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UNITED STATES SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 
OFFICE OF HEARlNGS AND APPEALS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

21212 21215 6873 

MED Trends, Inc. 

Appellant 
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) 
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) 
) 
) 
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) 
) 

Docket No. VET-20IO-06f4-17 

Solicitation No. DOLII0-RP-20830 
Department of Labor 
Procurement Services Center 
Washington, D.C. 

AGENCY RESPONSE 

The Small Business Administration (SBA or Agency), by and through its rep ,sentative 

Christopher~. Clarke, hereby submits its Response to the Appeal Petition filed by MfD Trends" 

Inc. (MED or Petitioner) seeking reversal of the Agency's determination that Petition' r is 

ineligible to represent itself as a Service-Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business C eem 

(SDVO SSC) as that term is defined by 15 U.S.C. § 632(q) and 13 C.P.R. § 125.8(g) 

Facts ' , , I ' 
Solicitation No. D0L110-RP-20830 was issued as a 100% SDVO SBf set-aside 

,~y 'the Department of Labor (DOL) on October 30,2010. Petitioner was the successr offeror 

and on April 15, 2010 all unsuccessful offerors were notified by email. (Protest File ~xh. 9] On 

April 19, 20ro, Addx, Inc. submitted a protest to the contracting officer (CO) Challe~ging the 
~ I 

SDVO SBC status ofMED. (Protest File Exh. 10 atp. 11. On April 20,2010 umgView Evolvent , 
I 

Solutions, Inc., also submitted a protest to the contracting officer. [Protest File Exh. ,Oat p. 
--- j 
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149). On May 20, 2010, SBA notified Petitioner of the protest and request for informaJn. 
. I 

[Pr~test File Exh. 6]. On May 26, 2010, Petitioner responded. [Protest ~ile Bxh. 5]. B,ed on 

information contained in the protests and the information being provided by Petitioner, JSBA 
I 

requested additional information from MED and in each instance MED responded. [PrQtest File 

I 
Exh. 2, 3, 4]. On June 15,2010, Karen Hontz, Director, Office of Govemment Contracpng 

(Director), issued her decision that Petitioner was not an eligible SDVO SBC. The Di~ctor . 

stated '~e following in her decision letter; I 
. . . . . ~ -

Given the information provided, there is insufficient evidence to support a . I 
conclusion that Mr. Spivey is in control of firm as required by SBA regulations. 
By MIl's own account Mr. Spivey does little more on a day-to-daY.'basis than I 

I 

answer emails and telephone calls from his home. Further, he has pDeviously I 
certified to SBA as part of his In's participation in the 8(a) BD Program that ~e 
devotes himself full-time to managing and conducting the business affairs ofiliat 
company. While there is not full-time devotion requirement to be an eligible j 
SDVQ SBC, there is a requirement that a service disabled veteran be actively I 

" . involved and in control of the firm . That control means both the long term I 
. decision making and conducting the day-to-day management of the firm. MTI has 

not demonstrated that Mr. Spivey controls the firm. [Protest File Exh. I at p. 5~6). 

On June 24, 2010, Petitioner 'filed the eurrentAppeal: [Appeal Petition]. 

I 
I 

Petitioner's Argument 

Petitioner argues that the Director's decision that it was notan eligible/SDVQ 
I 

. SBC at the time of is offer is in error. Petitioner argues that Mr. Kervin Spivey (Mr. ~pivey) does 

control the flrm. Petitioner 'argues that he controls both the long telm decision makinJ'and day­

to-day operations of the finn. [Appeai Petition at p. 9-10). Petitioner argues that the)~ that Mr. 
1 

Spivey is the owner, President, and Chief Executive Officer of another firm, Jen-esis l 
, 

Communications, Inc. (JCI), is no! relevant. [Appeal Petition at p. 10]. Petitioner arJes that the 
I 

fact the JEN is a participant in SBA's Sea) Business Development (BD) PIlogram an~that Mr. 
. . 
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Sp;"", h~ ,b",,"~ Md "'" .".." "rofi"';,~ .... rep=~"';~ " SBA .... " 1. 
I 

program is irrelevant to whether he controls MED. [Appeal Petition at p. II). ! 
Petitioner argues, citing Matter of DooleyMack Government Contracting, LLCJ SBA No. 

