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OIOEST: 

General statement that timeliness of protest 
should be measured from a aate other than 
the date upon which dismissal of protest was 
based, where protester does not specify the 
alleged proper date or provide other factual 
details, is an insufficient ground for 
reconsidering the dismissal. 

Unrserv Inc. requests reconsideration of our decision 
dismissing as untimely the firm's protest filed on 
March 1 5 , - 1 9 8 5 .  
_. al., June 19, 1985,  85-1 CPD 11 699. 

- See Uniserv Inc.,-et al.,,B-218196, - et 

We dismiss the request. 

In its protest, Uniserv alleged that the Military 
Sealift Command, Department ot the Navy, improperly told 
ilniserv to increase its proposed price in a procurement for 
S h i p  operation and maintenance services. After Uniserv 
increased its price as a result of discussions with the 
iqavy, the agency awardea a contract to Sea Mobility, Inc.? 
whose price was very close to Uniserv's original offer. 
Uniserv believes that absent "direction" from the &avy to 
increase its proposed price, it would have received the 
award . 

Our Bid Protest Regulations generally require protests 
to be filed within 10 working days after the protester knew 
or should have known the basis for the protest. ,'4 C.F.R. 
S 21.2(a)(2) ( 1 9 8 5 ) .  In our initial decision, we concluded 
that Uniserv's protest was untimely since it did not 
protest the issue until more than 6 weeks after it was 
notified of the award to Sea Mobility and of that firm's 
estimated contract price. Now, Uniserv contends that the 
basis for its protest was not that the Navy accepted an 
offer at a total price that Uniserv had been led to believe 
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was too low, but that the Sea Mobility proposal included no 
price for those specific items, such as crew overtime and 
material handling, that Uniserv had been told it priced too 
low. The firm maintains that it was only upon learning the 
details of Sea Mobility’s proposed price,not the total 
price offered by the awardee, that it knew of the basis for 
its protest. 

Requests tor reconsideration must contain a aetailed 
statement of the factual and legal grounds upon which 
reversal or modification is deemed warranted, specifying 
any errors of law made or information not previously con- 
siaerea. 4 C.F.k. S 21.12(a). While Uniserv argues that 
it did not raise the issue it now raises because it was not 
until “subsequent dlSCUSSiOnS” tnat it learnea this basis 
for  protest, Uniserv aoes not state when or how it gained 
that knowleage. If we are to reconsiaer our decision that 
the protest was not timely filea, an essential fact we must 
know is the aate on wnicn Uniserv allegedly learnea of this 
protest basis and thus from whicn the protester believes 
timeliness snoula be measured. Uniserv’s general statement 
tnat the date was after the aate of its initial protest 
Simply provides no basis for our reconsidering the 
aecision. 

bniserv’s request for reconsideration is therefore 
aeniea. 

H&:ank General Counsel 


