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.(AOS) ware zeluctant to cha]lenge et Justiﬂcaﬁons of" expwss coneem t,egardmg her chmca to
tise other than the cily-pair cartier because she was a senior executive and their supervisor. We
determined that Ms, Loftus routinely selected mote expensive airfare on United Airlines than the
Iowe;-mst mty-pan* epnons avazlable to her and ancmdmgly Jfsdled to exercise. prudencn in TDY

United Airlm ;o_r non mty-paxr .ﬂlghts for pex sanal convemence, prefelence and het
- quent flyer club orbengfit. Further, we_detenmned that

| "ipre and her selectscn cj' Y c]ass nc_ ets cost the .

b "incurr'mf,
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ah excess charge to the Government totaling $935.91. We found thal Ms. Loftus conducted
TDY travel to Bahrain and made her own'lodging reservation with the Radisson Diplomat hotel
rather than throngh the Naval Support Adtivity, (NSA) Bahirain Naval Gateway Inns & Suites
(NGIS), as the FCG requites, ‘W detormined thal by making her own lodging reservation,
Ms. Loftus cost the Governient $935.91 more than if she had compllcd w;th the DoD FCG

We conclude that Ms, Loftus vmlatecl the Deparhnent of Défénse Tm&nclal Managemeﬂt :
Regulations (I‘MR), by improperly claiming ourrenoy conversion fees charged 0 her pelsona]
credit card, We found that Ms. Loflus used her personal eredit card to purchase foreign currency
incident to TDY travel to Bahsain and requcsted Governmetit: wlmbuzsement ofthe $66.46
exchange fee. We determined the $66.46 conversion fec was.a personal expense for which she
was mjt entltled Lo zelmbm Semeut fmm the Govmnnent

We comﬂudu ﬂaai Ms Loﬁus failed to exercise prudence in travel by parking routinely at
‘more expensive airport patking rather than available, less expensive, economy patking, We
found that Ms. Lofius parked a total of 53 days at a cost o the Govetnment of $901, $371 more
‘thati economy parking, We determined that Ms. Loftus failed to exercise prudence in travel in
her choice te routinely park in the more expensive ferminal garage when conducting offcxai
travel, at an excess cost to the Govemment of $371. :

We conclude that Ms Loﬁus violated the JTR by taveling in premium class
aCCOIIlIIiOd'IIIDRS wﬁ hout authorization when coach class was available, 'We found that
Ms; Loftus purchased a one-way Amtrak business class accommodation from Trenton, NI, to
- = Washington, D.C,, for iravel on April 29,2014, Ms, Loftus’ DTS documents do not offer
' Justiﬁcatlon or authouzatlon for-the premium class accommodation, We found coach class seats
were available for purchase from Tienton, NJ, to Washington, D,C., when she booked travel,
She requested and received Govetnment reimbursement of $35 for the business class seat
agsignment. We determined that Ms. Loftus’ trip from Trenton, NJ; to Washington, D.C., by
means of an unauthorized and more expensive business class seat assignment violated thc I TR

We conclude that by failing to file appropriate receipts, Ms. Lofius violated the JTR and

EMR, and réceived reitabursement to which she was not entitled. We found four missing

“receipts, each individually over $75 and totaling $2,708.84 inthie agpregate, ‘We found that
Ms. Loftus submitted claims to the Government foi reimbuitsement absent these required
receipts, her AOs approved the vouchers, and the Government reimbursed her fully for alf
claims. We determined that Ms. Loftus was not entitled {0 reimbursement totaling $2,708.84
because she failed to submit four reseipts suppotting her claims for reimbursement as the ITR
and FMR require.

We conclude Ms. Loftus improperly teceived reimbursement for airline tickets purchased
in FY 2013 using F'Y 2013 funds for travel conducted in FY 2014, in violation of Title 31,
" United ‘States Code, Section 1341 (31:U.8.C. 1341) We found that Ms, Loflus used Ioca! travel
_veuchcrs 10 ¢laim and teceive reimbursement in FY 2013 for aitline tickets she purchased in FY
_ 2013 using FY 2013 funds but traveled months later in FY 2014, We determined Ms. Loftus
impropeily received reimbursement for aitline tickets purchased in 'Y 2013 using F'Y 2013
{ungls for travel condueted in FY 2014, inviolation of 31 U.S.C, 1341,
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In accmdance with our established pmcedure, we provided Ms. Loftug: the oppoﬂumty to
coment o the preliminary results of our investigation, In her response, dated March 27, 2015,
Ms. Loftus cotifested our prelimmary findings- and__conelus:ons. We nawfu]ly conSIdeled

: Ms Lnftus cmmncnts and addr essed them't | _
commerits and additional fieldwork we cond d we revised our ﬁg,u;e 1‘01 the total amount of
relmbtuﬁ.ements Ms. Loftus regeived from the Govemment o which she was not. eﬁmled from
159 827 89 10 $7,213.43. This revised ﬁgute derives fiom $4,504.59 in excess charges to the

_ equired receipts, We stand by our conelusion that Ms. Loftus failed to conduot TDY
: tiavei m accm ‘dance with DoI) and othei: Govemment standards.

“The roport of inivestigation, u:s‘gcthcr mth _M,s., Lofma- response, is attached,

We recommend the Secrefary of the Navy consider: applolariate conectwe action with
regatd to Ms. Loftus. We also reconimend the Departinent of the Navy, Office of Financial
Operations, audit all official travel by Ms, Loftus and het staff 1o determinie the full amount she
and membets of her staff may owe the Governmient for teavel expense reimbursements they
received but to which they wete not entitled, and tecoup those funds.

Deputy Ins) _e_c_tor Gcnelal for
Administrative Investigations -

Altachmerits:
‘As stated

ent anid $2,708.84 in other claims for which Ms. Lofius received reimbursement but did
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pIie
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION: JUN 16 2009

MS. JILL VINES LOFTUS, SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE

1 INTRODUCTION AND SUMM'ARY

We initjated this investigation to address an allegation that Ms, Jill Loftus, Senior
Executive Service (SES), Director, Department of the Navy Sexual Assault Prevention and’.
Response Office (DON-SAPRO); Office of the Secretary of the Navy, improperly conducté d.
femporary duty (TDY)dravel.' Such conduct, if substantiated, would violate. the Joint Tzave];
Regulat;ons ( TR) and other G‘ovel nment standards. '

Based on i smnpie cf 11 frips Wwe reviewed, ouir preliminary investigation concluded that
M, Loftus violated multiple JTR provisions and other Government standards by:

] Auangmg travel based on hea personal preiexcnce and cohvenience, pammpatmg m
an airline frequent flyer program by not uging the Detense Travel System (DTS)
pait program, selecling a more expensive “Y class” fare, and incurring $5,493 i in
additional costs {0 the Government;

» Renting a more expcnswc rental car than offered by DTS and charging the
‘Government for excessive fuel expenses and rewards points transfer fees to her
Umted M;leage Plus account, incurring $151, 22in aclditlonal cost to: the Government,

. Clrcumvenlmg the DoD Forelgn Clearanee Guide (FCG) to make her own lodging
reservations in Bahrain and claiming reimbursement of $935.91 mote than the
Government contracted local lodgmg rate;

» Using her personal credit vard 10 puichase foreign currency incident to TDY travel to
Bahrain and requesting Government reimbursement of the $66.46 exchange fee;

»  Claiming and Ieceivmg reimbursement for more expensive patking options at Dulles
Intetnational Airport than are otherwise authorized under the JTR when less
expensive eeonomy parking was available, at an excess cost to the Government of
$371; |

» Requesting and recciving reimbursement for business class rail accommodations
without authorization; at an addltlonal cost of'$35 over the available coach fare;

» Failing to submit five receipts to document reimbursement of expenses tota]mg
82,7530, nd .

[ Fm the purposes of this report, temporaly duty (TDY) includes the tetm temporaty additional duty (TAD) as used
by the U.S. Navy.
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o Claiming and receiving reimbursement in FY 201”3 using FY 2013 funds for au* mc .

travel executed moiths later in Y 2014.°

_ Olli prehmmaty :tnvestlgatmn determined that in the 11 tiips we reviewed, Mg, Lofius
- received §9,827.89 in reimbursements from the Govemment {o which she was not entilled.

Followlng our gstablished practice; by letter dated F ebruary 25, 2015, we provided
Ms. Loftus the opportunity {o comment on the preliminary results of our investigation, In her

response, dated March 27, 2015, Ms. Loftus contested our preliminary findings and conclusion.

She charasterized our conclusnons as “mﬂ'tmmatory, msu]tmg, condescending and
dmmgenuous Turthey; she inquired, “Am [ being targeted die to the sensitive nature of my
mission? Have | angemd someone because of [sic] T am trymg 1o hold accountable se:\ual
predatots in an or gamzahon that is predmmmtely maleL f

_ We carelully considered Ms, Loftus® commems'and address Hier comments throtighout
this reporl. 'We reevaluated the evidence and pravided. Ms. Loftus the broadest consideration
with mspect to several points she plebcnted in her regponse; We stand by our conclusion that
M. Lioftus failed to conduef TBY travel in accordance with DoD and ofher Govemment
standards.

Ilowevci, baged on Ms, Lofjug’ comr_nems and additional fieldworkwe conducted, we

rovised our figure Tor the total amount of réimbursements Ms, Loftus received from the
Government to which she was not entitled from $9,827.8910 $7,213.43, Thls revised figure
derives from $4,504.59 in excess charges to the’ Government and $2, 708 84 in other claims for

which Ms. Lofius received 1e1mbu1sement but did not submit apptoptiate receipts

We recomimend the Secretary of ihe Navy consider approptiate cotrective acimn
regarding Ms. Loftus. We also recommend the Department of the Navy, Office of Finaneial
Operations, audit a1l official travel by Ms. Loftus and her staff to determing the full amount she
and members of het staff may owe the Governrent for travel expense reimbiirsements they
received but 1o which they were not entitled. '

This regort sets forth our. hndlngs and conc}usmné. hased upon a preponderance of the
evidence.

IL BACKGROUNI)

Ms. Loﬁus is the Duectm, QON—SAPRO reporting cluectly to th "’Sccretaﬁy and Under
Semetaly oI‘ tho Navy Ms. Loﬂus serves as the pnnclpdl poing 01 cwcou_ _ _ablhty for dlI sexual

pwgrams and related actw;uas as ;mplememed by the Navy and Marme Corps Ms, Loftus
conducls site visits to Navy and Maiine Cotps locations worldwide to review sexual assault

2 We sitmimarized Ms. Loﬂus commems throughout this veport where appropriate anid provided a copy of her
résponse, together withi a copy of this report, to the Secretary of the Navy,



http:app1�opria.te
http:2,708.84
http:4,504.59
http:7,213.43
http:9,827.89

20140620-026078 3

; -.pjevenimn and fespotise matters, Ms. Loftus: has 41 yoars of Federal service, including over 11
3 as a former Depiity Naval lnspcctm General, In August 2009, the Sécretary of the Navy.
selected Ms. Lofitis for hei current position.

, The DON-SAPRQ office consists of Ms, Loftus and 11 personnel subordinate to-

‘Ms. Loftus. By memorandum dared December 3, 2009; the Administrative Aide to the Secrelaty
‘of the Navy appointed Ms. Loftus as a travel progeam certifying officer. In that capacity, -

Ms, Loftus had authority to.act as an Authorizing Official (AO) 10 approve lravel auﬂm;azdtions
‘and (ravel vouchers, She appointed. 11&1*% Députy as an AQ in Decetber 2009, and in

March 2012, Ms; Loftos appointed two other DON:SAPRO. subordinates as DON-SAPRO AQs:
® Eheauhve Assistani (EA), D‘T‘S travel docunients
cmy confirmed that Ma. Lofus’ B Depity and BEERY SA approved

_ dn_zatmns and VO\lGhE:lS Ms. Loﬁus submdmateb Lontmued to aulhmlze

m«&) [ Spec;xai Asgistant (SA) and o B8

E h\.\

fares, saving the oy
require advance p ¢ hase, IS fully refundable and prowdes “lasi seal avallabﬂlty” for any co*toh
class seat; '

_On many fhghts, there are iwa ccntracl fa:es. ahi ghly dnscounted unf

Use of city-pair by Govmment empioyees is the ingentive thie Government of fers 10
obta:n anlmc - par hmpauon in the C}ty"pall‘ progrmn and allows airimes the busmess vo}ume

3

buamcSS 1:-. mqmmd io use il conlrant nanu,l' (as a’ maudaim Y USer
excepnon applies.