. i 

VET 159 at 5-6, that SBA erroneously went beyond the regulations in 13 C.f.R. 125.lf in 

rendering its decision. [Appeal Petition at p. 12, 14, 15] Petitioner further ~es that tiere is no 

requirement for the SDVO sse program that Mr. Spivey not have outside empIOymen~. [B.] 
. ! . , 

Petitioner argues that Mr. Spivey is actively involved in the firm's operation based on re 

~tements made by Mr. Spivey. [Appeal Petition at p. 13-14]. Petitioner argues that tbfre is no 
" :' .... I . 

need for Mr. Spivey to be involved with the day-to-day affairs of how contracts are petformed, 

because this industry is different than construction. [Id. at p. 14). Petitioner· argues thal SSA' s 

decision did not give enough deference to the statements made by Mr. Spi'\!ey. [Id. at . 16]. 

Petitioner also argues, citing 13 C.F.R. § 125.13, that SSA regulatians suppo a finding 

that Mr. Spivey controls MED because the rule states that 8(a) program participants ayalso . , . . . ,. 
qualify as SDVO SBCs. [Id. at p. 16]. 

-) 

I 
, . 

Standard of Review 

• 
ORA may not overturn an Agency decision regarding the SDVO SSC progrt unless 

that decision was based on a clear error offact or law. 13 C.F.R .. § 134.508; Matter crEason 

Enterprises' OKC LLe and Advanced Environmental So/utions.1nc., SBA No. SDV-/02 (2005). 

In applying this standard of review, one Federal court has stated that the fact "that rekonable 
. I 

minds may differ on the wisdom of" a particular decision "does not mean that the debision is 

clearly erroneous or contrary to law." Human Electronics. Inc. v. International Ezec~onicS. Jnc., 
. ! 

slip op. at I, (N.D.N.V. May 19, 2005) (No. S:03-CV-131S). 
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Mo"".~. u OHA ;""''''' d~l"'" m'" 00''''' ,f."...,., ,fSDVO SBC L". 
determinations: 

. The standard of review for SDVO SBC appeals is whether the 
[Director's) determination was based on a clear error offact or 
law ... In determining whether there is a clear error of fact or law, 
OHA does not evaluate whether a concern met the eligibility' 
concerns of 13 C.F.R. §§ 125.9 and 125.10 de 1I0VO. Rather,OHA 
reviews the record to determine whether the [Director) based his 
decision upon a clear error of fact or law .. , Consequently, I will 
disturb the [Director's) determination only if! have a definite and 
firm conviction the [Director] erred in making a key finding of law 
or fact. 

I 
J 

1 
I 

I 
! 
I 

I 
i 

l 
I 

Marrer of Cedar Electric, Inc IPride Enterprises. Inc. , .IV SBA No. I 
VET-129 at p. 4 (2008) (hereinafter Matter ofCEIIPEI JV). 

Furthermore, in assessing whether the Agency's decision in an SDVO SBC pr~test was 

based on an error of fact or law, the "Judge may not admit evidence beyontl. the writte~ protest 
1 

' file nor permit any form of discovery." D C.F,R. §134.512, Appeals ofSDVO SB1 protests 

must instead "be decided solely on a review of the evidence in the, written protest mel arguments . 

made in the appeal petition and response(s) filed thereto." Id. j 

Agency's Argument 

I. 

THE DIRECTOR'S DETERMINATION THAT PETITIONER Is NOT 
CONTROLLED BY A SERVICE-DISABLED VETERAN IS CORRECT AND 

IS NOT CLEARLY ERRONCOUS OR CONTRARY TO LAW 

I 

I 
I 
i 
1 

The Director' 5 determination that MED is not controlled by a service-disablef veteran is 

correct SBA regulations require that a service-disabled veteran control th~ firm. 13 J.F .R. § 

125.10. SBA's regulations require that the management and daily business operatio~ ofan 

i 
! 
I 

4 I 
I 
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1 

SDVO SBC must be controlled by one or more service-disabled veterMS. 13 C.F.R. § ~25.l O(a). 

For purposes of the SDVO SBC program in order to control a concern, the service-dis+led 
, 

veterM must hold the highest officer position in the concern. 13 C.FR § us, lO(b), TI/e service-

service disabled veterM miLst also possess managerial experience of the extent and ci:)[~plexity 
I· 

needed to run the concern. rd. Additionally, when the concern takes the fom of a corptration 
. , 

one or more service disabled veterans must control the Board of Directors, 13 C.F.R. §1 

125.10~~). In order to control the Board of Directors SBA regulations requU:e that; i 
(I) One of more service-disabled veterans own at least 51 % of all voting stock 6f 
the concern, are on the Board of Directors and have the percentage of voting s¥ck 
n~essary to overcome a?y super ~ajority vot~g re~uirements; or (2) Service-! 
dlsabled veterans compnse the maJonty of voting directors through actual .. , I 

numbers or, where permitted by state law, through weighted voting. Id, J 
. ! 

