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[Clain for Relocation Expenses for 3Jhort Distarce Yramsfer).
B~-136711. May &, 1977. & pg.

Decision re: Dounald C. Cole; by Paul G. Desbling (for Elmer B.
Stzats, Comptrcller General).

Issue Area: Perscnnel Napagenent and Compeasaticn: Compensation
(30%).

Ccntact: Office f the General Counsgel: Civilian Personnel.

Budget Function: Genaral Gcvernment: Centrzl Personanel
Banagement (895).

orgrnizaticn Concerned: Pureau of Reclasation.

Aut'ioity: P.T.R. (FEAR 101-7), paza. 2-1.5b§1). B-181901
(“975).

An caployee who moved one and osne-half blouks after a
channe of duty station regaested reconsideration of bis.
previnusly denied claim for relocation expenses. The reloration
of residence vas not necessarily ipcident to tie change of duty
station, eepecially since the employee vas conatructing his
house prior to the ctange of staticn notice. (RRS)
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FIL.E: B-186711 DATE: May 4, 1977
MATTER OF: Donald C, Cole - Relocation Expenses

DIGEST: Employee réquests rer‘onsiderat‘ou of decieion
denying 'claim for relocation expenses for short-
distance transfer. Agency could. properly find
change of official station of 42 miles within tre
State of Utah, albeit scross couaty lines, is
change within general local or metropolitan
area. In addition, although change of station
was in interest of Governmznt, it .does not nec-
essarily follow that relocaiion of residence was
inc dent ‘o ‘change’ of station. Since.employee

sl constructing his house prior.to ‘change of
st::.ti 2n notice, agency did not impro perly find
relocation ‘'was not incident to. .change of station.
B-186711, October 7. 19768, affirmed.

- Mr, Donald C. Cole. an employee of the Bureau of Reclamation,
Depnrtment of the Interior, has requested reconsideration of de -
cision in' Matter cf Donald C. Coie, B- 186711, October 7, 1978, in

‘which we denied his claim ior Felocation expeénses incurred after
" his official station waa transferred from Provo, Utah, to Salt Lake

City, Wtah. The facts'in this case are set out fully in Cole, and
shall therefore be restated only briefly here,

Mr. Cole, who lived in Salem, Utah, moved one and cna-half
blocks to a new house after his official atation was changed from
Provo, Utah, 13 miles from Salem, {o Sal: Lake City, Utah, 55
mileslfrom Salem. The distance from Provo to Salt Lake City is
42 mi es.

. The rtim'nt paragraph of the Federal Travel Regulaticr.s
(FPMR 101-7), para. 2-1. 5b(1), provldes that m ‘cage of a short-

'distance relocation, the employee 8 agom_y should ds termi.nc if

the relocation was ‘incidént to the change in official stetioh. Since
the Bureau of Réclamation found that MI" Cole WAas constructing

his riew home Before he knew of the offi}ial station transfer, the

Bureaun determined that Mr. Cole's relucation was not incident to
the change of his official station. On this basis we subsequently

held that Mr. Cole is not entitled to relocation expenses.
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Mr. Cole states that therz is no authority to make a detertiina-
tion that his relocation was not incident to a change of official station
under para. 2-1, 5b{1) of the FTR which reads in pertinent part:

- "Transfers. When the change of

official station Involves a short: distance within

_ the same general local or metropolitan area,
the fravel and transportation expenses and
applicable allowances in connection with the
cmployee’s relocation of his residence shall
be authorized only when the agency datermines
that the relocation was incident to the change
of official station.* # #'

Mr. Cole states, concerning short-aisfance relocations that:

"My . official station was moved 42 miles
completely out of the general local or
metropelitan area into a new metropolitan
area ir another county, therefore, a short
-Jistance was not involved and that provision

does rot apply.

% % * *%® *

"Even though the agency ma.y have broad
authority to make determinations in respect
to short moves, I would think that authority
should be limited tc transfers of official
ptation within the boundaries of the same
general local or metropolitan area.* * *''
Mr. Cole also argues that the issuance of an SF-50, Notification of
Personnel Action, dated July 20, 1973, concerning his reassignment,
is proof that travel authorization was issued and that his reassign-
ment resulted from a reduction in force, The SF-50 states;

"Expenans of travel and transportation expenses
of immediate family and household goods au-
thorized in accordance with regulations. Use
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of. personally owned coiweyance authorized if
desired. Not for the vonvenience of the employee. "

In addition, Mr, Cole a.rgues that the denial of his cleim is in-
consistent with decision in Matter of Gary A. Ward, B-181901,
March 17, 1875, in which we held we wou{a 10t object to an ad-
- ministrative determination that the sale of an employee's old regi-
dence was Incident to his transfer even though the old and new resi-

dences were zpproximately the same distance away from the new
official stetion,

The ‘above-cited regulation., paragraph 2-1. 5b(1}, is not S0

: ‘restrictive us to'limit the definition of "general local or. metropoli—
' tan area" 1o the nrea withir; the confmes of a county. Rather, such
lnng'.:age g ants broad 'dfecretion (0" thre- involved agency to, determine
whay the general local or. retrd _1tan area'inay be, In'Ward we
applied the criteria ximfting entitlnment to relocation expenses in
short-distance tnnsfera to an. employee whose official station was
relocated 123 milen ccross state lines. . According » we find that
the Bureau of ‘Reclamation could properly find that a change of offi-
clal station ¢i'42 miles within the State of Utah was a short-distance
cha.nge thhm the meanmg of paragraph 2 1. 5b(1), suma.

. rWe‘aleo note that the ‘SF-50 itself, atated that reidcat ion expenses
were authorized 'in:accordance with regulations. "" ‘The sbove-cited
regulatiba r\_quires’that in the case of = short-distunce transfer the
/i relocation of the employee's home must be found by the agency tc

| be Jricident to the change of station in order that the employee be
: reimbursed relocation expenses. . The fact that’ '&n employee's change
-of gtation is in.the interest of ‘the Govertment does not necessarily
make the relo\.ation“t»f his residence incident to the change of station,
In Mr Cole!s case the record shows. quite clear‘y that his® change
of résidence wns mltiated ‘before notice of his change of ‘station.
This latter. aspect of Mr. Coleé's reldcation’ is a maJo1 point of
'-‘distmc:ion from the clrcumstances present in Ward .In Ward the
only reason’ givcn by 'the' ageh"y for ooncluding that t.he INOve was
not related to the transfer was the fact-that the oid"dnd new reai-
‘e oy dences were approximately the same distance away from the new
' duty st&tion. There was no Bugqestion in that case that the em-
ployee's commitment to reloca. : to a apecific residence was made
pl ior to notification of the trancsfer of his official station.
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Since the Bureuu of Reclamation has determined on the evidence
before it that Mr, Cole's relocation of residence was not caused by
his official station transfer, and since this decision appears reason-
able in the circumstances present, we must afiirm our decision in
Cole and deny Mr, Cole's claim for relocation expenses.

. ]
Comptroller General
For the o 'ihe United States






