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'lhis is in reply to your letter of April 2l, 1973 and attached :repcn:tl- --
J:eqUesting a final det:exminatian as to whether _-----iiII .. 

-."._"p;,. is
f 

can
l 

tPubract lie award as a m:mufandacturer
the 

within 
the • ...,.,.. ..... ":f 0 the \. s -Hc!a ey COntracts .Act 
regulatials issued thereunder. 

We have carefully reviewed the evidence cxntaincd in your report, 
.includir¥3 infcmnation finn sub:r.itted in its own be..lJal.f, and 
can find no nesc:n to questial your initial cletenninaticn that 
7J , isi.nel.igible as a manufact1..lt.'er within the meaning of 
t.."lc Public Contracts h:t and ASPR 12-603.1, in that the fim has 
mt pmvi<31 sufficient '4Vidence to sldof that it has made ail 
necessary, definite prior !or space, equir:m!nt am 
personnel to perfoz:m tbe rnamlfa.cbJrinq operations for 
OOl1Uact fulfillmmt. '!be limited atotcutp.ents it has are, 
at best, CXXltingent up:n award of _ a GoverIment cx:ntract. As you 
knew, this factor alone would disqualify thd bidder. 

SinQerely, 

lsI BeD P. RobertsOD 

ActiDj J\dministrator 
wage and HoIJr Divisico 
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