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MATTER OF:  \.sier Safe Company

DIGEST:

1. Whether specification requirements are met
during performance of contract is a matter of
contract administration which GAO will not
consider.

2. Bidder's ability to perform contract according
to specifications is a matter of responsibility
and GAO does not review a contracting officer's
affirmative determination of responsibility
except in limited circumstances not applicable
here.

Mosler Safe Company (Mosler) protests the award to Art
Metal USA, Inc. (Art Metal), of any extension of contract
No. GS-00S-58102 (a multiple~award Federal Supply Schedule
contract) and the award of a contract to any firm other
than Mosler under solicitation No. YNP-CL-1336-N-2-23-83
issued by the General Services Administration (GSA).

Mosler contends that it is the only company that currently
produces hand-change combination locks meeting the
applicable specifications for class 6 uninsulated security
filing cabinets. Mosler contends that GSA has reversed its
1977-78 determination that Art Metal could not meet
requirements for security filing cabinets with hand-change
locks, despite confirming that nothing has changed with
respect to the availability of these locks since that

time. Under these circumstances, the extension of contract
-58102 and the award to any company other than Mosler of
any contracts under the solicitation would be arbitrary and
capricious to the extent they involve security filing
cabinets with hand-change combination locks.

To the extent Mosler contends that Art Metal is not
capable of supplying a conforming product under its current
contract, Art Metal's compliance with its obligations under
the provisions of its contract is a matter of contract
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administration and is not for resolution under our Bid
Protest Procedures, 4 C.F.R. part 21 (1983). See Hunt
Manufacturing Co., B-211563, May 20, 1983, 83-1 CPD 544;
Gulf Systems Inc., B-210080, January 6, 1983, 83-1 CPD 12,

To the extent that Mosler contends that a contract
should not be awarded to Art Metal or any company other
than Mosler because of any other company's inability to
comply with the specification requirements, it is raising a
question of responsibility, that is, the ability of a firm
to perform a contract according to the specifications. The
contracting officer must determine that a prospective
contractor is responsible before awarding a contract to any
company, and our Office does not review an affirmative
determination of responsibility absent a showing that the
contracting officer acted fraudulently or in bad faith, or
that definitive responsibility criteria in the solicitation
have not been met. See Sargent & Greenleaf, Inc.,
B-212701, October 20, 1983, 83-2 CPD 470, and cases cited.
Neither exception is applicable here.

The protest is dismissed.
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Harry R. Van Cleve
Acting General Counsel





