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THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED BTATES

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

DECISION

FiLE: B-208111.3 DATE: March 22, 1983

MATTER OF: Solenergy Corporation--
Reconsideration

DIGEST:

l. GAO affirms prior decision where reconsider-
ation request merely reflects protester's
disagreement with decision and does not
provide any evidence that the decision was
erroneous.

2. Possibility that Government might realize
monetary savings in a particular procurement
if a material bid deficiency is waived is out-
weighed by importance of maintaining integrity
of competitive bidding system.

Solenergy Corporation (Solenergy) requests
reconsideration of our decision in Solenergy Corporation,
B-208111.2, October 8, 1982, 82-2 CPD 318, denying 1its
protest of the Coast Guard's rejection of its bid as
nonresponsive under invitation for bids (IFB) No.
DTG23-82-B-20019 for photovoltaic modules.

We affirm our decision of October 8, 1982.

In that decision, we held that Solenergy's bid was
properly rejected as nonresponsive because the bid was
ambiguous and could reasonably have been interpreted to mean
that Solenergy did not intend to perform certain required
tests. Solenergy had argued that the Coast Guard created an
ambiguity by improperly failing to delete or amend two
paragraphs in the IFB which referred to the Government's
possible payment for, or performance of, these tests after
the Coast Guard had decided that the contractor would
definitely have to perform the tests. Solenergy contended
that such an amendment would have eliminated the problem-
causing bid note which rendered its bid nonresponsive. We
found that the Coast Guard was not obligated to amend the
IFB and that the language of the IFB was not the reason that
Solenergy's bid was declared nonresponsive; Solenergy's note
regarding the tests caused the prcblem that resulted in the
proper nonresponsiveness determination.
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Oour Bid Protest Procedures require that a request for
reconsideration specify any error of law made or information
not previously considered in the protest. 4 C.F.R.

§ 21.9(a) (1982). Here, Solenergy has merely indicated that
our decision leaves it "still confused" regarding the
alleged discrepancy in the unamended IFB and the alleged
specification ambiguity created thereby. In view of our

. holding that the Coast Guard had no obligation to amend the
IFB and that it was Solenergy's note, not the IFB language,
that caused the problem, Solenergy is in essence merely
taking exception to our legal conclusion without providing
any new arguments or facts. Mere disagreement with our
prior decision does not provide a basis to reverse our
decision. Space Age Engineering, Inc.--Reconsideration,
B-205594.3, September 24, 1982, 82-2 CPD 269.

Solenergy also points out that acceptance of its bid
would have resulted in significant cost savings to the
Government. However, we have held that the possibility that
the Government might realize monetary savings if a material
deficiency is allowed to be corrected or waived is out-
weighed by the.importance of maintaining the integrity of
the competitive bidding system. Union Metal Manufacturing
Company, Electroline Division, B-209161, November 2, 1982,

82-2 CPD 402.
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