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THE COMPTROLLER QENERAL 
DECISIQN Q F  T H E  U N I T E D  STATES 

W A S H I N O T O N .  D . C .  2 0 5 5 4 8  

DATE: J a n u a r y  24, 1 9 8 3  

MATTER OF: James R. Curry 

DIGEST: Employee, whose o f f i c i a l  s t a t i o n  w a s  Martinsburg, 
West V i r g i n i a ,  and who w a s  performing temporary 
duty  i n  C i n c i n n a t i ,  Ohio, t r ave led  t o  Parkersburg,  
West V i r g i n i a ,  on t h e  weekends f o r  personal  r e a s o x .  
Employee may no t  be reimbursed t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  expenses 
on a comparative c o s t  b a s i s  under FTR para .  1-8.4f 
un le s s  he  r e t u r n s  t o  h i s  du ty  s t a t i o n  o r  p l a c e  of 
abode. During weekend t r a v e l  t o  a l o c a t i o n  o t h e r  
than  h i s  r e s idence  o r  permanent duty s t a t i o n ,  h i s  
e n t i t l e m e n t  t o  ac tua l  subs i s t ence  expenses cont inues,  and 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he a c t u a l l y  incu r s  r e l a t i v e l y  few 
s u b s i s t e n c e  expenses does no t  e n t i t l e  the  employee 
t o  reimbursement of  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  i ncu r red  f o r  
pe r sona l  reasons.  

The i s s u e  presented  is  whether an  employee on temporary duty spanning a 
weekend may b e  reimbursed on a comparative c o s t  b a s i s  f o r  weekend t r a v e l  exTenses 
from h i s  temporary duty  s t a t i o n  t o  a l o c a t i o n  o t h e r  than h i s  headquarters  or 
p l a c e  of abode. 
June 15, 1982, and Matter of Moore, B-198827, August 3 ,  1981, prec lude  payrznt  

Comptroller General  d e c i s i o n s  Matter of Sull ivan,-  B-205696, 

even though t h e  t r a v e l  expenses incu r red  do no t  exceed a c t u a l  subs i s t ence  
expenses t h e  employee would have incu r red  had he  remained a t  t he  tenporary 
duty  s t a t i o n .  

An author ized  c e r t i f y i n g  o f f i c e r  a t  t h e  I n t e r n a l  Revenue Service (IRS) 
r e q u e s t s  an advance dec i s ion  on t h e  p r o p r i e t y  of paying t h e  claim of 
M r .  James R. Curry,  an IRS employee whose duty  s t a t i o n  and p l a c e  of abode 
i s  Mart insburg,  West Vi rg in i a .  M r .  Curry performed temporary duty i n  
C inc inna t i ,  Ohio, between June 1 4  and J u l y  2 ,  1982. On t h e  weekends Mr. Curry 
drove t o  h i s  p a r e n t ’ s  r e s idence  i n  Parkersburg ,  West Vi rg in i a .  H e  has  t l a h e d  
$170.20 i n  travel expenses f o r  t h e  two weekends. Sased on the  average c o s t  
of t h e  whole days spen t  i n  C inc inna t i ,  h e  would have spent  $95.60 each veelcend 
he  remained i n  C inc inna t i .  The IRS disa l lowed h i s  claim f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
expenses i n  accordance wi th  I n t e r n a l  Revenue Manual 1763, Trave l  Handbook, 
s e c t i o n  342.2(2),  which p r o h i b i t s  payment o f  t r a n s p a r t a t i o n  Eor personal t r i ? s .  
H e  w a s  allowed t h e  c o s t  of a meal en rou te  t o  Parkersburg,  bu t  s i n c e  he  s t agzd  
wi th  r e l a t i v e s ,  he claimed no o t h e r  s u b s i s t e n c e  expenses dur ing  th2  weekends. 

