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DIOEST: 

An employee ,  who performed t e m p o r a r y  
d u t y  t c r ave l ,  asserted a claim for lodg- 
i n g  e x p e n s e s  i n c i d e n t  t o  t h a t  t r a v e l .  
T h a t  claim was d e n i e d  by GAO i n  8-213777, 
October 2 ,  1984, s i n c e  Federal Travel  
R e g u l a t i o n s  para. 1-8.5 r e q u i r e d  docu- 
m e n t a t i o n  of t h e  i n c u r r e n c e  of l o d g i n g  
e x p e n s e s ,  and documen t s  s u b m i t t e d  were 
i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  i n c o m p l e t e ,  and  d i d  n o t  
c o n v i n c i n g l y  s u p p o r t  claim. On reclaim, 
t h e  ear l ie r  d e n i a l  is s u s t a i n e d - .  The 
a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  s u b m i t t e d ' d o e s  
n o t  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  who 
provided l o d g i n g  t o  t h e  employee r e c e i v e d  
payment ,  or  t h e  amount thereof. 

T h i s  d e c i s i o n  is i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  a n  appeal from 
Mr. Richa rd  E. Garofalo. He is r e q u e s t i n g  f u r t h e r  c o n s i d -  
e r a t i o n  of h i s  claim for r e i m b u r s e m e n t  of l o d g i n g  e x p e n s e s  
i n c u r r e d  by  him i n c i d e n t  to  temporary d u t y  performed i n  
N e w p o r t ,  Rhode I s l a n d ,  d u r i n g  t h e  period October 2 2 ,  1981, 
to J a n u a r y  2 2 ,  1982,  For t h e  r e a s o n s  se t  f o r t h  below, t h e  
d i s a l l o w a n c e  of Mr. Garofalo's claim is s u s t a i n e d .  

Mr. Garofalo's claim was t h e  s u b j e c t  of our d e c i s i o n  
8-213777, October 2 ,  1984, which d e n i e d  h im re imbursemen t  of 
h i s  l o d g i n g  e x p e n s e s .  T h a t  d e n i a l  was based o n  a f i n d i n g  
t h a t  t h e  documen t s  s u b m i t t e d  by him to  s u p p o r t  h i s  claim 
were i n t e r n a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  and  i n c o m p l e t e  and  t h a t  there . 
was no  direct  e v i d e n c e  to e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  t h e  rea l  es ta te  
a g e n t  t o  whom h e  made payment r e p r e s e n t e d  t h e  owner  of t h e  
r e s i d e n c e  where  h e  s t a y e d  w h i l e  on  t e m p o r a r y  d u t y .  

I n  b r i e f  r e c a p i t u l a t i o n ,  t h e  fac t s  reported were 
t h a t  p r io r  t o  October.1981, Mr. Garofalo's d u t y  s t a t i o n  was 
Newport, Rhode I s l a n d .  H e  reported t h a t  d u r i n g  t h e  l a t t e r  
pa r t  of t h a t  time h e  w a s  o c c u p y i n g  q u a r t e r s  a t  21 Coddington  
Wharf. I n  October 1981, h e  was t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  West Palm 
B e a c h ,  F lor ida .  On October 2 2 ,  1981, h e  was s e n t  on  
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temporary d u t y  t r a v e l  back to  Newport and e l s e w h e r e  u n t i l  
J a n u a r y  22 ,  1982, a t  w h i c h  t i m e  h e  r e t u r n e d  t o  West Palm 
Beach,  t h e n  h i s  permanent  d u t y  s t a t i o n .  

Mr. Garofalo r e p o r t e d  t h a t  d u r i n g  h i s  t emporary  
d u t y  s t a y  i n  Newport h e  a g a i n  o c c u p i e d  q u a r t e r s  a t  
2 1  Coddington  Wharf.  S i n c e  'ne was there  i n  a t r a v e l  
s t a t u s  and t h e  F e d e r a l  T r a v e l  R e g u l a t i o n s  require  docu- 
m e n t a t i o n  of t h e  i n c u r r e n c e  of cer ta in  e x p e n s e s ,  s u c h  as 
l o d g i n g  costs,  h e  e x e c u t e d  a lease i n  order to  f o r m a l i z e  
t h e  a r r angemen t .  However, i n s t e a d  of e x e c u t i n g  a lease 
d i r e c t l y  w i t h  t h e  owner of 21  Coddington  Wharf,  w i t h  whom 
h e  a p p a r e n t l . .  had d e a l t  d i r e c t l y  i n  t h e  pas t ,  h e  made h i s  
a r r angemen t  :?rough a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  a real  es ta te  
agency .  

I n  our  e x a m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  documents  p r o v i d e d  by 
M r .  G a r o f a l o  i n  support of h i s  claim, w e  n o t e d  t h a t  w h i l e  
h i s  l o d g i n g  e x p e n s e  claim was for $ 1 , 2 0 0 ,  t h e  r e c e i p t s  g i v e n  
him by t h e  r ea l  es ta te  agency  o n l y  t o t a l e d  $1,140,  t h e  
copies of h i s  c h e c k s  p a y a b l e  t o  t h e  real  estate agency  o n l y  
totaled $920,  and o n  f u r t h e r  compar i son ,  t h e  receipts and  
t h e  checks c o n t a i n e d  d i v e r g e n t  dates.  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  there 
was no d i r e c t  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  rea l  es ta te  agency  r e p r e -  
s e n t e d  t h e  owner of 2 1  Coddington  Wharf,  t h e  provider of t h e  
quarters.  

