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(5) Awarding and administering nu-
merous small contracts for similar ar-
ticles or services is impractical. 

(b) Before deciding to combine items 
for aggregate award, consider the fol-
lowing factors: 

(1) The capability of bidders to fur-
nish the types and quantities of sup-
plies or services in the aggregate. 

(2) How grouping delivery points will 
affect bidders. 

(3) Which combinations will accu-
rately project the lowest overall cost 
to the Government. 

(c) Do not use an aggregate award if 
it will significantly restrict the num-
ber of eligible bidders.

514.270–3 Evaluation factors for 
award. 

Clearly state in the solicitation the 
basis for evaluating bids for aggregate 
award. Require bidders to submit a 
price on each item within the group or 
a percentage to be added or subtracted 
from a list price. Advise bidders that 
failure to submit prices as required 
within a group makes a bid ineligible 
for award for that group.

514.270–4 Grouping line items for ag-
gregate award. 

(a) Type of contract. While this sec-
tion addresses supply contracts (arti-
cles and delivery points), the same 
principles apply to service contracts 
(types of services and service areas). 

(b) Effect on compeition. Provide for 
full and open competition when you 
group items for award. Grouping items 
for award may preclude a significant of 
firms from bidding. This occurs if firms 
are unable to provide all the types or 
quanities of supplies or services, or 
make deliveries to the various delivery 
points included in the prospective ag-
gregate group. 

(c) Grouping different articles. Include 
only related articles in an aggregate 
group. Related articles are those nor-
mally manufactured or produced by a 
majority of prospective bidders. Group-
ing unrelated articles often restricts 
competition unnecessarily. 

(d) Grouping geographic locations or de-
livery points. Consider the following 
guidelines before deciding to group dif-
ferent geographic locations or delivery 
points: 

(1) A delivery point may have suffi-
cient requirements so that individual 
shipments involve economic produc-
tion runs and carload or truckload 
quanities. In this case, list it as a sepa-
rate line item. 

(2) The types of bidders (i.e., small or 
large firms, manufacturers or distribu-
tors, etc.) who respond to previous so-
licitations can provide important in-
formation. For example, if previous 
bidders are distributors with franchises 
in certain territories, grouping dif-
ferent territories could tend to restrict 
competition. 

(3) Transportation costs can affect 
competition and pricing. They may 
constitute a significant portion of the 
total delivered cost. Obtain the advice 
and assistance of transportation spe-
cialists before grouping geographic lo-
cations or delivery points. Depending 
upon the supplies being acquired: 

(i) Grouping widespread geographic 
locations or delivery points may reduce 
competition or result in higher prices. 
It can cause you to lose ‘‘area pricing’’ 
advantages provided by a supplier with 
a single production point. 

(ii) Conversely, for many small com-
mercial items (hand tools, locks, etc.), 
manufacturers may quote the same 
price for delivery anywhere in the U.S.. 

(iii) Tariff boundaries can also affect 
how manufacturers price deliveries to 
different areas.

514.270–5 Evaluation methodologies 
for aggregate awards. 

(a) Definite quantity contracts without 
options. For definite quantity contracts 
without options, the evaluated bid 
price is the total bid price, as adjusted 
for any price-related factors identified 
in the solicitation. This reflects the ac-
tual cost to the Government and will 
identify the most advantageous bid. 

(b) Indefinite quantity contracts, re-
quirements contracts, and options. Indefi-
nite quantity and requirements con-
tracts use estimated quantities. Op-
tions involve the probability of wheth-
er and when the options will be exer-
cised. These situations may result in 
unbalanced bids (see FAR 15.404–1(g)), 
leading to inaccurate evaluation of the 
projected cost and award to other than 
the most advantageous bid. To avoid 
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