December24, 1997

P.S. ProtestNo. 9 7-33

PARAMOUNT MECH ANICALCORPORATION

So kitation No. 23209 2-9 7-A-0031

D GEST

Protstagainstaw ard ofa contractfortte rephcementofi VAC systms
is sustained. Circumstances of comm unications between PostallSe nace
and protstr afer submission ofalkkemat offer constitutd discussions
which were not conductd as procurement reguhktions required ; pro-
tstr3 Rt re\vsions © alkkemat oferwere notproperk handld under
contracting officer3 alkematine teories tattey were unsokitd rewu-
sions orreflcted tte oferor3 chim ofmistake.

DECSDN

Param ount Me ch anica BCorporation (Param ount) prokest te aw ard of a contract
fortte rrphcementoff VAC sysems atte Washington, D.C., Processing and
Distribution Centr.

The D.C. Metro Facilties Se naces O ffice issued So kitation 23209 2-9 7-A-0031 on
Jub 24, 1997, wit an offer due dat ofAugustl14. Section M.1 ofte sokita-
tion proumded in partas folbws:

M.1 Contract Aw ard And ProposalEnabation (Provsion OA-16)June
19 88)

a. Award willbe made to te responsibll oferorwho submits te best
com bination of Te ch nica IProposall Business Proposall(cos thrice ) Busi-



nessManage me nt Proposall(ifapp kkabll), and ot er factors conside red.
The primary areas t be used in detmining which proposallis m ostad-
vantageous o te PostallSence are btd be bw in descending order of
im portance :

[No arras were btd.]

b. CostHrice willbe considered in te award decision, abough te
aw ard may notnecessarif be made to t atoflerorsubmitting te bwest
cost

(Where no factors otier tt an price are setoutfor conside raton in tte aw ard deci-
sion, award is to be made to te bwestpriced ofer from a responsibl ofk ror.
Be Ik H owe HRderalGonemmentSals, P.S. ProestNo. 91-24, Aprilll5, 1991.)

As origina ¥ issued, te work inchded te prousion oftwo new 200 ton centrifu-
galch illrs and coolhg towers, and te conwersion of tt ree existing 300 ton Yor
centiifugalich i Mrs fiom R-11 coo bntto R-123 coo hnt'

Eigh toflers were receined. Paramount3 oferwas te fourtt bwest Because all
eightoflers were substantaly be bw te PostalSenice 3 estmat, “tte Progct
Manager dettmined t atitwoull be in te bestintrestofte PostallSensce ©
rephce allciillrs ratertt an rrphcing wo chillrs and retrofiting t e remaining
tree ... .”” Accordingl}, by memorandum datd August 20, al“bidders [sic]””
were asked © submit “an alkemat bid [sic] . . . for rphcementoftie existing
York chillrs wit new chillrs hauvng simihr bad ch arackerstics tO t e proposed
retofitied chilrs.”” The memorandum allo added Camer to te Etof “[acckpt
abl manufacturers,””which prexsous ¥ had inchided on¥ York and Trane. AEr-
nat prices were due August22. Sexen alkkmat offers were receined from tie
originaloferors. Thatof Paranountwas tte Bbwest ats$l.7 milbn, an amount
Iss t an its onginallofker.

The contracting officer and te proestr haw offred differing \ersions of te
exents which folbwed tte receiptoftte August22 alemat prices. h te recital
which folbws, te main extrcits te contracting officer3 account, whill Para-
m ount3 accountis show n in parent eses.

TAbough te sokitation was silntas o te rfigerant fortte wo rephcementchillrs, tey
woull rrquire te same R-123 refrigerantspecified fortie t ree retrofited chi Brs since “t e indus-
try standard is nott mix refrige ranttypes between units.””
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The propct manager perceined Paramount3 offer as refllcting a “dram atic de-
crease ””in Param ount3 ofker, presenting t e possibilty ofamistake, and he calld
Param ount3 president on August 22 seeking \erficaton of it ofkr, and
“IsJpecifical}y . . . tat Paramount\erify te price in it ofer.”” (The callwas
made t© Param ount? estim ator and itdid notinc lide a request for \e rification of
Param ount3 price, but onk of te proposed chillr manufacturer. The Postal
Sendce ne\er “fequestd or albwed Param ount to \erify or confim its August22

price.”)

