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Decision re; Arctic Engineers and constructors Global Marine
Development Inc.; Global Marine, Inc.; by Robert F. Keller,
Acting Comptrcller Gen6ral.

Issue Area. Fedora! Procurement of Goods and Services (1900)
Contact: Cffice of the General Counsel: Procurament Law II.
Budget FuTrltion: General Government: Other General Government

(806)
Organizatin Caoncerled: Coast Guard.
)uthority: 4 C.F.R. 20.2(b)(1). 4 C.F.R. 20.9. B-187310 (1977)

B-187403 (1977). B-187e21 (1977).

The protesters requested reconsideration ef the
dismissal of their protest of a proposed contract avard as
untimely. The prior decision vAs affirmed since the protest was
based on alleged specification defects aud not on an alleged
improper rejection cf the protester's proposal. TIe erior
decision was not factually or legally erroneous. (Author/SC)
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FILE: 3-189948 DATE: September 27, 1977

MATTER OF: Arctic Enginenrs and Constructors/Global Morine
:' >Development Inc./Global Marine, Inc.

DIGEST:

Prior decision dismissing protest as untimely because not
filed prior to closing date for receipt of prtposals is
affirmed since protest was based on alleged specification
defects and not on alleged improper rejection of protester's
proposalland prior decision therefore is not factually or
legally erroneous.

Lrctic Engineers and Cbnstriuctora/Giobal Development Inc./
Global Mdrinp, Inc. (Arctic) requests Teconsideration of our
decision i-189948, August 30, 1977, 77-2 CPD 163, dismissing as
untimely Arctic's protest o. the proposed award of a contract
ruder request for proposals (RFP) No. GC-74401-A, by the United
States Coast Guard.

In that decision we bvold tnat the protest, which was based
or alleged specification do iciancies, was untimely filed because
it was not filed prior to tne closing 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 premises its request for reconsideration on the
rejecflon of its 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
rejecting the proposal.

Requests for reconsideration will be honored only where it
is shown that the original decision contained an error of fact
or law. 4 C.F.R. 20.9; Uniioval. inc.--iequest for reconsideration,
3-187310, B-187403, January 14, 1977, 77-1 CPD 33; Ziegler, Inc.--
Request for Reconsideration, B-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
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B-189948

went to alleged rpscification defects, and 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 on reconsidaration. See Shnitzer, Handljng
Bid Protests Before GAO/EditLon II, Briefing Papers 77-4,
August 1977.

The request for reconsideration is denied.

Acting Cod trnhle t rn -
of the United States
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