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B-187403
MATTER OF: Uniroyal, Inc,—request for reconsideration
DIGEST:

. 84ncea prot.lt.r does not advance any
-ddttional facts or legal arguments
which show that enrli=r decisions
WETrE &Xroneouy, prior decisions
bolding protests untimely are affirmed.

Uniroyal, Inc. (Uniroyal), has taqucnted rncansideration of

"our decisious of October 5, 1976 (B-187310); axd November 2, 1976

(8-~187403), which raised the asame issue on different procurenonts
Our. Office declined to comsider tha marits of the protests as both
wars determined not to have been timely filed in our Office.

Unirnyal prota@ted thu nwatd undey both solicitations on the
gtound that evaluation should have been. perforncd nn a cost-per -
-quare~£oot basis because of the size tolernnccs allowed for the
pll.tic sheets. We formd that In both instances the solicitations
provided for evnlu:tign ‘on &° cout-pcr-sheat rather than cost-per-
square-foot bssis, - Accord ngly, ‘our decision of October 5, 1976,
and -ubnequent ‘reconsideration of November - 2, 1976, held th;t
Uniroyal's protest involved ,an aJieged d.ficiency in the method of
evaluation stated in the raquesr ’for proposdls and should have been
protented prior to the closing date for submission of proposals to
have been timely filed. In ou: decision of November 2, 1976, we
likew’se found Uairoysl's protest untimely on the same basis as
it was filed ufter bid cpenin;. 4 C.F.R. § 20,2,2(b) (1) (1976).

The proteatur now nllcgus that 4t had been the prior practice
of the Defense Supply’ A;ency to evaluatn prices on the basis cf
co.t-pcr-cquaru—inch eveu though not exnlicitly 80 % “ated in the
.olicitationnq “In this regard, Unirnyul ‘has atated that the evalua-

'tion criterion wet forth in’ ‘wo DSA’ rocurements in 1973 and 1975 was

on the bziig of price-ner—aqunre-inch bucaus. of vnry*ng .sheet size,
AMditiondlly, Uniroyal states a subsequent procurement dated
October 20, 1975, did not contain any notation cn 'he methad of
evaluation. From this, Uniroyzl contends it was ressonable to
assume that the procurement would be evaluated onr the price-per-
square~inch basis since there way no notation to the contrary.
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The solicitations in question were issued Mgy 25, 1976, and
July 30, 1976, respei.tively, and provided for evsluation and sward
cn a cost-per-sheet basis. Therefore, any contrary assumption as
to the method of evaluation and award was at the bidder's riik.
Furthermores, as we held in the prior decisioms, any protast as to
the stated method of evaluation and award wae required to be filed
prior to the -closiag date for receipt of proposals or prior to bdbid
opening.

S8inc: Uniroyal has not advanced audditional facts or qfféred
any argumirte of lsw that demonstrate our initial decisions _ere
in error, our decisions of October 5 and November 2 are aff. .med,
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