Param ount transm itted a Bter by facsimill on t e aftt moon of August22 which
confimed t atits proposallinclided two York 200 ton chillrs and t ree York 300
onchillrs. The Itermade no rfrence it price. The propctm anager found
te Bter an incomplt response © te requestfor confirm ation, buthe ok no
action o fo Bbw itup.

Param ountcalld t e propctmanager on August23 “to chrify tatte inentof
t e [August20] addendum was nott rull outt e use ofan alk mat e fiige rant™?
and t© inquire “ff te PostalSendce woull accept anot er configuraton t an
[t ree 300 ton and o 200 on] chilrs,””® which te propctmanager repkd
“t att e sokitation h ad notasked for a spe cific configuraton, onk a pe rform ance
critrifon] on t e addendum .”” (August23 w as a Saturday ;and Param ountdid not
do business on t atday. Param ountne\erinitiatd any inguiry conce ming a ke ma-
tive refrigerants. “During t e period from [August 22 t© August 28, Param ount]
had numerous & Bph one conersations wit te USPS contractmanager. ... The
USPS was atempting t©© match our proposallwit AMS[ 3] proposal[for] Camer
chillrs [wit JH -134A refrigerant ™)

(The PostallSenvsce contacttd Param ountby t Bphone twice on Monday, August
25. The fisrtcallinquired why Param ount3 August22 alemat oferwas so bw
and requestd \erification of te intnded refrigerant Paramountexp hined t at
com petition was te basis forits bw price. The second calrequestd an akr
nat proposallsubstituting # -134A refrige rant for R-123 re frige rant because “tie
end user . . . prefned [it],””and asked for “&a rapid response . . . [because] ey
wantd oo make aw ard on 8254 7 ifpossib1.7)

By Bter datd August25 transmitied by facsimill at 4:28 p.m ., Param ountsub-
mited o revsed ofers. The fistoflered o supp ¥ ch illrs using # -134A re frig-
erant, “in Bu oftie specifird R-123”>for /.8 milbn and nottd tatte “200 ton

2 Param ount3 August22 offerdid notspecify its proposed rfiigerant The PostalSe nice assumed
tatitintended to supp ¥ R-123 refiigerant, an assum ption confirmed by Param ount3 subsequent
conespondence.
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chillrs willhaxe 5% reduced capacity”>whill e second ofered t©t rre 500 ton
York chillrs, using f -134A, in Buofte fine chillrs requestd, for &.78 milbn.
The contracting officer o aractrizes tese as “two unsokitd ale mat propos-
al.”” The 4:28 p.m. Iterwas folbwed by a Iter transmitied by facsimill at
6:23 p.m., repeating te wo alkemat ofers and teir prices, butinchding te
fo Bbw ing additiona ke Xt

C Rhrification/Corre ction - our correced alkmatine bid price, submited
8-22-97, forsupp king (5)R-123 Yor chillrs is §,765,000.

The 6:23 p.m. Iterwas Mewed as responding furter to te August22 request
for \erfication, and as ack now Bdging t at Param ount3 August 22 had been in
eror. As revsed to H.765 millbn, t at ofer was no bnger bw. Paramount
calld te propctmanager on August 25 seeking to e kit raction o its rewused
proposal.

(The revsion oftte August22 price in e 6:23 p.m. Bter “fas promded as a
conectd . .. price after USPS provded \erba c hrificaton t att e tonnage ofte
B)new chillrs was © be nominal300 tons, and not te [BEsser] tonnage ”"t at
te rtofited chillrs woull h ave produced”’once R-123 refrigeranth ad been sub-
stitued for R-11 refrigerant Param ountcalld t e PostallSe nice on August26 to
inquire wheter itcoull substitutt one oftte ot er approned manufacturers for
te manufacturer ith ad proposed in its August 22 proposal twas ol tatit
coull.)

