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DIGEST; [_Request for additional paymenta under fixed=-price
cantractjfor additional) work done ns a result of
alleged™oral instruction is for rcnolution under

Disputes clause,

Pursuant to contract M00027-73-C~0066, Management & Organi-
zation Develupment Inc, (MOD) agreed vo provide the }Marine Cm:patA 75
with training materianls fov a drug abuse and human relations

training program for $10,000, O3 March 3, 1973, the materi{als

wvere furnished and the 510.000 vas paid, Powever, on April 28,

1973, MOD requested aw additional $10,180, MOD contends that

this amount represents extra work occasioned by oral orders that
changed the scope of work, MOD states that the work was performed
wnd delivered before the contract was signed gnd the contract was
signed at the urging of the officer in charge of the project with

the understanding that a supplemental request for additional funds
would be filed, It is on the basis of this agreewent that MOD
requests the edditional payments. In the alternative, MOD stetes
that since the Marine Corps has sccepted and used the work product,
it 1s entitled to compensation either on guantum merwlt or valehant,
On the other hand, the Marine Corps contends that theve is no con-
tract basis for the additional payments.

The racord indicates a substantial disagreement as vo the
understanding of the parties at the time the contract was. entered
into concerning the scope of the work to he performed. Under
"Section I.¢ General FProvisions,'" the contract incorporated by
reference General Provisions, Standard Form 32, November 1969
edition, Section 12 of Standard Form 32 is entitled "Disputes,"
This clause requires that any dispute concerning a question of
fact arising under the contract subject to appeal to the head of
the agency or his duly authorized representative whose decision
is not subject to veview by our Office except for fraud., S&E
Contractors, Inc, v. United States, U.S. 1 (1972); B-177295,

November 1. 1%72; B-174899, June 1, 1972,
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Accordin(iy, the matter should be processed pursuant to
the terms of the Disputes clause of the contract,

BQQ’A'J 44,

Acting Comptroller Uencraf=s
of the United States