’)'unless ) spmfiu > Gonismel

DTS enable:. DoD travelels to electromcally owate tlavel authcu 1zat10ns, bm)k an havel,
and-create frave] vouchers and travel oiders, Further, DTS pre-audits:documents and guides the’
lz‘aveler throngh the post-tiavel ¢latms process. DTS alsoprovides paperless electmmc mu,tmg, _
revicw,: mld applowtl of’ thc travel and associated documentutionf
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When a traveler selects a ﬁtghi from DTS that is not a1 GSA caty-pan and 2 GSA- cﬂy—pau :

flight is available, DTS inserisa pop-Up sereen message that Jnﬁnms the ttavelel that the
selection: must be justified durmg pre-audlt :

GSA conducts tectini i evaluatlons to ensure that eity-pair airfate maintains minimum:
I as minimum ground time and how.far ouit of the way the

A awmdb ut)mp"m connacts based onhese and other factors

I—iarc ; i nomy Y Olass are el gible fo} an IDS[EU:ﬁ upg_.,fade ﬁt tlme of ticketmg on select ﬂlghts
Clty»p"m' -CA fares on Umteci Alrlines are considered Y class fickets, bul CA fares are not

11L SC{)PD

We interviewed Ms, Loftus, seven witnesses, and. tlnce TDY travel subject matter experts
who had knowledge of the matters under: mvesngahon. We reviewed Govemnment emails, travel
docunients, and applzcab!e standards. Although e saw indications that iembérs of her staff,
who Wwetenot senior officials, also did not ptopcrly conduct TDY- travel i in acc; rdance with - .
standards, we did nnt investigate their travel, SR

Infernal DON :SAPRO iravel doouments ShOW@d that ﬁom February. 28, 201 3' o
November 22, 2014, Ms. Lofius conducted 26 TDY il lps Tor purposes: of out-investigation, we
ra,ndomly selected and reviewed 11 TDY trips, 10 by alr travel and 1 by tail uansportauon. '

During our preliminary investigative wo:k we determmcd that the following i 1ssue dld
not watrant further invest;gatmn

Use. of Local Travel Vouchers®

The Assistan( for Administration, DON, réquosted it the Naval 1G conduct » ovicw of
DTS recoids for 67 randomly selected SES members assigned to the DON. By memorandum
dated Jung 12,2014, the Naval IG reported {o the Assistant for Administration that the “major.
- discrepancy identified” in their review involved Ms. Loftus® use of Jocal travel vouches fo-
putchase aitline tickets for worldwide teavel. The.Naval IG observed that Ms. Loftus paid for
* the airline tickets and ¢laimed reimbutsenment’ from the Government months in advarnice of her
- actual scheduled travcl dates, the. ma;outy over 100 days before scheduled ta*avel I

The Dnectm Travel Pay D;;erauons, Defense Finance and Accounting. Service (DFAS)
stated, in his oplmon, this practice is “very improper” because, among other reasons, “the
tramler is receiving payment for setvices not yet received.” J‘he Chiet; Policy Regulation
Branch Defensc Travel Managemaut Ofﬁce stated, in his oplnzon, that while the JTR tdoes nol

3 The JT‘R def‘ines “locai travel” as official travel conducted within the et opohlan arga around the pemmnem dity
station by local public transit systetns, such as separate cities and instaliations that the commuting public travels
dunng novmal business hours on daily basis.
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specifically prohibit uysing a local travel voucher to pay for TDY tiavel, suc,h pwcﬂce is “not
appropriate.” _

Ms. Loftus testified the practice of using loéal vouchers for wor ldwzde travel 1spemmﬁed '
by the DTS Docutient Processing Manusl, dated August 30, 2013, which states, “DTS uses local
vouchers lo reimburse travelers for fravel expenses incurred on trips completed with 3 12-hour
time peried (this may vary due to Jocal policy).” She added that Department of the Navy,
Assistant for Administration (DON- AA) financial management analysts suggested that her office
could use loval travel vouchers to purchase worldwide commercial airline tickets and such -
advisement constituted a “local policy” as provided by the DTS Docutnent Processing Manual.
Further, she stated, “we jnst took advantage of the [DON-AA] sugpestion. The fact thet nobndy
,ehe daes 1t well, yau Imowi shame on them. They are not as mnovatwe as we: are.”

Wc mtcwmwed thie DON-AA ﬁnancml managemont analysts who " 's‘ Lof'tus statcd
adviscd her office 1o use Jocal travel vouchers 1o py & worldwide *c_o srcial airling tickets.
One of the analysts testified she did not tell any SAPRO personnel to iise local vouchers as a
1egul*n biwiness practice to purchase girfare; The: othez DON—AA smalysi testified she had no
recollection of advising anyone froni Ms. Loftus’ office to use local travel vouchers to purchase
airfare, -She added, “But that would definitely not be something that T would say to do. Wow.

No, I ] raally don’t remember saying that, t6 usé a Im,al vmlchel [to purchase an‘fare

Wz wete uriable to locate n DON-AA written pohoy addlesmng the use of’ Iocai vouchers
for worldwide ttavel prior to out interviews with Ms, Lofius on September 24:25, 21 ¥
memorandum.dated October 31, 2014, to-Ms. Lofius and other officials in the DON Secwtar;at
M, William R, O*Dosinell, Assistant for-Administration; DON, advised that [alrlme] tickets
should érdinarily be purehased no earlier than 30 days and no later than 3 days prlor to travel,”
He added! that use of local travel vouchem is not appropriate when purchasing airline tickets,

punt s

We found no DoD standard that expressly prohibited the practice of using local vouchers
for wotldwide travel. .Accordingly, we determinied the allegation did not watrant further
investigdtion ay a matier ol senior offivial Imbupnd_upt. We also delsrminegd s Oclober 31,
2014, DON-AA memorandum addressed the practice.

Ms. Lofius’ Response fo Investigation Scope

Ms. Loftus stated that out initial July 2014 telephonic notification to her did nof include
the allepation that she Jmpaopelly conducted TDY travel.. By mémorandiim dated July 18, 2014,
we notified the Naval 1nspa tor General that we initiated ah investigation regarding Ms, Lofius’
alleged “various travel 1mpzopuctnes” and added, “We may modify the scope of our
mvestlgation, if watranted,” ’bumhel, we asked the Naval Inspector General to provide a copy of
the memoranduin to M Sftus, Fmally, while it is ong prachce as-a matter.of Courtesy to notify
a senior nfﬁclal priof to ‘comimencing an uwcstlgatlon we dre under 1o Obhgatlon to inform
officigls of emergmg allegaﬂons as they arise before i mtew:ewmg ther o .brov:dmg them witha
copy of oul lentatwe conc]usnon% S
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s alleged B f personnel abused their positions and knowingly 1 mad 81
| nsconduct among other ﬂnngs. In particular, she alleged a FigRRRassigr
] o “had 8 hand in, pmvldmg, [ﬂae DQD IG]

of nusmnduct by PelSOUﬂ@l Awmd gl
-invsstlgallon " '

Revgidmg teatimnny f‘rom twa DoNHAA f‘ uancml management analysls Ms Lbﬂus ,

We wm:ﬂmcd Mv. _Laitus réquest to exclude.the testimoties of the two DON-AA -
financigl managenient st from the budy of evidence we collested, However, we note that
in her testimony to t oftus indicated these two witnesses would provide exculpatory
evidence on hierbelhiall and offered their names to us 1o interview: -Further, we determined hese
witnesses had direct l\nowledge of the matters nnder investigation and vided rélevant, swoin

--teatmmmes Accm(hugly, we tefained theit {estiinonies as evidence in o _'-mvestigfttion.

| “" JFINDINGS AND ,:ANALYSISJ

_ Dld M. Loftus failio conduct TDY {ravel in accmdance with Dom aud nther
Govem ment standards?

Standaads

S'_"'"eral dlfferent standards apply to the facts of'this case nnd are llsted mthe Append:x mﬁ
this mpmf ‘for brevity: Bach subhcadmg w:lthin tiu. J‘acl seotion below includes a short synopsis-
of the apphuuble standards, :

Fa'cts -

Our lmtml feview ni’ M. Luﬁus official travel documents disclosed evidence that she
did riot coniduel TDY travel in: act.ordance with DoD and other Govemment siandards

Ms, Loftus " afficial n‘qjvel and the GSA -Cx_:y-i'?qaj-: A‘ufaffﬂ. f?}?i,_?g_r;am:

TheJTR requires.thnt(%overii et tt-avc_léiv's uwe city-pair airfare where availahle,

‘The. JTR prohibits official- travalers from cltoosmg aii narrlers bnSed on personal
prefcrmcc.
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The JTR states that if a traveler selects Y clags airfare and a lower cost opiion s
available, the traveler is responsible to the Government for the cost dnfference between the
two alternatives.

Our review of the 10 trips that required an‘fale showed ihai Ms, Loftus purchased her
-tzckets an avcmge 150 days in advance of travel, On three ocea 15; 9
‘was more expensive than the most ehpenmve city-pair option; W _ound 110 ev_ leince Mb Loﬁm
selected the least expensive city-pair option (CA). The c:ty—pa:r airfare program encourages a
- Goverriment traveler to book reservations as early as possible, “Once a traveler decides that-a trip
is hecessary, the reservation should be made. The eatlier the reser vanon, the better the chances
' are that the agency can receive the additional savings of CA fares.”Ms. Loftus festified the CA
aitfare options'were not dvailable to ‘her at the time she booked her tickets.

Ms, Loftus seleotod her own airfare for TDY teavel months in advance of excouting
scheduled travel, and she prepar ed and submitted het own DTS travel authorizations and tlave}
vouchers, A witnesq familiar with Ms. Loflus’ airfare selections testified that since 2009,4n -
general, about 50 percent of all flights Ms. Lofius selected were niot city-pair:flights. Furilier,
Ms. Loftus® DON-SAPRQ subordinates often mitrored Ms. Luﬂus DTS travei selectlons when
travéling as a team with Ms, Lofiis,

Ms, Loftus and specific DON-SAPRO personnel typically conducted TDY travel 0
locations putside the contignous United Statey (OCONUS) Her deputy and other DON-SAPRO
personinel typically conducted TDY travel to contiguous Uniited States (CONUS) locations. We

reviewed 10 TDY trips that required Ms. Loftus to purchase airfare, For all 10 trips, she selected

United Aitlinies. ‘GSA records confirmed that United Airlines was not the GSA contracted city-
pair flight on 6 of these 10 TDY trips. F urther, witnesses familiar with her airline choices
testified that Ms. Loftus selected United Anlmes int order to accumulate frequent flyer mlieage
and secure more favorable seat assignments. Ms. Lofhus testified she prefers United Adrlines
because they fly direet to her TDY locations, they are less expensive than the city-pair pptions
DTS offers, they hub at Dulles International Airpott, and they do not char ge baggage fees due to
her frequent flyor status with United Airlines.

Ms. Loi’fus is a“l’rena:el 1K™ frequent flyer with United Airlines, which is thejr highest
status and which provides the most preferred seat assignment bienefits, She used her frequent
flyer status io upgmda seat. ﬂbSlghmemS on United Airlines flights.

Mileage Plus is United Airlines® frequent flyer program. Mileage Plus members who
trave] the required number of qualifying miles or segments may eatn premier status of silver,
gold, pfatlnum, or Premier 1K, Premier status members have complimentary access to Economy
Plus seating for themselves and up 1o eight trave] compahions at check-in or booking based on
Premier level, Table 1 lists the Bconomy Plus seating benefits available to each Premier level*
Additionally, Premier 1K members, such as Ms. Loftus, can checlc up to thtee bags at 70 pounids

 United Aitlines characterizes Economy Plus seating as follows: “Stretch out with more room to Work and relax, sit
near the front of the cabin so you can exit the plane easier at your destination and more.”
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gach without charge. Ms. Loftus provided us with hei own caleulati m_suppart of*her
assertion that she' generally saved the Govermment between $100 ancif'fS_Sth in baggage fees each
¢ time she Aew United Alrimuz instcad of other aifines.

7'} able 1. United Airlines’ T i '_'uemt I‘iycx Program Status and Benefits:

Premier “Premivr ) Premier Premier
‘Benedil ¢ !

S_il\"l:}&,.r Gﬁiﬂ - Plulinum - iK

| At otk

| Muaxipivm Nitmber of Ij nomy Plus "
7 ,Companiuns :

> 1cshhcd that he did not feel e could oproiich Ms. L

hig ¢oi _:..__11_]1er havel He stated he once presents | done = ;
ond R replied, “1 don iquesuon mon,” R clwitied that ¥moem”
was Ms, Loftis.

‘Witnesses testified Ms, Loftus d!d ot documcnt t_hﬁ_'. iatmna[c or cc:ost ana1y51s regardmg
those instances, When she did-not seiect city-apan' A ‘
ackn@wledged the justifieations shie enteleﬁ in‘her _menls for uol selectmg city-pair
airfare were often one word, such as “authorized,” She added, *T'm- sonndent that I don’t
dsually wulc long narzatives, In. the future ' gom;, to, by thc way, wntc long narratives.”

Four-Samples of Selgcuﬁg J\fon'-t.zgr-}’amur Jieﬁmng um—,{’air cA Alrfare
We. randomly selected and reviewed 10 frips ﬂlat included travel by airline. Al of tbcse

Irips included air travel on United Alirlites. Fanr.ofthose 10 trips resulted in excess cost to thie
Government, We summanize the facts concerning these four TDY trips below

- Guam :;-'Feli'r"zm'rjf 2014
On Septembel 24,2013, Ms, Loﬁus.puu,haseda non-city- paw $2,723.79 Umied Auhnes

tound-trip ticket to Guam for Aravel comm 1eing on February 15, 2014, artiving in Guam on
February 16,2014, The fare, e\:z,hidmg taxes, was $2, 615,

Within a few days 0[‘ her puic.hase, Ms‘ Lofius requested a refund of her Uhnited Anlinﬁs
tigket. The Commerci: 1 Office (CTO) credited the refund to her Government trayel
charge card (GTCC) onOclober 4, 2013, On the same date, QOctaber 4, 2013, Ms, Lofius
purchased an upgraded Y- class seat status on the same Umted Airlines flight 10 Guam.fora
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$3,115 fate, em,ludiug taxes -
rourid-irip city-pair ﬂlght t
:1epreSentatlve testified the
in Ootober 2013 when she boo shic
selested, ineluding her $500 Y class upgl ade, caar the Govei nment $I 529 mmc than thc ’
available c;ty~patr Delta Altlines ﬂlgh‘t

Ms. Loflus testified that aiﬂmes offer passenpers who pés%ess a 'Y class lickét more. -
fiexibility to change flights “without any issues because'a Y is a Y is 2 Y 1o them.” ‘She testified
she paid the exira $500 upprade to'Y class “for: ﬂcwiblhty lobe able to cham,e“ the ﬁzg,ht ,
-schedule becaunse ¥we weld worrled about the st eduling, malung stre that we -had flexibility in.
order o] get. there-and get back,” The' cily-pair- plbglam also provides fully relundable tickets -

and no-charge for cancellalions or: ohang o8, [ravel dﬂcumeni,s showed she _xidc nu changesto.
her flight itinerary stbsequent to purchase. '

4

TS notified Ms. L. oftus it het travel author pzation pre-audit that the cost of her non-vily-
pait fh ght 5eiecuon “emeeds threshnld # Sha _lusuﬁed the purchase w:th the wmd “authf.mZed 7

pair ﬂtght Would 1ake 27 hours and 59 thiniites from Washmgton D,C" te G ml thc mtum
oity-pair flight would take- 24 houis and 50 rhinites. ‘Sheé aséerted that inder the

circumstatices, her staff would be entitled to stop en rouie for a rest p«,rmd-. Based on ihe nghts
Ms. Lofius selected, her flight from Washmgton, D.C; to Guam taok 25 hours and 15 mintes.
Her refurn flight to Washington, D.C., took 28 hours and 52 minutes, Ms. Lofius and ber travel
team artived in Guam on Sunday, February 16, 2014, Monday, Februgry 17, 2014, wasa
Federal holiday. Their fivst scheduled meeting with DD personnel it Guam: was scheduled for
9a.tm., Tuesday, Pebruary 18, 2014, The retirn flight was scheduled to artive in Washington,
D.C., at 8:47 put., Friday, Febroary 21,2014,

We: fo‘und o ev;dence that Saturday, February 22, 2014, was a scheduled duty day for
Ms. Laﬁus and her travel team,

Based on the trip duration estimates Ms, Loftus provided us aind her Night itinerdry, Table
2 stimrharizes ihe tip duratmn totalg for the non-city+pait-option Ms, Loftus selected and the less
e;;pemwc_pltyfpnu optioi.

