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Decision re: Armour Electric Co.; by Paul G. Deabling, General
Ccursel.

Issue Araa: Federal Procurement of Goods and Services (1900).

Contact: Cffice of the General Couns¢l: Procurement Law I.

BuAget PFunction: General Government: Other General Government
(B06) .

organization Concoruned: Economic Development Administration;
Lawrence, \J.

Authority: B-187919 (1977).

. The protestar objected to the cancellation of its
contract for electrical work invclved in construction of a
sunicipal builéding fanded Ly a Federal grant. The protest wvas
not considered since tke matter must be resolved by the
contracting parties pursuoant toc the applicable contract
cancellaticn precvisions. (author/sC)
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THE COMPTROLLEN DENERAL

OF THE UNITED BTATES
WASHINGYON., D.C. a0Ba®

QECISION

FILE: 3-189249 DATE: Septewber 22, 1977

MATTER OF: Armour Elsctric Coapany

DIGEST:

Protust against cancellation of contract with township,
funded by EPA graont, will not be considered, since matter
must be resclved by contracting parfies pursuant to
applicable contract cancellation provisioas.

Armour Electric Company (Armour) protests the cancellation of
its conutract with the Township of Lawrence, New Jersay, for electrical
work involvad in the construction of an addition to the Towmship
Municipal Building. PFuanding for the contract was provided by a
gxant from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Ecvonomic Development
Administration,.

The solicitation upnder which award wis made to Armour stated that
the project was subject to the Mercer-Burlington Afflrmative Acticn
Plan (Plau)., Armour's contract was terminatad becausa Armour was
unwilling te become £ cignatory to the Plan after allegedly being
informed that it would have tn agree to be bound by the local electri-
cal workars' union collective bargaining agreement before it would
be permitted to sign the Plan.

Atcfur suggests that by suﬁmitting its bid it committed itself
to the Plan, and that not siguing the Plan was, therefore, a minor
informality. Armour further argues that the Plan did not In fact
require it "to become unionized."

The matter of the cancellation of a contract must be resoived
by the cont_-acting parties pursuant to any applicable contract pro-
vigsions and is not a proper matter for protest to our Office.
Jets Services, In:,, B-187919, January 12, 1977, 77-1 CPD 25. Accord-
ingly, we will not consider Armour's protest.
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