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Issue of whether a firm's offer properly was 
excluded from the competitive range does not 
involve a principle of widespread interest 
to the procurement community to be con- 
sidered under the exception to GAO's timeli- 
ness requirements for issues significant to 
procurement practices or procedures. 

Koomey, Inc. requests reconsideration of our decision 
Koomey, InC., B-210941.3, May 6, 1983, 83-1 CPD - 8 in 
which we dismissed as untimely filed the firm's protest 
against the elimination of its proposal from the competi- 
tive range by the Department of the Army in a procurement 
for the design, fabrication and testing of Reverse Osmosis 
Water Purification Units. We affirm our decision. 

We dismissed Koomey's protest because it was not filed 
within 10 working days after the Arny advised the firm of 
the reasons for its elimination from the competition, as 
required by our Bid Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 0 21.2(b) 
(2) (1983). Koomey now contends that, because the Army's 
reasons for rejecting the firm's offer allegedly were 
wrong, the merits of the protest should be considered under 
the exception to our timeliness requirements for issues 
significant to procurement practices and procedures. 

We generally will invoke the significant issue excep- 
tion only where the protest raises a principle of wide- 
spread interest or importance to the procurement com- 

* munity. Sequoia Pacific CorForation, B-199583, January 7,  
1981, 81-1 CPD 13. While we recognize the importance of 
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this matter to Koomey, its allegations do not involve a 
principle of widespread interest to the procurenent com- 
munity. There is nothing to indicate that our considera- 
tion of them would benefit anyone other than Koomey. See 
Ensign Aircraft Company, B-207898.3, April 1, 1983, 8 3 7  
CPD 340. Therefore, we decline to invoke the exception. 

Our prior decision is affirmed. 
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Comptrollep General 
of the United States 
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