5 United Airlles provides that “Brarmier members téaveli ing on fult»iai e ecanomy ¥ class are eitg,ib!e foran instan{
upgrade at time of ticketing on seleet fiights. . _
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Table 2. Trip Dutations to/frori Guam, Fébruary 2014

TimeDuration | Fime Duration | oo T
- Guam . Washiington, bC_ | PR . p
Airline Ms. Loftus T ST I T aE
“Sefected {United). 25 hra 15 Jnina : 28 hrs 52 i 54 .}}151"1?1171.13 . DcI!a ggi:gy_ 'Mﬂ"
___CityelfnirAlrliize 1 o i o D gt ot vt | ko e A0 itee b e 18 i
" (Delia) 1 277117_13 59 mins 24 hr,srﬁf?, mans : 5:2.:11:5491.:1ms, hr 18 amins.

ftaly - May 2014

- ‘On Seplember 25,2013, Ms, [,oftus pumlmsad a$4; 631 101||1dht11p ticket to lialy for 'I'DY_
travel thal commenced on Ma}rl 0, 2014, and arrived in Italy al 11:35 .., Sunday, May 115
2014, Herfirst schedule g with DoD el in. Italy was. sch&du]sd for 8:30 a, m.,
Monday, May 12,2014, bhewmmed to ’Waslmagton, D;Coh Satuiday, May 17, 2014,

m___'_t_mu of hel mp mcluded a'$538 lwkct fm au _trai‘re‘l imm Catama llaly, to Nap]es,

:fip pomon Ms; Lofius: *;clecled a nons-cxfy-}mn m gj;t o1, Umtcd Anlmes for

: $3,433 '\%ludiﬁg {axes.?

The avadable, Jowest-cost reund-tn{: ’ 'Lyrpﬂ.u* ﬂight for the t: ans-Atlantm pon‘.mn cosl
$2,178, excluding taxes, on DeltaAnlmes. The.C ]
flight was “definitaly” a3
United Alrlines, ‘Ms, Loftu
: [ne-dudlt with the words __uthomzed » and tor cn _

_ment of liet: retum £1 ;p to _

_ bil ) 1an [eity-pair] contract,” Her RSN
ai,lthm mcd her travel authn ation and airfar ¢ on September 25, 2013. He testiﬁed he
dxd not kuow Ms. Loﬂus selécted anon- city-palr ﬂlght oh United Axrlines

- Aftér her veluf from Haly, Ms. Loftus con ted her {ravel voucher: Ms Lofius -
Jus’uhcd her non-cily-pair purchasc of United Airlines flight 9141 airfare with the woids;
“Forgign-carrier ~ U8, carrier not available™ and for a different segoient of herretym trip {0
Washington, D.C,, ('Umted Airlines flight 988) with the words “lawer than [cily-’pau] ontract,”
-Her N A0 appmwd her voucher on May 19,2014,

)f()

- M. Loftustesiified she detetmmed the. mty-pall flight weuld take.'21 hours fmm
Washmgion, D,C:, to Italy, and the seturn. wouid take 27 hous, and 37 minttes: Other than
information ghout the cost of the available eity-pait flights, we we o collcet historieal
flight data to confirm her assertion, Based on the flights Ms, Lolt Iebtedg her light to Ttaly
took 12 hours and 30 minutes, Her return ﬂlght took 14 hours and 55 minutes. Ms, Loftus
testtﬁed that she considers trip durations for all city-pair flights, -She #dded she checks “liow
long [the city-pair flight] takes, what the routes are fmd how muuh of my seheduile is gﬂmg to, be
affected.”

r-"?l;he ,to'lﬁ!_ tra_ns-A‘tlanl'i;& rb;m@i&éip portisn eost $4,003, which iieluded $ﬁl§0¢in laxes,
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Spetin = Jubaé«flugﬂsf 2014

- OnJanuary 27,2014, Ms. Loftus 1
‘Spaiu, depcn ting .Tuiy 2_5. 20}4, and 1ety

chased a $2 559 60 round-trip t;cke! 1o Madrid,

g Avgust 1,2014, A pg}mon of her trip also included
from Madrid to Jerez de la Frontera, Spain, This

e femaining itans-Atllantic round-trip portion,
city-pair Usiited Airtines ticket for $1,366,

ﬂm YCA faie (Y. clus) CTO nnles aISO showed

axes.” _CTO nnie _ sh

Loftus be_m finlisu of'the more ehpenswe cﬂy-pnn Y elass. tzcket of"
$500¢

pm‘Ved the mund-u 1p %
Llawa T}cket purohdqe on Mm ch 18 2014 and ﬂle (i}ovcmmct‘_tt 1ezmbur§ed het C“I CC for lhc ful)

uty—pau Foa the reinammg hmls-Al[antw 10u11d-tup "t:u_iion~ Ms. Loﬁus selected a non-mty— :
pair flight on United Altlines for $4.417, e\tcludmg iaxesf"

‘On May 19,2014, she submztled her local llav ,vouchermquestmg reifnbursement for
this advance put‘chnse which her FiEE AC authorized i May 19, 2014, The A A
iestified he was “uncomfortable” w:th approving 4 travel dl)lh()lllillwﬂ &' months in advance of
travel, The CTO testified that in May 2014 the FY 2015 city- pait copliact was not availab i€
‘Ms. Loftus could not purchase the Goyernment contract fare at the lime she-booked het tiel
Ms Lottus testified she interided fo rebool this future flight 1o the less expensive oity-pair np’aan
when the FY 2015 city-pair coritract hecatne ayailable,

nited Airlings, the CTOQ
1,542 on Deltg Airlines,
bably” received the CTO
56 rﬁndlfy DTS or contact

The CTO stated that after Ms. Lofius bookcd het fhght Ol

found a flight for the same date and appromnaiely the santye tinie
_and he notified Ms. Loftus via DTS, Ms, Loflus tesiified her BA:
* messape from DTS, whmh stated *CTO found lower fare optio

1 Thg iatai‘(mﬁsg;&ﬂanim jfo;anﬁiéialrip portion cost $1,462:60, which ineluded $9660 in laxes.
®The counid-trip GSA eity-pair CA fare published for fhis flight is also §866.
?'The total trans-Atlantic routid-trip pottion cost $5068.40, which Ineluded 65140 i tixes, .
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the DTS Jlelpdesk for assmtancc ? The CTO tesnﬁed Mq. Loﬁub tonk 0 aouon 1o modlfy her

's. Loftys iesﬁi d-she canducted due dlhgerac:e tu be a good sthald ot

Ga&icmm_ﬁ _[avel fands, ‘Sh explamed

‘ 'The fdnt ﬂmt I don 1 u;se lhe m_ty pan’ does fiot neyess*mly mean

lnng the tup is; 1t actually cosfs i
not to-do the Glty pmr iE:

N ‘She added she carefully selected airfare baqed fm “‘what meets Ty mlsqwn, ;
there the quiickest and gets me back the qmckest what doesn‘t Ppay mote overnights [and] more
per dxem ¥ Table 3 summatizes the facts in the four TDY tnps dtscussed above,

Table 3 Sample Tups of N0n~(31ty~Pan Selections or Retusmg Clty-Pan' CAAnfaae'

DY Guam .| Taly Ty _
Datekaet ,l’ure]uxsed2 October 4, 2013 Septembnrﬁs 2013 May 13,2004..1
Dnteg‘ of Ac’i' Feb“"“-‘r’ 1321, “Navember- :“5-229 1

‘May 10-17,2014

zom . f :

Selnuaﬁ

Delm tu luﬂy

C:ty-Pair Azrline

United 1o U. S

(including

._i$,

E taxes off‘ered
NotOffeled e s
Lowest Cost 71,386 by City-Pair “bees ﬂ"’l*g;‘%ga(;: 2?@' |
_ lf,‘?@ 7 - _ . N : -1hrough Cﬂy-}’air):
| City-Pali YA Fare S 82280 0 ) !:‘2?78 Chee T 81366 e 583
' Minimm’ Excesn Cost’ in L . - '
| Government §863. SI,ZSS _ 0
i Maximum Excess Cost t_o” TR . ' R
| the Governmieit . 3 529 4 "5;’355 : $500

VAl figures- repr: esﬂm base airfare, exclusive of t’éi.;{cs'alid CTO fees, except as noted, -
wthe GTCC vendor posted the charge to Ms: Loftus' GTCE statomont,

3 As explained i the narrative portion uf thii report, ﬁus ﬁgurc ia the base cost of the 1 uund—ir;p tram-Aﬂaunc
segment ofher'TDY. Her TDY also includ ‘intra-Tegyly flight segment from Calania to Nap]es oit Alltaliz
Airlings, ‘This intr aauaiy flight segment was ot offered in GSA dity-pair and accottingly is em}uded from our cost
analysis of this allegation,

2This represonts the
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1 As explained in the narrative portion of this report this figure is the base cost of the round-trip trans- Atianllc
segment ofher TDY, Her TDY also included a round-trip intra-Spain flight segment from Madrid to Jere

13

Friintera on Iberia Alrlines. This intfa-Spam ﬂight segment was not offered in GSA city-pair and acco;dlngiy 1$
exéluded from ous cost analysis of this a]lcgazmn

3 As.explained in the narrative portion of this Jreport, this fipure is the base cost of the round-trip trans-Atlantic
segment ofhet TDY, Her TDY also umluded an inir a-[taiy Right segmeut from Catania to Naples on Alitalia
Aitlines, ‘This Intra- ltaiy ﬂight sqgmenl was fot offercd in GSA city-pair and accordingly is exluded from our cost
analysis of this allegation.

Six Remaining Airfare Samples'

Of thc ' mamxng s TDY irlps we reviewed, Ms. Loftus selected airfare that was more
-pair CA flight options on two tr ips. However, we were unable to collect
historical c1iy-pa:r data regarding whether these two city-pair CA flights were available to

Ms. Loftus on the dates she selected and purchased aitfare, For ‘the four other frips, Ms. Loftus

-;cxpcnSlVQ thah

selected anon-city-pait flight that saved the- Government :’pSO(}"
samne as the ¢ity-pair flight; and twice selected the proper cﬂy' pai;

-c:ty-pan fEight that cost the
flights. We stimmarize these

six trips in Table 4.
Table 4. Summary of Six Remammg Anfale Sampl&:s1 _ _
. San Dicgo, Jacksonville, |  Istanbul,
TDY Bah rain Oahu, Hl , ca .Bah rain I‘L kaq
; . | -September. ! e

2013,

Pureh [ oon2012 {2013 | 24,9013 ) 24,50

Dates of Actual F ;';;:ﬁ‘l?’igs' anuary 5- | Januaty 19- | Mareh 7:16, |"Mach 2528, | April 19-26,
Travel 2013 12,2014 24,2004 | 2014 2014 2014
Aicline MsLoftus | fies 1 Ugtien Um'dx
Selécted : AR TN ERR ST B SR
City-Pair Airline(s) United X::::i:; : and - Anierican United American

ntMs. Loftus |- |
dandwas. | 0 $2,086 |

'City-[-’mn CA Fal‘e -

Mot Offored’

(Capacity Controfled | Not Offered _ ' Mot Offered
- LDI:\'es( Cosi City- by City-Pair 5980 $400 by City-Fair $366 by City-Pair
Pair Farc) . .
Cliy-Paiv YCA Fare |~ $2,086" $1,078 8842, .. 81,900 - 1 9402 o B557
Minimum Excéss PV

Cost to Government 30 §0 $0 . $0
Maximum E ExceSs o s e T
Costiothe - - $¢J $122 80 $0
Gnvernment = e i

L City-pair: éome‘;tlc fai es pot;ted ml the c%ty-pau websue show the domestlc pr:ce o l 8 basé. m‘e, lax mcluded but .

Withoutt segment, airport, and security fees. Intemational airfaves are shown as the bass fare only, exchisive of all
fees and taxes. Accordingly, all figures represent base fares where applicable,

2 This ﬁguac is the base cost of the one-way trans-Atlantic segment from Istanbul, Turkey, to Washington, D.C, This
TDY trip incfuded travel segmems to Dubai, UAE, and Djibouti. At the time, GSA did ot have a clty-pair
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-contracted fare for her travel Segments that included these locations. Accordingly, we excluded the cost of air travel
mvo!vmg Dubm from our cost analysm _

Reatal Cars

 TheJTR requires that the lowest cost rental service that meets the mission
‘trangportation requi_remént must be selected for commercially vénted vehicles,

The JTR ) requu es fhat travelers exercige the same care and regald for incurring
* Govérnment travel expenscs as a prudent person iravc"lmg at per aoml expense,

_ Ms. Loftus ti:nted a.caron five of the 11 TDY trips we réviewed, Witnesses testified the
DON-SAPRO tegim typically fented more ihan one rental ¢ar while on of ficial travel and-shared .
‘vehiples amang team members, but Ms, Lnftus mmmpally ove her own rental car. Ms. Loftus -
testified that the rental cats she rented in her name were not for her exclusive use when traveling
with the SAPRO team and other tearn membels drove the 1 car she rented. The evidence '
regarding rental car use for three trips is summarized below.

