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FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

Thiscaseisbefore the Board on the petition of the Department of the Air Force (Air Force)
challenging Wage Determination (WD) 94-2393 (Rev. 4) applicableto service contracts performed
at Pope Air Force Base (AFB) and Seymour Johnson Air Force Base in North Carolina.  The Air
Force seeks review of two find ruling letters issued April 30, 1998, by the designee of the
Administrator, Wage and Hour Division (Administrator), pursuant to the Service Contract Act of
1965, as amended, 41 U.S.C. 8351 et seq(SCA or the Act).

Thewagedeterminationthat ischallenged by the Air Force coversalarge 36-county areathat
includes 32 countiesin North Carolinaand four countiesin SouthCarolina. Thisterritory represents
a consolidation of three smaller geographical areas, each of which previously had been subject to
aseparate SCA wagedetermination. TheAir Forcearguesthat the consolidated wage determination
does not comply with the SCA requirement that the Wage and Hour Division predetermine wage
rates that prevail in the “locality.” As relief, the Air Force requests that the Board direct the
Administrator to issue new wage determinationsfor the service contracts at Pope AFB and Seymour
Johnson AFB that reflect wages prevailing within an area limited to a reasonable commuting
distance around each of those installations. We have jurisdiction over the appeal pursuant to 29
C.F.R. 884.56(b) and 8.1(b) (1999).
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