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IMPROVEMENT OF RENTED PREMISES. 943

IMPROVEMENT OF RENTED PREMISES,

The laying of conduits and wires in premises ocenpied by the United
States muler o leaso Itom tho owner is an iwmprovowment of the prom-
ises, aud nnless provision has.heen made in the fense for the making
of anel an improvement by the United ¥tates as i consideration in
whole or in part for the use thercof, paymont of the cost of such au
improvanent is not, authorized.

(Acting Comptroller Mitchell to the Secvelary of War, June 11,
1906.)

lu yonr communication of the 8th instant yon requesf iy
decision of the following question:

“[ have the honor to state that requisition has beeu made
upen the War Department by Cren. J. L', Sanger, on duty as
director of the Cnban census, for the laying ot a condnit and
wires in the premises No. 174 G street NW., this city,
vented and occupied Dy the War Departwent for office pur-
poses, for the running of electric faus,



944 DECISIONS OF THE COMPTROLLEN.

#1 beg to reqnest your opinion upon the question whetlhier
tho expense involved in laying the neceasary conduit and wires
in this Lnilding ¢an be met from the appropriation for contin-
sont expenses, War Department.”

1f the condait and wires the laying of which is contem-
plated weore for general use in connection with the oceupancy
by the War Departinent of tho building referred to, and snch
an expenditure were anthorized, I think payment of the cost
thercof could be properly made from the appropriation named,
But T infer from yonr statemeut that they ave designed for the
nse of the director of the Cuban census, in the performance
of his duties as divector. Tf such is the fact, T doubt if the
approprintion referred to is applicable to an expenditure for
that purpose.

But there is a further objection to the expenditure in con-
templation, It appears that the premises in which it is pro-
posed to lay the conduit and wires are not the property of
the United Btates, but are occnpied under a lease from the
owner. The laying of the conduit and wires in sueh premiges
would bo in the nature of un improvement thereof, and nnless
provision has been made in the lease of the premises for the
making of such improvement by the United States as a con-
sideration in whole or iu part for the nse thereof, the payment
of the cost of such improvement is not anthiorized, Suach an
expenditure wonld inure to the benefit of the owners of the
premises, and to that extent would be a gratuity. (6 Comp.
Dac., 146.)

I save the honor, theretore, to reply to your question in the
negative.




