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FILE: B-191172 DATE: May 17, 1978

MATTER OF: Richard L. Pizld ~ Transportution of Househoid
Gocde — Haight Linitation

DIGEST: Esployee recaeivad chauge-of-station orders that
entitled him to ehip 5,000 pounds of household
goods. However, employee shipped 5,250 pounds
and claimed reimbursement for excess weight
expanse on basis he was haad of household.
Bacause dependents did not relocate, employee
is not entitled to higher weight limit applicable
to employses with immediate family. Also, agency
refused to apply hardship provisio.- of Federal
Travel Ragulations to grant increased limits.
Employee's claim for excess weight expense is
disallowed.

This matter involves u request from Mr, Javes F. Wagner,
authorized certifying officer, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington,
D.C., for a decision on a raclaim voucher suomitted by Mr. Richard I.
Pield, an employee of that Department, fuvr reimbarsement of expenses
he incurred for the shipment of household effects incident to an
nfficial change of statiom.

Mr. Field was issued an avthorization dated March &, 1977,
for change of official statios from Camarillo, California,:to
Germantown, Maryland. He reported for duty at the new orficial
station on March 7, 1977, and shipped a total of 5,250 pounds of
household gonds. Tha travel nuthorization only provided authority
for the relocation of Mr. Field, individually, and did nit provide
authority for the ralocation of dependents. Paragraph 2-8.2a of
the Pederal Travel Regulations (FPMR 101-7) (*iay 1973), as arended,
provides for a maximum weight limitation of 5,000 pounds for an
eaployee without dependents, with au eiception in. certain cases
as follows:

"2-8.2. General limirations.

"a. Mgximum'weight allowance. Thia maximum
weight of household goods which may be transported
or stored in connection therewith is limited to
11,000 pounds nat weight for employees with immediate
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fauilies and 5,000 pounds net weight for ssploysas
without immediate famiiies. However, if in an
individual cave an employee without immediate family
possesses household goods exceeding the 5,00C-poumd
limit, the 1limit may be extended up to 11,000 pounds
net weight, provided that (1) the employee acquired
sll or a substantial portion of the property because
he had been the head of or a member of a larger house-
hold (ss when the employee's spouse has died) and

(2) it is determined uader regulations preacribed

by the agency head that hardship would ressult from
application of the 5,000~pound limit., Under 2-%,1 and
2-9.2, th2 above maximum weights are applicable to the
total of the weight of goods transported plue the
weight of goods stored."”

Mr. Field exceeded the weight limitution by 250 puur is and that
portion of his claim was disallowed by his Department.

It should be notad that the 5,07)-pound weight limitation set
forth in the above-quoted regulations was increased to 7,500 pounds
affective June 1, 1977, a few montha afzer Mr, Field had completed
his change of station aud too late tv serve to increase his 5,000-
pound authouilzation.

However, Mr. Fielc contends that he is antitled to an increased
weight limitation bocause he was head of & household and a hardship
would result from the 5,000-pound limitation in his case since his
reimbursement for miscellanecus expenses was limited to that of a
single employee in accordance with our decision B-163076, January 12,
1968.

The above-quoted regulation does not authorize an increased
weight allowance merely because an employee is the head of a house-
hold. There must also be a finding of hardship caused by the weight
limit. See our decisions Matter of Marjorie J., Lowry - Transportation
of Household Goods — Weight Limitatiom, B-189813, February 14, 1978,
and B-176809, November 27, 1972.

We note that the Department of Energy has refused fo apply the
hardship provisions of the above-quoted ragulations on the following
rationale:
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™ie do not believe the hardship provisions of
FIR 2-8.2.a would apply in Mr. Field's cuse.

Mr. ¥Yield transported 780 lba. of housshold
-goods in hiz autcaobile, at no additional cost
to him and had 4,470 lba. of household goods
shipped by common carriar at an actual cost of
$1,445.17. The reimbursement for the shipment
of 5,000 1bs. of housshold goods based on the
commuted rate syatem was $1,679.50, snd exceeded
his actusl cost by $234.33."

'The FTR provides thnt a determination must be made under
regulations prescribed by the agency head that a hardship will
result if the weight limitation is not incressed. The Departmert
of Baergy has refused to find that Mr. Fiald's situation satisfiad
the criteria required to be a hardship case. A Department's intev-
pretation of its own regulations is entitled to gt-at deference,

ﬂationll Forest Prenervntion Group v. Volpe, 352 ®. Supp. 123 (197%).

Upon the basis of the fantr stated above, we are unable to determine
that the Departmear erraed in its refusal to find a hardship in this
case,

Accordingly, we conclude that Mr. Field's reclaim voucher must

be disallowed.
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