In order to be M eligible SDVO SBC a concern must meet all the above requirements) 
. t 

I 
The Director found that MEO did not meet these requirements Md therefore sustained the 

I 

. protest. In her decision letter the Director stated, i 
I 

! 
Given the information provided, there is inSUfficient evidence to support a I 
conclusion that Mr. Spivey is in control of firm as required by SBA regula~ionr' 
By MTl's own account Mr. Spivey does little more on a day-to-day basis ~ 
answer emails Md telephone calls from his home, Further, he has previously \ 
certified to SBA as part of his JTI's participation in the 8(a) BO Program that he 
devotes himself full-time to managing and conducting the business affairs ofrpat 
compMY. While there is not full-time devotion requirement to be an eligible j' 

SOVO SSC, there is a requirement that a service disabled veterM be actively I 
involved and in control of the firm. That control means both the long term . 
decision making Md conducting the day-to-day management of the firm. MT~ has 
not demonstrated that Mr. Spivey controls the firm. 1 . , 

j 
The protests alleged that Mr. Spivey did not control Petitioner because there was evidence he 

-. . . - I , 
was the owner of an 8(a) participant, lCI. The Director concluded that Mr,' Spivey wf in fact the 

owner, CEO Md President of that firm. The Director stated the following in her lett~; 

There is evidence that Mr. Spivey is the owner, President and CEO, of JTI; a I 
participant in SSA's 8(a) BD Program. As a partiCipant in 8(a) BO Program ¥r. 

I 

I 
5 I 
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Spivey is required to "devote full-time to the business during the normal world 19 
hours of firms in the same or similar line of business." Further, "[a ]ny 1 
disadvantaged manager who wishes to engage in outside employmerit must noti~"y 
SBA of the nature and anticipated duration of the outside employment and obt:jn 
the prior written approval of SBA." There is no evidence that Mr. Spivey notifi~ 
SBA of his position at MTL [Protest File Exh, I at p. 5]. 1 

On appeal Petitioner argues that, the Director committed legal error when she rllied on , i 
previous declarations that Mr. Spivey has made as the owner and CEO ofJTI, an 8(aY~D 

Participant. [Appeal Petition at p. 15]. Petitioner argues that whether or not Mr. SpiveJ complied 

I 
with the regulations in 13 C.F.R. Part 124 is irrelevant to the determination of whether! Petitioner 

is ,an eli'gible SOVO SBC. [Appeal Petition at p. 15). In this case, Mr. Spivey has reprlsented and 

certified to the Federal Government that he is devoting himself full-time to ,running J1jL SBA 

~ot ignore this, and SBA cannot assume that Mr, Spivey is not complying with' th,preVio~ 
representations and certifications he has made, Therefore, it is reasonable to concludejthat given , 
his past representations and certifications, Mr. Spivey works full-time managing the fairs of 

JTI. I 
I 

Furthex, on Appeal Petitioner argues that that SBA regulations support a finditg that Mr. ' 

Spivey controls MEO because the rule states that 8(a) program participants may als~ '~ualifY as 
" 
"I 

SDVO SBCs.[Appeal Petition at p, 16] . This argument misstates that clear meaning qfSBA 
f 

regulations, SBA regulations state that an 8(~) Participant may also be an eligible SOW a SBC. In 
, I 

this case, the 8(a) participant is ITI, not Mr. Spivey, or the Petitioner. I 
Given that Mr. Spivey has previously stated that he is devoting himself full-tibe to 

, ", ', L . 
managing another firm. SBA sought additional information that might demonstrate that , , I 
Petitioner was an eligible SOVQ SBC. It is Petitioner's responsibility to provide the /evidence 

j 
necessary to demonstrate that it meets all the requirements and it is an eligible SOV J SBe. See 

Matter o/United Medical Design Builders. LLC, SBA No. Vet 197 at p. 10 (2010). this case 

6 
( 

I 
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SSA '00"'" '" "" req""'mm" of"" pro,,_ r" wbioh M<. Spi"", ... ""'" h< ~L " 
J 

devoting himself full-time to the management of m; the 8(a) BD Program. As noted, her 