. Rental Car — Guum

M. Loﬁus drove a rental car 22 miiles whake on TDY in Guam I‘ebruary 16»21 2014, and
claimed and received reimbursement fora Hertz $22.48 “fuel and service” fee. In addition, she
claimed and received reimbursement for &,}O n fuel expenses She testified, and her GTCC
statement confirnied, that she refueled the rental car with $5 in fiel just prior to returnmg it. She
added she had no eaplanatmn why Hertz charg ged her the ‘S22 48 fee,

Rental Car = San Diego

Ms, Lottus drove a rental car 38 miles while on TDY in San Diégo, CA, January 1923,
2014, and she claimed and teceived reimbursement for a Hettz $20.63 “fuel and service” fee, "‘_
- Ms, Loftus also claimed and received reimbuisement for $26 in fuel expenses. Ms. Loftus-
testified She did not stop to refisel prior to returning the rental car and had Herty. refuel the car for
het, She could not expla:ln her$26 fuel expense claim that was subinitted in addition to the
- Hertz $20.63 fucl and service fee, Further, Ms. Loftus also ¢laimed and received reimbursement
for a $5.25 fee Hertz chaiged to transfer her Hertz Gold Plus Rewards earned fmm this :cntai to
her United Airlines Mileage Plus account.

Renm! (,ar -~ Hawati

Mg, Loftus.and four other DON-SAPRO ‘petsonnel conducted TDY travel to Hawail in

January 2014, A witness who aceompanied Ms, Lofius on this irip testified that Ms, Loftus and
her team sented four cars bccause ﬂley had separate agendas in Hawan '

a3 The “fuel and service® chm ge is an added fee Hertz collets for cost of fueE and refuehng setvice if'a cat is nol
returned full of fuel.
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The DTS pre—audlt for Ms. Loftus’ Oahu travel anthorization stated, “The reittal car rate
se lected $493.66 is higher than the lowest rental car rate available $353,94 for the selected rental
‘car type by $140.72 [sic]» Ms. Loftus.explained the additional $140.72 cost to the Government
in her DTS pre-audit JUQ‘[’I'F cation with the word “authorized.”. Ms: Lnﬁuq ultimately rented the
Heitz, venital car rather than the less expensive rental cair DTS offered lier. Ms. Loftus testified
©thial the Tess cxpenswc tental ¢ar vendor that DTS offered hc: was Fox. Rental and that her pt ior
- expefience with that spedific Fox Renital location was poor, She stated Fox Rental is an.
¢liable company, geogmplncaliy sepalated from the aftport, and not open 24 hours. When we
ked Ms: Loftus why she did not use more than one word to explain her justification to renta
- ‘car from a-more expensive vendor, she testified that “authorized” was #shorthand™ and '
"‘sometnnas I i {‘authomzcd’] in, | wiite: that in [the DTS plenaudxt 1mi1hcat10n] #

The }Iertz 1ece;pt showed she fr aveled 890 m1les during her 6 days in Hawaii. She
claimed reimbursement for a “fuc! purchase option” of $70.29 and for a $5.25 fee Hertz charged
to transfer Hertz Gold Plus Rewards earned from this rental to her Umled Alrlines Mileage Plus

. account,

- M, Loftus tcstlﬁcci she was unaware prior to our interview that Hertz charged let &70 29
1o lefuel her rental car. She testified she probably drove the 1
=t prior to returning it. She staled there is *no way” she or anybody else dtove her rental car 890

miles duting this TDY tri ip. She stated she did not review the reported mileage or charges
identified on her 1ecelpt prior to paying for them. When we asked het if she thought she had a
responsibilily to teview her rental oar receipt, she stated, “Now I do, but I didn’t think Hertz
would screw up thmgs." M. Loftus testified she and her-team rented three cars because there
were three simullaneous locations to visit. She added that two other SAPRO personnel drove her
rental car,

Rental oar receipts and travel voucher details rega_rdi'ng Ms. Loflus® cars rented in Guiam,
San Diego, and Oahu dre summatized in Téble 5,

Table 5. Rental Cars

ital car 12 miles and then refuelcd :

Frequent ¥ i"lyer

TDY Days Car | Rental Car Miles Rental ]f‘ue! Chargé_s Surcharge
l Rented Description Briven Agency Claimed and Claimed and
' ' o ' Reimbutsed R
. _ elmhmsed
Sanbiég'o' Ta 38| ' -‘46;6‘3' — T
Qahw .0 | 6 1:2',.:';,‘ 70200 Y
Totals: . A5 y $149 40 '

“IThe Hertz recexpt showed Ms. Loftus drove tius rcntsl car 890 miles; howaever, she testified she or othem'dmve il
approximately {2 miles.
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Lodgmg

The DoD Forexgn Clearance Guide ‘requires that all TDY travelers fo Bahram make _
lodgmg reservations through the Naval Snppart Activity (NSA) Bahrain Naval. Gatewav
Inns & Sultes (NGISY local billeting ofﬁt-e.-_:%

NSA Bahraln NGIS coutmcis with 29 hotels in Bahrain to charge DoD uavelers less than
the 1ocal FY 2014 lodgmg per diein ral¢ of $272 per night. The daily rates, per person “for these
hotels var y froma low of $80 per nig id average $142 per night. NSA Bak in NGIS )
certifies (hat each of the cortracted 29 hotels meets minimutn force protection 1eql’urements In.
March 2014, Ms: Loftus conducted TD'Y travel to Bahrain and stayed at the Radisson D:plomat
hotel, Manama, Balirain. In September 2013, Ms. Loftus made her March 2014 reservation
dnecﬂy with the Radisson Diplomat through the Club Carlson Website and not thtough the NSA
Bahrain NGIS lodging ofﬁce

_ Ms. Lofius and a Witncss familiar with how Ms. Loftus made her reservation with the

- Radisson szlomat hotel testified that the U.S, Naval Forces Central Conunand (NAVCENT)
Protocol Office recotmmended the Radisson Diplomat hotel to her. The NAVGENT Protacol
‘Officer stated his office refers all travelets to the DoD) FCG and advises visitors to follow 'CG
requitesients regarding TDY' lodging. The Protocol Officer stated his ofﬁce did not assist

Ms. Loftus with her March 2014 lodging resetvation.

When a DoD travclel creates 4 travel authorizatton for a foreign travel destination in
DTS, DTS automdhc«illy displays a pep-up screen that requires the traveler to aukuowiedge the
lequlrement to review the FCG entry requirements fot DoD personnel. The pop-up screen adds,
“Failure to comply with FCG tequirements may violate DoD travel policy as per the DoD
Foreign Cleatance Program.” The DTS user must acknowledge the message by clicking “ok.”
Ms. Loftus testified she was unaware the FCG recuited her to make lodgmg reser vatmns through
NSA Bahrain NGIS,

Ms, Loftus stayed at the Radisson Diplomat from Saturday, March 8 through Satirday,
March 15, 2014 The Radisson Diplomal charged her different amounts dependmg, o the day,
and her reeeipt showed a charge of 90 Bahraini dinars per night for three nightsand a charge of
100 Bahralm dinars per night for other nights, for a total of 809 {029 Bahraini dinars, including
taxes and services chatges. Ms. Loftus® GTCC statement showed a charge of 809.02 Bahraini
dinars on March 15,2014, The GTCC vendor converted the Ch"ug& 10 $2,146,

On Mawh 16, 2014, Ms. Loftus submitted a travel votgher for this TDY trip. She
initially claimed $257 lodging expetise for cach night for a total lodging ctaim of $1,799, She:
also elaimed Hotel roomn taxes of $370. On March 31, 2014, Ms. Lofius ainended hertrayel
voucher 16 delete the $370 hotel toom taxes and revised her ovérall lodging claim to $2,293 —
$494 more than her cugmal lodging claim and $147 more than the Radisson Diplomat chaiged
her GTCC. :

- Subsequent to our inierviews with Ms. Loftus on September 24<25, 2014, Ms, Loftus
amended her lodging claim a seeond time on Octobei 6,2014. She ad;usted the lodging amaunt
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Ms. Loftus s{ayed thezc, was $I72 87 pLI‘ mght, mo]usn% of: taxes and other servine Lharge
Ms. Loftus claimed $2,146 in reimbursement for this lodging stay, which cost the Governmé;
$935 91 more than 1he NG!& vate-of $1,210,09; as Table 6 illustrates, -

Table6 Lodgmg Bahram (In US. doﬂars)

17

g?c::}ssmi Amount ‘Amounts Ms, Loftos Clmmed
Date Dpiomat ‘Ms, Loftas
el Rate Per = g
@4y NGIS paid Radisson. Ougmal Amsnded ' Ameudtd
' Con(mtt | Diplomat Vouchr Voncher #l V{mchur )
Salurday,Mawh® | BU287 | $;8u3 | $es7 . | %7 | WG
Sunday,Marchd | 17287 | 26526 | 257 | 337
Mmlday, Mareh 10 -0 | 17237 I I e L e R
Tugsday, M‘mc!l.“ o ] ) 26526 337
|- Wednesday, March 65.26 836
Thurgday, March 13 23873 337
Triddy, Mach 14 - 23873 Cop
Saturday, Mat'ch 15- . 0 0 272
Subtotal o CIRLINGN  snrrTed | semee o 80y
Hntalmum A0 | 36878 | 370 0
TOTAL: SURL2009 [ sz ad 01 306
| Excess costtu the ) ' '
Government $935.91 .

"'We attribite the. one cent difference botween the aotual hotel charge i Bahraint dmars ‘and the cha?ge posted 10
Ms. Loftus’ GTCC ib U.S. dollars to GTCC vendor curerioy rounding.

Claim fm Clrrency Conversion Feés

The Dol) Finaneial Mauagement Regu]atmn (FMR] requlres DOD personnel o use
the GTC'G for. nll offzcml Government travel expensea.

_The-.GTC(L‘ is the GSA.‘t‘;tjntraétQmssned: tih‘aij'_ggi_ éard Govetnment tiavelers are réquired
to use forall ofticial travel expenses, We found no evidence that-Ms, Loflus réceived an
exception from the requirement to use the GTCQC for official 'ir;iv’el expelses,

Ms. Loftus testified she used hér personal credit caid to purchase for eign currency for
“Government business® related to her March 2014 TDY travel to Bahrain, Ms. Lofus lestified
that she used her personal oredit card for a cash advance for meals and “stuff” while TDY in
Bahtain. She added, “} don’t 1hmk there's anywhere that says I have to use my Government

credit eard for buying currency.” Ms, Loftus’ travel voucher, teshmony, and GTCC statement
showed she claimed and received reimbursement for 2 $66 46 for eign currency fee to convert
U.S: dollars to Bahraini dinars for this mp ‘She testified that she used her-personal eredit card
for the cuirency exchange with a véirdor in Tysons Corner, VA, We contacled & currency
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conversion vendor in Tysons Corrier; VA, who stated that they. charged a ﬂat rate of $10 for any
U8, dollar to Bahsaini dinar exchange greatet than $300.- She added that-an exchange purchased
with a-¢redit card is capped at §500, and incurs a 3 percent. credit card fee ($15) and a flatrate
fes of'$5. Baged on the vendor’s fees.and Ms. Lofius’ testimony that she used her petsonal
credil vard for the exchange; the veudol would charge appromnmle}y $20 to exchange $500 {o
Bahraini dinars,

Ms; Loftus travel youcher showed the Government paid her $1, 17 8 fm Meals &
Tneidental Expenses (M&IE) for her -travel to Bahrdin, Travel documents showed she used her
'GTCC to pay for nirfare and lodging incident to the TDY tip but not meals.)! Other than the
lodgtn;, expense paid with her GTCC, Ms, Loftus® tiavel voucher did notl dociiment any expenses
in Bahraiy bcynntl_‘ lhe anernment aIIQWab]a M&IE,

¥ unable to caleulaie ih 'all_zn‘ amount Ms, Loftus purch'tsed with her
personal cr eélll ca:d She olaimed, and the Gan nnrept reimbnised, $66.46 in com?cmlo_; ees,

Pe;.-swfallyﬁu ol Vehilele (POV) -Parkmg al ;.firzfpm'z Termifzcﬂ

.;w JTR bh\lc that nsg- nf the lcast expvmivn pallung, m'dina; ily the ltmg ierm lm,

than the cconomy paikmg lot. testified ﬁlat he! hmw she par ked at tha tenmnal

parage and stated that in his opinion: suoh practice was a “reasonable accommodation™ due to the

amount of travel Ms, Loftus conducts, Based an the 10 TDY tips we reviewad that required

Ms. Loftus to use-air travel, she patked in the Bullcs Airpot parking;garage a total of 53 days at

a cost1o.the Government of $901: The ecenomy pmkmg option for 53 days wolld have cosl the
yeinment $530, a diffelenm. nf $371

Ms Lolus testified she, pasks at the garags uastcdci of the leas axpcnsnvc economy
. pm kmg option for the follcwmg reasons:

s She is at the airport at night and by herself
'« She tiavels in fnclement weather;

T DoD Rinancial Managameni Regulation, Volume 9, Chaplet 3, dated August 2011 rcqumes DoD lra\'e]eis 1
wse their GTCC to purchase meals while in TDY sfatus iinietts 317 “nupl dctical ™
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.DoD trave! standards state shu-c'm park in‘the gamge

Her: ao) [eagues patk-inthe g’uag,e,' :

- Bhe lias lugpage; aind

She saves the Government maney because she does ot take ataxi.:

«sxe

Ms. Loflus stated her personal safety is more important than $3 ‘2 day and ihat she parks
int the terminal garage when on personal feisure travel as well, She added, “I’ve got luggage, T
ﬂymg at i ght T'ov coming back in the dark; and I'm hot safe’ [m econumy pmkmg] i

Ms. Loftus stated that the IT R pemurtcd her to park inthe garage. -She cued paragraph
2000, “Obligation to Exeteise Pradence in Travel,” which slates that a fraveler “fust o

.« the least expensive parking (ordinarily the long term lof) when [POV] parkinig is author zéd,a’t. '

the transj)mtatmn terminal ot at other facilities (that s, valet parking must be justified when self-
prking is avajlable),*

She asseried that the JTR®s language on thils matter i is wmdcd in sticha way 1hat only
: alet pmkmg is prohibited without appropriate jushﬁuallon

Aptyak Premium Class Transportatton

The J’PR requires travelers o use’ economy or conch clasy actﬁmmodatmhs unless
pther accommodations are authm ized,

On Mareh 19, 2014, Ms, Lotius charged $264 10 her GTCC to purchase Amtrak business
¢lass ail fare round trip from Washington, D.C., to Trenton, NJ, scheduled for April 27-29,
2014, Her GTCC showed she purehased the enhrc-: vound trip on March 19, 2014, A'hand-
writien annotation on her Amtrak boarding pass indicated her tickel cost $264, which she
- claimed on her vouchet on April 30, 2014, Her s A() nppx oved her voucher, asnd the
'Gover;unent rcnnbmssc  hier'$264 on May 5,2014.

