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MATTER OF: Roy M. Johnson - Reimbursssent of Real.
Istate Expanses — Telephone Calls aud
Telegran
NGEST: Imployee who daparted old duty statfon prior to
sale of residence is entitled to reimbursement
of expenses incurred for long-distance telephone
calls vhich were directly relaed to the suls of
the residence at hiz old duty station. .Ac-
cordingly, ciaimant is entitled to reimbursement
-of tiue telephonc calls to real estate broker.
dowever, telephone calls to former neighbor
and other calls, the nature of which have not
been ascertained, are not for allowance. While
cost of telegram to relay acceptence of purchase
offer would Da reimbursable, payment therafor is
ot allowabls wvhere claimant has nct provided
uny documertation showing claimed expenses wera
incurved.

By letter dated September 22, 1977, Mrs. Mary M. Rydquist,
an authorized certifying officer of the Buresu of Land Management,
United States Dr:partment of the Interior, has requested an ad-

wap~s decision ao to whether Mr. Roy M. Johnson, an agency
smployee, may be reimbursed in the amount of $§57.09 for telephone
calls and telegramc made incident to his traonsfer from Atlanta,
Georgia, o Billings, Mountana.

Iha record shows that ipcident to his trxanafer from Atlanta
Co Billingn. in November of 1975, Mr, Johnson was authorized
reimbursemant for relocation expenses. In connection with his
tranafer, Mr. Johnson placed his residence at his old duty sta-
tion on the real estate market. The record shows that the agency
granted Mr, Jolmson a l-year extension of the time limitariom for
reisbursement for expenses of the realty transaction and th t
Mr. Johnson sold his howe on May 13, 1977.

Mr. Johnson states that the real estate market in the
Atlanta ares was in a depressed state during the time that he
was atcempting to sell his home and he tharefore called long
distance to the real estate brokerage firm representing him in
Atlanta in order to determine “hat a serious effort was being
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made to sell his homa. Mr., Johnson claims reimbursssent for tha
cost of a telegram whila In Dimver, Coloresdo, attending a training
course. Has states that the purpose of the telegram was to communi-
cate his acceptance cf an offer to buy his residence in Atlanta

and that the offer of purchase required his scceptsnce in a docu-
mentc] £form, The tota) amount of Mr. Joknson'u claim for reimburse-
mant is $57.09 wvhich represents the axpenses of $49.69 for tha
telephone calls and $7.40 for the telegram,

Concerning reimbursement for tha long-distanca telephone

calls and telegram, we have held that such expenses 'aay be .

sllowed or disallowed depending on the purpose of the commumi-

cation. We have therefore permitted reimbursement as a miscel-

laneous sxpense under para. 2-3,3 of the Faderal Travel Regulatioms

otlv wvhen the purposes of the call or telegram concerped -an‘item :
which would constitute an allovabla expense, Matter ofWalter Alt, |
B-185160, January 2, 1976. Thus, in Alt we allowed reimbursement .
of a long-distance teleplone call and te’ telegran by an ciplay.c who
"had already transferred to his new station since the call was

necessary to negotiate the contract of sale for his former resi- .
dence. We have also allowed reimbursemcnt for expenses of ) i
telephone calls related to the negotintion of the cales contract

and to liquidation of a second mortgage incident’ 'to’'a real estate

transaction. See Matter of Richezd 'B. D:wuon,tn -189140, Noves-

Lex 23, 1977. In view of tha above-cited decisions Mr. Johnson

- may be reimbursed for the long-distance telephone calls to his

real estate broker which directly ralates to effOPtn to 0011 his -
residence. We note that two of the tealephone cllls for uhich :
reimbursament ‘{8 claimed were for calls from Blllingn, Montans,

to Demver, Colorado, where Mr. Johnson was on temporary duty.

Mr, Johnson statas thit an offer was wade to purchase his home

and the two telephone talls related to the sale of his home and
required an immediate answer in a documented form. The documented
form to answer the offer was a night letter telegram. Therefora,
the expenses of these two calls in the amount of $2.19 may be
allowed. Concerning the telephone calls to the Atlanta area from
Montana, Mr. Johnson has not identified the. individuals to vhom
sach of his calls were placed. We have been able to ascertain
that three of the telephone calls in the total amount of $8.43
were to one of the gseveral offices of his real estate broker and
reimbursement may therefore be sllowed, Several of the calls for
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which reimbursement is claimad were apparently made. to Mr. Johnson's
former naxt door naeighbor vhom he had asked to watch his residence.
These c¢alls do not appsar to be related to a reimbursable expause
incident to the sale of a residence and paymant therefore may not
be allowed.

In addition, the record does not indicate the nature 2Z the
other calls for which reimburasement is claimed. Accordingly, inp
tha absence of evidence which would establish that those calle
concarned an item which would be an allowable expense, reimburse-~
meat may not ba aade.

With respect to' the claim for the expenses of the telegranm,
reisbursement therefore would be allowable siuce the telegram
was directly related to the sale of M., Johnlon 8 residenca.
Bow.rar, Mr. Johnson ‘has not providodtaay "documentation to
sstablish that the experse of s telegram was incurred. Accordingly,

. on the record reimbursement for the cluim for payment of the cost

of the telegram may not be allowed.

From the record we are umable to lacortnin wvhether

Hf. Johnson has received the $200 for miscellanecus moving

expenses. If Mr. Johnscn has received the $200 the additional
allowarce for telephone calls and telegvam will be in excess of
the $200 provided in para. 2-3.3a(2) of the FIR and the employee
than wmust support the entire miscellaneo:s expense allowance
with evidence as required by para. 2-3,3b of the FIR.

Action on the voucher should be taken in accordance with
the above.

_ «4
D.pu‘t‘!-‘; Comp:roller (ﬁeral "2
of the United States

et e ——— e A





