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DIGEST: The r e t u r n  t r a v e l  expenses  of an employee 
who abandoned a temporary du ty  assignment 
for  p e r s o n a l  r easons  may n o t  be p a i d  s i n c e  
it w a s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  determined t h a t  he 
d i d  n o t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  complete t h e  a s s ign -  
ment. The assignment  w a s  t o  e v a l u a t e  a . 
2-week t r a i n i n g  cour se  and t h e  employee 
r e t u r n e d  home a t  t h e  end of t h e  f i rs t  week. 
S i n c e  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  de t e rmina t ion  w a s  
n o t  shown t o  be improper o r  u n j u s t i f i a b l e  
it w i l l  n o t  be d i s t u r b e d .  

M r .  Eugene S.  Sheskin ,  an employee of t h e  United 
S t a t e s  Customs S e r v i c e ,  Department of t h e  Treasury ,  
a p p e a l s  t h e  d e n i a l  by o u r  C l a i m s  Group of  h i s  c l a i m  fo r  
t r a v e l  expenses ,  W e  conclude t h a t  t h e  claim may n o t  be  
p a i d  based on t h e  p r e s e n t  r eco rd .  

M r .  Sheskin claims reimbursement f o r  t r a v e l  ex- 
penses ,  i n  t h e  amount of  $168.19,  which he  i n c u r r e d  
i n  r e t u r n i n g  t o  Washington, D.C., h i s  r e g u l a r  d u t y  sta- 
t i o n ,  f r o m  Glynco, Georgia ,  where he  had been a s s igned  
t o  perform a 2-week temporary du ty  assignment.  H e  w a s  
a u t h o r i z e d  t o  t r a v e l  t o  Glynco on J u l y  1 9 ,  1982, t o  
a t t e n d  and e v a l u a t e  a t r a i n i n g  cour se  f o r  t h e  purpose 
of de termining  whether it w a s  s u i t a b l e  f o r  r e g u l a t o r y  
a u d i t o r s  i n  t h e  Customs S e r v i c e ' s  r e g i o n a l  off ices .  

M r .  Sheskin s ta tes  t h a t  h i s  w i f e  became ill s h o r t l y  
b e f o r e  he l e f t  f o r  Glynco, and t h a t  on F r iday  morning, 
J u l y  23, a t  t h e  end o f  t h e  f i r s t  week of t h e  temporary 
du ty  assignment ,  he f e l t  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  t o  r e t u r n  home t o  
de termine  t h e  s t a t e  of h i s  w i f e ' s  h e a l t h  because s h e  had 
adv i sed  him t h a t  she  w a s  exhausted.  H e  s ays  he d i s c u s s e d  
t h e  cour se  format  and materials w i t h  t h e  i n s t r u c t o r s ,  who 
i n d i c a t e d  t o  him t h a t  t h e  materials he had ob ta ined  con- 
t a i n e d  a s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  of  t h e  materials t h a t  would 
be covered d u r i n g  t h e  second week of  t h e  course .  H e  s a y s  
t h a t ' a f t e r  an af tempt  t o  c o n t a c t  h i s  s u p e r v i s o r  concern- 
i n g  h i s  s i t u a t i o n  by te lephone  and r e c e i v i n g  a busy s ig-  
n a l ,  he r e t u r n e d  t o  h i s  r e g u l a r  du ty  s t a t i o n  on Fr iday  
ahd c o n t a c t e d  h i s  s u p e r v i s o r  on Sunday, J u l y  25.  
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Generally, when an employee abandons a' temporary 
duty assignment for personal reasons, the cost associated 
with his return to the permanent duty station will not be 
paid by the Government, unless it is administratively 
determined that the employee substantially completed the 
purpose of the assignment before he abandoned it, or the 
duties he was to perform were completed at no additional 
expense to the Government. Matter of Berger, B-189160, 
April 18, 1978; B-172048, March 29, 1971. 

Mr. Sheskin contends that he substantially completed 
the mission of his temporary assignment, but the director 
of the audit division to which he is assigned does not 
agree that the assignment was completed. In support of 
his contentions, Mr. Sheskin has provided a copy of the 
three-page evaluation report he states he produced in 
completion of the assignment. He also states that he 
had prior knowledge of the relevant course material which 
the audit director objected to his having missed, from 
"handouts" he received while at Glynco and from attending' 
a similar course 6 years previously. 

The question of whether an employee substantially 
completed a temporary duty assignment prior to abandoning 
it for personal reasons is a matter for administrative 
determination by the employing agency. In this case the 
responsible agency official determined that Mr. Sheskin 
did not substantially complete his assignment. The in- 
formation which Mr. Sheskin has provided is not suffi- 
cient to support a conclusion that the administrative 
determination in this instance was improper or unjusti- 
fiable. 
of certain material that was covered in the second week 
of the course following his departure has no bearing on 
whether he did in fact complete the purpose of this 
assignment which was to evaluate the 2-week course. 

The fact that he may have had a prior knowledge 

Therefore, we will not disturb the administrative 
determination in this case, and the denial of this claim 
by the Claims Group is sustained. 
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