Wc eontaoted Amtrak regmdtng Ms. Loﬂua _-ma and acsommiodations. ‘Amtrak

} - tions for both portions of this
. NJ, cost $158 and the return fare
i of $35 each way was ineluded
Al 1 0 coneth ve available from Washinglon, D.C.,
{ ’lrenlon,-NT ik LOHE‘] class was available on Ms. Laoflus e hip from Treston, NI,
Washingtoh, D.C.

Ms, Loftus submitted att Amvtrak boarding pass i lieu of a receipt with her travel
voucher. The words “husiness class seat” appeared on hoth the departure and return boarding
PaES pomons THer trayel. authorization dated March 19, 2014, did not show a xequest or approval
for premiyni class accommodations, Her travel vousher did notindicate preminm class
accommodations but did ivclude anotaiion that “variations authorized in case schedules require
eatly departure.” Het travel documents and testimony did not confirt 2 business need for eatly
departule froth '[renton necessitating business class accommodations on the tetuth trip.
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Ms. Loflus’ EA 1esltiled thet she arranged Ms. Loflus” travel directly with Amtrak and
did not use DTS ot CTO assistance. The BA stated that Amirak hiad no Government fares
~available at the time of booking and that they told her she had to ﬁtl!_clzése a busmess class
'iacwmmndation ini oder:to guarantee a seat for Ms. Loflus,

Ms Loftua testlﬁed thal her LA auanged the Amuak bookang_, and 1he EA rEpoﬂed o hez

MS Loftus replied, “Nd Tinan, I don’t know. I mean, I would assume riot becatise we wele
calimg late and it wis 2 days differencs,”

'Receipi.s'

Tiu, JTR reyuires travelers to provide rewipis for each ludging and individual -
'e\pense of $75 or mure within 5 working days after returning from TDY fravel.

Of the 11.TDY trips we examined, Ms. Loftus omiited required receipts for sonle claimed
expenses above $75 each, as illusitated in the ﬁ}llowmg table.

Table 7. Mzssmg Recezpts

Msssmga’lllcglble Rcceipts

: ')Bahra i, March 2{)

| Jacksonyile, L, March 2014 | Ladging, $225

| Princetan, NI, April 2014: - Rail fare; $26 (Bus'messCanq)

" I"The base fare for this ticket was $i 400 The GTCC vendot posted the entlrc United Alrlme charge of $2 012.-20,‘
which included $612.20 in taxes, on September 24, 2013

Regarding the two missing receipts for her March 2014 TDY to Bahrain presested in_
Table 7, Ms, Loftus testified she had rio explanation why she did not include her airfare reccipt,
She stated, and het GTCC statement showed, the $87.92 foreign cutrency conversion fee isa ,
combination of $66.46 in fecs charged to her personal credit card to acquire Bahraini dinars prior
1o depatting Washmgton, D C--., and $21.46 the GTCC vendor-charged as a 1 percent foreigh
‘cufrency conversion feg to pay the $2,146 ]odgmg cxpense while in Bahrain.

Ms. Loftus acknowledged she submitted a boardmg pass inlieu of a recsipt for her
Amtrak trangpor tation to Trenton, NJ, and ﬂmt she did not provide a receipt for her zental car
tised durd mg TDY fravel to Jacksonville, FL.

Bnpmper- Exec:urion oj Travel Fzmd.s' -

Tltle 31 U.S.C. states that a Gmfemmmt employee m.ty not make an expendlture or
obllgahon exceeding an amount available in an appropriation or fund fnr the expenditure,

-Comptroller Genel'ai decjsion B-23811t) states TDY t:‘avel is a bona fide need of the
yearin which the travel acmally ogeurs. Thcrcfum, agencws must chargc the expenses of
tempomly duty travel to the appropriation current in that fi scal year,
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From June 1, 2012, to June 30, 2014, Naval IG and DFAS dotumams identified 20
{ustances in which M8, Loftus used localtravel vouchers 1o réceive reimburseraents exceeding.
$71,000 in worldwide mmmermal airline tickets she purchased mionths in advance of the actual
execittion of official travel,'? Within days of booking, the conttacted CTO ticketed her aitfare
and chavged her GTCC for the purchase, The Governttment reimbursed Ms, Loftus® GTGC
- montlis prior to her actual air travel through her use of local vouchers.

Inan undated letter from Ms. Loftus to Mr. Thomas Hicks, Under Secretary of the Navy,
Ms. Lofius stated she directed her staff to consult with a financial management analyst assigned
- 1o the DON-AA regatding the use of local iravel vouchers to purchase aitline tickets, Ms, Loflus
‘stated {hat the finaneial management analyst supgested her office could use local travel vouchers
for this pmpose which Ms, Loftus stated to Mr. Hicks imade “perfect sense,” because:

.+ We were usmg the funds as they werc intended and bmnmalted
wa were paying for an obligation at the time of the obligation (no
advanced payment), he funds were going straight to the eredit card -
company and we wei'c andmg any interest-charges/credit that
would oceur had the: [GTCC) balance catried over from month to
month,

Two TDY travel authorizations we reviewed showed that Ms. Loftus claimed and
received reimbursement in FY 2013 for aftline tickets purchased in FY 2013, yet traveled
months laterin FY 2014, The DTS pre-audit notified Ms. Loftus that “this fravel document
covers Fiscal Year 14 but there is a line ofaccounting specified for a different fiscal Year 13.7
Ms, Lofius supplied the justification “will adjust when budget released.” We dsked a DON-AA
financial management analyst to audit these two local vouchers and associated travel docuinents.
The analyst stated that in both instances, Ms. Loftus used FY 2013 funds to pay for FY 2014
travel expenses. - She stated this was an improper execution of funds and violated the “Bona Fide
Need Rule,” as addressed by the Govetnment Accountablhty Office in & Compiroller General.
decision B238110, dated May 7, 1991: ‘

l‘empolm v duty tlavel IS a bona fide need of the year in’ wlzrclt ihe

travel actially occurs, T herefore, agencies must charge the

expenses of iempotary duty fravel to the appropriation éurient in

that fiscal year; Where travel spans two fiseal yems, Agencies must. -

charg,e the expenses to the appropriations current in the fiscal years

inn which the particular iravel expenses are incurred. (emphasis
~added). -

During our interview with Ms, Loftus, we presented a trave] voucher for one of the trips
audited by DON=AA. and asked her o explain the steps she took 16 ensure the proper line of

12 The JTR defines a travel voucher as a written request, supported by applicable documentation and receipts, for
reimbursemeit of expenses incurred in the performance of any official travel.
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accounting was applied to the voucher. Ms. Loftus -t'esiified:

T don’t know how it gets paid = they fe: [Operatlons and
Maintenance] funds that don’t exist, so I don’t know how they

. gould have paid it. Somehody screwed up and it wasn't ine

* because [ don’t do the paying, so I don’t know how they could
have paid the [FY]IB—use [EY] 13 money to pay a voucher that I
submiitted ... four months inio [FY]14.

Discussion

Om prelifiinary mvesttgatmn eoncluded that Ms. Lofius failed to conduct TDY travel in
'accordance with DoD.and other Govemmenl standards,” We also concluded that Ms. Loftus
often arranged {ravel based on her personal convenience, pre efelence and’ her participation in an
anline freqiient ﬂyor program, We concluded that Ms. Loftus® gotions ina sample of 11 trips we
reviewed resulted in at least $7, 052.59 in excess char £6s o thfs deemment and $2,77530 in
other charges for which Ms, Loftus did not submit appropriate. I‘C‘-CGIpES bu wasieimbw sed, fora
total of $9,827. 89 in teimbursements from the Government to whlch she was ne ; entltlcd

We found that from TFebruary 28, 2013, to Noveinber 22, 2014 Ms. Lcﬁus conducted
26 TDY trips. We: sampled 11 of the 2( tnps and identifi ed several travel irregularities.

G8A City-Pair 4 nfare

We conclude Ms. Loftus vmlatcd the JTR. by failing o use GSA city-pair airfare when
available.

We found Ms. Loftus traveled on Umts_:d Auhnes on occasions when lower-cost csty-pan'
contracted carriers were available to her. 'We found that of the randomly selected 10 trips we
reviewed that 1equ1red pirfare, she qelecteci; Umted Alrlines 100 percent of the time. She asserted
United Aitlines has botter routing, i less expensive than the city-pait options the DTS offered,
and does nol require luggage fegs due Lo her frequent fyer status. We also found that Ms, Loftus
booked her tickets an average 150 days in advance of travel.

~'Ws found that DTS requires travelers to submit explanations ta justify decisions not to
ise eity-pair flights. The ITR authorizes exceptions to the use of city-pair unde specific
entmerated conditions. T¢ requires specific authotization and justification be shown on the
traveler’s orders, Ms, Loftus documented brief, ofien one-word justifications (for example,
“guthorized™), reparding her choice to use non-city-pair flights and provided na rationale for
declining to purchase the less expensive city-pair CA fare when offered. ‘We found thal in the
DTS pre-audit process, her AOs were reluctant to challenge Ther ]usuf ications ot express coneems
‘regarding her choice to use othet than the city-pait carrier because she was a senior executive
and their supervisor. We found no instance where Ms, Loftus provided specific conditions, as
enumer ated by the ITR, which offered justification for non-city-pair flights.
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For her February 2014 trip to Guam, Ms. Loftus asserled that her staff would be entitled
to stop en route for a rest period had she selected the city-pair flight instead of the non-city-pair
ﬂtght We found that both the non-city-pair flight she selected and the city-pair flight were about
'nﬁ in cverall tnp dmat:on l“mhel we found 1‘.10 evndencc that use of the cltyqpan ﬂlghts

P
could not estabhsh that tha city-pair CA fare wos avallnblc o Ms L,Oﬁus Howeve1 the mtyhpmr
YCA fare: of $2,225 was available and was $863 Iess expensive than the non-city-pair {light
Ms. Lofius mlanged We found no evidence that Ms. Loftus paid the cost difference between the
two alteriatives but instead claimed and received feimbursement trotm the Government for such
costs,.

We found that Ms, Loftus selected a non- clty-paw flight on United Airlines for $3,433 for
travel to Italy in May 2014, We also found that the available, lowest-cost round-trip eily-pair
flight was $2,178 on Delta Aiflives —a savings of $1,255 over Ms. Lofius® selected flight, We
found no evidence that Ms, Loftus paid the cost difference between the two alternatives but
instead claimed and teceived reimbursersent from the Government for such costs. We found ‘that
Ms, Loftys considered overall trip duration as a scheduling factor that affected her work.
However, we weie tnable to collect historical flight data to confivm her assertion that the non-
city-pair ﬁt ght had a longer overall trip duration. We found that Ms, Loftus® travel authorization
and travel vouclier did not inclode justification for non-city-pair flight selection based on the
city-pair flight’s overall trip duration, Further, we found her Justifications inaccurately portr'iyed
that her non-city-pair selections were less éxpensive than the aviilable oity-pair options.

Further, we found that Ms. Loftus purchased a $1,366 Y class round-trip ticket to Spain
for travel in July-August 2014, Wealso found that the available CTO-offered flight was $866 -
a savings of $500 over Ms, Loftus’ selected flight. We found no evidence that Ms, Loftus paid
the cost difference between the two alternatives but instead claimed and received relmbursement
from the Government for such costs.

qully, we found that Ms, Loftus purchased a npn-city-pair flight on United Airlines for
$4,417 for travel to Htaly in Novermber 2014, We also found that the available CTO-offered
flight was $1,542 — a savings of $2,875 over Ms. Lofius’ selected flight. 'We found no evidence
that-Ms. Loflus paid the cost difference between the two altérnatives but instead claimed and
received reitnbursement from the Go\?ernment for such cosis

The JTR states:

s aGovernment ffﬁVGlpl‘ on official busingss must cxercise care and pmdencc in
incwrring Governinent travel expenscb

¢ atraveler must use city-pair airfare for txansporiauon where offered. Wlnle the JTR
authorizes exceptions to the use of city-pair under specific enumerated gonditions, it
requires that the specific authotization and justification be shown on the traveler’s
orders,
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. the use of city-pair airfare may involve connecting ﬂlgh{s "Mth ONE or more plane
. changes Futther, if the city-pair catrier offets both & city-palr YCA (¥ class) and a
CA (capaclty-conh' ' }ed) f'me, the fraveler must Selcct the oity-pair CA fare option. If
the traveler selects Sity=pair YCA class aiifare and a cily-pair CA option is avaliablﬁ',
the traveler {s 7(3.)1){)#?5‘”)!6 1o the Government ﬁn the cost difference between the two
allernatives, (emphiasis added)

s atravéleris ;3roh1bited fromn ¢hoosing an air canier based on personal preference or
- convenience, frequent flyer clubs, or other reasons. A traveler is personally
responsible, Foi-additionul expensas to the Go vei‘mnem acerned by riot complying with
the JTR, (empimms added) ‘

. We determined that Ms. Loftus routinely selected more expenswe aufaze on Umted
A Ilmcs th'ui the lowm cost city-pair optxons available to hel aud %mrdmgly fa;led to exexclse

on her pxefeued auhne Unlied Airlines. JTR Appanthx p spemﬁcally plolublted Mq Loﬂus '
froin disregarding the cify-pair program in favor of personal convenience, preference, and
benefits aceruing from her United Mileage Plus Premier status, We detetmined that in TDY air
travel we reviewed, Ms, Loflus chose United Abrlings or nonseity-pair ﬂxghls for personal
convenience, preference, and her participation in United Airfines’ frequient fiyer club or benefit,

We determined that Ms. Loftus and her staff had'sufﬁclént rest periods scheduled before
angt after (ravel to Guam in February 2014, ‘We determined, based on the non-gity-pair flight she
selected (Umted Aitlines), that she had at least 1-day rest per riod prior to conducting official
duties in Guam and another 1. day rest period upon retuming to. Wasluug,ton, D.C. We also
:detelmmcd the less expensive city-pair flight she refused (Delta Aitlines) was the quackcst
overall option. Ms, Loftus festified ihat she and her staff would hiave been entitled to an

- additional test period en route if they had taken the city-pair ﬂxght, Towever, we determined
that Ms. Loftus and her staff wouldnot have been entitled to anen route rest petiod, atid this was
not an appropriate justification for selecting United Airlines rather than the available Delta
Alrlines city-pair fliphits.. We determined Ms. Lofius. canceled her non-city-pair ticket with
United Airlines in mder tc} pmchase a more expensive Y clasg airfate on the same flight, We
determined that the nofi-cjty-pair flight she selected, including her $500 ¥ class upgiade, cost the
Government $863 more than the available YCA cxty»pau flight.

