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DECISION

FILE: R-216480 DATE: February 8, 1985
MATTER OF: Gradwell Companv, Tnc. e S A
ey MY ’
DIGEST:
1. Since the purpose of the small purchase

orocedures is to minimize administrative
costs, a contractinag officer is agiven broad
discretion with respect to makina small
purchases, The GAQO therefore will onlv
review protests against an agency's anproach
to definina the field of competition and will
not auestion such determinations unless it is
shown that the contractinag officer acted
without a reasonable basis.

2. Tnder requlations covering Small Rusiness-
Small Purchase Set-Asides, a contracting
officer mav purchase on an unrestricted basis
if there is no reasonahle exvectation of
obtaining cuotations from two or more
competitive small businesses.

3. Inder requlations coverina Small Rusiness-
Small Purchase Set-Asides, a contracting
officer may limit a solicitation over $1,000
to one source if only that source is
reasonablv availabhle ard it is impractical to
obtain competition.

Gradwell Company, Inc., orotests the award of five
contracts under requests for auotations DAKF40-84-F-2786,
-F=-3559, -M-6092, -M=-8136, and -1152. All were issued by
the Department of the Armv for maintenance and repair of
Savin, A.B. Dick, Pitnev Bowes, 3M, and IRM equipment,
e.d., -typewriters and copiers, at Fort Rraaa, North
Carolina, schools. Gradwell alleges that it was improperly
excluded from comvetition for these contracts although it
was the incumbent under a contract covering the various
manufacturers' eauipment that expired September 30, 1984,
Gradwell also asserts that contracts have been improperly
awarded to large businesses.
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We denv the protest,

All of the procurements fall under the small purchase
limit of $25,000, and one is under S$1,00N, They therefore
were conducted under the simplified procedures outlined in
the Federal Acauisition Reaulation (FaAR), 48 C,F.R. Part
13 (1984),

The Armv states that the Savin and A.R, Dick
contracts, for $12,380 and S12,052, respectively, were
awarded to small businesses after Gradwell was solicited
orally and failed to respond. The IBM contract, for
$4,675, was awarded to the low offeror, another small
business, althouah Gradwell submitted a guote. The 3M
contract for $900 and the Pitney Rowes contract for $1,432
were awarded without solicitina Gradwell,

wa limit our consideration of orocurements conducted
under the small purchase procedures to protests against the
contractina aagencv's approach to definina the field of
competition. We Ao so because these procedures are
desioned to minimize the administrative cost that otherwise
might be the equivalent of or exceed the cost of acauiring
relatively inexpensive items. In contrast to other
orocurements, the procedures therefore nermit purchases
without the need to maximize competition. FHowever, once
the field of competition is defined, the nrocurement must
be conducted consistent with the concern for fair and
equitahle competition that is inherent in anv procurement.
R, P, White & Assoc., Inc., A1 Comp, Gen., 320 (1982), 82-1
CPD ¢ 294, "inder applicable requlations, nurchases under
$1,000 mav be made without competitive auotations if the
contracting officer considers the price reasonable; for
purchases between $1,000 and $25,000, the contracting
officer must solicit aquotations from a reasonable number of
aualified sources, takinag into account price and adminis-
trative cost of the nurchase, unless he or she determines
that only one source is reasonably available., See FAR
€8 13.106(a) and (b). In addition, oral solicitations are
acceptable. 1Id.

We shall consider the protester's allegations as
applied to each contract in turn.,
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The Armv and the pnrotester differ on the facts
surrounding the Savin and A.R, Dick contracts. The-
contractina officer maintains that althouah the ourchasina
agent solicited Gradwell orally on Auaust 2 and 7, 1984,
respectively, and left messades with its answering service,
Gradwell did not respond, Gradwell maintains that it was
never solicited for these contracts. Since the protester
has the burden of proving its case, where the only evidence
presented is conflicting statements by the protester and
the contracting officer, we have held that the burden has
not heen met, Avdin Vector, B-209200, June 2, 1983, 83-1
CPD ¢ 597. Gradwell has not met its burden in this
instance.

Gradwell was solicited and, in fact, did submit a
aguotation of $5,154 on the IRM contract. Another small
business submitted the low cguotation of $4,675, and award
to that firm is contemplated., Since the protester was not
excluded from competina for this contract, it has no cause
for complaint with reference to it.

Gradwell was not solicited for the 3M contract. The
purchasing agent orally solicited three other firms and
found the $900 price to be reasonable. Since she was not
even under a dutv to secure competitive cuotations, we find
that the purchasina agent leagitimatelv awarded the contract
to another small business.,

The last contract, Pitney Rowes', was awarded to the
manufacturer's authorized representative, apparently a
large business, for $1,432, The contracting officer
maintains that, in the interest of economv and upon
consideration of skill and exverience, only this one source
was reasonably available.

e

Pursuant to FAR § 13.105(4)(2), coverinag Small
Business-Small Purchase Set-Asides, if a contracting
officer determines that there is no reasonable expectation
of obtaining guotations from two or more responsihle small
business concerns that will be competitive in terms of
market price, cquality, and delivery, he or she may purchase
on an unrestricted hasis. Further, pursuant to FAR
§ 13.106(b)(1), a contracting officer mav limit a
solicitation for purchases over $1,000 to one source if he
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or she determines that only one source is reasonably
available and that it is impractical to obtain
competition.

We have held that since the purvose of the small
purchase procedures is to minimize administrative costs, a
contracting officer is given broad discretion with respect
to makinag small purchases and, in fact, may decide to
solicit only particular supnliers to the exclusion of
others, so lona as this decision is not the result of bad
faith. Securitv Assistance Forces and Fauipment 0KHG,
R-195830, Feh. 8, 1980, 80-1 CPD ¢ 114, We will only
auestion such Aeterminations if it is shown that thev are
without a reasonahle basis.

Fere, the contract amount was small--S$1,432; the
record indicates that Pitney Bowes copiers had proved
difficult for Gradwell to maintain under the previous
service contract, and the contracting officer felt that the
manufacturer's service agent would best provide the
necessaryv expertise to meet the Armv's needs within the
required timeframe.

We find that the contractinag officer reasonably
concluded that awarding the contract to the manufacturer's
authorized representative would best serve the needs of the
government, aiven the orice and administrative cost of the
purchase.

We deny the protest as to all five procurements,
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