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COMROLLfLR GENERAL OF THE UNItED STATES

%vzim0 04 la 603

,, D-1795* ',3.. 
October 3, 1973 

t'

Dawon, Veltman & Coen
Attorneys at In
9, State Street 
5pgfieldr Haasachuaetts 01103

Attentic: Irving 1 D. abovitut Euq.l

aentling
* V

Reforenc is was to your letter of August 20, 173, with
enclosures9 concerning the claim of Young's Custodial Service
(Young"), Springfield, Masuaohusettu, under Air Force contracts
lo. 7t19617-70oC0189.

The claim of )r. Young was tU iubject of our decision of
October 17, 192, B3174345, to the Secretary of the Air Foree,
a copW of which wa. furnished to you. In that decision we ad-
vised the Secretary of the Air Force that if Wr Young could
ohmvto the Dopartnent the Air Forc that he ufferedatual
damages by resuon of his reliance on the Department's exceivo;e
estimted :eequirements for Janitorial servicem in the preparation

; of his bid, he was entitlad to b. cmpensated for ruch damages.

ZT o-;.xr letter of June 13, 1, we advised you that the Air
ftrcu GAvi1el o'r Office that the matter had been thoroughly in-
quired into tr the cognizant procumwent aotivity at Weatover
Air Force BDabe Masuachusetts$ with the ausistance of the Boston
Recion, DetoA Ie Contract Audit Agency, which reviewed and evale
uated your clkent's records9 and that the Department has been
unable to fira that your client incurred any fixed expnse. that
sq have been attributed to his reliance on the excessive esti-
mated requirments. Almoa, v advised you that since Mr. Young was
unable to dwmstnte to the Air Force fhat ho suffered wy damaes
irectly attributable to the excessive estimated requirements ohm
in the Department's invitation for bids, it did not appear that a
proposod aetteant nutually acceptabl. to the parties concern#1
would be submitted for conuidenation by our Office under the rationalr
or our decisin o October 179 172. A we pointed out in our letter
ot JU. 1 973 to You # the TArd 1s o D r. Yown# tot1i sto
the Mr Torn evidene clearly and satiaeforifl profin hIs claimo
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llon itese an d submi ~to them tho eaiatios an crossm

teuminton, It has beentheo et ourhe rule, of ur Offl.:e t

itas 4t anO the mrld i cictin~s ag to the 1ac

reJoct or disallow set, onernbg which there is reasonablO
dOct B t o doing# rontroversial matsters are roewd for
scrutiny In the courts were the faefa may be Judlcially daterp
xlrnsd under sworn testimonyr and copteont evidencea see loonsvill
v4 United Stateap 17 Ots Cl, 28Bv 291; 0m... Ye Urdtad stated

a v:lww of the forzegoing) gowr claim on behl of Young's
In dwentd and we a" loning our file withlout further actlcu.p

Sincerely youru

1.)aL1 Go Debliu 

For th Comtrllr Canera!
of the Unite Stateostr
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the .ecord to wan'ant aettleatnt by our Office. Char Offi..

er.ie antete liso h aiso h rte ~c

before it aM when the evidano. . conflicting as to the t'aotu
nichas en9 we o a ba, athoity M o te curt, t

uwo itessan umi hntoeainto n;cos
(~~eaiain thsbe h salse ueo u ftctroc ordsfo liscnenn hc hr snunb

doubt,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _y so.ig oto sa ~teaa eew o
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