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DECISION

Coggins & Associates protests the decision of the General
Services Administration (GSA) to disregard the protester's
otfer to waive rescoration exoenses under its existing lease
with GSA in the evaluation of Coggins' proposed price for a
new lease under solicitation for offers (SFO) No. RMS-9102s,
for office and related space.

We dismiss the protest as untimely.

In its proposal, Coggins offered the same space which it
currently leases to GSA and stated that the ''[blidder is
current lessor to this agency under Lease No. GS-048-28223.
If our bid is accepted, we will forgive section 16 of Lease
No. GS-043-28223 calling for restoration of property back to
retail space." In other words, Coggins offered to forgive
the restoration cost which Coggins states GSA is obligated
to pay under the existing lease if this cost were deducted
from its proposed price for the new lease. GSA refused to
consider this cost forgiveness in evaluating Coggins' price.

Coggins argues that the evaluation scheme set forth in the
solicitation "envisions 'adjustments' submitted by offerors"
and argues that the restoration charge forgiveness language
in its offer was a pricing adjustment which the agency was
obligated to consider.

The solicitation required offerors to propose firm, fixed
prices and did not permit adjustments of the type proposed
by Coggins. The evaluation scheme set forth in the
solicitation only permitted adjustments for operating
expenses over the term of the lease. Since no other
adjustments were listed in the solicitation, while Coggins
,argues that the solicitation contained "no prohibitions
against" its proposed price adjustment, Coggins was on
notice that otter a-justments were not contemplated.

:Moreover, in an Auoust 10 letter submittecd before proposals
were due, the prot-ester as:er i. -:.- arqency would adjust
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Because Coggins objects to the terrrs of ch-- £c :. :j,4 o::,
was required to protest prior to the clcsinq txmel. s.-e fto
receipt of initial proposals. *t C.F, R. ; 2 .2(5) I('i (S!-);
Enaelhard Corp., B-237824, Mar. 23, 1990, 't-1 :,'D C 324.
Because Coggins did not protest utintl aftc: t.: -: ::.
rejected, its protest is untcmel;.
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.. .continued)
prices under th:.." : :ticn based on re-toration cost..
associated with i, .:. ease. Also before the
submission of prop.c -i, in August 30 conferenf e, which
was attended by Cog:.n' reoresentatives, Lhe ariency
responded that; n. .-, 2...ants tor restoratie:, ''D5tn. would be
madie .
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