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MATTER OF: Zero Manufacturing Co. 

DIGEST: 

Rejection of a low bid as nonresponsive is 
proper where descriptive data required to be 
submitted with the bid for evaluation purposes 
does not demonstrate the bidder's compliance 
with the specifications. 

Zero Manufacturing Co. (Zero) protests the Department 
of the Army's (Army) rejection of its low bid as nonrespon- 
sive under invitation for bids (IFB) No. DAAG47-82-B-0139 
for two abrasive blast cleaning machines. 

The IFB required the submission of descriptive data 
with the bid to show that the product offered conformed to 
the specifications. Prospective bidders were advised that 
the data should clearly indicate the characteristics of the 
material offered. Moreover, the bidders were specifically 
advised that this data was to be furnished for bid evalua- 
tion. Zero's bid contained some drawings illustrating the 
basic items of proposed equipment, an arrangement drawing, a 
brochure concerning airless equipment and literature 
entit1ed'"Machine Specifications For Blast Cleaning Machine 
Self-contained Tumble Type With Loader and Dust Collector." 

The Army rejected Zero's bid for various reasons relat- 
ing to inadequate descriptive data. Two of the reasons are 
that the 1-cubic-foot storage hopper and a 19.5-inch 
diameter wheel with a 2,720-rpm speed on a 30-horsepower 
motor proposed by Zero are not adequate since each will not 
allow the machine to meet the 48,000 pounds of metallic 
abrasive per hour specification requirement. 

Our Office has held that the submission of descriptive 
data, where the data is used for bid evaluation, is a matter 
of responsiveness and where such data indicates a deviation 
from the specifications, rejection of the bid is required. 
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Sprague & Henwood, Inc., B-201028, A p r i l  6 ,  1981, 81-1 CPD 
260. Therefore, a b id  m u s t  be re jected i f  the data subnit- 
ted with the bid does n o t  c l ea r ly  show t h a t  the product 
offered complies w i t h  the  specif icat ions.  

We agree w i t h  the  A r m y  t h a t  Zero's b i d  did not include 
s u f f i c i e n t  data t o  denonstrate t ha t  the product offered 
wou ld  cornply w i t h  the 48,000 pounds per  hour performance 
spec i f ica t ion .  While Zero has presented inforoation t o  
support i t s  posi t ion t h a t  i t s  nachinc meets the I F B  require- 
m e n t ,  t h i s  information was n o t  included i n  i t s  h i d .  
Descriptive l i t e r a t u r e  t h a t  would provide t h i s  type of 
explanation is  what Zero should have submitted w i t h  i t s  bid 
since the burden i s  on each bidder t o  make i t s  bid a n d  lit- 
era ture ,  i f  required, conform t o  the I F B  reauireuents.  
Therefore, we f ind t h a t  the A r m y  properly r i j e c t e d  Zero's 
bid. 

Zerp's p ro t e s t  is denied. 
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