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THE COMP'RIOLLER GENERAL
OF YHE UNITED STATES
WASHIMNGTON, OD.C. 30%5a8

1085

FILE: ’ B-192292 DATE: Jllly 2‘!, 1978

MATTER OF: Schweigert, Inc.

!
DIGEST:

Initial procurement was canceied and

all bids rejected because of excessive

costs. Iratest after bid opening against
reissuance of same¢ requiremest under new
invitation for bids is untimely because
protests a'leying improprieties apparent

in IFB sioulé be filed prior to bid opening.
Protest ¢oes not present significant issue
because similar grestions hawe been previously
decided by GAO.

Schveigert,. Inc.. protests the cancellation on
May 25, 2978, of an invitation for bids {IFB) for
the installation of a steam line between two buildings
at Port Myer, Virginia, and the readvertisement of
the same regquirement under 2 new IFB,

Counsel for the protester staten that bid open-
ing on the initial IFB, No. DARC30-78-B-0052, was held
on May 23, 1978, and that by letter dated May 25 bidders
vere 2dvised that the solicitation was canceled and that
all bids were rejected due to excessive cost. The
protester advises that this requirement w2e readvertised
in IFB No. DAHC30-78-B-0066 dated Juse 2, 1978, without
substantial change to the specifications or any
change in the Goverament's estimate. Counsel contends
that the cancellatisn of the initial solicitation
and reissuance of the requirsment was inappropciate
and asserts that th2 first solicitation should be
reinstated #nd award made thereunde:.

We have been zdvised that Schweigert, low bidder
on the first solicitation, was the second low bidder
on the second solicitation at its bid opering on
June 23, 1978. Schweigert's protest was filed with
our Office on June 30, 1978.
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Section 20.2(b)(1) of our Bid Protest Procedures,
4 C.F.R. § 20.2(b)(1) (1977}, requires in part that
protesta based upon impropriesties in a solicitation
which are apparent prior to bid opening must be filed
prior to bid opening. It is clear that the reissuvance
of the requirement, upon which Schweigert's protest is
based, was apparent by the issuance of the second solic-
itation and 3chweigert's protest cshoculd have been filen
prior to the June 23 bid opening.

Sincs the protest was not filed until June 30, it
is untimely and not for consideration on the merits.

Counsel also contends that this protest involves
issucs of significance to procurement practices and, we
assume, suggests that che protest should therefore be
considered even if untimely filed. See 4 C.P.R. § 20.2(c)
(1977). We do not agree because questions similar to those
raised here have been previously decided by this Offive.
See GAF Corpo:zation; Minnesota Minin; and Manufacturin
CGII'IE&I’IE '} - Omp- _éel'l. m &}, - <PD » cite

y Schweaigert.

The protest is dismissed.

/M/’é Z
Gerieral Counsel
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