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BY FACSIMILE
January 27, 2004

Mr. Gordon LaFortune
Grey, Clark, Shih and Associates, Limited
Barristers & Solicitors
901 – 100 Sparks Street
Ottawa, Ontario
K1P 5B7
Dear Mr. LaFortune:
	Re:
	Solicitation Number V7587-03-0001/A
CSI Consulting Inc. (File No. PR-2003-074)


The Canadian International Trade Tribunal (the Tribunal) (Panel: Meriel V.M. Bradford, Presiding Member; Pierre Gosselin, Member; Zdenek Kvarda, Member) has reviewed the complaint submitted on behalf of CSI Consulting Inc. (CSI) and has decided not to initiate an inquiry into this complaint.

Subsection 6(2) of the Canadian International Trade Tribunal Procurement Inquiry Regulations (the Regulations) reads, in part, that a complaint must be filed with the Tribunal “within 10 working days after the day on which the potential supplier has actual or constructive knowledge of the denial of relief”.
CSI was initially notified by Public Works and Government Services Canada (PWGSC) on November 17, 2003, that its proposal did not comply with the mandatory security requirements of the Request for Proposal. On November 18, 2003, CSI wrote to PWGSC, objecting to this evaluation and asking to have this decision overturned. On two occasions over the next three weeks, amid other correspondence and issues, PWGSC addressed the security concern by stating that, while CSI had a security clearance for one of its facilities, the facility that was a member of the Supply Arrangement under which this procurement was being competed was not in possession of the necessary clearances. As there were other matters being addressed, these elements of the respective pieces of correspondence may not have been clear concerning the status of CSI’s proposal regarding this particular subject. However, on December 19, 2003, as per attachment 1 of the complaint filed with the Tribunal on January 21, 2004, PWGSC advised CSI that it had “re‑examined the question of whether [its] proposal demonstrated compliance with the mandatory security requirement and have concluded that [its] proposal remains non-compliant”.
In the Tribunal’s opinion, the letter of December 19, 2003, provided CSI with denial of relief and, in order to be considered timely, a complaint would have had to have been filed with the Tribunal by January 7, 2004. As CSI’s complaint was not filed with the Tribunal until January 21, 2004, the Tribunal finds that the complaint was not filed within the required time limits established by subsection 6(2) of the Regulations.
In light of the foregoing, the Tribunal will not conduct an inquiry into this complaint and considers the matter closed.
Yours sincerely,

Michel P. Granger
Secretary
