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M flTTER OF: Renon V. Noero - Reitbursennt of travel
aeS relocation expense.

DIGEST: 1. Employee transferred froLl Washington, D C ,

to San Franciaco, Califo: nia, was autho-
rized travel expemes of' houaehunting
trip for spouse. Srouse, accompanied by
dependent child, traveled to and from
San Diego, halifornia, to seel: residence.
Reimbursement tnerefor may not be allowed
as travel expenses for househunting trip
in authorized under pars. 2-1. 4a of
Federal Iegavel Regulations only for
pctravel to rew duty station of cmployee

2 fnioyes was tMnrerred rcoms Wshppington,
twCo, to San Franciaco, California, and
d21andext3 and nousehold goods were
anap tched to San Diego, Ctoiforniap
Under prose. 2-2 r 2s and o -8r an avnFederal

Ib. Ibrian I.. sonvel angulationr reimbufyement of
omo, an agencytr emporyation expeimbes m fy be allowed

tion expenseswhnot to exceed constru c oneciowt of tra nsf
port, ion to now duty Ctatlon, ean

O ranc1sc3. Howover, cost o shipping
The recrdshtwo petht ia not allowable since parap

! ~~~~~~~~2-1.4h exxludes pets as household goods
and there is no authority to ship them
et Goveroant exhensep

Thio matttr involves a request for an advance decision hrom
Mui Marian Lf Hinson, an authorzed certis yingodfficir of the
United States Depaxrtment of Cotmerce, as to whether Mr. Ramon V.
Romeroi an agency employee, may e reimbursed for ccrtain reloca-
tion expenses which were tncurred "n connec'ion with his transfer
from Washington, D.C., to San Franclaco, Californiat effective on
or about October 1, lS73i

The record shows that incident to hi: transfer tte Depart-
ment of Zanmerce authorized reimbursement of travel and reloca-

, ~~~~tion expenses of Mr. Romero and his dependents. Included in
W. Romero's travel orders was the authorization of a house-
huntin% trip for his wife. Mr. and Mrs. Romero decided that
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Wts. Romero and tneir cependont children would establish a resi-
dence in San Diego andi that. he woull reside in the San Francisco
urn.

During the period May 30 to June 1974, Wa. Romero, ascoot-
panied by one of her children, performed round-trip air travel
to Lhe San Diego area in order to seek permanent residence
qartaera. The agency asks whether it may reimburse Mr. Romero
for the transportation expenses or his wife and child and pay
per diem for her incident to thir househunting trip. The agency
elso questions whether it was proper to allow the transportation
oi iF. Romero's ramily, his household goodse and two pets to
San Diego.

Paragraph 2-4 .la of the Federal Travel Regulations (FTR)
(FPR 101-7, May 1973) provides in pertinent Dart as follows:

"Paytrnt of travel and trinspaortation ex-
pansea of the employee and spouse trave lirg
together, or' the employee or apouse tran.liru
individually la lieu at travel by the other
or together, for one round trip between the
localf ties of the old and new duty stations
for the purpose of seeking residence quar-
tera, my be authorized when circumstances
warrant. 0 Such a round trip by the
spouse, when authorized in lieu of a round
trip by or with the employee, may be ac-
complished at any time before relocation of
the family to the new official station but
not beyond the nvax:.'um tine for beginning
a2lowable travel and transportation. *

Paragraph 2-1.4i of the FTR defines official station or pout of
duty in pertinent part as follows:

"Official station or poattof duty.
The building or other place where the
officer or employee regularly reports for
duty. (For eligibility for charge Of sta-
tion allowances, see 2-1.3 and 2-1.5b.)
With reauect to entitlement under these
regulations relating to the residence
and the household &voda and personal
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4 recta of an employee, official station
oil post of duty also mans the residern
or other quar,.ra from which the employee
regularly commttes to and from work. B B I A

Accordingly, since Mra. Ronkro's househunting trip was to
the Smn Diego area, from which Mr. Romero does not regularly
commute to and from work, the employee may not receive reim-
bursement for the expenses of the househunting trip. Also,
under the FTR, para. 2-4.1, reimbursement for the travel expenses
of a houaehUnting trip is only allowable for the employee and the
employee's spouse.

W*. Roumero's wife anid foar di'pendent children trM'belei by
comercial air carrier from Washington to San Diego incident tc
his transfer. In addition, Wr. romero's household goods were
transported under Govyrintit MU1 oat Lading from WashiwSton to
San Diaeji. The agenw½y questions itsareimbursement oa such tre"il
and transportation. In connection with travel expensas of an
employee's dependents incident to transfer para. 2-2.2a of the
FIR provides as follows-

"Transaortation. Except as specifical-
ly provided in those regulations, allowable
travel expenses for the employee's immediate
family, inciudings transportation, are gov-
arned by Chapter 1. Navel of the immediate
fanily may begin at the employee's old
official station or some other point, or
partially at both, or may end at the new
official station or some other place selected
by the employee, or partially at both. How-
ever, the cost to the Gobvrrnnt for
traniportaticn of the immediate family shall
not exceed the allowable cost by the
usually traveled route between the employee's
old and new official station."

With regard to the tranaportatton of household goods para. 2-8.2d
of the FTH prrvides as follows:

"Origin and destination. Cost of
transrortatlon or housefoid goods my be
paid by tit Government whether the shipment
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originates at the employees last official
station or place of residence or at acme
other point, or if part or the ahira.1nt
originates at the last official aca3ion and
the reminder at one or more other points.
Similarly, these expenses are allowable
whether the point f destination is the
now official station or some other point
selected by the employee, or if the
destination for part or the property ta
the new official station and the rericdier
is shipped to one or more other potntb.
Howerer, the total amount which my be
paid or reimbursed by the Government shall
not eAceed the coat of transporting the
property in one lot by the moat economical
route from the last official rtation of the
tranmferring employee (or the plnad of
actual residence of the new appointee at
time of Appointment) to the new official
station. -in connection with return from
overseas for separation see 2,1.5g(4).
No property acquired by the employ.. en
route between old and new official stations
shall be eligible for transportation under
this part."

Accordingly, reimbursement of the expenses of transporting
W. Romsro'a family and household goods may not exceed the con-
structive coat of transportation from Washington to San Francisco,
the employee's new duty station.

The agency's final question concerns whether Wr. Romero may
be reimbursed for the transportation of two pets as baggage.
There is no authority under the FiR which would provide autho-
rity for the payment for the transportation of household pets
and pars. 2-1.4h of the FTh specifically excludes pets as house-
hold goods. Therefore, reimbursement may not be allowed for the
transportation cost of Mr. Roraro's pets.

The certifying officer should take appropriate action in
accordance with the above.

Deputy Comptroller General
of the United States
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