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Glen L. Taylor = Reimbursement for expenses in

. connection with real estate purchase

DIGEST:

1, Buried wire charge by telephone company in

neighborhood containing underground utilities
is a properly reimbursable real estate
expease under FPMR 101-7, para, 2-3,1b(4)..

2, Claim by employee for reimbursement for
legal fee incident to the purchase of a
residence covering both allowable iteas
and services of an advisory nature may
pot be allowed because summarization of
services performed does not give cost of
each gervice, It is necessary to state
the costs of the allowsble {tems enu~
merated in para, 2-6,2cof FPMR 101-7 in
order for reimbursement to be allowed.

3, Attorney's travel fee for handling real
estate transaction outside county in which
he maintains his office is not properly
reimbursable item under Federal Travel
Regulations.

This action is on a request by the Office of the Controller, Enexgy

" Research and Development Administration, for a decision on the propriety

of paying certain reclaim vouchers of Glen L. Taylor representing

expenses incurred in connection with the purchase of a nmew house upon &
permanent change of duty statiou.

The record shows that Mr. Taylor was transferred from Mismisburg,
Ohio, to Germantown, Maryland, on November 12, 1973, by the Atomic
Energy Commission, the predecessor to the Energy Research and Develop»
ment Administration. Mr. Taylor has been reimbursed for the majority
of his real estate expenses in accordance with the Federal Travel
Regulations (FFMR 101-7)., However, certain expenses which were dis-
allowed have now heen reclaimed. ‘ine ‘expenses now in question are
(1) $8 for a telephone company buried wire feey (2) $300 for attorney’s
feesj snd (3) $25 for attorney's travel costs.
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The Administration states that the $8 buried wive charge was dis-
allowed in accordance with FFMR 101-7, pere. 2-3.1c(13); that the
attorney's fee was disallowed im accordesce with our decisions 8-163690.
March 29, 1968, and D-163949, May 28, 1968; and that the attorney's $2%
travel fee was dissllowed in accordauce with FFHMR 1017, para. 2~6.2c.

My, Taylor contends that the $8 buried wire chargae is ellowable

umder FPHR 101-7, para. 2-3.1b(4), which permits reimbursement of

utility costs not offset by eventual refunds, He furthar contends

that FFIR 101-7, para. 2-3.1c(13), is wot auplicable 8s no structural
elterations were involved. In support of the $8 item, Hr. Taylor states
that the Frederick telephone office advised him that the buried wire {g
& state-wide policy; that the suobdivisicn {u wiich his house is located
containsg underground utilities; and hence, that tha buried wire 18 not
an option but rather a stendard practice.

Ke believe that a buried wive fee, chovged by a utility company in
neighborhoods where all utilities are underground, {8 & properly reim=
burzable expense uuder Friii 101-7, para. 2-3.1b(4). It {3 an expense
over which the employea has vo control and is not incurred for vreasons
of personal taste sr preference. It is, therefore, a= expenz2e remuired
by the move, Tiherefure, tha $8 clalm may be gilowed, {f otberwise
proper.

The claim foxr a $300 attorney's fee was origically disallicwed in
accordance with B«1636%0, susra, and B~163949, suora, since a breakdowm
of the attorney's fee was not furnished as required by our dacisions,
and the fee included charges for lung digtance calls and travel,

Hr, Tayler has npow submitted a letter frum his atitsrney conteiniong a
wore detailed explanatiou of the fee. The fee charged in this case was
the attorney's standard fee of $300 plua 1/2 of 1 percent of the pur~
chase price. The Administration has already veimbursed Hr, Taylor for
$255, rccresenting that portion of the attorney's fee covering title
ressarch which was based om 1/2 of 1 percent of the purchase price.
Hence, that portionm ¢f the fea is nat before us for consideration,

Paragraph 2-6.2¢ of the FPMK 101-7, provides as followst

“¢e Legal gnd relsted exnenses. To ths exteat
such costs bave nst beea ivcluded in brokers' or
simllar services for vhich reimbursement is claimed
wodar other categories, the following expenses are
.reimbursable with respact to the gale sad purchasa
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.of residences if they are customarily paid by the seller
of a residence at the old official station or if custom-
arily paid by the purchaser of a residence at the new
official station, to the extent they do not exceed
amounts customarily charged in the locality of the resi-
dence: costs of (1) searching title, preparing abstract,
and legal fees for a title opinion or (2) where custom-
arily furnished by the scller, the cost of a title
insurance policy; costs of preparing conveyances, other
instruments, and contracts and related notary fees and
recording fees; costs of making surveys, preparing
drawvings or plats when required for legal or financing
purposes; end similar expenses. Costs of litigation are
not reimbursable."

The attorney's latter states that the $300 portion of his fee
covers ftems such as time spent preparing settlement, conducting set=
tlement, and follow-up work which would otherwise be billed at $75 per
hour and also long distence telephone calls and approximately 300 miles
travel expenses, However, the summarization, contained in said letter,
of the services performed by the attorney does not give a breakdown of
the individual costs for the services rendered. It has been held that
legal services of an advisory nature are not reimbursabie, B-180752,
June 12, 1974, Without further explanation the services cited above
would be of an advisory nature and therefore not allowable. Vhen a
legal fee includes amounts for legal representation and counseling, the
full aemount is not reimbursable. Only those parts of an attorney's fee
representing services of the type enumerated in pera, 2-6,2c, FPHR 101-7,
are reimbursable, B-169621, June 25, 1970,

8ince the summarization of services performed does not give & break-
down of the costs of the various services and since a portion of the fees
claimed apparently covered advisory services, no part of the $300 may be
certified for payment.

The $25 claim for attorney's travel expenses was disallowed under
FPMR 101-7, para. 2-6.,2(c). The attorney's letter indicates that a
supplemental travel charge of §23 is added to his standard fee for
hendling xeal estate transactions outside the county in which he main-
taina his office, As there is no provision in the Fedsral Travel Regula-
tions for reimbursement of this type of expense, the $25 attorney's
travel fea was properly dizallowed.

'
--‘.‘,."v. - 3 -

.




;183792

‘Accordingly, the vouchers are returned herewith and may be certi-
fied for payment in accordance with this decision.

"R.F. KELLER

peput?® Comptroller General
of the United States N






