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Downward correction wh'ch would result in
displacing lower priced bid is allowed where
intended price is discernible substantially
from face of bid.

Microdynamics, Inc. (Micrudynamics) protests the
General Services Administration CGSA),Federal Supply
Service's correction of the. bid of International
Harvester, Inc. (IH) undeisolicitation No. CH-FT-77-087.
IH's bid, as corrected, displaced tMicrodynamics', which
was the otherwise lowest bidder for computer magnetic
tape to microfilm and microfiche service for a sptecified
geographical area. Since Microdynamics' bid was displaced
by the correction, the question we have before us is
whether IH's error arid the amount of the intended bid
was ascertainable substantially from the face of the
solicitation and bid. 37 Comp. Gen. 210 (1957); Federal
Procurement Regulations S 1-2.403-3(2).

The solicitation requested bids for two groups of
services in the following format:

ITEM AND PRICE SCHEDULE

ITEM ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT UNIT

GROUP I (Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
1. Originals, ROLL FILM, ONE UP Per M Data $_

MODE Frames (1)
2. COPY, ROLL, FILM, one up mode Per M Data $

Frames (1)
3. Originals, ROLL FILM, TWO Per M Data $

UP MODE Frames (3)
4. COPY, ROLL FILM, two up mode Per N Data $

Frames (15)
5. CARTRIDGE, ROLL FILM Cost Each

(For viewing devices listed Cartridge
under IV B) (or spool) $
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GROUP II (Items 6, 7, 8)

6. Original MICF.OFICHE, 42x Per M data $ _

7. original MICROFICHE, 48x Per M Data $-

8. DIAZO COPY Per Fiche $

*9. Pick-up & delivery outside Per trip $
Primary Area

* Enter charge fo: pick-up and delivery outside the primary
area, if any, information only. This cost will not be a
basis for award.

Bidders were also advised that the low aggregate
offeror for a group would be determined by multiplying
'.he unit price by the weight factor shown in parentheses
under the space provided and adding the resultant exten-
sions.

The bids received were originally abstracted as
follows:

International Microdynamics Micromex U.S.
Harvester Datacomp

Item No.
Group I 1. $7.00 6.50 17.50 8.25

2. 1.50 1.25 2.00 1.75
3. 9.75 4.25 17.50 7.75
4. 11.25 .8dO 2.00 1.50
5. 2.00 2.25 2.75 2.25

Group II 6. 56.00 7.00 15.00 8.25
7. 7.00 7.00 14.00 8.25
8. .24 .30 .18 .12
9. varies 35.00 20.00 2.50

At bid opening IH alleged that it had mistakenly
entered "weighted figures" instead of unit prices for
items No. 3, 4, and 6. GSA, in its denial of Micro-
dynamics' protest to GSA, states that:
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'Based on the Co:itracting Officer's comparison
of current and prior bidding, particularly for
item 6, and without Zurther information from
the bidder, the Contrecting Officer could have
readily deduced that International Harvester
had bid the unit prices multiplied by weights
Contained in the solicitation instead of the
unit prices. Accordingly, once the Contracting
Officer became aware that the obvious large dis-
parity arose from the aplication of the weight-
ing factors there was no need for any further
deductive process on his part as he had all the
data for calculation of the intended bid."

Consequently, GSA corrected III's bid as follows:

From . Weicht To

item 3 $9.75 + 3 $3.25
4 11.25 15 .75
6 56.00 * 8 7.00

This correction caused IH's weighted price for both
groups to be low and award was made to IH.

To allow alower bid tobedisplaced, however, the
contracting officer must determine in addition to the
existence of mistake, the nature of the mistake and
the bid actually intended from the face of the invitation
and bid. Parboil Company, B-190502, November 30, 1977,
77-2 CPD 430.r If it can be determined that the mistake
made by IN is the one alleged, then the intended bid
can be calculated from Information appearing on the
face of the solicitation.

In Farboil, supra, the solicitation requested unit
prices for paint for various GSA supply depots. On one
line item the bidder inserted a price for one gallon
containers which was approximately 5 times what the other
bidders quoted for the item and consistent with the
bidders's prices on five gallon containers; of paint called
for under other items of the solicitation. Under those
circumstances, we allowed the bidder to correct its bid
by dividing its stated unit price by a factor of five

-3-



B-190603

in order to arrive at a one gallon container price,
even though the correction resulted in displacing the
otherwise low bid. Here, also, it is clear that from
III's unit prices on items 4 and 6 that a mistake was
made. While it is no; possible in this case to say
that III's unit prices for item 4 and 6 are consistent
with other linc item prices quoted by Ili, it is evident
from the bid that these unit prices were arrived at
by multiplying the 'Intended unit price by the weighting
factor. In the case of Item 3, III's unit price,
standing alone, was not so out of line as to indicate
error. However, when the bid for item 3 is examined
iii light of items 4 and 6, it is evident that the unit
price was also arrived at by multiplying the intended
unit price by the weighting factor.

Accordingly we agree with GSA that the nature of
IlI's mistake and its intended bid can be determined
using information appearing substantially on the face of
the invitation and bid. The protest is denied.

apulty Comptroller General
of the United States
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