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THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES
WASH!NGTON, D.C, 20608

DECISION

FILE:  B-187616 BATE:  getober 22, 1976
.'AATTEF‘I_JQW Didactic Systems, Inc,

N
IWEEST! ¥ ,

Protoat agalnst exulusion of propnﬁal from competitive
.range i nntimely where protester received letter from
pracuring agency on Septewber 10, 1976, advising

.of veueons for rejection and protest was not filed with
CAO until October 12, 1976, »s 4 C.F,R, § 20,2(b)(2)
requiree protest to bu filed not later than 10 days
after tasis of proteat is known cr should have boen

known,

Didactic qystgms, Inc, {(Didactic), has protested the determination
by the United Statea Environmental Protestion Agency (JIPA) thaet its
proposal’zabmitted uader request Yor proposals (RFP) No. WA76-E130 was
outside the competitive range,

- Yt appears fyom the informaticn before our Office that on May 5,
1976, Didactic was&adviaed that i1te, proposal had been determined to
be outside the Lompetitive range and cn May 25, 1976, Didactic was
informed that awarid had been made to another offeror. On August 13,
1976, ﬁtdact1~ requeated an explanatJOn from EPA as to why its proposal
was outside the conpetitive range and EPA responded by letter dated
September 3, 1976, which was xecelved by Didactic on September 10, 1976.
Didactic's proLest 'letter to our Office was received on October 12, 1976,

Our Bid Prntea' Procedures, Bperiflcally 4 C.F.R, § 20,2 2(b) (2)
(1976), utdte that in order to be timely a protest must be filed with
our Office not latey than 10 days after the basis of the protest is
known or should hava been known., Taking the facts most faveorable to
Didactic, it knew ¢n September 10, 1976, of EPA's reasons for nof con-

. 8ldering its proposaal and since its protest was not filed with our
Office until Ociober 12, 1976, the protest is untimely and not for

consideration.

Paul G, Dembling
Geueral Counsel
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