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DIGFST 

A Reserve officer performina temponlry duty submil1lil11 travel vouchet· clalmina taxi 
farel which were inflated over the actual fare charaed in the area, in an errOR to 
"construct" the cost of a rental car which he used but had not been luthori't.ed. The 
claims for both the cab and rental car colli are denilid because the claim fo: taxi fares not 
actually incurrtd tainted any other transportation alloWlntes claimed for the days on ~ 
which the cab fares were claimed. 

DECISION 
\\ II 

has appealed the AUlust 11, 1m, settlement of our Claims 
Group of eXpcrla incident Ii.' I temporary duty (TOY) 
assianment in the amount of 5333.44. 'l'hae expenses inc:ludC the oost of I car mil.\! and 
ps, lonl distance telephone charJes, IUcs to and from the airport, commercial van to and 
from Charleston airport, and cleaninl costs. We affinn the ~ement of the Claims 
Group. 

'11!e Air Force h.uldsfac:torily relOlved the items claimed .cx~,(or the cost of the 
rental car, lUis, and commercial van. We address only these lah.t\l' claims here. 

January 21-31, 1991,' at Charleston Air FOrQ~ Base, South Carolina, 
submitted a voucher for payment of various travcVtransportation 

expensea.for I rental car, which had not been IUthorizod, wu denied because 
he listed lui fares on the voucher when t.uis were not uJed. The dum tor the cost of a 
comll1ercial vanwlS denied because an inaccurate amount was bcina',claimed. 

~ request for use of I ~tal car durinl the TOY ~ denied. Hc states 
~ '. the orden suUested that he should ·COII~ct· the cost of a 

, fares equivalent to the cost of the rental., When 
completed the voucher (oUowinl the TOY, he en(ered 25 lui fares at 

o( $625. Upon review, the Finance Officer questioned the lui fares, 
which he said appeared to be ovcntaled. Followina an inquiry It the Charleston AFB, it 
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was UGertained that the normal cab fare from the motel where ~as 
billeted to the base was~ an investi&ation by ~ of 
Spcciallnvesti&alil}l\s, __ .who had received an idvlll«l to cover his travel 
expenses on Ihis a5si&nment, was requu'ed to repay $383. 

Our Claims Group defiled Jh~ dalm. ~ has appca1ed, and raises a number 
of atgumenlS to support payment of t~ml. He statel he was merely tryin, 
to recoup the cost of the rental car and gas totaIln, 5236.12. 

We have reviewed the record and find no reason to chanle the determination of the 
Claims Iroup. We have held that when a member submits a voucher and part of the 
claim is based on false information, those items are to be denied. 8-219217, Ian. 21, 
1986. Based on our review, we conclude that all of die transportation charles claimed 
here are It 'alnted. 

, 
Finally, asks that the (Imount In question be waived under SeCtion 8138 
of the Appropriations Act (pub, L. No. 102-172, Nov. 26, 1991, 
lOS Stat. IISO at 1212). That provision Illve the Secretary of Defense the authority to 
cancel any part of an indebtedness. up to $2,SOO, owed 10 the United States by a rpember 
of ., uniformed service if, as dctennincd by thz Secretary, the debt was Incurred in 
connection with Operation Desert Shield/Storm, Our Officc has no responsibility or 
authority under this provision. Only the Secretary of Defense may exercise the authority 
granted by this provision. 

Accordingly, the claim is denied. 

1:>1 Seymour Efros 
for Robert P. Murphy 

General Coum'Cl 
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