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Decision re: Custom Control Panels; by Paul G. Dembhling, Geueral
Counsel.

Issuc¢ Area: Federal Procurement of Goods and Services (1900).

Contact: Office of the General Counsel: Fcocuremsent Law II,

Budget Function: General Government: Otler General Governnent
(806

Organizaiion Concecned: General Railway Signal co.; Metropolitan
ptlanta napid Transit Authocity; Urban Mass Transportation
Administration.

Aithority: 54 Comp. Gen. 767. 55 Coup. Gen. 390. B-184670

(1975) .

Protester compiained regarding the award of a
sibcontract by the prime ccairactor of a grantee. Tha protest,
howerer, was not considered on its perits because it 4id not
appear that the subcontract was avarded by or for the grantee,
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THE COMPTIROLLER GENCRAL
OF THE UNITED STATE\

WAESEHINGTON, ('.C. 208408

QOEGCISION

FILE: B~-109066 DATE: July 1%, 1577

(AMAATTER OF; Custom Control Panels

DIGEST:

Complafi:it regarding award of subcontract by prime
contractor of grantee will not bz considered on
nerits vhere it does not appear that subcontract
was awarded by or for grantee. .

Custom Controt Panels (CCP) protests the rejection of
its bid and ‘the award of a subcontrart by the (eneral
kailway Sigval Company (GRS) under GRS's prime contract with
the Hetropolit:n Atlanta Rapid Transit Authocity (MARTA), a
recipient of a grant from the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMIA).

. Ina Public Notice °ntit1ed "Review of Complaints
Concerniig Contracts Under Federal Grants,' 40 Fed. Reg,
42406, September 12, 1975, GAD issued the standards and
procedures under which we will consider such compleincs.
Generally, the purpose cf our review is to foster complinnce
with grant tearms, agency reguletions, and applicable statu-
cory requiremente. In accordance with the intent of that
Notice, we consider Pomplainta zegarding the award of a
subcontract under'a grant wheri the award can be said to be
"by or for' the. grantee under the tests enunciatd in
Optimum Systems,.Inc., 5S4 Comp. Gen. 767 (1975), 75-1 CPD

166, See Copeland Systems, Inc., 55 Comp. Gen. 390 (1975),
75-2 CPD ¢37; Barber Electric, B-184¢”0, December 4, 1973,
75~2 ©PD 371,

We are advised by UMTA that GRS electad to satisfy its
contractual obligation by subcontracting, that G?S acted as
an independent"coutractor end not as an agent for MARTA, and
that MARTA neither patticipated in the selection _or rejection
of subcontractors nor limited subccntractor sources.

Accordingly, it appeﬁrs that th2 subcontract was not
awarded "by or for' the grantee. Therefore, we will not

consider the matter.
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Paul G. Dembling
General Counsel
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