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MATTER QF: Alan Les Olsor - Transportation of hounhold
effects, conputltion of excess veight charges

FILE: B-191518

U5IGEST: ° E£ach ngtnc.y 18 Tesponsible for detemining whether
the counuted rate systeam or the actual expense
mathod will be used for transportation of an
leloync s household goods. Where the actual ex-
pense mathod 15 used, the aoplicahlo te;ulatioa
requires that the computation of employee's
charges for excess weight be based on its ratio
to the total weight shipped. Eamployee must pay
.the charges for tha excess weight based on & ratio
of thc total weight 1h1pped.

This action '1a at the request of ‘Helen R. Machin, Authorizeid
Ccrtifying Officer, Mational Ocsani: and Atnospheric Administration
(WOAA), for an advance decision concerning excess weipht charges of
Mr, Alan Las Olson. .

Mr. Olson, an elployce of the natlonal Heather Servicn was
nuthorized a pernlnant changa of ntation from Millington, Tenneusee.

i sto Huntsville Alabama, a distance of 216 miles. Shigmaat of his

household;_effecta was accomplished under a Government Bill of
Lading (GBL) The houaehold effects weighed 15,940 pnunds ‘which is
4,940 pounda over tha Limi: authorized of 11, 000 pounds. The
charges - applicnole to the excess weight were computed by NOAA pursu-
‘ant tn the Federal Travel Regulations (PTR)-FPHR 101-7, para-

graph 2-8,3b(5)., The amount calculnted together with $78.80 of
other dissllowed .charges umounted to ,850 75.

, Mr. Olson does not question the disalloued charges but has
qdestioned the method of computing ‘the excess weight charges. He
contends that the computation should have been based on the con-
structive cost of an(.1,000 pound shipment. Using thig approach,
he*ntrived at the "ot of transportation and other ch§§ges
lpplicf;hle to the excess weight"‘ of $419.83 by finding tie
diffaqunce batween the ccustructive cost and actual carrier
charges. Conbined wiih the disallowed chargas, Mr. Olgson arrives
at an' amount of $498.63. The basic difference results fiom the
fact that the charge for the total weight of the shipment of
approximately 16,000 pounds was at the rate of $4.90 per hwt.
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The shipping cherges for 11,000 pounds on & comnstructive basis

would be ~t the rate of $5.20 par hwt.

. / . .

Subsection 5724(s) of title 5, United States Code, grants to
the President discretionar,; authority to prescribe regulatic.s
for the payment of travel and transportatior. axpenses of employees
transferred in the interest of the Governmern® from one official
station or agency to another, The axpenses of transporting,
packing, crating, temporarily storing, draying and unpacking
household goods and personzl effects is limited by 5 U,.S.C.
5724(a) (2) to not iu excess of 11,000 pounds net weight.

Implementing regulations for the transportation and temporary
storage of household goods sre found in the FTR, Chapter 2, Part 8
(FPMR 101-7). 1In paragraph 2-8.2a. of those regulations a meximum
weight allowance of 11,000 pounds has been esiablished for emplcryees
with immediste families. The regulations permit shipaent based upou
either a computed rate system or an actual expense system. )

In parasfaph 2-8.3b(5) a procedure is prescribed for
determining the charges payable Ly the employee for excesy weight
when the actual expense 1tethod of shipment is used. That paragrapt
reads as follows!

"(5) Excess weight procedures, When the weight
of an employee s household goods exceeds the maximum
veight )1m1tation, the, total’ quantity may be shipped
on a Government bill of ‘lading, but the emplcyee
shall ruimburne the Govarnment for the cost of trans-
portntiun aniiother charges appllcable to the excess
weight, computed from the total charges ace rding to
the ratio of excess weight to the total weight of the
shipment."

Under the actual:expense method an employee, whose houaehold
govds shipment exceeds the maximum cf 11,000 pounds has the option
of shipping the excess, ,weight on his own or to allow it to be
shipped on s GBL together with the 11,000 pounda authorized and

raimbursing the Government for the excess weight using
:he formula -as prescribed in pnragraph 2-8.3b(5) of the FIR.

Each agency of the Governm;n: is respongible‘for de:érmining
vhether the commuted rate system or the actual expense method
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(Govoraloat lill of Lading) will be.used’ for transportation of an
esployes's housahold gooda, The primary rezson for utilising the
sctual expense method of shipment in s given cas: is: that such
msthod will result in costs to the Government -ubatantially dlower
than the commutad rate, See B-169407, Eeprember 15, 1970, Thus,
Mr. Ollon s argument for his method nf computation set forth above
is without merit.

Accordingly, ‘the computations mcda by NOAA as prascribed by
. paragraph 2-8.3,b(5) are corréct and the anount of indebtedicss
f payable by Mr, Olson to NOAA is $850,75.
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