By Iterdatd August27, Paramountr\sed te price ofits fistalkk mat ofer of
August 23, to “$,733,500.00 for fumishing (5) # -134A chillrs . . . .”” By
memorandum datd August27, te propctmanager asked te contractspeciakt
o prpar a Iter ofinentto award te contract to American Mech anicallSe n#
ices (AMS), tente bw offfror, atHL.712 millon. The memorandum makes reF
erence to Param ount? August25 re\wsion “to H,780,000, using a ch i Br prond-
ing R-123 refiigerant,”® and © it “Second price re\sion [which] was acceptd
using H -134A refrigerant at$hl,733[,]500,””and nots t at AMS 3 “mitiallbid w as
$H,712,000, allo using # -134A rfrigerant””

(Param ount3 August28 Bterwas a “bestand finallprice \erbal} requestd by
USPS,””and fobw ed its negotiations w it York and Camerwhich became possibll

5 This rfernce was inconect As notd abo\e, Paramount3 two akmats of August 25, of
which te fisthad a .78 milbn price, bot innolled H -134A rfrigerant A rfrence  R-123
refrigerantappears onk in Param ount3 second August25 BItier, andhas to dowith it August22
offer ata conected price ofHL.765 milbn.
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aferte PostallSendce albwed it change it bBtd manufacturer. Paramount
“erbal} adused”’te PostallSendce on August 27 tatitcoull offer a systm
wit H-134A rfrigerant for E.7 milbn, and confimed t at price wit a fax on
August28.)

The August28 Iterstatd:

We wish to confirm our originaiB224 7 bid day price of$,700,000 for
fumishing (5)chillrs wit H -134A refrige ration per your\erallrequest
Chillr bad characknstics ©© match te originall proposed retrofitied
chillrs per USPS 8-20-97 aEmat bid rrquestand te orginallequip-
mentschedull. This Bt rofconfim ation sh alkupersede te pre\ous §
subm itied prices.

This Bterwas receined at2 p.m. on August 28, afer tt e contracting officer h ad
signed tie inentto aw ard Btler and ith ad been sentto AMS.* The PostalSe nice
aw arded AMS tie contracton Septmber 23, aferitrceined t e appropriatt doc-
umentaton from AMS, and t en notified t e unsuccessfu loflerors oft e aw ard.

Param ount3 protestt te GenerallCounse Bw as receined on Septmber29. The
proestcontnds @t atitwas entitld b te aw ard on te basis ofits bwer price,
as reflictd inits IterofAugust28. Whill te prokestacknow Bdges tat“tere
were sexerallprices submitied between [August23] and [August27],” it attributs
t at to “Confusion””arising outofte “®ck ofany form alldocumentation or infor-
m ation identifying t e basis ofbid aw ard and t e equipment pe rform ance ch arac-
tristics required underth e \arious bid a e matines and t e orallre\ssions © te al
tmat bid rrquesttd afertte formal} submited [August22] bid.””

The contracting officer ch aractrizes te award as h auvng occuned w it out dis-
cussions, a procedure aut orized by PM 4.2.1.F° He concedes t at Param ount3

“Aninentt aw ard Bter advses an oferor tt ataw ard willbe made 1 itupon receipt fiom te
offe ror of appropriate docum e ntation, such as paymentand pe rform ance bonds. ProcurementMan-
ual(PV)11.5.1 p.1.

5 Th atsection prondes:

Award may be made w it out discussion of proposall whenexer tie exisence of
adequat com petition or price anaksis . . . makes it clar t at acceptance of tie
mostfavorab I initialproposaliw iMresukin a reasonabll price [as bng as tie prou-
sion “Aw ard W it outDiscussion”?w as inc lided in t e sokitation, as itwas here.]

Howexer, PM 4.2.1 2. furth er provides:

(Footnot continued on nextpage.)

P97-33 Page 5



iniialakE mat H.7 milbn ofer of August22 was bw, butcontnds t atitw as
chrified or correcttd to H.765 milon on August25, when itno bnger remained
bw. He conends tatte PostallSendce coull not consider any of Param ount3
“four unsokitd alk matine proposall of varying scope and price afer tte pro-
posalldue dat . . . because oter oferors were notginen tte same opportunity
[tO rr\vse teirofers],””and t at of Param ount3 re\sed offers, onk te Bbst t at
ofAugust28, was bw, and t atwas receined afertie inentto award Btlerw as
issued.

Responding, Paramount takes exception to te contracting officer3 stakement,
principa l disputing t e timing, num ber and conentofits & Iph one con\ersations
witt e PostallSen4ce as setoutin te recitallabo\e.