Decision letter SBA's 8(a) BD rules specify that, "(aJny disadvantaged manager who ~shes to . . I 
engage in outside employment must notify SBA of the nature and anticipated duration pf the 

- . I . 

outside employment and obtain the prior written approval ofSBA." 13 C.F.R. § 124.1q6(a)(4). If . ' , 
Petitioner had been able to provide evidence that Mr. Spivey had sought and been giv~h approval 

I 

to perform work for the Petitioner in addition to working full-time for JTI; that would ~ve been 
( 

evidence that supported a conclusion that he was in control of Petitioner. There is no e}>i.dence 
I 

. I 
that Mr. Spivey attempted to get, or was given approval to work for Petitiorier, by SBA. This . . I 

inquiry is not irrelevant. Petitioner must supply SBA with sufficie~t evidence to supp~ ~ 
I 

conclusion that a service-disabled veteran controls the firm. In this case the Director hils 
I 

i 

concluded that Petitioner has not. j 

The only evidence provided by MED demonstrating that Mr, Spivey was in cohtrol of the 
I 

day-to-day management of the firm is the statement from Mr, Spivey himself. Howev~r, this 
. . . I 1 .. . i 

claim is not supported by any of the other information provided to SBA. Petitioner cllums that 
. . . '.' j 

SBA lacked the documentation to support its decision that Mr. Spivey was :not in c~ntol. . 

[Appeal Petitioner at pp 9-10J. SBA did seek to find some documentation or evidencJ to support 
1 

. I 

the claims of Mr. Spivey. SBA requested Petitioner's proposal, unemplo)ment tax filings, w-

2'5, and any other evidence that Petitioner could provide to demonstrate thitt a Servic1-disabled 
' . . . 1 

~et~an controls the firm. The information provided by Petitioner h~wever did not sutport its 

claim that Mr. Spivey does in fact control the firm, The unemployment tax recordsp4>vided and 
l 
I . 

~e W-2's created and provided by Petitioner both show that Mr. Spivey is not one o~the higher 

paid employees of the firm. [Protest File Exh. 4 at p. 7-24). While there is 'no reqUire~ent that 

7 
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1 
{ 

l 
Mr. Spivey be the highest paid; evidence that showed how much he worked and how tCh he 

was compensated could have shown that he was controlling the day-to-day operations of the 

finn. However, there was little if any independent documentation presented to support t decision , 

that M~. Spivey controlled the firm. There is evidence that Mr. Spivey works full-time }or 
, ., ./ . 

another firm, and the evidence provided by Petitioner shows that as an emplOyee OfMfD he is 

not one of the highest paid employees working for the finn. It was reasonable for the l*recto~ to 

1 
conclude that this evidence did not support Petitioner's assertion that Mr. Spivey was ih control 

! 

of the firm. j 

,. , 'SSA also sought a copy of Petitioner's proposal for the solicitation at issue in trder to 

find evidence of Mr. Spivey's control. As the Director noted the proposal for this conti-act lacked 

anYinformatio~ showing that Mr. Spivey would be involved in the perfomiance Of~it contact in 
·1 

a:ny way. "A review ofMTI's proposal on this solicitation also shows that according 'tb MTI, Mr. 

Spivey is not a key employee for this solicitation and is not part the management tean/ 
. I 

. responsible for overseeing the performance ofthe contract." [Protest File Exh. I at p. fJ. The 
- , j 

Director concluded that the proposal provided no evidence that Mr. Spivey is involved with the 
" , - - " '-I ' . 

firm's day-to-day management in any meaningful way. ' .. i 
l· -

Petitioner argues, without providing any evidence to support this claim in eitbfr the 
; I 

documents submitted before the Director's decision or now, that the business that MED is in, , 
I 

, I 

"involves a less supervision intense business enterprise (here it is informa~on teChnology support 

services) ... " [Appeal Petition at p. 13]. Petitioner also states that, 
I 
1 , 
I 

the Service-Disabled Veteran conducts the firm's financial and adJininistrativ~ 
affairs, manages the firm remotely, and that the Contract at issue i~ a contraC1J 
which, unlike a construction Contract, concerns highly-technical work deliveted 
on site by professional employees who themselves conduct on-site interaction 
with the government's representatives. [Id.] 