I n  h i s  reclaim, Mr. G a r o f a l o  c o n t e n d s  t h a t  t h e  
d i s c r e p a n c y  a s  t o  t h e  amount was a r e su l t  of t h e  f a c t  
t h a t  h e  made cash payments  t o t a l l i n g  $400 ,  which  when 
added t o  t h e  sum of t h e  checks,  to ta led  $1,320.  However, 
h e  s t a t e s  t h a t  h e  is n o t  c l a i m i n g  t h e  amount i n  e x c e s s  of 
$1,200 because $100 of it r e p r e s e n t e d  a d u p l i c a t e  r en t  
payment and t h e  o t h e r  $ 2 0  was payment of a t i p .  

The e x p l a n a t i o n  g i v e n  t e n d s  to f i l l  i n  o n e  of t h e  
g a p s  i n  t h e  record; however ,  it does n o t  e x p l a i n  why t h e  
receipts g i v e n  by t h e  rea l  es ta te  agency  totaled less t h a n  
M r .  Garofalo claims t h a t  h e  p a i d .  F u r t h e r ,  n o t h i n g  pre-  
s e n t e d  i n  t h e  reclaim documents  e s t ab l i shes  t h a t  t h e  rea l  
e s t a t e  company was t h e  a u t h o r i z e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  t h e  
owner o f  21 Coddington  Wharf,  t h e  p r o v i d e r  o f  t h e  quarters .  
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The c o n c e p t  b e h i n d  r e i m b u r s i n g  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  for 
e x p e n s e s  i n c u r r e d  w h i l e  p e r f o r m i n g  t r a v e l  o n  Government 
b u s i n e s s ,  is t h e  r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  s u c h  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  w i l l  
i n c u r  e x p e n s e s ,  w h i c h  b u t  f o r  t h e  t r a v e l ,  h e  would n o t  
otherwise have  i n c u r r e d .  N o t w i t h s t a n d i n g  t h a t ,  n o t  a l l  
e x p e n s e s  i n c u r r e d  are  reimbursable.  Only those e x p e n s e s  
e s t ab l i shed  by r e g u l a t i o n  a s  n e c e s s a r y  and a p p r o p r i a t e  
are reimbursable,  w i t h  t h e  added r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  receipts 
for  c e r t a i n  e x p e n s e s ,  s u c h  a s  l o d g i n g ,  m u s t  be o b t a i n e d .  
See para. 1-8.5 o f  t h e  Federal T r a v e l  R e g u l a t i o n s ,  
FPMR-101-7 (September 1981)  i n c o r p .  by ref., 4 1  C.F.R. 
S 101-7.003 (1.983) ( F T R ) .  

O r d i n a r i l y ,  when a n  i n d i v i d u a l  u s e s  commercial 
q u a r t e r s ,  a receipt is g i v e n  by t h e  p r o v i d e r  of those 
q u a r t e r s  showing t h e  c h a r g e s  made. The  i n f e r e n c e  created 
by t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  t h e  receipt is t h a t  payment was r e c e i v e d  
by t h e  p r o v i d e r .  However, no s u c h  i n f e r e n c e  ar ises  when a 
receipt is g i v e n  by a t h i r d  p a r t y  w h i c h  m e r e l y  p u r p o r t s  to  
be g i v e n  o n  b e h a l f  o f  t h e  service p r o v i d e r .  I n  t h i s  regard, 
t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  report made by t h e  Naval  I n v e s t i g a t i v e  
S e r v i c e  relates t h a t  when t h e  owner of 21 Codd ing ton  
Hharf  was i n t e r v i e w e d ,  s h e  s t a t ed  s h e  knew n o t h i n g  a b o u t  
Mr. Garofalo's  lease a r r a n g e m e n t  w i t h  t h e  real  es ta te  a g e n t .  
The  i n f e r e n c e  i n h e r e n t  i n  s u c h  a s t a t e m e n t  is t h a t  s h e  d i d  
n o t  a u t h o r i z e  t h e  rea l  estate a g e n t  to  ac t  o n  h e r  b e h a l f .  
T h e r e  is n o t h i n g  i n  t h e  f i l e  w h i c h  r e b u t s  s u c h  a n  i n f e r e n c e .  

We do n o t  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  Mr. G a r o f a l o  paid money to 
t h e  real  es ta te  a g e n t .  However, s i n c e  t h e  f o c u s  of FTR 
p a r a .  1-8.5 is o n  r e imbursemen t  o f  e x p e n s e s  i n c u r r e d  f o r  
g o o d s  and services p r o v i d e d  i n c i d e n t  to  government  t r a v e l ,  
t h e n  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  a showing t h a t  t h e  p r o v i d e r  o f  
M r .  G a r o f a l o ' s  q u a r t e r s  i n  Newport r e c e i v e d  payment and 
t h e  amount thereof, w e  c a n n o t  accept t h a t  t h e  payment 
made by M r .  Garofalo c o n s t i t u t e d  a proper l o d g i n g  e x p e n s e  
payment for r e i m b u r s e m e n t  p u r p o s e s .  

A c c o r d i n g l y ,  t h e  a c t i o n  t a k e n  i n  d e c i s i o n  8-213777, 
October 2 ,  1984,  d e n y i n g  Mr. G a r o f a l o ' s  claim f o r  l o d g i n g  
e x p e n s e s ,  is s u s t a i n e d .  
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