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DIGEST:

Prior decision is affirmed where the protester
has not convincingly shown any factual or
legal grounds which would warrant reversal of
the prior decision.

Triple A Shipyards (Triple A) has requested
reconsideration of our decision Triple A Shipyards,
B-220282.2, Feb. 7, 1986, 86-1 C.P.D. , 1n which we
denied in part and dismissed in part Triple A's protest
under invitation for bids (IFB) 8140-85-B-0042, issued by
the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, for
drydocking and repair of the Balclutha, an historic square
rigged sailing ship. We affirm our prior decision.

In its protest, Triple A argued, in part, that the
award to Pacific Dry Dock and Repair Company (Pacific) was
defective because it omitted item 14--"Repair, Renewal of
Main Weather Deck"--which was identified in the IFB as a
"base bid" item. As set forth in our February 7 decision,
the agency had advised that since items 26a and 27a--
respectively for repair and renewal of the main weather deck
"gStarboard" and "Port"--had been awarded to Pacific, award
of item 14 was unnecessary because the two other items
included the same work required by item 14. Triple A now
requests that we reconsider the February 7 decision on the
basis that information which it had presented in its com-
ments on the agency report showed that the work required by
item 14 was in fact different from the work required by
items 26a and 27a.

Triple A's request for reconsideration indicates that it
believes that its disagreement with the agency concerning
the relationship between the work required by item 14 and
items 26a and 27a was dismissed by our Office as untimely.
This is incorrect. While a part of the protester's grounds
for protest was dismissed as untimely, our dismissal did not
involve the matter of the agency's failure to award item
14. In our February 7 decision, we stated in part that we
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did not believe that bidders could anticipate that any of
the solicitation's "base bid items" such as item 14 would be
excluded from award. However, we held that the agency's
failure to award item 14 did not prejudice Triple A since
the agency decided to repair and renew the main weather deck
using teak margins and Triple A had only bid on the fir
margin alternative for items 14, 26a, and 27a. Thus, we
concluded that Triple A would not have been eligible for
award even if item 14 had been awarded. Since Triple A was
not prejudiced by the agency's failure to award item 14, we
found it unnecessary to determine the validity of the
agency's reason for omitting item 14 from the award.

In order to prevail in a request for reconsideration,
the requesting party must convincingly show either errors of
law or fact in our prior decision which would warrant its
reversal. See 4 C.F.R. § 21.12(a) (1985). Since the
relationship between the work required under item 14 and
items 26a and 27a was immaterial to whether Triple A was
prejudiced by the agency's failure to award item 14, Triple
A has not made such a showing. Accordingly, our prior

decision is affirmed.
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