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Jear ~1r. J udley: 

~~is resnonds to your March 9, 1990 request that we 
: econsider our decision i n B-23 3276, Oct. 31 , 1989, denying 
:elief to , t he fo rmer Acting Disbursing 
·;fficer, Jome, ! taly, fo r "ln improper payment of 1,416,637 
Italian lire, a United States dollar equivalent of 
>l, 078.11. ~he new evidence which you present provides us 
~o oasis on which to modify that decision: therefore, we 
reaffirm our decision to deny relief to her. 

~~e f acts in this case are s ummarized in our October 31, 
~9 89 decision . ~he i ssue we there decided was whether 
~s. acted with reasonable care when she approved a 
31, 08 9. 0 0 payment on t.he basis of a ,,oucher which had been 
~anuallv altered by the disbursing specialist. We held that 
~s. did not act with reasonaole care. 

£:1 ou r decision, -..ie i=xplained that l'.1s . • should have 
~een sus~1cious when she received a voucher which had a 
'.1andwri tte n insertion of a dollar sign, dee imal point and 
~wo zeros, a nd wnich did not include the amount oayable in 
~ords . Under these circums~ances, we s uggested that s he 
3nould have questioned the alteration or sought 
:larification i rom the agency involved. We noted that there 
:.,ras nothing in che r e cord concerning the procedures at the 
~ome Disbursing Office which would govern r e ceipt of a 
·,o ucher s howinq a numerical amount w1 thout a dollar sign, 
jec1mal point o r cents. 

In your ~arch 1990 s ubmiss i on, you provided an e xplanation 
~f t he procedures at the Rome Disbursing Office which would 
~overn the receipt and processing of such a voucher, 
ceferencing several examples of vouchers received in the 
~ome Office. ~ile the ex~nples you p rovide show t he 
d iversity o f fo rmat in which vouchers are prepared by the 
various agencies, these examples do not establish that Ms. 

• need not h ave questioned the alterations evident on 
the voucher at i 3sue here. Indeed, t he diversitv 
underscores the importance of having procedures which govern 



the handling of what a ppear to be e rroneous or confusinq 
vouchers, and supports the conclusion that Ms. did not 
act with reasonable care in this case because s he failed to 
seek clar i fication when she received a v o ucher which had 
o bviously been altered. 

~hese vo uchers indicate that, as you explained in your 
~arch 1990 l etter, t he 9 rocedure at the Rome Disbursing 
Office is to s eek clarification from the agency where errors 
could be detected. Since Ms. • failed to act in 
accordance with th is ~ro cedure i~ t his c ase, we reaffirm o ur 
decision in B-2 33276 to deny Ms. r equest fo r 
r elief. 

Si nceC'ely yo urs, 

,' ,.-,7 ,,-;:;:: ~: ,. / 
~~I~ ✓ ,.· I -

/ ~ I / . I ~ / ]// _., _,,,-
Gicy L. /epplinge/ ( _,.-f 
Ass0cia.te Ge nera! Zounsel 

t: I / 
; ./ 

2 8-233276 




