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OIGEST: · Althou~h an Air Force officer may have 
produced enough evidence to show that weight 
tickets obta-ined at the destination of his 
household goods shipment on· a reweigh were 

.clearly .in error, this evidence did not ta1nt 
the weight tickets which were obtained at the 
origin of the shipment and which showed a 
lo~er poundage fo~ the·household goods. _The 
additional evidence presented. by the officer 
in. challenging the correc~ness of the origin 
weight tickets did not show them also to be 
clearly in error, so that the Air Force's 
weight determination based on those tickets, 
resulting· in overweight charges collected 
from the officerr is sustain~d. 

This reviews our Claims Group's denial of the claim 
of Lieutenant Colonel'. _ , USAF (Retired), 

, for~ refund of $130.58 in excess weight 
charges ·collected from him by the Air Fore~ for a ship­
ment of his household go6ds exceeding his auth6iiz~d 
weight limitation. Weight tickets ~nd a weight certif­
icate were submitted by the mover to establish the 
shipment's weight and support the charges. Since the 
weight tickets and certificate have not -been shown to be 
clearly in error by evidence submitted by t~e claimant, 
the excess weight charges assessed by th~.Air Force are 
accepted as correct, and the Claims Group·'s denial ~f 
Colonel claim is sustained. 

Under perroanent charige of station orders i~sued 
in October ·1970 Colonel , who was then serving 
on active duty in the Air Forc_e-r·was authorized to move 
13,000 pounds of household gorids at Government ~~pense 
from Wright-Patterson Air Force·Base (AFB),. Dayton, Ohio, 
to Randolph AFB, San Antonio, Texas. Colonel 
states that the weight of his household goods had been 
determined to be less than 12,000 pounds at the time 
of his last reassignment in 1976, and that he had not 
acquired significant amounts of new household property 
in the 2 interv~ning years. Consequently1 _ he expected 
his October 1978 household goods shipment to be within 
the 13,000-pound limit. 
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The moving .van tha.t·picked up Colonel 

household goods at Wright-Patterson AFB on. O<;J~tober 17, 
1978, catr ied a tare ( empty) weight ticket·:a-a'\;'¢d· that 
day wh'ich. showed 'the v.cin Is weigh~ as· 11 2~[,.:.C)Q_tt~·\ ·po'u.nds ~ 
Colonel· Freeman states that .th1s tare· welgl'it'· ticket of 
exactly "26,000° pounds· caused h_im,to suspect that-tp.e 
driver might attempt· to exaggerate ·or "jump" the weight 
·of his houdehoid goo~s ~hipment, and he reported this-to· 
the transportation·counsel6r at.Wtight-Patter§on.AFB. 
He also states ·that at .this. point an -aSisigned inspector 
es·timated the weight of his. household ·goods. to .be 14,000 
pounds. The driver who picked up the shipment obtained· 
a gross·(full}. weight ticket-the n_ext day at the same 
scale in Dayton from which he obtained his tare weight 
ticket·. 'I'he gross weight ticket'·showed the-shipment's 
gross weight as being "42,260" ·pounds. These two weight 
tickets thus indicated· that the shfpment ·weig_hed 16.,260 
pounds, 3,260 pounds over··the authorized ··shipping weight 
and .2,260-~ounds over the inspectorts estimate. 

The driver who picked up Colonel shipment 
later.picked up another household goods shipment in Dayton 
destined. for Randolph· AFB for _sergeant ·• 
Sergeant . shipment was picked up on Oct·ober 2:CJ, 
1978·,. and it was. loaded on t.he sa·me moving ·v·an containing. 
Colonel ·shipment. After depar.tirig Dayton with 
the two .. shipments, the driver. transfe'rr~<;l th~ van,.and a 
different driver usin.g another tractor trans·p_orted. the 
van containing both shipments on to San Anton·:to. 

The· seco'nd driver obta·ined a gross weight ·ticket in · 
San Antonio on O~tober 30,· 197~, which did not identify 
any particular spipment; but which showed a gross weight 
of 11 53', 720" pounds.. Sergeant -shipment docu­
ments show ~hat his shipment was. delivered into temporary . 
storage on October 30, 1978; Tne.'second driver obtained . 
a tare weight ticket the riex·t day, on the same scale he · .· 
used the d-ay before, w.hich showe(l Ser_g·eant . . 
name as the sh_ipper, and a tare .weight of "49~42Q·." pounds. 
These two weiqht tickets were useo .to· establi~h t~e .weight 
of Sergeant ship~ent _a·s 4;.J00. pounds. because 
the original driver had· not obtained weight tickets for 
Sergeant s shipment:· in. Day.to'n. However, 
Sergeant· indicates -he was info·(meq that his 
shipment weight at departur~ might be·in. eice~s of .6,000 
pounds. · 
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Colonel household goods ~er)~. ·ael iver ed in 
San An·tonio,. Texas, by the second dz:-iv¢r ori oc-tober 31, 
1978 •. · The second. driver presented a g~o-ss weig.ht ticket 
dated October ·31 obtained from the E;ain~ ·scale he had 
used earlier in the day to obtafn·_,a\_rief weight ticket for 
Sergeant . shipment. ,'J!li'-e' cj,ro~s weight ticket 
showed. Coloi:iel nam~:!' .~.sf\~.~~ shipper, a gross 
weight of ."49.,460" .pounds; a~d'. .t:q'¢ weight as a "reweigh. 11 

