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1. Protest regarding negotiation date, filed more
than 10 days after date was "unilaterally
imposed" by procuring agency, is untimely.

2. Protest alleging that, during negotiations,
procuring agency placed "inordinate reliance"
on responses of one individual is summarily
denied because individual in gquestion was
authorized to negotiate for offeror and, at
time of evaluation, was proposed project
director.

The Louisiana Center for the Public Interest (LCPI)
protests{ the cancellation of a regquest for proposals
for bi-regional advocacy service by the Administration
on Aging, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW). After negotiating with LCPI on the basis of a
conditionally acceptable proposal, which it determined
could not be made acceptable, HEW canceled the solici-
tation, No. 105-79-3007, because no other technically
acceptable proposals had been submitted.

LCPI states that it received notice of the can-
cellation on May 7, 1979; it immediately inquired about
procedures for appealing HEW's decision to cancel and
requested copies of evaluation documents, receiving
some on May 22, 1979, and the remainder on May 31,
1979. .
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LCPI also protests the manner in which negotiations
were conducted. Specifically, LCPI states that discus-
sions were held on March 21, 1979, a date when its
attorney could not attend. Thus, LCPI argues, it was
denied the "right to be represented by counsel.®

For the following reasons, we are dismissing the
protest in part and summarily denying the rest.
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The protest regarding the date of negotiations
is untimely. Our Procedures require that protests
be filed--defined as received--in this Office within
10 days after the basis for them is known or should
have been known, whichever is earlier. 4 C.F.R. §

20.2(b)(2) (1979). LCPI did not file its protest

until June 5, 1979, more than 10 days after the
negotiation date was "unilaterally imposed" by HEW.
We note, however, that there is no right to counsel
in negotiation of Government contracts, and that LCPI
rejected two earlier dates suggested by HEW.

LCPI further alleges that, during negotiations,
HEW placed "inordinate reliance" on the responses of
its Executive Director, the proposed project director,
and either excluded or misinterpreted remarks by the
President of the Board. LCPI states that the Execu-
tive Director resigned on May 3, 1979; it therefore
urges that the solicitation be reinstated and negotia-
tions be recpened, so that LCPI will be able to "clari-
fy and correct"” erroneous assumptions made by HEW.

" Although we consider this objection timely (because
HEW's opinion of the project director may not have been
apparent until LCPI received the evaluation documents),
we do not believe the organization has stated a valid
ground for protest. In its proposal, LCPI listed the
Executive Director, as well as the President of the
Board, as authorized to negotiate. HEW can hardly be
faulted for negotiating with an authorized spokesman or
for evaluating his ability to direct a project when, at
the time of evaluation, he was proposed for that posi-
tion. HEW canceled the solicitation on April 26, 1979,
before the individual in question resigned.

We ' find LCPI's protest is untimely in part and
without legal merit otherwise. See Murphy Anderson
Visual Concepts, Inc., B-191850, June 15, 1978, 78-1

" CPD 438. We therefore are dismissing it in part and

summarily denying the rest without benefit of a full
report from HEW. Id., Reconsideration, July 31, 1978,

78-2 CPD 79. _
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