8 I , , 

P. 09/ 14 
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! 
There are several issues with Petitioner's argument here, The first being the unsubstan+ted . ' . 

claim that somehow the work being provided on this contract is in such a ca~acity difffent from 

construction that it requires little to no supervision. Petitioner has provided no eVidenci for why 

this contract should be treated differently, Petitioner has provided its own conclusion ~d 
" I 

suppositions only. Petitioner has just stated that "IT" is different without explaining wHy or how, 
,1 

Construction contracts, as opposed to say a contract for janitorial services, 40 in fact c~ncem , 

highly technical work delivered on site by professional employees. Constru~ting a bui+ing . 

requires lhe work of highly skilled individuals in many capacities, it requires architeccl, 

engin~ers , plumbers, electricians, iron workers, etc. All of this work require:s highly sJlled 

:~~PI;yees with many hours, if not years of experience. This work is provided on site ~y 
prof~SsiOnal employees during the ;erformance of construction proje~t. SBA regulati~ ~equire 
an ~tive management role. Petitioner'S argument for remote supervision and complet~ 

I 
delegation of management responsibility has no support in either SBA regulations or te 

decisions by OHA The same arguments that email contact, phone calls, and that highly skilled 

' ~mana~ers hired by the service-disabled veterans that would oversee projects as eVidel of . , 
'cb~trOl were made in the context of the construction contracts. As stated by OHA in due' case the 

- , . . . '. J I 
Appellant argued; .' 'I 

Challenges guidance to the AAJGC, in the Remand Order, that "a Gompany injCA 
cannot control a project in Ohio" (Appeal Petition at 3), because Eric Ballew ,an 
control an on-site supervisor, his subordinate, as many construction concerns !Io 
throughout the United States. Matter of First Capital Interiors, Inc., SBA No.1 
VET-l 12 at p. 5 (2006), i 

, 

i 
In that case OHA stated, . I 

Rather, I hold it is not clearly erroneous for the Area Office to conclude ~t tic 
Ballew cannot manage Appellant's day-to-day business operation~ as requirea by 
13 C.F.R. § 12S.10(a), which would consist largely of construction contracts ) 

9 

I 
I 
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': being perfonned in Ohio, via telephone or e-mail (especially at night), from thrj 
'. time zones away. Id. at p. 8. 

Petitioner in this case is making the same case for absentee control and abdication of S~iSOry 
, I 

management that was made by the Appellant in the previous case, The only difference is the 
1 

-solicitation at issue is not a construction project Petitioner argues that the r~quirement ~t the 

service-disabled veteran be actively involved in the supervision and perfonnance ofth~ coiltract 
- I 

only applies to construction contracts. [Appeal Petition at p. 13-14). OHA has stated ~t there 
I 

may be some industries that do not require as much supervision as the consiruction in~try: See 
, 1 

Ma/te~ of First Capital Interiors. Inc .. SBA No. VET-112, at 8 (2007); Matter pi IlTS-Na1ho!Z, £lC, 

SBA No. VET-I 14 at p. 9 (2007). However, OHA has never stated that this only applieS to 
- , . I 
:.,..., . ! 'I 

• f 
constructIOn contracts. i 

It is r~asonable for SBA to require an SOVO sac to provide lnfonnation and bVid~nce to 
I 

support any conclusion that a particular industry requires less supervision and managebent ~ 
other ind~tries. In this case, there was no independent evidence or information to su~ort a 

l 
! 

conclusion that this contract required no managerial supervision by the service-disablr veteran. 
- I 

-'-Based on the infonnation provided by Petitioner, there is no reason to treat; this contraft any 
' ", I 

'differently than a construction contract. The evidence shows that it is a highly techni41ly -
"." . . . " ,; " j . 

project, that requires the management team to directly communicate with ~oth the GOJl."emment 
. -I 

and subcontractors. Rather than being a hands-off type enterprise, like some manufa.ctunng 

; 
enterprises or low skilled services like janitor services, both construction and the services 

i 
_ rend~red by Petitioner on this information technology contract require the managem+t of highly 

'-. , . I 
. skilled professionals from multiple disciplines and often constant contact with the Gqvemment 

,:, , f 

client. 

10 
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Further, the case cited by Petitioner, in support of its claim that Mr. Spivey's ia4:k of 
. . ' I 

. I 
participation in the daily work of his firm. states the following, "SES's main oftlce an~Mr. 

