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1. Whether to retest, re-examine or remove product
from Qua)ified Products List is decision for
QPL-preparinq activity, and no information has
k-eon presented in present case to show that
decision to retain firm's product on QPL lacked
reasonable basis.

2. Protester contends that bidders intend to
furnish nonspecification or nonqualified com-
ponents in their qualified products. IFB's did
not require bidders to identify manufacturers
of ccmr'onents in their I'is, and bids did not
take any exception to specifications. In these
circumstances, oids arc responsive.

13. Where bids are responsive, questica whether
bidders will furnish products in conformity
with specifications relates to bidders
responsibility and to contract edministration.
Affirmative determinations of remponsibility
are not reviewed by GAO except in circumstance!.
not present here, and contract adsninistr tion
is function of contracting agency.

McTntyre Engineering Company, Inc. (McIntyre),
has protested concerning invitations for bids (U'1's)
lPos. 1-00l04-77-B-1116, 1100104-78-3-0022 and 210o3104-
78-a-0096 (issued by the Naval Regional Procurement
Office, P3hiladelphia, Pennsylvania) and request for
proposals (nFP) No. N00102-77-R-7307 (issued by the
Portsmouth, blew Hawvshlire, Neval Shipyard). The
procurements involve certain coolinq coils arid cooler
units.

With reference to IFB's -0022 and -0096 and
the RFP, the protester contends essentially that
the bids and proposal submitted by Colmac Coil
Manufacturing, Inc. (Colmac), should have been



4 I I~~~W

-] 1 3 6 2

rej.Žcted because the product offered by Colmac
had noL heen properly included on the epplicaole
Qualified Products ist (QPL) by the Wavy.

In Mclnt re Enqinecrinr Company, inc., B-190136,
Mlarch 7, T{F7W7R-1 CPD 177, wc consideIe the same
contintion with reference to C.lmac bids on several
ccrl icr 30itc:Lations. we pointed out that the
Colmac product was list:ed on the OPL and that the
Colmac bids, which offered without exception to
furnish products in conpiiance with the specifi-
cations, vere responsive. We also noted that because
of qtiC!Sticans %l.hich had been raised concerning the
Qrr listing, the flavy was conductinq an investi-
gation to cletermine whether Colmac's product should
be retaincd on the QPL.

In this regard, the Naval Ship Engineering
Center (NAVSEC) has reported that as a result of
the irvosticaation, Criliac will be retained on the
(,PL. Atr'ong other things, :AVSEC has pointed out
that in a performance test the Colmac unit exceeded
specificatiicn requirements as to capacity, and
.hat Colmac di-Airaltns reflecting tube spacing, fin
wi.dtlP and other critical dimenzions had bees.
revikwied and approved.

It is well established that whether a qualified
produc;t hoiitd he re-examined or rutestod, or romoved
rron Hir, ('P1%, i, a mattwr primarily for determinat:on
by tihe 'JPL-preparing activity (irs th.s instance.
NAvfr[c)I See Galbraith-Pilot Mlarine Cornoration,
56 Corp. Gen. 183, 1., (197A) , hr.-2 CPD 4118, and
dcuinions C.it'!C thetein. The protester's only response
to the information furnished byl iAVSEC is in effect
a repetition of its earlier arqument that proper
procedlures wrcc not follczr2d at the Lime the Colinac
product was or•:inally placed on the Q)PL. In this
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detcitmination to retain Colmac on the OPL lacks
a reasonable lbasis.

Further, examination of the Colmac bids and
proposal does not reveal that: any exceptions to the
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specifications were taken therein. In these circLlrn-
stances, as pointed out in our decision of March 7,
1978, supra, the question whether Colmac will furnish
products in conformity with the specifications during
contract performance relates to Colmaa:'s responsibility
and to matters of contract administration. Affirmative
determinations of responsibility are not reviewed
by our Office except in circumstances not. present
here, and contract administration is the function
of the contracting agency.

The protester raises an additional issue CL:-.
cerniig Colmac's bid under IP3 -0096. McIntyre alleges
that Colmac is offtrinq a fan motor which does not
have a bearing pullina feature required by the fan
motor specification. In support of this, the protester
points out that Colmac recently purchased some fan
,iotors from Joy Manufacturing Company (Joy) which
do not have the bearing pulling feature. A related
issue concerns the low bid under IF] -1116, which
was submitted by Nuclear Cooling, Inc./Mlarlo Cod1
(Nuclear). The protester alleges that correspondence
submitted by Nuclear in connection with the protest
clearly shows that Nuclear did not i:tend to furnish
with its unit a Joy fan--the only fan which had
been qualified with the unit. McIntyre asserts that
Nuclear's intention to use a fan being produced by
anc-her company clearly renders its bid nonresponsive.

We note that neither IFB required bidders to
identify in their bids the manufacturers of the fans
or fan motors which would be supplied with their
qualified products. Moreover, neither Colmac's nor
Nuclear's bid took any exception to the specifica-
tions in this respect. In these circumstances, the
bids are responsive. See e-174440, December 10, 1971.
Like the other contentions rained b" M'cIntyre, these
issues go to the responsibility of the bidders and
to matters of contract administration. For the record,
both bidders furnished statements to the contracting
officer after bid oDeninc affirming 'heir intention
to comply with n1l the specifications. T., addition,
whether chancges in ithe componunts of the qualified
products call for retesting or re-examinationj is,
as already noted, a matter for determination by NAVSEC
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The protest is denied.

Dfeputv Comptroller General
of the United States




