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MATTER OF: 

DIGEST: 

Employee was driven to and picked-up from 
airport when he went on temporary duty 
travel. Airport used was 4 5  miles from 
employee's home and 3 3  miles from duty 
station. There was a closer airport in 
same town as duty station, but appropriate 
air carrier service was not available. 
Use of commercial bus to airport actually 
used had been found to be neither coven- 
ient nor cost effective by transporation 
officer, Fact that airport used was not 
the closest to duty station does not 
preclude reimbursement of round-trip 
mileage under Volume 2 of the Joint Travel 
Regulations, paraqraph C4657, or under 
Federal Travel Regulations paragraph 
1-4.2(c)(l), where airport used was near- 
est serviceable airport offering appropri- 
ate carrier service. Reimbursement is 
still limited to no more than one-way taxi 
fare. 

The Finance and Accounting Officer, Pine Bluff Arsenal, 
Arkansas, requests an advance decision concernin5 an empioy- 
ee's claim to reimbursement for mileage for round-trip 
travel by a privately owned vehicle (POV) from the employ- 
ee's home in Pine Bluff, Arkansas, to the air terminal in 
Little Rock, Arkansas, en route to Rock Isiand, Illinois, 
for  temporary duty. The question is whetner thi f u l l  
90-mile round trip is reimbursable, ir. light of the fact 
that another airfield was located much closer, and other 
conimon carrier service was available to Little Rock. We 
hold that the claim is payable because the Little Rock 
airport is the nearest airport having t h e  needed carrier 
service, and travel by POV was reasonable and advantageous 
to the Government. 

. .- 

The case was forwarded to us through the Per Diem, 
Travel and Transportation Allowance Committee, and w t r s  
assigned PDTATAC Cmtrol No, 82-16. 
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M r .  R a l p h  Pa lmer ,  a c i v i l i a n  employee  o f  t h e  P i n e  B l u f f  
A r s e n a l ,  was o r d e r e d  t o  t r a v e l  OR t e m p o r a r y  d u t y  f rom h i s  
home i n  P i n e  B l u f f ,  A r k a n s a s ,  t o  Rock I s l a n d ,  I l l i n o i s ,  f o r  
a s t a y  o f  6 d a y s .  M r .  Pa lmer ' s  w i f e  d r o v e  him t o  t h e  
a i rpor t  i n  L i t t l e  Rock, and m e t  him t h e r e  on  h i s  r e t u r n .  
The a i r p o r t  w a s  45  miles f rom M r .  Palmer's home and  3 3  miles 
from t h e  P i n e  B l u f f  A r s e n a l .  

The Comptroller o f  t h e  A r m y  is  u n c e r t a i n  o f  t h e  
p r o p r i e t y  o f  M r .  Pa lmer ' s  claim i n  t h a t  there  i s  a n  a i r f i e l d  
i n  P i n e  B l u f f ,  A r k a n s a s ,  which  i s  o n l y  1 3  miles away f rom 
t h e  A r s e n a l .  The A r m y  h a s  i n t e r p r e t e d  o u r  pr ior  d e c i s i o n s  
as l i m i t i n g  r o u n d - t r i p  POV t r a v e l  t o  t e r m i n a l s  wh ich  are  
close t o  t h e  d u t y  s t a t i o n ,  and  wh ich  are  s e r v i c e d  by loca l  
common ca r r i e r s .  

The F i n a n c e  and  A c c o u n t i n g  O f f i c e r  o f  t h e  P i n e  B l u f f  
A r s e n a l  h a s  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  it is  n o t  cos t  e f f e c t i v e  t o  
u t i l i z e  t h e  P i n e  B l u f f  a i r  t e r m i n a l  d u e  t o  l i m i t e d  f l i g h t  
a v a i l a b i l i t y .  A t  t h e  t i m e  o f  Mr. Palmer's  t r a v e l ,  t h e r e  was 
o n e  d a i l y  f l i g h t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  Memphis, T e n n e s s e e ,  and o n e  
d a i l y  f l i g h t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  L i t t l e  Rock. A s  f o r  a l t e r n a t e  
ways t o  g e t  t o  L i t t l e  Rock, i n c l u d i n g  a l l  r e l a t e d  costs t h e  
t r a v e l  e x p e n s e s  would be: on  commercial b u s ,  $84.70 
round  t r i p ;  m i l i t a r y  t a x i  or s e d a n  $79.68;  and  commercial 
t a x i  $103.50.  The cos t  of t w o  round  t r i p s  by p r i v a t e  
v e h i c l e  f rom Mr. P a l m e r ' s  r e s i d e n c e  t o  t h e  L i t t l e  Rock 
a i r p o r t  was $40.50.  C l e a r l y ,  POV t r a v e l ,  i n  t h i s  case,  is 
a d v a n t a g e o u s  t o  t h e  Government .  