Shepard are both located in the same place, not distant from each other, this, is not a co~struction 

<:ontract, and the distance to the worksite is short enough to permit frequent"visits." M~trer of 
t 

E2Si-SaLUT Joint Venture, SBA No. VET-126 at p. 6 (2008). In that case, there was sbme other 
. ·c . I . 

evidence other than it just "not being a construction contract" provided by the firm i 
, 

. l 

demonstrating that the service-disabled veteran controlled firm, including evidence th<tt the 

s~~ce-disabled veteran was actively involved in supervising his employeep, and mad~ freq~ent 
trips to the site where the work was being performed. In this case, the propc,sal of Petifioner 

'. . - '~hO~~ that there is a large amount of supervision being done on this contraet. The pro~Sal itself 

lists no fewer than five managerial positions. [Protest File Exh. 3]. There is day to m~gement 
~ - . . , I 

and supervision being done; it is just not being done by Mr. Spivey. There is no evid~ce that 
d 

Mr. Spivey will be traveling or visiting the site where services will be rendered as thefe was in 
1 

the case cited. There is no evidence that Mr. Spivey will be involved at all in supervi1ng the 

. , 
performance of this contract. In fact, Petitioner even states that most ifnot·all interac1f.on with th~ 

. . . I 
Gov~~ment, will be handled not by Mr. Spivey but by the other manageri "who th+selves 
\ ' . _. I' ~; ' 

conduct on'site interaction with the government's representatives." [Appeal Petition ~t p. 1'4]. It 
j 

cannot be the case that an absentee owner can abdicate all responsibility for supervis~n to 
.. ~ 1 
subordinates just because it is "not a construction contract." SBA regulations clearly require a 

more active management role in order to demonstrate control than the one. presented ~Y 
; 

. Petitione'!. (See ld.) 
. -' . I 

In this case there is .evidence that Mr. Spivey works full time for apother firn1 and does 

not control the Petitioner. Further, the Director concluded that Petitioner failed to prJvide 
.. . I 

~ 

11 I 
I 
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, ! 
sufficient evidence to establish that MED was controlled by service-disabled veteran. terefore, 

the Director's decision that Petitioner was not an eligible SDVO SBC at the :time of ofirr is 

correct and should be affirmed on Appeal. I 
Conclusion I j 

The Director decided that Petitioner was not an eli";ble SDVO SBe The Direlor 
~ . I 

concluded that Petitioner had failed to provide sufficient evidence to demoristrate thatL service-
: i 

disabled veteran controlled the firm. The Director found that the service-di.~bled vete~an worked 
I 

full-time for another firm, was not the highest paid employee of Petitioner, and that th~e was no 
; 

evidence that Mr. Spivey would have any active managerial or supervisory ~ole in the haily . I 

performance of the contract at issue, As such, the Director cOncluded that a service-dilabled 

veteran did not control both the long term decision making and the day-to-day managJment of 
-. " . ;, i 

Petitioner, The Director's decision is correct and therefore should be affirmed on app~ . 
,. .! 

Respectfully submitted, 

ehristopher R. Clarke 
U.S. Small Business Administration 
Office of General Counsel 
409 Third Street, SW, Ste. 5700 
Washington, DC 20416 
PH: 202-205-7307 
FX: 202-481-2965 
EM: clarke.christopher@SBA.gov 
Dated: July 6, 2010 
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UNITED STATES SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRA nON 
OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 

MTHE MATTER OF: 
) 
) 

i 
I 

J 
I 
i 
I 
I 
i 

MED Trends, Inc. 
) 
) 
) 
) 

. I 

Docket No. VET-20 1 0-06-24-1 7 
1 

Appellant 

Solicitation No. DOll 1 0-RP-20830 
Department of Labor 
Proc:urement Services Center 
Washington, D.C. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

-----------------------------) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

j 

I 
I 
I 
• , 

I 
i 
I 

. :-, 

1 hereby certify that on the 6th day of July, 2010, a copy of the Protest file in the 
i 

foregoing matter was sent to Petitioner's counsel via first class mail. In addition, a tru~ copy of 

the Agency's Response in the foregoing matter was sent via facsim~le, e-mail, or U.S:!Mail to the : 

following parties: ! ,. I 
Cyrus E. Phillips IV 
Counsel for MED Trends 
Colonial Place 
2111 Wilson Blvd., Suite 700 
Arlington, VA 22201 
Fax: 703-351-9292 

Carl V. Campbell Contracting Officer 
Department of Labor 
Fax:202-693~579 

ri opher R. Clarke 
Counsel for U.S. Small Business Administration 

William Millward, President and CEO 
Addx Corporation 'I I. 

Fax: 703-933-7638 ; 
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