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! FILE: 3-18723)  DATE: Jenuaxry 28, 1977
l MATTER OF: James B. Nickel - ‘[ransportation coats of
! shipping auromobila

DIGEB: Cluaiws Division denial of Navy employee's

? claim for transportation ccats of shipping

. prrsonal sutomobile upon change of official

» station from California to Hnryhnd is
sustained. Dc-pite ulployea s argument

that auto itthout fuel due to national gas
shortags ia rothing more than "stick of
furniture.” acthority for transportation

of houszhold gouis doves not enccmpase
transportation of auto. 5 U.8.C. 5727(a)
(1970); FIR paxa. 2-1.4(h) (May 1973).

This is in response to a letter dated Juis 3, 1976,
in which Mx. Janes B. Nickel, e civilian employee of the
Department of the Navy, appsaled that part of our Claims
D:lmion settlenent of July 18, 1975 which denied that
par: .- him elaim ($826.79) for the ahipnen: of his auto-
lo‘uﬂl- This claim repressnted the total cost of shipping
Mr. zglic‘knl R automobile from S:m Diego, California to Oxon

" Bdl1, Marylaud, incident to a transfer of official statiom,

Mr, Nickel contends that his ca: is a household effect
and the costs of 1Lt shipment may be reimburaed as such.
He rgasons:

"that an sutomobile for which a cross country
traveler cannot rely -2 2 steady purchase of
necessary gasoline (due to n-tional gas crisis)
‘s nothins more than a stick of frraiture."

Mr. Nickel now claims $320 23 for tha lhipmnt of his
"household effect type autono‘bile." The reducf::lcm fxon
tha previous claim, he explaino. is due to the fact that
inatead of requesting the total transportation costs for
the ¢ar, he is now basing his claim "only on 1,060 lbs. of
hougehold goods ahipmeni allowance not previously used,"

Notwithiutanding the exigenciocs of the national fuel
crisis, the 1aw is clear that the authority for reimbyrsement
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of costs for the shipment of household goods does not
encompas3 the shipment of an automobile. An erpress stet-
utory prechibizion ageinast the reimbursesent Mr. Nickel
seeks is contained in 5 U.8.C. 5727(a) (1970), which reads
ags follows:

"Except as specifically authorized by
statute, an authorization in a statut- or reg-
ulation to transport the effects of an employes
or other individual at Government sxpense is

not £a suthorization to transport an sutomobile.”
(Ezplasis added.)

Furthsrmore, piiragraph 2~1.4(h). of the Federal Travel
Regulations (FPMR.101-7) (May 1973), cxplicitly excludes
automobiles from those items that may be counted as house-
hold goods. Our Office has consistently interpreted the
term as excluding such items as auz:mobiles. 53 Comp.
Gen. 159 (1973); 52 id. 479 (1973); 50 id. 376 (1970).

Thus there is no authority for allowing Mr. Nickel's
claim for the costs of shipping his car across the country.
The drnial by the Claims Division for reimbursement of the
cost of transporting Mr. lNickel's automobile ia hereby

sustained.
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Deputy Comptroller General
of the United Stat-s
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