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> DIGEST: 1. Employee requests reconsideration

. of claim for additional compensation
e while performing higher level duties
: in light of Turner-Caldwell decisions.

S , Employes's c¢Taim 1s distinquished from
- | Turner-Caldwell decisions involving
e i temporary promotionsg during extended
P i details since evidence In this case is
e ! insufficient to show that employee
actually performed higher level duties.
Empioyee has failed to sustain burden
of proof to support his claim.

LY

2. Employee reguests reconsideration of
clain for mileaye hetween recidence
and place of duty and for parking fees.
Travel expenses between residence and
official duty station may not be reim-
bursed. Location of official duty station
is a cuestion"of fact and has been held
to be the place where employee performs
greater portion cf duties. Furthermore,
even if this were considored temporary

[ o duty, reimbursement for travel expenses

| is discretionary with administrative

j agency,

H

g This action is in'response to the reguest of John R.
e 3 Figard for reconsideration «f our decisiun in B~-181700,
AR April 7, 1975, and our Claims Division settlement dated
May 13, 1974, deny1ng nis rilaims for mileage and parking
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rarpm e ! fees and for additional compensation for performing
PO : higher level duties.

The facts in this case are fully set forth in the

| B .:n:_':._' {
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i Claims Division settlement and our prior dezision and
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desrt . will not be repeated here except where pertinent. In

Lot | reguesting reconsideration Mr. Figard argues that he

oM was not part of a "mass transfer" as implied in our prior
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decision but that he was employed by the Naval Ships Systems
Command (NAVSHIPS) and was assigned or detailed to perform
duty with the Naval Ship Engineering Tenter {NAVSEC) upon

its relocation to Hyattsville. Mr., Figard has prcvided
documents which indicate that NAVSHIPS and NAVSEC are two
distinct organizations, and he states that he was only
temporarily #ssigned or detailed to NAVSEC, Finally,

Mr. Figard argues that since he performed the higher

level duties of a GS-14 position, he believes he should be
entitled to a temporary promotion in acccriiecnce with our
recent. decisions concerning extended details. In this regard,
we have held that employees who are officially detailed to
higher level positions fur an extended period of time are
entitled to ¢ temporary promotion on the 12l1st day after

the cdetall commenced. See Reconsideration of Turner-Caldwell,
56 Comp. Gen. 427 (1977) and decisions cited theréTn.

Th: documents submitted by Mr. Figard 1nclude a copy of
an undated memorandum signed by the Director of Contracts and
the hcting Commander of NAVSEC which describes the relationship
between a component of NAVSHIPS, SHIPS 02, and NAVSEC in
connection with the relocation of NAVSEC to Hyattsville.
This mernorandum 1qdicates that the SHIPS 02/NAVSEC Procurement
Plannirng Office would include twe negotiators (GS-14) and
two planners (GS 13/14), and the memorandum concludes by
stating that " (Personnel may be rotated from time to time)."

Mr, rigard states that one of the two negotiaturs or
Contracting Officers (G5-14) resigned before assuming the
new position and that in the absence of any replacement
Mr. Figard performed the duties of that position, as well
as his own duties, for a period of 27 months, admittedly
without a change in his pos’ ion description. A review
of the evidence in this case indicates that ¥r. Figard was
detailed to work with NAVSEC- and that this detail aprparently
was not documented {n his personnel rec- rds. However, the
evidence before us is insufficient to prove that Mr. Figard
did in fact perform the duties of the higher grade position.
Claims against the United Stetes cannot be allowed unless
they are verified or corroborated by Government records or
other documentary evidence. B-180880, April 18, 1974.

Mr. Figard has not met %is burden of establishing the liability
of the United Staies and his right to payment as provided
in 4 C.F.R. § 31.7 (1977), and we must disalleow his claim
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for retroactive compensation while performing higher level
duties. G&ee Nathan Lesowitz, B-185766, June 15, 1977, 'nd

cases cited therein.

With regard to h1s claim for mileage between his residence
and Hyattsville and reimbursement for parking fees, Mr. Figard
has submitted several documents which he states clearly indicate
that his detzjl to NAVSEC was temporary. As we stated in
our pricr decision, our O0ffice has long held that there is no
avthority for reimbirsement of expenses Incurred 1u traveling
between an employee's residance and his place of official
business. 35 Comp. Gen. 450 (1956); 19 id. 836 (1940);: 15 id.
342 (193%); ‘and 11-id. 417 (1932). We have zlso held that the
location of an employee's place of official business or offi “rl
duty stetion preseants a guestion of fact and conatitutes the
plac> at which*he perforrs the major parc of his duties and is
exnected to soond the greater pacrt of his time. 32 Comp. Gen.

87 (1952); auc James. H, Fox, B- 182427, October 9, 1975, As we
stated in our decision in Fox. qbpra, involving a co-worker

of Mr. Figstd's who performea duty at NAVS®C's HEya*isville office
vnder substantially similar circumstances. we tind no Lasis to
8isagree with the determination by the Department of the Navy
that Eyattsville was ihelr (Messrs. Fox and Figard) official

duty station during the period in guestion.

Furthermore, our Office has held that when an employee
is assigned to a nearby temporary duty post, it is within the
discretion of the administrative agency to reimburse the
employee for travel performed {from his residence to the
temporary place of duty. 36 Comp. Gen, 795 (1957); 32 id.

235 (1952); and B-177555, February 22, 1973. Even if we

were to agree with Mr. Figard that his assignment to NAVS EC
constituted temporary duty, reimbursement for travel expenses
between his residence and the temporary place of duty would be
within the discretion of the administrative agency, and the
Department of the Navy did not authorize or approve payment

of such expenses in this case.

Accordingly, we sustain our prior decision and our Claims
Division settlement denying Mr. Figard's claims for travei
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expenses and for additional compensation for performing higher
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For The Comptroller General
of the United States
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