Param ount allo appears t assert tt at ofers for coollrs using H -134A coo hnt
sh ou B noth axe been acceptabll in response o e August20 re\sion, since “te

bad ch aractristics ofte new [300 on]chillrs [were 0 be] simibhr to te bad

charactrnstics ofte rrtofited chillrs [which were] based on re frige rant R-123

per tt e contractdocument.”” Param ountallo criticizes tte PostallSe nice for fail
ing o estabkh “a4 cutoffdat for bestand finallpricing on t eir numerous \erbal
rrquest.”®

Asked t respond t te prokestr3 assertions, tte contracting office r cont nds
tatte bad charactrstics requestd in e August 20 memorandum were not
rr htd ©© R-123 rfrigerant, and t at “fajny refrigerantwoull yie | te perform -
ance critna requestd.”” Wit respectto conwersations witt Param ount, ©t e con-

(Continued from previous page.)

Whenexer tiere is uncertainty as to te pricing, tchnicall or otier aspects ofte
m ost faxorab 1 initia Iproposall aw ard m ay notbe made w it outdiscussions, unllss
t e uncertainty can be resolled by c hrification.

PM 4.25 c.3. provdes tatte decision whetier to award wit or w it outdiscussions “fm ust be
m ade by t e contracting officer.””

C hrification is “fcJom m unication w it an oferor fortie soll purpose ofe Ininating minor ine gu hri-
ties, inform alties, or apparent clricallmistaes in [a] proposal””whill discussion is “fa]ny orallor
w riten com m unication between te PostalSendce and an offror [otier th an c hrificaton] t at is
iniiatd by t e PostallSenjce and (a)invo Les inform ation essentialHor det m ining t e acce ptabi Iy
ofa proposallor (b) provdes t e offe ror an opportunity © re\sse its proposal PM 4.2.5 a.2., 3.

°PM 4.2.5 g.4.(@)and (b) pronvde, inter al, t at “fuJpon com p Btion ofdiscussions, t e contracting

officermustissue t alofErors stillin t e com petitinve range arequestforbestand finallofers. Oral
rrequests]forbestand finaBofErs mustbe confimed in w riting””and © at “t e requestm ustinc hde

. .. [@a] conm on cutoffdat and time.””
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tracting officer recits tte propctmanager?3 recolctions ofonk te conwrsa-
tions ofAugust22, 23, and 25 recited abo\e, ofwhich onk t atofte 22nd w as
iniiatd by t e PostallSe nace.

The protestr submited finalcomment responding o te contracting officers
submission. The comment were accom panied by Param ount3 bng-distance € -
phone staement rflcting \arious call o te Metro FSO 3 \oice, facsimill, and
beepernumbers during t e August22 - 28 time period. Whill Param ountdoes not
associat any ofte Btdcal wit te call recited in it ch ronobgy, te Kkting
Is consisentw it its contention &t atitmade more call t an t e propctmanager3
accountr flct.

D ISCUSSDN

The foregoing recitallre flcts significantdiflerences as to te factt givng rise
tis disput. Aswe haw notd, “Our protestforum does notprouMde a mech anism

for form alldisconery or otier ad\ersarialmet ods of rsoling factualdisputs,””
Patriot Airhhes, hc., P.S. Proest No. 94-05, Maran 30, 1994, and t at, instad,
we afford a “presum ption of conectness””t te contracting officer3 account,
which e proestrhas te burden ofo\ercoming. bid.

h tis case, te contracting officer3 accountis ine mal§ inconsisent Hems in-
clided in e contracting officer3 documentation contradicthis Mew t at Para-
mount3 re\vsions ofits offers subsequent to August 22 coull not be acceptd
(e.g., te propctmanager? August 26 memorandum refllcting t at Param ount3
rexsed offer incorporating H -134A refrigerant “% as acceptd”)and t att ose re-
\sions were unsokited (e.g., te August28 Iter3 staementt atitw as submit
td “per your \erballrequest) Furter, Paramount? \ersion of te exents of
August22 - 28 seems more consisentw it its witien submissions inclided in te
record t an t e contracting officer3 account, and, as notd abo\we, wit it & -
phone records. Forexampll, tte August 22 confirm aton ofits ch oice of manu-
factureris supports its contntion t aton k¥ \erification oft e identity oft e sup-
pErwas sought raterttan wit te propctmanager? yew t atbot price and
manufacturer were t be \ernfied, since itis silntas t price. Simihrk, Para-
mount?3 recitallt att e PostallSe nmce initiattd a callon August25 requesting t at
Param ount exp kin it seems more consisentwit te propct manager? statd
conce m aboutits price ©t an t e contracting officer3 assertion t atno action w as
taken to olbw upon te mater.’

