
. THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
ov DECISIOr / *- OF THE UNITED BTATEB

\ECI~iO 7X : ' sH§NWASHINGTON, O.C. 20o!48a7a

FILE: B-192691 DATE: Februiary 20, 1979

MATTER OF: Mary It Smith--Long distance telephone calls

DIGEST: Employ'ee of Drug Enforcement Adnilnistration
claiii'dvp-tyent'for lon'g distanc6'tth'iphohe
cal~ifromiT$in'.kta, Colombia, to residen6c in
Aitiigto'n, Vizrginiia, to notifj her family of, her
locatiorn in event of emergency. Since she had
no advanc& notice of travel requited or where
she*would bo sta'ying, and since agency official
designated under 31 U. S. C. 680a (1976) has cer-
tified that such call was in interest of Government,
payment nlray be made. See 56 Comp. Gen. 28
(1976).

This pactioniistin.2r spdnseto a request frdirfMr. Edwin J. Fost,
Chief, -,ASountihg Se4citions Office of the ,Cohtroller, Drug Enforce-
ment Admifiistri.tibn (DEA), Department ofJustice, for a decision on
the reclaim voucher submitted by Mrs. Mary.H. Smith, a DEA
employee, for reimburserkwnt of a long distance telephone call ($26. 33)
from Bogota, Colombia, to Arlington, Virginia.

The pertinent facts are reported as follows:

"l. Mrs. Smiith was sent to Bogota, Colombia in connection
with the fatal shooting of one of our agents on Decem-
ber 1i3, 1976.

4'~~~

"t2. Athe time of ,dephrtUre from Washington, DC enroute
to Bogota, Colomila, 'Mrs. Smith had no knowledge of
where she would 14e staying since she had no advance
notice"of the assignnent.

"3. Thedcountry wasNiU a'stsate bf revolt when she arrived
aimdcertain:precaultons were adv~ised because of ii1is.
She felt her family should.be notified of her exact
location in ttie event of an emergency. A telephone call
was made to her fitnrily and the cost has been vouchered
by her for reimbursement ($26. 33)."

Mrs. Smith departed for logota 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 explained that the telephe callfrom Bogota was
to inform her family of the name of her hotel in case of emergency,
andjhtlat- she had left her residenic~e with nio notife"'and hai`d~no idea
wfi_61Tshe would be staying. The cdstiof the telephone ciall'involved
wasdiisallo~w4d by the lDEA Accounting Section ̀inher original travel
voucheir" as being an expenditure of a personal nature. However,
dec'isionis now requested by DEAfis to whether the reclaim voucher
submitted may be properlycertified for payment in view of the
extenuating circumstances described.

y~n~der..31 U. S. C. 680ffii(76) appropriate funds are avzdlble
y for-dr -&adistane telephone calls mad& inxnhe transaction of

publictbdsiness. Th't'sdctiwn'reqilre'thet h'ead'of ana"gency or
his desiiee todcerfiN thatfsuch calls are necessary ins the interest
of the Government bdfore j3aymnent for said cills is made.

tIndeciim 6 8,1976); de ion
(underj3ljUt O.41Ja)of tz¶'vel '4Chei e- contia nion g iace

cal11.7 qust z aewletheertelepheni tollchargesmay be
appr4d by a" t fftand certified by a certifyingT cer when
the Taveler. notifi hi§f:iii1`yof 'hi saae r arrivbJafaicet th.
he ijyfred&iotactddin' 4neergen by,4 zrhis travel arran
In answer theieto4it jas -taed atfpaga 30, that the telephones call
in questi6n 2(i) wk ouldn6rffiibe'considered a personal call since
traveiipldhs are gedn'e'rallyld"own"well in, "dvance'fb travel aiidtmost
travelers arrivie safely at their'destinations. It was further stated,
however, if after inve6stigatiing 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 determination.

Th&eColriginal voucher subrhitted'by themhploye' on March 22,
1977, shoWs an approving officer certification dated March 23, 1977,
approving 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 the 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 56 Comp.
Gen. 23 (1976).

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

Deputy Co tetet
of the Uited 
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