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1. Protest filed after closinag date for
receipt of initial propocals against
allegedly unreasonable and prejudicial
response time allowed for preparation
of proposals and a.legedly unreasonable
and prejudicial time and place specified
for submission of proposals which wer::
apparent prior to closing date for receipt
of initial proposals is untimely and
not for consideration under section 20.2
(b)(l) of Bid Protest Procedurea,.
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2. Although protester contends that respcnse
time allowed to prepare prcposals and time
and place specified for submission of pro-
pcsals were unreasonable and prejudicial
t2 several late offerors, sufficiency of
sclicitation sources is determined by whether
adegudte competition and reascnable prices
were obtained. In present case, where 10

- timely proposals were received and over half

of thuse were within agency price egtimate,

adequate competition and reasonable prices
were obtained.
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Or. December 12, 1977, DNynatrend, Incorporated,
filed a protest against award of any contrac* under
regquest for proposals (RFP} No. EC-78-R-03-1734, issued
by the Department of Energy (DOE) on November 8, 1977.

The RFP was a J00-percent set-aside fcr small

. businens concerns and involved "Conference, Workshop,
and Seminar Crordination." The RFP contained a geo-
graphic restriction which limited participation to

small businesses with offices located within 50 miles

of Washington, D.C. Proposals were due at 10 a.m. on

December 5, 1977, at the DOE Jan Francisco Operations
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Office. Dynatrend airfreighted its proposal on December 2,
1977. However, the driver for the commercial carrier used
by Dynatrend to deliver the proposal got lost, the proposal
was delivered 2 hours late, and DOE rejected Dynatrend's

proposal as late.

Dynatrend bases its protest upon :he following
arguments:

l. Dynatrend contends that the shori responsea
time allowed for preparation of proposals
was unreasonable and prejudicial to several

of ferors.

2. The time and place specified in the RFP for
submission of proposals were unreasonable
and eprejudicial given the restriction of
partivipation to small businesses with
offices located within 50 miles of Washington,
D.C., and the 3-hour time differential between

Washington and San Francisco.

3. Dynatrend alleges that fair and free compe-
tition was not obtained ia this procurement
since at least three other proposals were
rejectad by DOE as late propoegals. Dynatrend
attributes the fact that the proposals were
rejected to tne alleged unreasonable nature
of the response time and the time and place
specilied for submission of proposals.

Regarding Dynatrend's allegations that the re-
sponse time and the time and place required for sub-
mission of proposals were unreasonable and prejudicial
to several offerors, these issues concern alleged im-
preprieties in the so.iicitation which were apparent
prior to the closing date set for receipt of initial
proposals. Under our Bid Protest Proucedures, 4 C.F.R.
§ 20.2(b)(1) (1977), a protest based upnn an alleged
impropriety in a solicitation which is apparent prior
to the closing date for receipt of initial propoeils
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must be liled prior to the closing date for receipt

of initial proposals in rrder to be considered bty our
Office. Accordingly, these issues &re untimely and
will not be cecnsidered on the meri*s. While not
agreeing that these issues are untimely, Dynatrend
urgea our Office to consider tham under section

20.2(c) of our 3id Protest Procedures because they
raise issues "significant to procurement practices

and procedures."” The significant issue exception

is limited to issues which are of widespread interest
to the procurement community and is exercised sparing-
ly so that the timeliness standards do not become mean-
ingless. See Burroughs Corporation, B-187769, July 12,
1977, 77-2 CPD le€. We find nothing in the record to
warrant invoking this exception in the present case.

Dynatrend's contention that competiton was not
adequate in the subject procurement is timely and will,
thercu:fore, be considered. We have held that questions
concerning the adeguacy of solicituiticn ssurces must
be determined on the bhasis of whether adequate ~om-
petition and re :sonable prices were obtained, and not
on whether every possible offeror was aiforded an
opportunity to submit an offer. See Donaldson Company,
Inc., B-183657, September 15, 1975, 75-2 CPD 148.
Although 4 proposals were reijected as late proposals,
since 10 proposals were timely submitted ..nd over half
were within the DOE cost estimate, we conclude that
adequate competition and reasonable prices were obtained
under the subject RFP.

Accordingly, the protest is denied.

Deputy Comptroller General

of the United States
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