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[Reconsideration of Un¢isely Protest]. B-18959U8. Septembaer 27,
1977. 2 pp.

Decision re: Arctic Engineers and construstors: Global Marine
Developrment Inc.; Glcbal Marine, Irc.; by Robert F. Keiler,
cting Comptrcller Geneval,

Issue Area: Pederal Frocuremeni of Goods and Services (1900).

Contact: Cffice of the General rfountel: Procurament Law I[I.

Budget Funrtion: General Government: Other General Government
{(806) .

Organizaticn Concerned: Coast Guard.

Puthority: 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b)(1). 4 C.P.R. 20.9. B-187310 (1977) .
B-187403 (1977). B-187821 (197%;.

The protesters requested reconzideration ~f the
disaissal of their protest of a proposed contract award as
untimely. The prior decision vus affirmed since the protest was
based on alleqged specification defects and not on an alilsged
improper rejection cf the protester's proposal. Tre zrior
decision was not factually or legally erroneouve. (Author/ScC)
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‘Global Haxiﬂr, Inc. (Arctic) requests reconsideration of our
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DECISION

FILE: B§-189948 DATE: Septesber 27, 1%77

MATTER OUF: Arctic Enginecrs and Constructors/Global Marine

Development Inc,/Clobal Marine, Inc,
DIGEST:

Prior dezision dismissing protest as untimely lecause not

filed prior to closing data for receipt of prrposals is

affirmed since protest was bdased on alleged specification

defeacts and not on alleged improper vejection of protester's
pyoposal’ and prior decision therefore is nqt factually or . .-
'legally erroneous, .

Lrctic Enginders and Constructoralclobnl Dov.lopment Tnc /

decision B-189948, August 30, 1977, 77-2 CPD 153, dismissing as
untimely Arctic's protest o. the proposed award of a contract
rnder request for prcposala (RFP) No. GC-?&GOI-A, by the United
States Coast Guard.

In that decision we byld tnat the protest, which was based
on. alleged specification de'iciancies, was untimely filed because
it-was not filed prior to the cloaing date for receipt of initial
proposals as prescribed by section 20.2(b)(:) of our Bid Protest
Procedures, 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b)(1) (1977).

Arctic now pramises its. request for recons*deration on the
rejec-ion of iis proposal and states that it only learned of the
rejection shortly before the protest was filed. The original
protest, however, was directed solely to various alleged defects
in the specification, and not to any improper agency action in
rajecting the proposal.,

Requests for reconsideration will be honcred only whfre it
is shown that the original decision contained an error of fact
or law. & C.F.R. 20.9; Unitoyal, Inc.--tequest for reconsideration,
B-187310, B-187403, Janusry l4, 1977, 77-1 CPD 33; Ziegler, Inc.--
Request for Reconsideration, 8-187821, June 17, 1977, 77-1 CPD 437.

Although it was the Coast Guard's rejection of Arctic's proposal
that precipitated the protest, the fact remains that the protest




B-189948

went to allaged epecification defects, aud as such was clearly
untimely., Moreover, to the extent Arctic might suggest that we
Should now consider its protest as going to rejection of its
proposal, we point out that new issues will not be considered
for the first time cn veconsidaration., See Shnitzer, Handling

Bid Protests Before GAQO/Edition II, Briefing Papers 77-4,

August 1977,

The request for reconsideration is denied.
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) ‘Acting Comptroller Gene‘r‘a‘[
of the United States