Both  t h e  F e d e r a l  T r a v e l  R e g u l a t i o n s ,  FPMR 101-7 (May 
1 9 7 3 )  ( F T R ) ,  and  Volume 2 of t h e  J o i n t  T r a v e l  R e g u l a t i o n s  
( 2  J T R ) ,  permit r e i m b u r s e m e n t  o f  m i l e a g e  when a POV is  u s e d  
f o r  t r a v e l  t o  and  from a t e r m i n a l .  P a r a g r a p h  C4657 of 2 
J T R ,  a s  i t  w a s  s ta ted  a t  t h e  t i m e  of M r .  Pa lmer ' s  t r a v e l ,  
p r o v i d e d :  

"1. GENERAL. When a p r i v a t e l y  owned automo- 
b i l e  i s  u s e d  i n  l i e u  of a t a x i c a b  i n c i d e n t  t o  
t h e  t r a v e l  of a n  employee  t o  o r  from a t e r m i -  
n a l ,  payment  o n  a m i l e a g e  b a s i s  is a u t h o r i z e d  
a t  t h e  r a t e  o f  $ .225  pe r  m i l e  * * * "  
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"2 .  REIMBURSEMENT ON A MILEAGE B A S I S .  
Mileaqe f o r  t h e  use of a , p r i v a t e l y  owned 
a u t o m o b i l e  w i l l  b e  p a y a b l e  t o  a n  employee  
for  t h e  d i s t a n c e  t h e  v e h i c l e  is a c t u a l l y  
d r i v e n  i n c i d e n t  t o  d e l i v e r i n g  t h e  employee  
t o  or  r e t u r n i n g  t h e  employee  f rom a termi- 
n a l  from which  h e  d e p a r t e d  a n d / o r  t o  which  
he r e t u r n e d  f rom t e m p o r a r y  d u t y  * * * pro- 
v i d e d  t h a t  t h e  t o t a l  payment  d o e s  n o t  
e x c e e d  t h e  cos t  o f  t h e  r e l a t e d  o n e  way cab 
fa res  be tween  t h e  p o i n t s  i n v o l v e d . "  
(Change  1 8 3 ,  J a n u a r y  1, 1981 . )  

T h i s  p a r a g r a p h  is i n  accord w i t h  FTR para. 1 - 4 . 2 ( ~ ) ( 1 ) .  
Bo th  p r o v i s i o n s  speak i n  terms o f  r o u n d - t r i p  r e i m b u r s e m e n t ,  
w i t h  n o  s t a t e d  r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  t h e  t e r m i n a l  be a l oca l  
t e r m i n a l .  T h e s e  p r o v i s i o n s  s t a n d i n g  a l o n e  would appear t o  
a u t h o r i z e  r e i m b u r s e m e n t  f o r  t h e  round  t r i p s  which  were i n c i -  
d e n t  t o  t h e  d e l i v e r y  and  r e t u r n  of Elr. Palmer.  B-146088, 
J u n e  27 ,  1961.  The o n l y  l i m i t a t i o n  imposed upon r e i m b u r s e -  
men t  is t h a t  i t  may n o t  exceed one-way t a x i  f a r e .  The f a r e  
t o  L i t t l e  Rock would be $51.75 ,  and  Elr. Palmer 's  c la im was 
f o r  $40.50. 

