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June 23, 2025

Mr. Ronny Henderson, Manager
Progressive Tractor and Implement
Via email: RonnyH@ptieq.com

RE:  Progressive Tractor and Implement (PTI) Protest of Anticipated Award
Solicitation No. S000000419: Farm Equipment Leases

Dear Mr. Henderson,

The Office of State Procurement (OSP) has reviewed PTI’s protest of the Department of
Correction’s (DOC) anticipated award to Greenway Equipment (Greenway) for Farm Equipment
Leases. Solicitation: S000000419 (Solicitation). PTI's protest alleges that the Invitation for Bid’s
(IFB) Official Solicitation Price Sheet, which requires prospective contractors to enter pricing
information, did not include sufficient lines for cost consideration and that PTI's attached
documents were improperly excluded.

l. Background

On April 8, 2025, DOC publicly issued notice of IFB, Solicitation No. S000000419. Three (3)
companies submitted proposals in response to the solicitation. While PTI’s response reflected the
lowest overall pricing, it was rejected due to non-responsive bidding because PTI did not submit
pricing in the format explicitly required by the Solicitation. Greenway submitted the next lowest
responsive bid, and DOC issued the anticipation to award Greenway. PTI filed a protest pursuant
to Ark. Code Ann. § 19-11-244 on June 5, 2025, to the Director of the Office of State Procurement,
and Greenway provided its response on June 9, 2025.

Il. Analysis of Protested Issues

PTI first argues that the solicitation was insufficient because it failed to include adequate lines for
pricing information related to two separate hourly leases. Specifically, it states that the 310-
horsepower tractor lease specification included an estimated 750 hours for four (4) units and 600
hours per year for two (2) units and the 500-horsepower class 8 combines with tracks specification
included an estimated 600 hours per year for three (3) units and 450 hours per year for two (2)
units. PTI states:

“‘Due to the Official Solicitation Price Sheet not having adequate lines to
input the correct bid information requested | filled out a spreadsheet listing
the tractors and combines with the current hours and the lease price
according to the hours requested.”
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PTI's argument that the price sheet included with the solicitation was inadequate is untimely. Any
concerns regarding the price sheet which may have impacted PTI’s resultant bid was knowable
to PTI prior to its bid submission, and therefore, PTI should have presented its concerns by written
notice at least seventy-two hours before the filing deadlines for the solicitation response. Ark.
Code Ann. § 19-11-244(a)(1); See also R2: 19-11-244.3. This was clearly stated in the solicitation:
“If pricing documents do not allow for accurate pricing, Prospective Contractor should notify the
TSS OSP Procurement Specialist at least seventy-two (72) hours before the bid opening time.”
Section 1.6(B)(2)(iii).

However, even if PTIl had timely raised this concern, the solicitation stated that the quantities and
units measured were estimates only and that a single unit price was required — “quantities stated
are estimates only and are not guaranteed. Prospective Contract must bid unit price on the
estimated quantity and unit measure specified.” Section 1.6 2(c)(ii). This instruction therefore
required a single per unit price submission despite the different hours estimated by DOC.

Finally, PTI states that although it did not include pricing on the price sheet for the horsepower
tractor or combine, it attached a separate price sheet with pricing set out for the different annual
hourly usage amounts. It submits that this separate price document should have been considered.
However, this does not constitute a valid ground for protest. Indeed, it directly underscores PTI’s
failure to comply with the mandatory terms of the solicitation, not a failure by DOC. The Solicitation
prohibited DOC from considering separate pricing documents. Section 1.6(B)(1) of the IFB stated,
“Prospective Contractors shall utilize the Bid Response Packet attached to the Solicitation in
ARBuy to submit their bids.” DOC’s actions, in this instance, were entirely consistent with the
published rules of the solicitation.

The requirement to use the provided price sheet ensures that all bids are submitted in a uniform,
comparable format. Allowing a bidder to submit pricing in an alternative format would undermine
the integrity and transparency of the competitive bidding process. DOC’s decision to reject a non-
responsive bid is a direct and necessary adherence to the rules that have been established to
maintain fair competition.

1. Conclusion

Accordingly, and for the reasons stated above, PTI’s protest is denied. DOC adhered to the
requirements of the IFB and may proceed with the procurement consistent with Arkansas
Procurement Law. This determination is final and conclusive. Ark. Code Ann. § 19-11-244 (e)(1).

Sincerely,

Tusica Pottorm

Jessica Patterson
State Procurement Director