Mr. Curry has  reclaimed t h e  amount of $170.20 which was disal lowed.  The 
c e r t i f y i n g  o f f i c e r  ques t ions  whether t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  cos t  of t h e  round-tr ip  
t r a v e l  between C i n c i n n a t i  and Parkersburg may be reimbursed i n  an amount no t  
t o  exceed t h e  c o s t  M r .  Curry would have incu r red  i f  he remained i n  Cinc inna t i .  
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Under t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of t h e  Fede ra l  T rave l  Regulat ions (FPMR 101-7, 
November 1981), paragraphs 1 - 7 . 5 ~  an  1-8.4f ,  an employee on temporary 
duty  may v o l u n t a r i l y  r e t u r n  on nonworkdays t o  h i s  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i o n  o r  
p l a c e  of abode and be reimbursed f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and pe r  d i e m  o r  
a c t u a l  expenses no t  t o  exceed t h e  s u b s i s t e n c e  and t r a v e l  expenses he  would 
have been allowed had h e  remained a t  t h e  temporary duty  s t a t i o n .  

We cons idered  t h e  ques t ion  of whether an employee may be reimbursed 
f o r  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  expenses on a comparative c o s t  b a s i s  when t r a v e l i n g  t o  
a l o c a t i o n  o t h e r  t han  h i s  du ty  s t a t i o n  o r  p l a c e  of abode i n  Comptroller 
General  d e c i s i o n s  Matter of S u l l i v a n ,  B-205696, June 15, 1982, and 
Matter of Moore, B-198827, August 3 ,  1981. I n  those d e c i s i o n s  w e  noted 
t h a t  paras .  1 - 7 . 5 ~  and 1-8.4f by their terms are l i m i t e d  i n  app l i ca t ion  
t o  i n s t a n c e s  i n  which t h e  employee r e t u r n s  t o  h i s  " o f f i c i a l  s t a t i o n  o r  his  
p l a c e  of abode from which h e  cormnutes d a i l y  t o  h i s  o f f i c i a l  s ta t ion. ' '  Their 
i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  t r a v e l  r e g u l a t i o n s  is a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  long-standing 
p r i n c i p l e  expressed a t  FTR para .  1-7.6a t h a t  n e i t h e r  per  diem nor subs i s t ence  
expenses may b e  allowed a t  t h e  employee's permanent du ty  s t a t i o n  o r  p l ace  of 
abode from which he  o r  she  commutes d a i l y  t o  the  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i o n .  Where ail 
employee on temporary duty  t r a v e l s  on h i s  nonworkdays t o  a l o c a t i o n  o the r  
than  h i s  headquar te rs  o r  r e s idence ,  t h e  p rov i s ions  i n  FTR paras. I - 7 . 5 ~  and 
1-8.4f f o r  reimbursement of round-tr ip  t r a v e l  do no t  come i n t o  play.  

Since t h e  l o c a t i o n  a t  which a n  employee chooses t o  spend h i s  nonworkdays 
whi le  i n  a t ravel  s t a t u s  i s  of  no p a r t i c u l a r  concern t o  t h e  Government i n s o f a r  
as i t  does no t  i n t e r f e r e  w i t h  t h e  performance of h i s  ass igned  d u t i e s ,  h i s  
e n t i t l e m e n t  t o  au thor ized  p e r  diem o r  a c t u a l  s u b s i s t e n c e  expenses cont inues 
u n l e s s  o the rwise  r e s t r i c t e d  under FTR pa ras .  1-7.5~ o r  1-8.4f. I n  f a c t ,  i f  
M r .  Curry had incu r red  any s u b s i s t e n c e  expenses whi le  i n  Parkersburg,  they 
would have been reimbursable  up t o  t h e  average of  t h e  reimbursement he had 
rece ived  f o r  whole days i n  C inc inna t i .  See IRM 1763, s e c t i o n  342.2(1)(c). 

A s  noted above, M r .  Curry has n o t  claimed any expenses while i n  Parkersburg ;  
t h e r e f o r e ,  none are  reimbursable .  However, t h i s  does n o t  e n t i t l e  t h e  employee 
t o  reimbursement of t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  c o s t s  incur red  f o r  pe r sona l  reasons.  S ince  
t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  do n o t  provide  f o r  reimbursement of such t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  costs, 
nor  contemplate  p ro ra t ed  reimbursement based on comparative cost-savings,  there 
is no a u t h o r i t y  under which M r .  Curry ' s  c la im may be allowed. 

In  view of t h e  foregoing ,  payment of t h e  claim is  n o t  au thor ized .  

Comptroller General  P of  t h e  United S t a t e s  

- 2 -  