The Army pa id  h a l f  o f  t h e  claim upon t h e  t h e o r y  t h a t  
t h e  t r i p  t o  L i t t l e  Rock w a s  a " l e g  o f  t h e  j o u r n e y "  e n  r o u t e  
t o  Rock I s l a n d .  The d e c i s i o n  was b a s e d  on  B-177562, May 2 1 ,  
1973.  T h a t  case c o n c e r n e d  a c i v i l i a n  employee  o f  F o r t  Hood 
who d r o v e  124 miles  round  t r i p  t o  t h e  A u s t i n ,  T e x a s ,  a i r  
t e r m i n a l  e n  r o u t e  t o  I J a s h i n g t o n ,  D.C., f o r  t e m p o r a r y  d u t y .  
I n  s u s t a i n i n g  t h e  claim i t  was s t a t e d  t h a t :  

"*  * * i t  d o e s  n o t  appear t h a t  t h e  A u s t i n  
a i r p o r t  would be c o n s i d e r e d  a t e r m i n a l  
s e r v i n g  F o r t  Hood s i n c e  t h e r e  are  common 
carr ier  t e r m i n a l s  much n e a r e r  t o  t h a t  
i n s t a l l a t i o n .  I n  t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  t r a v e l  
f rom For t  Hood t o  A u s t i n  would be c o n s i d -  
e r e d  o n e  l e g  o f  t h e  a u t h o r i z e d  t r a v e l  
r a t h e r  t h a n  t r a v e l  t o  a t e r m i n a l .  We do 
n o t  v i e w  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  t r a v e l  
t o  t e r m i n a l s  as  a p p l i c a b l e  to  t r a v e l  
be tween  t h e  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n  and  a d i s t a n t  
t e r m i n a l  wh ich  s e r v e s  a n  area o t h e r  t h a n  
t h e  p o i n t  o f  o r i g i n . "  
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Several of our cases have attempted to define "local 
terminal." See 47 Comp. Gen. 469 (1968); 45 Comp. Gen. 840 
(1966); 4 4  Comp. Gen. 445 (1965); 41 Comp. Gen. 5813 (1962); 
40  Comp. Gen. 7 (1960). These cases are instructive, but 
not controlling, as they do not address the provision at 
issue here. A primary consideration in those cases was the 
presence or absence of local common carriers servicing the 
air terminal. The record here shows that, although there is 
commercial bus service between Pine Bluff and Little Rock, 
the local Transportation Officer has found it neither 
convenient nor cost effective to use such service. In 
Earl Cleland, B-201281, July 7, 1981, we upheld an agency in 
requiring the use of convenient commercial bus service, 
where the employee's home was 200 miles from the air 
terminal used. 

In clarifying our position, it must first be noted that 
the local terminal limitation is not part of the regula- 
tions. The limitation is implied rather than express. The 
policy behind the limitation is the prevention of unneces- 
sary use of distant terminals. An employee may have person- 
al reasons for wishing to drive to a terminal in another 
area. Further, it is wasteful to ignore readily available 
service at a closer terminal, or to fail to use other con- 
venient and serviceable common carrier service for a leg of 
a trip. 

In the present case, no service was available to Rock 
Island, Illinois, from the Pine Bluff air terminal. It was 
necessary for Mr. Palmer to travel to Little Rock, which had 
the closest serviceable air terminal. Our prior decision, 
B-177562, May 21, 1973, concerning travel from Fort Hood to 
Austin, is distinguishable in that other closer, serviceable 
terminals were apparently available. Therefore, the rule to 
be applied is that round-trip POV travel will be reimbursed 
only when the local or nearest serviceable terminal is 
utilized. The reimbursement is limited to the cost of 
one-way taxi fare to the authorized terminal. The rule does 
not limit the use of local common carrier terminals. The 
Government is not required to utilize the closest common 
carrier terminal of several that may be available in the 
same metropolitan area. However, nonlocal terminals 
utilized must be the nearest serviceable terminal to warrant 
reimbursement. If the nearest serviceable terminal is so 
distant that another mode of transportation would clearly be 
more advantageous to the Government, the travel orders 
should prohibit reimbursement of round-trip POV travel to 
the distant terminal. 
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A c c o r d i n g l y ,  s i n c e  L i t t l e  Rock w a s  t h e  n e a r e s t  service- 
able a i r  t e r m i n a l  t o  P i n e  Bluff I p r s e n a l ,  and  M r .  Palmer's 
claim was less than t h e  c o r r e s p o n d i n g  one-way t a x i  f a r e ,  t h e  
claim may be paid.  

1 of t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  

. 
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