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i. Honorable Arthur B, Price, Mayor Ex Officio (cont'd)

-

exercise of the powers conferred upon them by the Charter must Qf necessity exercise

4 discretidn as to the responsibility of the biddei:.

1

Under the Charter, therefore, the Board of Estimates must avard the

contract to the lovest bidder unless it has evidence that would justify a béllef on

the part of fairminded and *mimble men that the lovest bidder would be unable to

perform its _}c’ontract.' The question nov before you for determination ies vhether the low

bidder laqﬁé the expérience, financial ability, machinery, and facilitiee necessary to
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perforw the contract. To reject the bid of the lowest bidder there must be such evidence

‘of the irresponsidbility of the bidder as would cause fairminded and reasonadble men to

" “to the
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| b/!, feve that it vas not for the best interests of the municipality to awvard the contract
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lovest bidder.

o
-

Paterson Cmtmctig Co. vs, Baékenuck,*‘}'? N.J. L 260,

In the case of Maryland Pavement Company vs. Mahool, 110 MA. 397, at
— ..‘—'_.;;.1_.-._-_ 5 .

page 408, the Maryland Court of Appeals stdted:

"While the requirements of a charter that a contract be awvarded

to the lovest bidder is mandatory, yet the esuthorities are
uniform {n holding that in determining vho is the lowvest
responsible bidder the municipal authorities have a vide
discretion vhich vill not be controlled by the courts except
for arbitrary exercise, collusion or fraud, and they need not
be guided in their determination solely by t.tg_o question of the
pecuniary responsibility of & bidder, but may consider his
ability to respond to the requirements of the contngt end his
general qualifications to properly execute the wvork.

Other inrylanﬂ éuu dealing vith this sudbject include Madison vs. Harbor

m

Board, 76 MA. 395, wherein it vas held:

Citing also:

The better doctrine, hovever, as to all cases of this nature,
and one vhich has the support of an almost uniform ct;rrnt of
authority, is that the duties of officers entrusted vith the
letting of cmtnct‘tor vorks of pudblic improvements to the
Jowest bidder are not duties of a strictly ministerial nature,
but involve the exercise of such a degree of official dincrtim
as to place them beyond the control of courts by mandamus.” -

t’ 70 Hﬂ. 35" : ltl.m Ct Pl B- ﬂlll C § 9 21 ¥8.,

i ) -

o

mrﬁ tn Fuller vs. giﬂg; 160 Ma, 660, vherein the Madison case,

supre 'n; dited, together vith m above mentioned _,utqhoriun,'vtho court stated:;
] . -l : s odb . )

oy

-

-

‘1 . ‘-"lqu..'a' a gy i
y ’.! .4 :-.. -:ﬁ?_-!' .-'% AT 3 "

frepese. ¥
" *Ftk‘!';‘f;.*._'.'

g il
A

A

P TN T, T R IR O
T,

W, N .M."l-

..1‘i .-""FI- L

LFe]
A el e T

.,
.l'. b.‘ﬂr'rrp & T

g ., 'H-ﬂiﬁ"riﬂ‘h T R ¥ W P
% T i o W 'y

e} -.: :_"_. ri' !

| .
il P I' e T e T LT

:.-l L
= L | F,
B s et

.

e o e o L Ll

) "'_‘.I'h'-l' IL' H’l;ﬁ' L Hrl‘-'l.‘f}_‘.. # a i

bl A

-'1H .Ir"ﬂ' t‘#'

u

: B ——
LT . #-: R L R O I~

] AT ol LR el l;'-.._.|. L

"I\l-. wigh W "iw

gl 1y £ ig

& i g
e LIPERLL &

1'.‘ ....&h i

FailH 8 e L 13'-:..*““"‘““1* " .‘i"‘*rf r‘.l;' ) Ty
L] 'I|.I '- - !. " ' " _.1I'-.I -I_ " _| -|II-
¢ o mind gyt s par —— = -

" . ] " "'-"l" N 2 s, W .
e L i A e e Yy T A R

. . " B 5 Ld -

2 .

i
P TR g o T
i i AP [ L |

-y h‘ll'-.‘\l&'
i Ly W & i M Bl & .

o A 5

R 7L

|.-._'.r-.-' - f’_ :- i




