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mer employee aE t h e  Federal 
Loan Bank Board 
t o  t r a v e l  and a t  
nsation during €? 

1970, and 1971, The claims, 
were apparently f i l e d  w i t h  his 

y in 19tf2p were n o t  received in 
eneral Accounting offfce u n t i l  

~ s b r u a t r y  95, 9977, Therefore, that 
p r l i o n  Qf t h e  claims arising b e f o r e  
February 15, 5971, may not bt; con- 
sidered since 31 63,S,C, s 3702(b)(1) 
( 1 9 8 2 )  (formerly 31 U,B.C. 5 
bars consideration of a claim pxe-  
s e n t e d  to CIAO mor@ than 6 years af te r  

filing with an administrative office 

the barring act. I 

62 camp. Gen. 80 c 

t h e  date t h e  claim accrued, F u r t h e r r  

does n a t  s a t i s f y  t h e  requirement aE 

A former employee o f  t h e  Federal 
Home Laan Bank Board claims entitle- 
ment to travel and other overtime 
compensation Far calendatr year 19-71, 
The claim which was received in the 
General Acr;ounkirzg U f ' f i c e  on 
February 15, 19'77, is n o t  barred 

after: February 15, 19'71. Howlve~-, 
the claim is clisallawad since, in 
t h e  intervening period between the 
performance of the d u t y  claimed and 
the d a t e  the claim was presented ta 
CAO for consideratian, the records 
necessary to establish or refute the 
claim have been lost ur destroyed, 
Xn l h e  absence a€ such government: 
records, the burden of proof is on 
t h e  claimanti and h e  has not furnished 
any documentation uf h i s  entitlement 
tu payment, 

from consideEatiQn f o r  t h e  period 
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This d e c i s  

during c a l e n d a r  
years 5969 and 19’70, T h e  d 
provisions of t h e  barring act ,  as  amended, 31 U , S . C ,  71a 
{ 1 9 7 6 ) *  

Mr, Radrigues did n o t  sp iEical3Ly state i n  h i s  

i s  t h e  a ~ s e  irace he hiad filed his claims with 
his employing agencyr  t h e  Fede ra l  Loan 3ank Board, in 
1972, the eLaims ware timely €iled for t h e  p u r p o s e  of the 

~ le t ter  the bas i s  upun w appeal is made. However, 
UpQn review e p  it appears that his b a s i s  

aarriny ace, we disagree. 

The l aw  g o v e r n i n g  these matters is contained i n  

provides t h a t  all claims a g a i n s t  t h e  United States shall be 
adjusted and set t led in t h e  General Accaunting Office. In 
c o n j u n c t i o n  with c h a t  p r o v i s i o n ,  31 h1,8,C, S 3 ’ 7 0 2 ( b ) ( t )  
t f 9 & 2 )  ( f o r m e r l y  31 U,S.CO S 7 1 a ) ,  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  every  claim 
which  is to come before this O f f i c e  must be received here 
w i t h i n  6 years a f t e r  t h e  date such claim first a c c r u e d .  

31 U.S.C. § 3 7 0 2 f a )  (19  y 31 U.S.C. 7 1 ) ,  w h i c h  

Under t h e s e  pra~isions, w e  h a ~ e  always  Cansidered 
receipt of a claim here a s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a condition pr7ece- 
dent: to  a c.laimant’8 r i g h t  to h a v e  s u c h  claim considered 
ora i ts  merits by this Office, Fu~thermors, filing a 
claim w i t h  any  other government agency does not: satisfy 
the r e q u i r e m e n t  of the act. Freder ick  C, We,&,ch, 62 Compo 
Gen. 80 ( 9 9 8 2 3 .  With regard to what cunst i tu t ;~  accrua l  
af a claim un pay q u e s t i o n s ,  we have h e l d  that s u c h  accrual 

tion is claimad and t h a t  t h e  claim accrues on a daily basis, 
29 Comp. Cera, 517 ( t 9 5 0 ) ;  and Burke and Mole, 62 Comp. Gen,  

modify t h e  application of 35 U.S.C. 3 7 0 2 ,  

is t h e  date t h e  service watS renderedl for which the compensa- 

275 (1983)- Wa arc also w i t h o m h o r i t y  to  waive 03: 

O u r  f i l e  shows cha t  the ear l ies t  c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  from 
Nzr, Rodr igues  concerning his claims far 1949 and I970 was 
received here on F e b r u a r y  I S t  116’93, Therefore, any c la ims  
w h i c h  he had for  u n p a i d  compensation far t r a v e l  or other  
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However, we notad an review a€ the file t h a t  t h e  
en@@ from M H ,  rtcldrigtaes received hare on 

February 35, 1977, alsa  relerxed to a claim for travel 
and ather overtime compensation during calendar year 1 

and af ter  February 15, 1973, would  n o t  be so barred, 
Therefore, any claim Which be might have for t h e  pE?KiU 

Upon d i s c a v e r y  of that c la im €or calendar year 1971, we 
wrote to the agency and requested a l l  docutnewts and records 
pertaining to the claim. By letter d a t e d  Hay 18, 198BI t h e  
agency adv i sed  thak Hr. Rodriguea' laat: employment w i t h  the 

payroll recards beyond 3 years, Further, t h e  agency docs 
not have any collateral documents relating tu t h e  aVeKthW2 
Mark claimed by Hr. Rodrigues, nQr was the agency abLe to 
suaply us with any relevant, time and a t tendanre  records, 
' ~ h ; l s ,  it appears t h a t ,  since ~ r ,  Rodarigbtes8 ennplayment termi- 
nated in 1872, such records as existed are nu longor avail- 
a b l e  for: our examination, 

The burden of pros€ as to t h e  existence and nonpayment; 
of a v a l i d  claim against the yuvcrnment is on the person 

prwf of the v a l i d i t y  o f  a claim can be faund in government 
records, F3owevar, in situations s u c h  as t h i s  where  the 
records necessary to establish or r e f u t e  a claim am no 
l o n g e r  availabXo and the c f a i m a n t  fails to provide proof 
of entitlement and nonpayment, we have no alternative but 
to disallow that claim. Richard €3. Rniqh t ,  3-187523# 
November 9, 1975. 

agency was in 1972, and that the agency daes not main ta in  

., 

asser t ing  t h e  claim, 4 C.P.R. s 33.7 ( l S S 4 f .  Ordinarily, 

Accordingly, t h a t  purtim of M r ,  Rudriguesr claim which 
is asserted far the period a f t e r  February ISt 1971, i s  also 
denied . 

of the United S t a t e s  
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