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Where record shows that umder option provisions
contract is renewable at sole discretion of
Govcrn-ent. CAD will not consider incumhent
contractor‘s conteation that agency should have
exercised coantract optiom provision 1n.tcad of
issuing new solicitation.

C. G. Ashe lnt-tptisln (Ashe) protests the Army's decision

00t to axexcise the option under its coatract No. DABT57-75-B-0078,

for grass cutting services, bcyond October 31, 1976, at Fort Eustis.
Virginia, The contract was renevable under the option provislon
at the gole discretion of the Coverument,

S o
Recently, thia“Office has congidered similar protesta on the
werits. A. C. Elsctronics, Inc., 'B-185553, May 3, 1976, 76-1 CPD
295 (we; concluded, cit*ng Armed ServiCes Procurement Rngulation
§$ 1-1505(c), (d):' (1975 ed.) and k-173)41," ‘October 14, 1971, that a
contracting . officer- had a reasonable basis for the decision not to
exercise the option of the protestar & contract); Raven Industries,
Inc., B-182052, ‘Febzuary 11, 1978, 76-1 CPD 90 ’ue found no basis
for legal objedtian to a contracting officer's determination te
limit cthe exercise of the option clause to a specific number of
unita)} Fox’'Iiternational, ‘Ise., B-181675, March 3, 1975, 75—1 ceh
126 (we found no basis to object’ to the rafuvsal »f un agency to exer-
cise the prot.nt_er s contract, option). In prior cases, hovever, if
the record showed that a contract's _optien clause could only be
exercised ut the; aole dinetetion of .the Governnent, then a protest
vas deried without cxaninins 'the conttgpuing officer's rationale.

Sée, e.g., The!Natiooal “ash Rizieter:Company, B-179045, March 5,

1974, 74-1 CPH 116; 36 /_p. Gen. 62 (195€). There, we believed it
sufficien. merely to point ocut that since such options were purely

for the interest and benefit of the Goverument, any determination

that the exercise of such option would be contrary to the Government's




B-188043

interests manifestly may not be subjact to lagal objection by
this Office. Compare Inter-Alloysy Corporatiou, B--1828%0,
¥ebruary 4, 1975, 75~1 CPD 79, where protester's contentlon that
agency should have exercised option in another firm's contract
instead of issuing new solicitation was held to be matter of
contract administration and not for consideration under our Bid
Protest Piocedures, & C.F.R. part 20 (1976).

In this case and in future cases where the record shows that
the option provisions of a contract are exercigable at the sole
discretion of the Government, this Office will not consider under
our Bid Protest Procedures the incumbsnt contvactor's contention

that the agency should have exercised contract or>ion provisions.
i

Accordingly, Ashe's protest ia dismissed.
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