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Saptember 4, 1973

Altaixr Enterprises, Inc,

2589 Seppala Blvd,

¥orth St, Paul, Minnesota 33109 BFQT 0o
Attentiont Mr, O. Dals Muxray - CUMENT AVAILABLE

Presidant

Centienens

. We sre in reseipt of your telagrawm dated May 25, 1973, and
subscquent correspandence, protesting the administrative procedures
employed by the Emall Business Admintetyation (SBA) 1n desviing your
corporation a Cartificate of Competency (COIC) wvnder fnvitution for
bids (IFB) N00197-73-B-0215, issued by tha Naval Ordanance Station,

Jouisvilla, Xentucky.

The low bid was submitted by your corporation,  Based upon a
preavard survey conducted by the Defense Coatracts Administration 8srvice
District, Twin Citiex, Minnesota, tha contracting officer determined
that Altair wau nonresponaible as to doth cradit and ecapacity, Sinca
Altair wzs a suall business concern, tho contracting officer then raferrad
the question o Altair's coopetency to the SBA Regional Office in Chicago,
wvhich 4n turn advised Altair of thae referral and informad 4t of what

actions vere required of it to apply for a COC,

Altady f£1le! an application for a COC on April 24, 1973, togethar
with supporting cocimentation, Investipation aw to the "cepacity" of
Altair to perfor the proposed procuremont was ¢onducted by the SilA
Distrivt Office, ldnnenpolis, Minnesota., 7heir report found Altair
to possess the requisite capacity and recommended issunnce of a COC,
Yurther investipation of Altair's "credit' vas conducted hy the SBA
Chicago Regional Offize, Their deterndnntion was that Altair had the
mecessary credit to pexform und recoswended iscuaunce of a COC,

. m May 8, 1973, the Chicapo COC Review Cocuaittee found that, in
4ts opinion, Altair had the requisite capacity and;credit and recommended
{gevancn of a COC. DBy memorandum dated May 8, 1973, the Regfonal
Director recommended issusince of a COC and forwarded the file to
the Centrsl Office /SBA/Washiagton/. This vas nacessary becauve =
the amount of tha contract excesded $250,000, and Rogional Dirvevvors:
are not authorizcd to issue COC's where the dollar apount of the
contract involved exceeds $250,000, By letter dated May 10, 197),
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G. Dale Mirray, Prasident of Altair, submitted add{tione)l fiuvformi2iom
vegarding Alcair's qualificatiins to the S0 Central 0ffics,
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The f£ile wvae reviswved fn Che. Cantrel 0%i'ice and 12 was detsrainsd
that, basad upon the record bafors the DA, Altairx lacked both the
RaCassdry capacity and eradit,  Based upon this deterwmiuation, the
COC Neview Comittes In ths Central Office recoxmendad dauial of the
COC, and on lay 17 ths application vas denind, (u thin save date, both
tha contracting officer and the Reginnal Director, Chicngo, verae notified
of the denial, Mr, Hurray of Altair aleo learned of the daunial on
Moy 17, On that sume date, at 43148 p.m,, EST, he sent o fealeyran
to the Central .Ntfica requesting a deluy {n the decision for the stated
resuon that "#:# & there is probability of visunderatunding or ndsintarpra-
tation regarding significant matter," .

Mr, Yurray then visited thu Central Qffice and recelvod an explanatinng
of the reasons for tha denial, Hr, Murray avserted that Altair could
obtain the vecessary credit and pvoperly produce the {tems being sought.

He wvas informad that SBA had taken final actien on his application

tut that he could go to the Navy contracting officer and try to astablish
Altair's yveaponaibility, He vas further inforned that SBA would

consider his application further if the Navy contracting officer rereferred
the mattar to the SBA,

A plea was then made to & reprosentative ol the Off{ce of tha
Avsintant Socretary of the lavy to allow Altair to be afforded another
boaring before SBA on all information relevant to tha imssue at hand,
However, tha Navy did not see it to grant Altair's requast, ‘Therefore,
Altair has protested to our Office alleging thut the final SBA judgment
vay pagsed without reviev of all of the facts, and that attempts to
nake them aveilable werc iguored, Altair sezks, as a neans of relief,
to have our (ffice direct SRA to again review their submitta) vhich now
includes the additional material not previcusly examined by SUA,

With vecpect to the propriety of the SBA's actiono, the record
shovs that the question of your responsibility was submitted to SLA
pursuant to Axmed Sexvices Procurement Regulation 1-705,4(c) and that
agency, in coniideration of all fnformation contained in the £ile,
declined to isrue a COC, BBA has authority under 15 U,.4.C. 637(b)(7)
to {ssue or deny COC's, aud our Office has no authority to review 5BA
deterninations or require it to issun & COC, See B177088, April 3,
1973; B175970, July 18, 1972; and B176804, September 6. 1912,

decordingly, and since we sre unable to ba of assistane to yuu
in this mattex, your protest muat ba donied, ..

Sincercly yours,
. Paul @, Dembling
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For t’.he; : Comptroller Cenaral
of tho United Statas
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