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DECISION -f::";.';fi 4 OF THE UNITED STATES

FILE: B~‘192691 " pDATE: Febrvary 20, 1979

MATTER OF: Mary H, Smith--Long distance telephone calls

DIGEST: Empl%j(ee m‘ Drug Enforcement Admimlstranon
clalmweg« p'\\'m vent for long distanceé’ telephone
call;f¥om 13:>gota, Colombia, to residence in
Arhngton, Virginia, to notify her family of her
location in event of emergency. Since she: had
no aanncd notice. of travel requlred or where
she%would bk staying, and since agency official
designated under 31 U.S. C. ‘680a (1976) has cer-
tified that puch call was in interest of Government,
payment may be made. See 56 Comp. Gen. 28
(1976).
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This’ act1onus in reSpcmse to a request from Mr. Edwin J. Fost,
Chief,. Accounting Sectiom Difice of the Controller, Drug Enforce-
ment Administration (DE4}, Department of Justice, for a decision on
the reclaim vouchér submitted by Mrs. Mar y.H. Smith, a DEA
employee, for reimburserignt of a long distauce telep‘none call (826.33)
from Bogota, Colombia, tw Arlington, Virginia,

The pertinent facts are reported as follows:

", Mrs. Smlth was sent to Bogota, Colomb1a in connectlon
with the fatal shooting of one of our agents on Decem-
ber 13, 1976,

"y, A" the time of dgparture from Washington, DC enroute
to Bogota, Colomhia, Mrs. Smith had no knowledge of
where she would ke staying since she had no advance
notice of the asszgnment.

"3, Thebgounh*y was N a ‘slate of revolt when she arr‘wed
and certain . precautio‘w were advised because of this.
She felt her Jamily should be notified of her exact
location in tne event of an emergency. A telephone call
was made to her farmily and the cost has been vouchered
by her for reimburgement ($26.33)."

Mrs. Smith departed for Hopgote from her residence on December 14,
1976 (under orders issued the same day), and returned to Washington
on December 16, 1976,
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The employee explamed that the telephone call from Bogota was
to “ihform her family of the name; of her hotel in case of emergency,
and’that she had left her resideiice with no notice"and had no idea
whe"i‘f'e she would be staymg. 'The cost of the telephone ¢all involved
was"d1sallowed by the DEA: Accounting Section on her original travel
volcher as being an expenditiire . of a personal nature. However,
decision is now requested by DEAYas to whether the reclaim voucher
submitted may be properly certified for payment in view of the
extenuatmg circumstances described.

gUnder 31U.S. QM BBDag%fS?B) %roprlat/ed}#funds are > Gvailable
orly for; long distance teleohone calls madc;inithe *ransactlon of
pubhc busmess. That’ sectmn reqiires the\head ‘of an agenc y or
hig’designee to certify that: such calls are necessa"y ini'the interest
of the Government betore pdyment for said calls is made.

E& “‘deci 15ion‘=bS§Com‘ p.- Genﬁi‘lB‘(lQ?S),’ ’“dea?lfﬁl“g_énth certiﬁé&a&ion
(under 315U. S: :C "680&) Agf travel vouchers contannng‘long distance
calls"t questlon Z(a) asked whether telephcne toll’;charggg:ﬁiﬁy&be
appr&gg!d by: an off1c1a1 andﬁ‘cernfled by a cert1fy~lng ‘officer, when
the! t“aveler not1f1es esthis i‘amily of his" saie arrlva]tandvt'he place
he Mbe ‘contacted 1nfan"emergency, orthis travel arrangements.
In answer thereto.ﬁ;t Was “Stated atipage’ 30 that the telephone fcall
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in questmn 2(:—:) Wwould. normal]v'be consu'lered a personal call smce
travel"ﬁlans are generally known wellfin’ advanoe of travel and*most
travelers arrive safely at the1r destmatmns. It was further stated,
however, if after invéstigating all of the facts involved in a given
situation, an official designated under 31 U.S. C. 680a determines
and certifies that such a call was in the interest of the Government,
we would not question such a determmanon.
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The or1g1nal voucher subrmtted by the” employee on March 22,
1877, ,shows an dpproving officer certification dated March 23, 1977,
approvmg the long distance telephone call claimed on the voucher
as necessary in the interest of the Government, The reclaim
voucher submitted on August 14, 1978, is not signed by a designated
approving officer.

In view of that certification and since tne facts given show that

the travel involved unusual circumstances in which the employee's
travel plans were not known, payment for the telephone call
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involved may be made under the rules established by 66 Comp.
Gen, 23 (1876).

The reclaim voucher, which is returned, may be certified for
payment, . A

i ¥4
Deputy Compti‘.‘yjlleré‘eﬁga .
of the United States





