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THE COMPTROLLER QENERAL
OF THE UNITED 8TATES

wWABHINGTONM, D.C, 2054a

DECISION

FILE: B-212969 DATE: October 3’ 1983

MATTER OF:  ~ ¢ Moving & Storage

DIGEST:

When solicitation does nct require bidder to
have a specific license, allegation that suc-
cessful bidder does not possess the necessary
state operating authority to permit it to
provide moving services required by the
solicitation does not affect eligibility of
bidder for award; rather, it raises a matter
to be settled between the contractor and
state authorities, not federal officials,

G, I. Moving and Storage protests the award of a con-
tract to Interstate Moving & Storage for moving services in
the Denver, Colorado metropolltan area under solicitation
No. 14-08-0001-21524 issued by the U.S. Geological Survey.
The basis of G, I.,'s protest is that Interstate does not
possess the necessary operating authority from the State
that allows it to provide the moving services required
under the solicitation., According to the protester,
the moving permit held by Interstate does nnc include the
authority to move equipment, materials, supplies, rocks,
and boxes, all items the contract requires to be moved,

We have been informally advised that the solicitation
contains only a general licensing requirement making it the
obligation of the cuntractor to comply with any necessary
licensing requirements. While this imposes an obligation
on the countractor, iv does not involve the federal govern-
ment in the requirements of state licensing provisions;
compliance with applicable state and local licensing
requirements is generally a matter to be settled between
state or local authorities and contractors, not federal
officials. See, e.g.,uﬂgiifax Engineering, Inc., B-190405,
March 7, 1978, 78-1 CpPD 178, It is only where the solici-
tation requires the bidder to have a specific license that
evidence of having or being able to obtain that license
must be furnished prior to award. 58 Comp. Gen, 51
(1973), MNo such requirement apparently is included in this

solicitaticu,
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Accordingly, the applicability of Colorado permit
requirements cited by the protester may not be regarded as
affecting the eligibility of Intierstate to receive award of
the subject contract,

The protest is dismissed,
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Harry R, Van Cleve
Acting General Counsel





