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GAO will not review SBA determination to
issue COC, which is conclusive with respect
to firm's respongibility. Therefore,
request for review should be referred

to SBA,

Keco Industries, Ine. (Keco), protests the award
of a contract by the United Stat=zs Army to Wedj,
Inc., undecr solicitation No. DAAK0O1l-78-5-1237. The
award was made after a certificate of competéncy
(COC) regarding Wwedj's respon81b1li*; was issued
by the Small Business Administration (SBA). Keco
presents certain information concerning Wedj's
association with another firm, Frigitemp Corporation,
which Xe& > contends was not reviewed by either the
contracting officer or the SBA. Keco arques that
such information should have had a serious adverse
impact upon the consideration of Wedj's respcnsibility
and, therefore, upon the propriety of the issuance
of the COC.

. our Office wil) not review an SBRA determinatinn
under 15 U.S.C, § 637(b)(7) (1976), as amended by
Pub. L. No. 95-89, § 501, 91 Stat. 533, which gives
that =gency the avthority to issue or deny a COC.
Crawford Development and Man.facturing, R-188110,

March 15, 1977, 77-1 CPD 193. ‘Therefore, the
protester should refer the request for review
to the SBA.

Keco also states that it has been advised
by the contracting officer that notwithstanding
the impact of the subject information, the Army
is bound under the procurement regulations by the
SBA's issuance of the COC. Keco contands that the
COC is not binding on the Army absent the denial
of sn appeal by the contracting ofricer taken
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under Armecd Services Prociarement Requlatic.: (ASPR)

§ 1-705.4(f) (1976 ed.), ond urless all relevant
information is considered, Houever, the cited
reqgulation provides a mechod by which a contract-
ing officer who has substantial doubts as to a
concern's ability to perforim can appeal a tentative
decision by the SPA to issue a COC. See B-170102,
December 2, 1970. Whether an appeal is taken is

a matter »ithin the discretion of the contracting
officer. The actual issuance of a COC is con~
¢lusive with respact to the firm's responsibility,
15 U.s.C. § 637(b)(7)(C) (1976), as amended, subject
only to reassessment by the SBA if deemed appropriate.

The protest is otherwise dismissed.

Paul G. Démbling
General Counsel