7 Param ount? accountfaill © discuss orfimm ¥ deny tie propctmanager? assertion t atitinguired
aboutt e rconfiguration oftie chillrmix and quantity. lkofered such a reconfiguration in it Bt

(Footnot continued on nextpage.)
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Adopting a Mew consisentwitt te documents makes it clar t at Param ount3
rexssed offers ofAugust25 and 28 were not “Gnso kit d,””butinstad responded
t PostallSenice requests. The sokitation of tiese re\sions, particu brk t ose
seeking te substitution ofH -134A refrigerant for R-123 re frige rant, constitutd
“@iscussions,””since tey were “hitatd by te PostallSen4ce””and “provd[ed]
t e offeror an opportunity ©© re\se its proposal’”’As such, te discussions shoull
hawe been accompbkhed as PM 4.2.5 g.3. and 4. direct, inchlding a request for
bestand finalofkrs. Param ount, which w as constantlh ate mpting to re\se its of
frfrom August25 t rough August28, was clark pre pdiced by te PostallSe ns
ice 3 proceeding o aw ard w it outhawuvng estabkhed and communicattd a com -
m on cutoffdat .®

The contracting officer h as proposed two alkmatine Mews of te situation pre-
sentd by Param ount3 revsed proposall. Neiteris consisentwitt te proce-
dures goxe ming negotiatd procurement

The Mew tatitwoull hawe been unfair to te ot er offrors to consider Para-
m ount3 \arious rewusions ofand ale matines t its August22 proposallas unso k-
itd modificatons © its ofler of August22 (and te impEkd suggestion t atitw as
im prope r for Param ountto make tem)is inconect

A significantdiflerence between a negotiatd procurementsuch as tis and a pro-
curementusing formallad\ertising € ch niques (e procedure to which tte tms
“bids>”and “bidding,””misapp kd here by bot parties, conecth apph)is tatin
negotiation, an oferorhas te rightto wit draw or re\se its offer atany time be-
fore e PostallSe nMce accept it See PM 4.3.2.c (“Proposall may be modified or
wit draw n by w ritien or & Bgraph ic notice. . . . . Notice ofw it draw allofa pro-
posall mustbe receined before aw ard.”);4.3.2.d.1 (“[M Jodifications of proposal

(Continued from previous page.)

trs ofAugust25, butifitdid notinquire aboutt e possibi My on August23 as te propctm anager
asserts (a Saturday, as Param ountnots, and t us a day on which postallpersonne lwoull not ke ¥
be anaikb ), itis notclarwhen itcoull h ave inquired.

(The propctmanagers assertion t atan offer rfllcting a re configuration w ou Bl be acceptabll w as
abhostceraink inconect Because te August20 memorandum requested “fephcement. . . chill
ers hawvng simifhr bad ch aracteristics © te existing retrofitted ch i Brs”?(em ph asis added), itcoull
have re kedonk o te t ree 300 ton chillrs, notto alifine chillrs, and o e rphcementofte
t ree ¢ illrs one-for-one.

SWhill rquest for bestand finallofkrs may be made oral, ifsubsequent¥ confimed in w riting,
(4.2.5 g.4.(a)) a requestfor rexssions “&s soon as possibB”’such as Param ount recies woull not
estabbh te requirrd common cutoffdate.
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are bt ifreceined afertte datt and time estabkhed . . . fortie receiptof pro-
posal.”)% and 4.2.3.d.2 (“tat proposall and m odifications m ay be considered in
accordance w it Provsion A-4, Lat Submissions and M odificatons of Proposal.
Itis nomall in te inerestofte PostallSensce to consider a hte proposallwhen
doing so w ou ll cause no de by in e enallation process . . . ortie proposallofkrs
a significant cost, qualty, or tch nicallbenefit [Itis notin te intrestof te
PostalSe nMce to consider any proposallreceined so kRt t at conside ration of t e
proposallw ou M popardize, or gine t e appearance of gopardizing, te integnty of
t e com petitine process.””

Under such a Mew , on ¥ Param ount3 initallprice of August22 and its finallprice
of August 28 woull be re Inant, since its otter re\sions were at prices higher
tan AMST price. The August22 price was wit drawn by tte second Bter of
August 25 ;according k, itwas notavaihbl for acceptance afer tt at Itler w as
receined. The August28 resion was receined too ke, folbw ing t e issuance of
te inentto award Bter, bute\en ifithad been receined prior to t atissuance,
Iis consideration woull nothaxe been in te PostallSensce 3 intrest because it
woull hawe come so chbse o tie proposed award as O gine te appearance of
com promising t e integnty oftt e com pe titinve process.