We determined that the non-city=-pair i]lghl Ms Loftus selected for travel to Italy in May
2014 cost the Government $1,255 more than the city-pair flight.

We also determined that the $1,366 Y class ticket Ms. Lofius purchased for travel to
Spain in .hlly-August 2014 cost the Gnvfer‘nmen{ $500 more than the CTO-offered flight.

Furtlier, we detmmmed the $4,4i7 flight Ms. Lofius selected for travel io ]taly in
November 2014 cost the Gavernmett $2,875 more thaii the CTO-offered ﬂlght
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Finally, we determined in the limited sampling of travel we reviewed that Ms, Loftus®
Failure to nse clty-pau airfare and her selection of Y class tickets cost the Government no less
than $5,493 more than if she had complied with the JTR, -Our preliminary mvestlgaimn
determined that in the 11 trips we reviewed, Ms. Loftas received $9,827.80 in total
reimbursentents frofir the Governritent to Whlch she was not entitled.

Ms, Loftus’ Response to Prefiminary Conclusions

FOHOWJH}, Dlll‘ estabhsh' "pmctme by letter dated February 25 2015, we provided
Ms: Loftus the opporturnity to comment on the preliminary results of our investigation, In hei-
response; dated March 27; 2015 Ms, Loﬂm contested our prehmmary findings and conclusion.

Ms, Loﬂuq assetted that our p1e]1mmary repott misstated Unlited Airlines policy
regarding instant upgrade benefits provided to “Premier” frequient {lyers traveling on full-fare
economy ¥ class tickets on select flights, She stated, in par, the United Airlines upgrade policy
-in this circumstance is limited to CONUS loutes on]y, not 1o include San Francisco and Los
Angeles, CA. _

We note that Ms. Lofius festified she i zs a “Premier 1K United Aidines’ frequent flyer,
and ‘as such is eligible for an upgtade on any United Aitlines flight, including capacity controlled
(CA) flights Further, she testified shé had 15 “Global Prefujer Upgrades” associated with her
Promier 1[( status, which provides hor a:one-cabin upgrade foi any United Airlines flight
worldwide.” Acsordingly, we determined her particular frequent ﬂyei status with United
Airlines provided her upgrade oplions o roufes not olherw;se res!ncted

Ms. Loftus asserted that some of the city-pair CA E)‘iS{; fare fi igures and ¢alculations
shown in Table 4 were in error. She stated the CA base purchase price her March 2014 flight to
Jacksonville was $366.00 and not $387.80; and the CA base purchase price for her January 2014
trip to Hawaii was $980.00 and not $768,00. We agreed with her figurés and made corrections
ta Table 4

She stated we incorrectly caloulated the city-pair CA base fare for herJaniaiy 2014 TDY
to San Diego as originating from Reagan International and not the airport she actually used,
Dulles International. We niote that the flight she selected on United Airlines, regardless of
depattwe aitport, was not a.city-pait option. Further, she testified she selected ﬂlghts based on

“what géts me there the quickest.” Accordingly, we found the only non-stop city=pair CA base
fare for this TDY was a $400 U.S. Anways flight departmg from Reagan International, ' We note
Ms. Loftus® DON-SAPRO travel companion sclcciﬁc! this U.S. Airways CA fare for the same
TDY travel, yet Ms, Loflus selecled a more expenswej non-gity-pait flight on United Airlines.
Accordingly, we did not change the calculations in Table 4 regarding her January 2014 trip 10
San D:ego

13 United Alrimes ioyalty programs prowde that eligible Premier 1K munbeas receive Global Premier Upgrades,
which are “ene<way, one-cabin upgrades, confirmable as early as time of hcketing on all United ... operated flighits
systemwide”
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“The Table 4 calculations in our preliminary report provided Ms, Lofius the broadest
«consideration that city-pair CA fares may not have been available at the time she bouked and
purchased fhghts Accordingly, the two corrections to city-pair CA fi igures noted abovi
alter our preliminary conciusmn regatding the excess cost to the Governtnent from Ms. Loftus’
TDY airfare.

Regarding CTO commiunications with-Ms. Loftus” EA; Ms. Lofus responded; #1 have no
knowledge of what {ranspiréd between CTO and someone [vi¢]- since 1 have no EA, T atn not
‘sure who this refers to,” The petson we identitied as Ms, Lofius’ EA ﬂnoughoui the prellmlnary
report testified, “1 am the execufive assistant 10 Ms. Loftus, Tdo travel in our office.® Further,
“this person’s Govefniment ernail signatore block identified her as “Executive Assistant,
: Dcpaghne it of the Navy, Sexual Assaolt Py eventlon and ReSponse Office.” Accnrdmg¥y we
made nio- changes in this nmiter

. ’I‘he pml:mmaly report discussed Ms, Loﬂus November 2014 trip to Ttaly. Ms, Loftus
te-booked this tip on Septembéx 30, 2014, 5 days aftet our investigators interviewed her and
inquired regarding her non-city-pair selcctmn for this trip, Travel records and GTCC statements
reveal she re-booked the flight on United Airlings for $2,880, The GSA YCA city-pait for this
Hight included a Delta Airlines segment and cost $2,553. Consequently, ller chome of & non-
city-pair flight resulted in excess cost 1o the Governiment: of $327, and she again disregarded the
ITR to select her preferred: an‘lme

In'her response to our plcllmmal Y rcpm t, Ms. Loftus stated ahc did not select the Delta
Aitlines city-pair flight foi-her Novermber 2014 14ip to Haly because the Delta Ailines flight
connected at the Fiumicino Airport, Rome, Itaiy She claimed the Fiumicino Au‘port is
“Incompatible with carrying out any [TDY] migsion, "in partdoe to her expenence with delayed
luggage ai that anpmt We note the JTR does niot provide exempttons from using ¢ity-pair
'ﬂ1ghts based on air; port connectmn plefelences negatlve prior experiences with an airport, or
othex personal convenience: concerns.

_ Since Ms, Loitus re-booked her November 2014 flight 1o Italy after our interview with
Her, we revised our caleulations of excess cost 1o the Government based on this new information.
We determined in the limited sampling of travel we reviewed that Ms, Loftus® failure 10 vse city-
pair airfare and her selection of Y class tickets in violation of the ITR resulted i in an eXeess cost
to the Government of at least $2,945.

Accordingly, havmg carefully cons1dered thc evidence, mcludmg additional facts
gathered to address Ms, Loftus’ response to our preliminary report, we stand by our original
conclusion that Ms, Loftus violated the JTR by failing to use GSA city-pair airfare when
available,
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Rwﬂal Ca: s

We conclude that M, Loftus violated the JTR by not renting a car from the least
‘expensive véndor and chmg’,mb 1 the Government for éxcessive fuel expenges and rewards point
transfer fees to her United Mileage Plus accounit.
A\
We found that while conducting TDY travel to Hawaii in 2014, Ms. Loftus rented a Hertz
rental car $140.72 more expensive than a comparable available car from g different rental car
-vendor DTS identitied to her: '

_fuel expenses While on TDY travel in Guam in 2014 Ms Loﬁus dmve a 1ent'ii car 22 nules
and ¢laimed and was reimbursed $32.48 in fuel expenses. We found that while conducting TDY
wravel to San Diego, CA, in 2014, Ms. Loftus drove a rental car 38 miles and. claimed $46, 631 i
tuel expenses, which the Government rejmbursed,

Ovemii we found Ms. Loftus rented & cat: fei 15 days, drove 72 miles, and claimed
$149.40 in fuel expenses. We found shé requested, and the Government rennbursed '
approximately $2.08 in fuel expenses for each mile she drove a rental cav,

Finally, we found that dmiﬂg TDY travel in Hawaii and San Disgo, she requested and
received retmbursement from the Government for a total of $10.50 in fees Hertz charged to
transfer Hertz Gold Plus Rewards points earned from her Governiment tental to her personal
United Mileage Plus account,

The JTR requires that travelers exercise the same care and regard for incurring
Government fravel expenses as a prident person traveling at petsonal expense. The JIR also
states thata good steward of Government funds uses the least expensive rental car, both in ferms
of renting compact cats and using the least expensive vendor.’

WB de}tcrminﬁd that Ms. Loﬂus did not exercise prudence in travel or good stewardship

. oftravel funds when she rented a car with Hertz that was $140.72 more expensive than the rental
car DTS offered heit fiom another vendor, Wc also determined that Ms. Loftus did not exercise
priidence when she claimed and received excessive fuel cost reimbursements for the mileage
driven - atotal of $149.40 or about $2.08 per-milein fuel:charges alone, Finally, we deterniined.
she impraoperly claimed and received reimbugsement for $10.50 in fees Hertz charg ged to transfer

Hertz Gold Plus Rewards points to her personal United Mileage Plus account,

M. Loftus’ R_aSpnn.s*e

Ms: Loftus stated our preliminary report did not ¢learly state the Hertz “fuel and service”
fees included the cost of labor associated with refueling, 'We note that Hertz identified the labor
and Tuel costs assoviated with full-service refueling as a “fue) and service” fee, We determined
Hettz? iomenclature for this fee is self-explanatory and required no fusther clarification, We
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also note that prudent Government {ravelers can avoid such extia fees by refueling ‘vahidies :
personally at self-service prices before returning them to the airport or other réntal office.

According’!y, we stand !ay oiu 'orlgmzﬂ conclusuon fhat Ms Loftus v'lolated the ITR by not

cmd ser vme expcnses and lewmds pomt tlansfm fces 10. cicdtt 1161 United Mlleagc Plus account,
Lodginig -

We ctmalude Ms, Loftug v101aled the DoD FCG and JTR by fatlmg to make odgmg
reservations through the appropriate office in Bahlam, ther{:by incurfing an excess charge to the
chernment loiahng $935.91.

We found that Ms. Loﬁus c(}nductcd TDY iravc] to Bﬂhlﬂlﬁ and made her own lod gmg
found thatNSA B"lhl ain NGIS had a contr ‘E_w;th the Radlsscn Dlpiomat T Iotel fora
Governiment traveler rite of $172.87 per night, inclusive of taxes, $99.13 1 ‘,;ught less than the
FY:2014 per diem rate of $272, We also fouud that Ms: Loftus claimed énd received
reimbursement of $2,146 for this lodging stiy, which cost the Government $935.91 ‘more than
the NGIS confract rate of $1,210.09. We found o AEA 3ustlf‘ ication in Ms, Loftus* DTS travel
documents that piesehted exf;eptmnal cirpumstarices exemptmg Ms, Loﬁus from complymg with,
the DoD TCG.

The Dol FCG requires that all TDY travelers to Bahrain make lodging reservanons
through the NSA Bahrain NGIS local billeting office, The TR nequnes that lodging '
reimbursement not exceed actual lodging costs or the apphcabie maxmlum amount unless an
AFA is presciibed and approved. - _

We determined that by makmg her. own lodging reser \'aﬂon, Ms. Loftus cost the:.
- Government ‘1)935 91 miore fhan if she had comphed Wlth the DoD FCG,

Ms Loj?us Response :

Ms. Laﬁm stated her Iodging costs weie within fhe athor 1zed daily per diem lodging
rate of $272, and slie is not required to spend less than the naximum lodging per diem rate.. She
added she is “in full compliance with Federal law — law that cannot be countermanded by a
cleatance guide note on who makes the lodging alrangement [emphasis in or xgmal] g

_ She stated she personally contacis the Commdnder U.S. Naval Forces Central
Command/Uniled States Fifth Fleet/Combined Maritime Forces, prior to any visit to Bahrain and
that such ¢ontact 1eheVes het of any obligation to comply with the FCG,

 As ioted i in Appendix A-of our preliminary report, Dol Directive 4500. 54E “DoD
Foreign Cleavange: Plogl am (FCP},” dated December 28, 2009, applies to all Military
‘Departments, The Directive is implemerited by the DoD FCG; which “is dirgctive in nature for
all DoD and DoD-sponsored fravel abroad,” and requu‘cs DoD travelers to make lodging
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reservations through NSA Bahtain NGIS, -Compliatice wiili the DoD FCG is not optional, and
the DoD FCG does not authouze persanal communications with local commands as substifutes
for compliance. ' - -

Accordingly, we stand by our original conclusmn that Ms, Loftus wolated the DDD RFCG
and JTR by failing to make lodging reservations through the appropriate office in Bahs fain,
thereby incurring an excess charpe to the Goveriiment totaling $935,91,

Claim for Currency Conversion Fees

We conclude that Ms. Loftus vmlated the FMR by smplopelly clannmg currency
conversion fees ch"n‘geci to llel pel *sonai oredit card

We found thal Ms. Loﬂus was fiot exempt from using the GTCC to pay for all official
triivel expenses. We found thal Ms, Loftus used her personal credit card to purchase foreign
currency incident to TD'Y travel to Bahtain and requested Governinent reimbursement of the
$606.46 exchanhge fee. Other than the lodgmg expense paid with het GTCC, Ms. Loftus’ tigvel
youcher did not document any expenses in Bahrain beyond the Government allowable M&IE,
which she was paid. Further, travel documents showed she used her GTCC io p’l}’ for anfaie and'.
lodging incident fo the TDY trip but not meals."

