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United States General Accounting Office Office of
Washington, DC 20548 General Counsel
In Reply
Refer to:
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Near Mr. lalaren:

vour letter of Sentechar 5. 1970, requagtod that
S0 Inguuen into the clrcumstancos surroundlng the awavd
ol a contract for the raplacerent of windows at the
150 Land aterana Adnini{stration (VA) Hoapital in
nittarurgh. yenmayzlvania. Your conatituents, Pobert P,
randall ot threo Nivecs Aluninum Company. Ince., and
n{chard . YMacurak of D=4 Prodncta Ine., have objected
ta the facl that Three Rivers' vindovs were not uzoed
far the YA praject and that Three Rivers did not have
an opportenity to presant jts propoesal to VA,

In reaponsa to our raguest For a roporg fxow

VA, we vecaivaed the follewing information. @ Uie window

replaccient contract was awarded to the Smalil Businens
\dmlniﬁtratlon uhich in turn subcontractud the work to
Neacon Coantructinp Comnany undsr the %(a) program.
Tt vaa Deacon who chose the windov to be usad in the
project=-not YA. Acgording to YA, Becacon nevor presented
Thyoe Rivera' vindouws fon consideratin:, VA gstates

that "VA officlalg in no way influenced {[Neacon] an
tao tha final asanufacturer of the wvindous ta be installed,®

his 0ffice has consistently recognized that the
nractleas and procedures erployed by contractors, such
an Neacon, Iin the award of subcontracts are generally
not subject Lo the atatutory and raegulatory requirenents
governing procurenents by the Pederal governnant. There-
Foce, ve hava no basias for objecting to the conduct of
this procurenent.

“In hope we have anavered your aueations concerning |
this natter. )

Sincerely vours,
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