to award under this solicitation to be
regarded as an interested party under our Bid Protest
Procedures. 1M1urphree & Lisle, Inc., B-198210, July 18,
1980, 80-2 CPD .

The protest is dismissed.
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