The GTCC i the GSA. cumractm-zssued chatge caid-Governiment travelers are requited
- to use forall official travel experises. We found no gvidence that Ms, Lofius received an
exception from the requifement to use the GTCC for official travel expenses,

~ We wete unable to deterrnine the U.S. dollar amount Ms, Lofiuis convetted to Bahrairii
dinats,
The FMR requites DoD personnel to use the GTCC for all official Goverriment travel.

expenses.

- Wedetermined that Ms. Lofus improperly claimed and received reimbursement for the
$66.46 conversien fee charged to her personal credit card. Accordingly, we determined the
$66.46 conversion fee was a personal expense fcu w}nch she was.noft enutled 10 reimbiitsement
from the Government,

Ms. Loftus’ Response
Ms. Loftus Sta'ted'she prefets to use cash while TDY in Balirain because:

When 1 uavei to Babrain, I eat in places that either do 1ot accept
-the: [GTCC o where the [GTCC] vender (Citicard) rejects

1 The DoD Fmaucmi Managemai:t chulauon Volume 9, Chapter 3, dated August 201 1, requires DoD travelers to
isé 1hen‘ GTCC to piirchase inea)s While in TDY status unless it is impractical.
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_ .payment on thie spot, Trecently had Citibank refuse payment when
I tried to use y [GTCC] at a Safeway in Hawaii to buy groceiies,
80 the use of the [GTCC] for foed at my favorite Al Jazira
-Supelmmket or dining places such as Shawarma Alley, Al Hantor;
Awali, Al Furoadn; Isfnham Abd El ngha_b ‘or Anwar Paris is
“Umpractical® at ba ‘-

We contacted a DoD cwshan in Baluam whose official duties include frequent mlelactlon
w;th thousands of DoD travelers who conduct official busmess in Bahrain, The witness stated he
“never heard of qnyone havmg tssues with [the GTCC in Bali -ain].”* He added:

’lhele could be mstances in Bahrain where a restaurant does not
“accept aredit card and works stuctly on cash due to

plot:essmg fges, or maybe: they push people to pay cash even
though 1hey do aceept credil bﬂldS 1o avoid the fees::

We carefully consadered Ms. Loftus response and detes mmed she offe; ed no evldence,
not- did we find ewdencﬁ, to support her asserfion that the GTCC is widely rejected in Bahrain 1o
an extent requiring her to convert and carry sums of cash and that doing 5o fo dine ather -
“Iavonte” establishments {52 personial pteference and not due to impr actlcallty of GTCC use,

Accordingly, we stand by our ougmal conclusion that Ms. Loﬂus violated the FMR by
improperly claiming carrency conversion fees charged 10 her personal credit card as: ufr:cla]
travel expenses. :

POV Parking at Airport Terminal

We conclude that Ms. Loftus failed to exercise prudence in travel by parking routinely at
mote expensive airport parking rathier than available economy:. i_}j_‘f;rl;inig.;'

We found that Ms: Loftus routinely parked her POV in the Dulles International terminal .
parking garage at.a rate of $17 per day. .In the 10 TDY rips we reviewed that required air travel,
we found that Ms. Lofus parked her POV at the terminal garage 4 total of 53 days at a cosi fo the
Governiient of $901 We found that the parking rate in the Dulles econory lot is $10 per day..
The différence in'cost ta the Government for Ms, Loftus to park in the terminal garage was $371
more that economy parking. We found Mg, Loflus cited personal safety concerns and
convenietice due to baggage as justifications for the addﬁtlonal $371 in parking expenses for
which she requested and received reimbursement.

The JTR tequires travelers to exercise the same care and regard for incurting Government
travel EXpenses 4s prudent person traveling it petsonal expense, The ITR states that use of the
least expensive pmkmg, ordinarily the long term lot, when parking at an airport terminal is an
-example of good stewardship of limited travel funds.
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- We deter mmed that Ms. Lofaus falleé to exerclse prudenoe in travel and good
Stewar dslup of travel Tunids in her chmce to'routinely park inthe more expensive tetminal garage
when cenductmg__gfﬁg;a} fravel, at an-excess cost to the Government of $371,

M. Loftus’ Raspense

Ms, Loflus restated that “every one of my colleagues™ use the more expensive Dulles
Airport terminal parking garage when conduumg TEY wavel. Subsequent to our September
2014 intetviews with Ms. Loftus regarding this subject, she filed a travel voucher that further
clarified her position wgardmg the Dulles economy parking lot:

... DoDIG has opined that parking in the covered garage is not
copt-efficient sinde long tert gravel lot parking is $3 cheaper ... 1
am traveling to and from- [thé] aivport during darkness and the long
termn far-awiay econonty lot is not patrolled, not well-lit and
generally not safe ... I am not going to risk my safety by parking in
the hinterlands at Dulles and 1 am not. gomg to be criticized for
usmg covered gay agc parking.

Asnoted in our preliminary veport, the difference between the two parkmg lots is $7 per
day, not $3. Further, the Dulles gconomy parkmg lot is pavcd fully landseaped, is equipped
‘with lights: throughout, and is serviced by shuttles to terminals at regular intervals. Ms., Loftus
pmwded no evidence the Dulles economy parking lot is unsafe or dangerous, necessilating more
expensive parking options: al Gevelmnent exXpese.

We have no objection to h(')i use of the covered parking garage; however, based on these
facts and ciroumsiances Ms. Loftus is not entitted to Government reimbursement for a more
expensive parking option than is DtthIse authorized. Accordingly, we stand by our original
conclusion that Ms. Loftus failed to exercise prudence intravel by parking routinely at more
expensive aitport patking rathet than available economy parking.

Amirak Premitmm Class Transporiation

We conclude that Ms, Loftus violated the JTR by ﬁ'aveli_n'g_ in "pl_‘émi_'uni class
dccominodations without suthorization when ¢oach class was available,

We found that Ms. Loftus purchased a one-way Amtrak business class acconunodation
from Trenton, NJ; to Washinglon, D.C., for travel on April 29, 2014. Ms, Lofws® DTS
documents do not offer justification or authorlzatmu for the premiwm class accommadation,

Ms. Loftus testified that she assumed coach seats were not available because she purchased her
tickets “late.” However, we found that Ms. Loflus puichased her rail fare more than 1 month in
advance of travel, and coach class seats were available for purehase from Trenton, NJ, to
Washington, D.C., whén she booked travel, She 1equested and received Governinent
reimbursement of $35 fm the business class seat assignment.
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The JTR requires travelers to use economy orcaach class accomniodations unless other
accommodations are authorized.  Furthér, the ITR requires that travelers exercise the same care
- and regard for incutring Government travel expenses as a prudent person traveling at personal
expense. The JTR also states that the traveler is per sonally financially responsible for any
expense ifcurred by not complying with-the JTR. - We detetmined that Ms. Loftus’ trip from
Trenton, NJ, to Washington, D.C., by mearis of an unauihom?ec} and more expensnve bisiness
class Seal asslgumcnt violated the JTR. e

M, --Loﬁ‘m' Respanw

Ms, Lofius stated the cost of het Apn[ 29, 2014, rail fare from Trenton, NJ ; to
Washington, D.C., was “in‘feality $132.” She provided her Aritrak 1ecemi which showed ghe
purchased a $71 coaeh fare and $35 business class seat assighment for a total $106 rail fare from
Trenton, NJ, to Washington, D.C, She also noted an Amtrak fare schedule she provided us,
dated Sepleimber 24,2014, showed one-waly coach seats offered from $71 to $139 for this
segment, dependi ng on departure time,

We determined Ms, Loftus amvcd at the notional $1 32 fare tfrom Trenton, NJ, {o

" Washington, D.C, by dividing her round-trip fare ($264) by two, which is not how Amtrak
billed the trip. Her Amtrak teceipt showed she purchased a $71 coach fare and added a $35
business class seat’ asszgnment As previously stated in this report, Amteak offered Ms: Lofuis an
available $71 conch class fare for this segment; which she réjected.

Accordingly, we stand by our conclusion that Ms, La*ﬁus violated thie JTR by tra,velmg in
premium class accommodations without authovization when coach ¢lass was available,

Receipts

We conclude that by failing to file applopuate réceipts, Ms, Loftus violated the JTR and
EMR, and roceived teimbursement lo which she was not entitled. - :

' In reviewing 11 voughers Ms. Loftus submitted in buppml of reimbursement for TDY
travel expenses, we found five missing teceipls, each individually over $75 and totaling
$2,775 301n the aggregate. We found that Ms. Loftus submitted claits to the Government for
reimbursenient absent requued receipts, hier AOs approved the Vouichers, and the Govemment
reimbursed her i‘u’lly for-all elaims.

The JTR requires travelets to provide receipts for each lodging and individual expense of
$75 or more within 5 working days after returriing from TDY travel, The FMR states that a
teceipt s a Teglbly written or printed document provided by the vendor 10 a customer. We
deterinined that Ms. Loftus was not entltled to reimbursement totaling $2,775.30 because she.
falled to submit five receipts supporting her claims for reimbursement as the JTR and FMR
Tequire.
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M, Lofius' Response

Ms. Loftus provided four of the five missing or illegible receipts we identified in otir
ple!m‘nnmy report, As disenssed previensly in this raport, the $87.92 elaim included 2 $66.46
. currency ¢éonversion fee charged to hé crsonal credit card that was a personal expense for
‘which shie was not entitled te_ imbursement from the Government, Ms, Loftus did not provide
this rccelpl Ilowevm smce !,hc $6 6 4( clalm i mvahcl no réceipt is required..

“We amend the number of receipts Ms. Loftis failed to submit from five to four, which
also wduccd the iotal 1'mmbursement she received from the Government for those claims to
$2,708. 84

We stand by our coriclusion fhat by failmg {o file appropriate receipts 1 with her vouchers,
Ms. Loftus violated the JTR and FMR, and received 1em1bursemeut ta which: she was not’
entitled.

Imp) ‘oper Execution oj Travel Funds

- We conclude Ms, Lnftus impt operly tecelved :cimbmsemem for airline tickets purchased
i FY 2013 using FY-2013 funids for travel conducted in FY 2014, in violation of Title 31 U.S.C.

We found that Ms. Loflus used local travel vauchers to olaimiand. 1acawa rexmbursement_
in FY 2013 for aitline tickets she purchased in FY 2013 using FY 2013 funds but (raveled
months laler in FY 2014, Further, we found that Ms. Loftus-was aware ofi msiances that hel
TDY travel crossed fiseal years and asseérted she intended to properly account for those instances .
during her post-TDY voucher process. We found she did not amend the lu_____ ofaccounting for
the applicable fiscal year. g

Tifle 31 U.S.C, 1341, “Limitations on expending and obhgatmg amounts,” states that a
Govermnent employee may not make orauthorize an expenditufe or obligation exceeding an
amouiit available inan appmpuauou or fund for the expenditure os oblzgataon Further,

31 U.8.C. 1502, “Balances available,” states the balance of an appropriation or fund limited for
obligation to a definite period is available enly for paymorit of CXPEnSCs pr opelly incurred during
the period of availability.

purchasedin FY 2013 usmg FY 2013 ﬁmds for travel conducted in FY 20i4 m vxolatmu of
31U.8.C. 1341, Further, we determined the use of 1ocal vouchers to purchase worldwide airline
tickets mionths in advance is not expressly prohibited by a DoD standaid; However; Ms, Loftus®
practice {0 use local vouchers to purchase airline tickets for trave] months in advance created the.
cireumstances that led to improper exeeution of travel funds by crassing fiscal years without an
approved line of accounting in the applicable fiscal year.
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Ms. Loftus’ Re;’s*p(m.sf_cé

Ms. Loftus stated that Naval Supply Systents Command (NAVSUP) awarded a contract
to provide Sexual Assarilt Bystander Intervention training, and her-office is reqmred tohe
presentat all “overseas venues.” She stated NAVSUP deterinined current fiscal year funds are
authorized to pay for futute years® contract performance, and she used the same line of
wcountmg that NAVSUP used to pay for the contract,

Ms: Loftus provided no evidence to support her assertion regarding NAVSUP's fiscal
year boha fide need determinations as it applies to TDY travel, Further, the govemmg travel
standards require TDY frave! expenses to be charged to the appropriation current in that fiseal
year, Finally, the DON AA audit of the two travel vouchers associated with ﬂliS allegation
incltded one TDY trip that involved only CONUS travel, The DON-AA audits howed both
TDY trips nnpmpei}y executed travel funds and vm]ated g)vemmg travel standavds,

Accordingly, we stand by our mlgmal Lom,iusmn that Ms. Loftus improperly rec,ewed
reimbussement for airline tickets purchased in FY 2013 using FY 2013 funds for travel
conducted in FY 2014, in vmiation ot I 1tlc 3ITUSLC.