Colonel states that:·afte-r· his shipment had been 
unloaded, a portion of -·Serge·ant shipment was 
still on the deliyery vehicle~ as· well as what h~ thought 
were several, hundred pounds of ·other property. After the 
deliverj, the next day, the second-driver obtained a tare 
weight ticket from the same scale from which ·he had 

· received his gross weight ticket. The ticket.showed 
Colonel name as the shipper, a. tare weight of 
"32,960" pounds, and- ·the weight as a "reweigh." These 
two "reweigh" weight t.ickets indicated t;hat the shipment 
weighed 16,500 pounds. · 

The Air Force then determined that the weight of 
Colonel shipment was established by the low.er 
of the two sets.of weight tickets, i.e., the set obtained 
at Dayton showing 16,260 pounds •.. Colonel was 
charged for the part of the mover's charges pertaining 
to the we-ight in excess of 13,000 pounds--$330.58.· Our 
Claims Group disall_ow~d Colonel su~sequent 
claim for a refund of- thos_e ~xces_s weight;· 9h_arge_s ... on tl)e 
basis·· that there was no clear and convincing evi~:enc·e 
showing error in the Air Force'·s determination. Colonel 

now-questions the correctness of the conclusions 
reached by our Claims Group. 

we have consistently held that whether and to what 
extent authorized shipping weights have been excee9ed 
in the shipment of household goods and the excess costs 

. involved ar-e questions of fact primarily for determina­
·tiori by the administrative agency which, ordinarily, we 
will not ,question in the absence of evidence·· showing such 
detei::mil)ations to be clearly in error·.· Where the tr.ans­
por tation voucher prepared by a mover in support of its 
charges is supported by a valid weight certificate or· 
weight tlckets, in the absenc~ of fraud or clear erroi . 
in the computation, the _Government must rely on t_he scale 
certifications of -record in computing the excess costs. 
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Matter of , B-195256, November 15, 1979. Thus, 
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absent computational errors, or fraud, the Gove-rnment is· 
bound by a weight certificate unle$is:·,·the certificate is 
shown to be invalid. In order to .. show inval id.i ty, one 
must show that the. certiticate is·~learly in error. See 
Matter of , B-206951,✓July 12; ·19821 Matter of 
____ · B-19857~,I~June 10, 1981 .. · 

Colonel s~gg~st~:that all the weight 
tickets in his case have been shown to be clearlv in 
error and therefore invalid, but his ma.in arguments and 
attention are directed a~ the set of tickets obtained in 
San Antonio, the reweigh tickets which were not used to 
determine the weight of his household goods shipment. 
The set ·of tickets obtained in Dayton by the original· 
driver were the basis of the overweight charges. we are 
inclined to agree with Colonel Fr eem·ap that his reweigh 
tickets were in error based on the evidence that two 
shipments may have b~~n commingled in. the same trailer 
when the scale weight;"!s· 'were obtained. If the reweigh: 
tickets had been the only set of weight tickets in this 
case, it might have become necessary· to qe'j:er-inine the 
weight of the shipment by other mea~s;, sfn'ce the amount 
of the. error in the tickets would. have remained a matter 
of uncertainty and conjecture. Compare Matter of - , 
cited above. . 

However, the origin.weight tickets obtained at 
Dayton were not tainted with, t.he irre.gularity just men­
tioned. Colonel al~ci challenges the validJty of 
those tickets on the ba~ds: of evidence .th&..t: a Gove'rnment 
inspector at Dayton .estimated his shipmerlt.: to be 14,000 
pounds, and that his· prior shipment _2 years earlier of 
essentially the same items had a ·weiight of 12,000 pounds. 
our view is that -this ev-idence does not cl~arly··~!how .the 
origin weight tickets were in error •. w~· ha"/e consistently 
held ~hat approximate weight estimatidns, or·evidence of 
the weight of household goods shipped in a d.ifferent move, 
are insufficient to establish error i~ ~cale weight certi­
ficates except in highly unusual .sitt.1a-t'ions·.·· ·see e.g., 
Matter of , cited abov7 ;-· Matter of , B-198264,'""" 
May 6, 1980; and s ... 161523, August 23, 1967. In the 
present case we do not find the weight of the. household 
goods as determined through the origin weight tickets to 
be obviously excessive, nor do we find the origin tare 
weight ticket of an even "26,000" pounds to be so unusual 
or suspect. as to justify a conclusion of obvious error or 
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irregula·rity •.. Hence., ·,we find no reason to ·question the 
·aeterrninatioh of the Air Force based on the otigin· weight 
ticket-s that Colone-I was· obliga·ted to ·pay $330. 58 
in ·exce_ss _weight -charges. 

_Accordingly, we. sustain th~ ~laim-s Group's a'ction in· 
deny.ing · Co_lonel claiIR for a refund of the excess 
weigh~ charg.es assessed. 

~d-~ 
Ac.ting Compt.roller Gener al 

· of the United-States· 
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