The second alematine Mew is t at Param ount3 second Bter of August 25 in-
vled achim ofmistake witt respectto its ofer ofAugust 22, in addition t© re-
stating t e tw o additionalalke mat proposall presentd in it first Bter of t at
dat. (The contracting officer sees te change as a de hyed reaction © te re-
quest for \erfication, whill te prokestr sees it as occasioned by tte Postal
Senice T subsequent c brification of August 25 ofwhatitmeantby “Simikhr bad
charactrnstics.”) Ifitwas a chim ofmistake in tte course ofan award wit out
discussions, itwas mishandld, since te procedurr of PM 4.2.5 £ was notfol
bwed. Undert atprocedure, conection oft e oferto te August25 price woull
noth ave been an appropriat resulk since tte offer, as conecttd, woull no bnger
have been in ke for conside ration, and cone ction w ou ll noth axe been albwed.
h any exent, neitter tte existnce of te mistake nor te amount actual} in-
tnded were evdent flom te sokitaton and te offer, a necessary precondition
 conection under 4.2.5 £ Under PM 4.2.5 £.5.(c) Param ountsh oull h axe been
adwused t atits offer coull notbe conectd as requestd, and t atithad te op-
tion ofw it draw ing its ofler or albw ing its ofler to be considered as submitied. It
w as not appropriat t© do noting wit Paramount? atemptd conection ofits
price.

* Howe\er, “horm allre\isions of proposall made during negotiations by te offrors se Ictd for
discussions””are not ke modifications. bid.
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Remaining in tis case is te question ofremedy. Re Efmay inclde an order to
tminat for tte comenience ofte PostallSendce te improperk aw arded con-
tract The factors tathawe been regulbrk used in detemining wheter t order
tmination are as folbw s:

Wheterto require mination in a ginen case depends on conside ration
of such factors as te seriousness of te procurement deficiency, te
degree of pre jdice t© unsuccessfulloferors or to te inegrty of te
com petitine procurementsystm, te good fait of te parties, te ex-
tntofperformance, e costto te Gonemment, te urgency ofte re-
quirrment, and te impactoftminaton on te acconpkimentofte
agency’s mission.

TPI ht matona BAirw ays, hc., P.S. ProestNo. 87-40, October 30, 19 87.

The degree of pre judice o tte proestr and to te integrity of tte procurement
process in tis case are high. On te otterhand, te fill does notsuggestbad
fait on e partofeittertte propctmanager or tte contracting officer, and te
remaining factors millat against € minaton. We are adused t at contract per-
formance has continued whill tis proesthas been pending, tat substantal
demoltion ofte existing chillrs has occuned, and tatte rephcementchillrs
hawe been de hered on-sit.

h anoter case inwoing ongoing performance of an # VAC rnowation contract
whill a proestwas pending, inwhich te errors in t e course ofcontractor se Ic-
tionwere arguab¥ more egregious tante errors here, te decision notd:

[W] cannot bh th dismiss e mission ofte PostallSendce O prowude
prompt, re lBbl and efficient postallsendces and to provde sak and
heal fullw ork ing conditions forits em pbyees. . .. [Pkrform ance oft is
contractis we BMunderw ay and significant de by in its com plton coull
h ave aserous negatie im pacton w ork ing conditions and emp byee m o-
ral upon te amvallofwam weater, wit rsullantdamage O te
PostalSe nace's mission of prouding e flicient postallse nices. Accord-
ingk, itis notin te bestintrestofte PostalSendce o make r BT
anaibbll © te prokestrs. Howe\er, e degre of prejdice O te
com pe titine procurementsystm can be mitigatd, promded te Bssons
oft is procurementare obsened in future procureme nts.

C.D.E. Air Conditioning Com pany, Ihc. ;CoastalMech anicallCorporation, P.S. Pro-
stNos. 92-11 and 92-18, Apri 2, 199 2 (citations om itied).

Asimibrresukmustobtainhere. The protstis sustained  t e extntindicatd.
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Wilm J . Jones
Senior Counse I
Contract Protsts and Po kies
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