We cafefully considered: Ms Loﬂus espoiise to our plelmunaly nwcsngatmn resuls..
We reevaluated the evidence and plov:ded Ms, Loflus the broadest consideration with respect to
several points she presented in her response.” We stand by our conclusion that Ms, Loftus failed
to conduat’ I‘DY tra\rci in accordande with DoD and othci ‘Gover nment standadls, -

However, based on Ms. Lofius’ commenis:énd additional ﬁeldwmk we caﬂducted we
revised our ﬁgum for'the total amount of reimburseients Ms. Lofius reccived ﬁom the
Government to which she was not entitled from §9,827.89t0 $7,213,43, '

V.  CONCLUSION

Wo conclude that Ms. Loftus failéd to cohdust TDY travel in accordance with Dol and
other Government standards. The 11 trips we reviewed resulted in $4,504.59 in excess charges.
to the Government and $2,708,84 in other claims for which Ms. Loftus did not-provide required
receipts, Tor & combined total of $7,213.43 in reimbursements Ms, Loﬁns recewed from the
Govemment to wlnch she was not: enﬂtled

VIL EEQQMME DATIONS
' W’c’rzcmnmcnd':

A The Seoretary of lhe Navy consider appropriate com:-ctlve action regardmg
' M% Loftus

B. The Depariment of the Navy, Office of Financlal Operations, audit all official travel
by Ms. Loftus and her staff 1o determine the full amount she and members of her staff may owe
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:th_e Government for travel expense reimbuisements they recegived but to which they were not
entitled. '

35
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Appendix A

| Standards
~* Pértaining fo the allepation that __
Ms. Loftus did hot travel TDY in accordance with DoD st_'gﬁdanﬂs‘

The Joint Travel Reg_ulatium, Volame 2, ‘“Department of Dei‘ensc Civilian
Personnet ? dated Jmmary 1 2014.!

Paragraph C1005, *Prohibition Not Stated,” states that just beeanse » prohibition is not

stated dots not mean that an allowance exists or may be authorized (e g., the phliosophy of
“It doesn't-say I can’t therefore I can” does not apply to the JTR) (emphasls inor Igmdl)

Paragr aph C1118,“A 'l‘ypwul Business Trip,” states that a traveler is 1equued to provide
receipts forlodging and mdmduai expenses of $75 or moi¢ to the travel voucher within 5
working days after returning from the trip, This standard funhe: requites the traveler submit
recoipts for transportation tickets of $75 or more.

Paragtaph C2000, “Obhgatmn to Exercise Prudence in Travel,” reqtrites that the traveler
exercise the same care and repard for incysring Government travel expeénses as a prudent person
traveling at persosial expense. This standard identifies examiples how travelers can be good
stewards of Government funds, inclading:

s  Use of the least expensive patking (ordmanly the long-term lot) when patking at the -

airport termma]

» Useofthe Jeast expensw:: rental car (both in terms of using the “standard” compact.
size and the least expensive vendor)

s Scheduling travel as early as possableto take advantage of the best offered fare (suoh
as CA aitfare in liew of mote expensive YCA airfate)

Paragraph C2103, “Economy Class Accommaodations,” states that 4 traveler must use
economy of toach class accommodations unless other accommodations are anthorized.

 Paragraph C2125, “Traveler Financial Responsibility,” states that the traveler is
porsonally financially responsible for-any expense accrued by not coriplying with the JTR.

~ Paragraph C2710, “Receipt Requivemetits,” states that a icceapt muist show when specific
set vices were rendered, when articles were purchased, and thé unit price.

Paraglaph C3005, “Travel and Transportation Pc]ic)g requires travelers to “exercise the
same care in inenrr mg EXPENSes § as would a prudent person iravelmg on personal business
- 8t personal expnnﬁe * (emphasis in‘original). Further, this standard requires travelers to use the
Neast expenswe unrestricted economy/coach class tlansportatmh accomimodations unless

Y on Octobu 1 2(%! 4, the JTR Vu]umc‘; 1 and 2 mcrgcd into éric documcnt for belh umiormcd Seryice mcmbcrs

t
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othetwise specifically authorized under the JTR. It further states that City-Pair aitfares should be
used for - transportation where it is offered. Pmdgraph C3045. explams that a City-Pair sirfare is
considered availableifa contract girfare is offered between origin and desfination, The airfare
‘mayinvolve contiecting 1l ghts wnh one X Hore p ane changes but all included in one Gity -Pait
: ;u'rangement o o _

- Paragraph C3225' ‘*F ;anspurtatm ‘ Mode Selectlon » states that if the City-Pair catrier
_thj_ aYCA and pirfare, and:t (‘A airfare is available when the traveler makes the
tions, the CA au‘fate (wluch is less-expensive thai the YCA airfare) “must be selected "

Paragraph C3330, “Selecting a Renial Vehicle,” states the lowest cost _rentﬂl car service
meeting mmsmn lequnemems must be selected fcr commel cxaily 1ented c"r‘ Itadds that. the

Pat‘agl aph C4050; *Per Diem,” states that per diem 1a§es inet ude a maxunum amownt for
Iodgmg expenses, Reimbursement may not exceed actual Jodging costs nor the applictble
- magimum amount unless an actual ERPENSC authonzaimn (AEA) is plescnbed

Pavagraph C41 30 “TDY Lodgmg,” states that per diem rates include a maximum amount -
the Government will réimburse for lodg_.,mg expenses, Further, rejmbursement may notexceed:
actual lodging costs or the applicable maximum amount unless an AEA is prescnbed Also,
Subpm agiaph D states that lodging tax in a forelgn area is nat a reimbursable expense when per
diem is paid (emphasis in otiginal). .

Part C, “AEA,” Paragtaph C4300 “Gcnfnal *pr owdes that an AEA allows a tiaveler to
be reimbursed in unusual circumstances for actuyl aud neCessary exg)enae& that exceed fhie
maximum locality per diem rate.

Paragraph C4305, “Justification,” states that an AEA miay be authorized when the per
diem rate is insufficient fot part, or all, of a trave] assighment. Sub-paragraph C4305 {b),
“Reasons for authouzing/applovmg AEA.” inclides the following!

» Acinal and necessary éxpenses (especially 10clg1ng) excccd the maximum per diem
Special duties require such-authotization; or-
- o Costs associated with specific functlons or events have escalated temporarily due to
special or unforeseen events.

Paragraph C4315, *Limitations,” Sub-paragraph B, “Personal Preference of
Cotvenience,” states that a traveler is f'm'mclally respuns:bie for excess costs and addltmnal
expenses incurred for personal pwf‘elence or convemcnce associated with iodgmg ohomc

Paragraph C4320, “AEA Determination,” states that a TDY asmgmuem to a location at
which the tr anspmmhon cost 10 commute to and from the Jess expensive lodging facility would
be more expensive than using less expensive lodging may warrant AEA auth{_a_uzatlon.
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Paragraph C4415; “Travel During Rest Hours, A Rest Period at o TDY Point After

"Axmfal or an En Roule Rt:sl Stup,” states thal en route rest stops are not aulomatic and must be

- used only when warranted, It provides that when' scheduling flights of 14 or more hours, the first
choice is to bise eeonomyfcoach class and arrive the day before the TD'Y begins, to altow for
appropriale 1est, A rest stop i not authotized if the traveler traveled by first or business class,
Fuither, the flight length is not sufficient justification to-authorize an en route rest stop. That is,
the flight length justification must include that the TDY mission was s unexpected that the
traveler was unable 1o scliedule a flight artiving the duy prior to allow rest before starling work.
Further, au en toute rest. stop is not authorized for the retutn flight if the traveler can rest before
reporting to work. :

Appendix G, “Rmmbursab]e Expenses on OIﬁma] Ttavel”

A lraveler who pays with a credit card for OCONUS expenses should check wrlh the
credit card vendor to determine the firial bill in U.S. cufreticy priot to travel claim subnission.
The cuirency: exchange rate at wlnc h the ¢redit card bill was selfled may be used to determine
OCONUS expenses charged to. the card;- "When the actual amount in U.S. ¢arrency is not known
until after the required teavel clatin submission date, a traveler should b, pcrsonally aware of any
financial regulations that require submission of a supplemental voucher if the amount submitted
- as expenses diffets from the actual ammmt leled on the initial travel o}aim

Aﬁpﬁﬂdlx P, “City-Pair Program?

DoD Travelers are expected to select contract City Pair carsies, Pal‘t 1, Paragraph A.7,
mandates:specific requirements for a traveler's pse of non-contract fates, It expressly states that
“Carrier préference is not a vabid reason for using a non-contract airfar ¢ (emphiasis in
original).

Part 11, Paragraph B.2, prohibits a traveler from choosing not to use a contract cartier
because of pe}sonal preference, frequent flyer ¢lubs, and othier reasons. This paragraph provides
specific exceptions to the use of contract carriers, including the following travel conditions
which must be certifi ed by the traveler or authouzmg official on the travel order-or anthotization:

. Spm.e or scheduled ﬂlghl is not avalldble in time to aucomphsh thL navel purpose, or
- contfact service would require the travelet 1o incur unnecessat Y ovemight lodging
costs that would increase the total trip costs.

s The contract carrier’s flight schedule is inconsistent.with explicit policies of
individual federal departments and agencies to scheduie travel during normal working
houts; or :

» AlL S. ceiuhed non-contract cattier offers a lower an fare available to the general
public, the use 6f which results it a lower total frip cost to the Government, to include
cotbined costs of trarisportation, lodging, teals, and related expenses,
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Part H Paragmph Al, statesthat “a traveler i ise fected to select the conhact cariier.’ o
Further, the JTR deﬁnes Clt)’“Pall aitfare rates as foll :

3 -A F'u‘e Guatanteed Govemment Sewaues_Agency (GSA) econqmy oF goach class

¢ontract Cﬂy-fl‘mr carriet offersa lower cost capacﬂwcontmﬂed coach class'caniract
' Faxe than ihe umestncted YCA fare, the. t:aveier should use the iowm: Lo__si capacxty-

'ﬂyer or mtle‘tge rewar d pmuts use [m con 'ion With’] offici'ai -t' j
-valid réason to request s YCA airfare whicn a -CA airfare is avmlab]c” (emphasxs
in uubtual) The standard states lhat if a travelor seleots YCA when a lower cost
airfare is ayailable, “the traveler is responsible to the Gover nment for the cost
difference” between the YCA airfare and the less expense available alternative
(emphaszs in original),

¢+ CAFate: Liiii;te‘d eapacity, GSA coach or econonty-class C-it-y-P.'aii' airfare which is a
capacity controlled atrfare with 4 deeper discount preferred by the Governrient,

The uty pair nitfare program encowages a Government taveler to bouk rgservations as
catly. as possible. Once a traveler decides that a trip is necessary, the reservation should be -
made. The earlier the resetvation, thie better the chances are that the agency can receive the
additional savings of CA Fares,

Dol 7000.14-R, “Drepartment. of Defense F‘mancial Management Regulauun
(FMR),” Volume 9, Chapter 2, “Defense Travel System,” August 201 1

Paragraphi 020302(d) states the traveler is required to provide justification  the AO in
the-comiment field of an authorization, amendment, or voucher for variations from policy and/or -
any subs’rantlal var 1aaces between ail authorized “should cost” estlmate and the final travel cla;m—

DoD 7600, Id-R, FMR ‘Valumc 9, Chapter 3, “Departiment of Deferise Governmenti
Travel C‘llalge Card (GTCC) » July 2013

Paragraph 030101 states it is DoDD policy that the GTCC will be used by all DoD

personnel to pay for all costs related to official Government travel, Official Government travel is «

defined as travel under competent orders while performing duties pertaining to official
Governmient assignietits such as TDY travel,

Paragraph 030501 states. tha unless otherwise exempt, all DoD personnel are required fo
use the GTCC for all authorized expenses relating to official Government travel,

“Definitions,” states that n receipt is a legibly wiitten/printed/electronic dooument
~provided by a vendor to'a customer, To be considered valid, a réceipt must confain the name of
the entity providing the good(s) or servicg, the date(s) that the good(s) or service was provided or

EOR QERICIAL LISEONLY.
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purchased; the price of the good(s) or servige, any tax levied, the total monetary amount ‘dug; and
musi 111dwatc that the iot: mionetary amount dug was paid. 3

Tltie 31, Umted btates Code, Section 1341 (31 US.C. §]34l) *‘antatlons on
expendmf, 3 atid cbllgatmg amounts,” states a Government employee may not make or
authorize an expenditute or obligation exce;,dmg an amount avmlable m an appropriation or fund
for: the expenditure or ohhgatmn.

31 U.S C §1502 “Balances avaﬂable,”_ states that the balance Gf an appmpuatmh or fund
h:mtcd for obligation to ‘a definite period is a___arlablc only for paymcnt of expenses properly
inciured du1 ing the perlod of avallablhty

DoD Directive 4;50_0{541‘3, “DoD Forcign Clearance Program (FCP),” December 28,
2009 S

This Ditective authorizes the publication of a DeD Foteign Clearance Guide which
details travel clearance procedures for all DoD personnél, The Directive applies to all Military
‘Departments. - - :

~ DoD Foreign Clearance Guide?

The FCG states that all Dol fravelers enteriug Bahrain are required to obtain a country
clearance at least 30 days prior to entry. Further, it requires that *ALL lodging reservations”
must he made through the Naval Support Activity Bahrain Iocai billeting office (emphasis in
original). Further, the FCG states that “Sinee the DoD FCG is directive in nature for all DoD
and DoD-sponsored travel ahroad, travelers must ensuié they comply with this Guide”
(emphasis in original),

_ Defense Travel Management Offm (DTMO) Policy Branch, “Frequently Asked
Queshous on Required Receipts,” I‘ebruary 26,2008

The DTMO defines a valid recelpt Swritten acknowlédgiment that the vendor hag
been paid for providing gouds ot services.” The DTMO adds that the Interrial Revenue Ser vice-
requires travel expenses to be documented biofore trave! reimburséments odn qualify as non-~
taxable payments. ‘Accordingly, the GTCC statement does Iiot provide the level of detail
required to suffice as a proof of payment for travel voucher plirposes.

2 Thc Foreign Gicamncc Guide i ss comlnually updated clectmmmlly at www, f‘cg pentugon,mll Thic FCG
requiromenis pertdining to travel 1o Bahrziin were apphcnblo prior to the thtee trips Ms, Loftus conducted to that
country fiom "01’3 2014 : .
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