


INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

JUL 31 2005
MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL

SUBIECT: Report of Investigation — Mr. David R. Shedd, Acting Director and Deputy
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA); Mr, James Manzelmann,
Director, Mission Services, DIA; and Mr. Douglas H. Wise, Deputy Director,
DIA (Case 20141020-028223)

We recently completed an inves{igation to address allegations that Mr. Shedd misused a
Government-owned vehicle and his subordinates’ time, and improperly used non-contract air
carriers for official travel. We also addressed an allegation that Mr. Manzelmann misused his
position and Government property on one occasion. Additionally, we addressed an allegation
that Mr. Wise improperly used non-contract air carriers and failed to use his Government Travel
Charge Card (GTCC) during official travel.

We substantiated both allegations against Mr. Shedd. We did not substantiate the
allegation against Mr. Manzelmann. We substantiated a single allegation against Mr. Wise
regarding his failure to use a GTCC.

We offered Mr. Shedd and Mr. Wise the opportunity to comment on our initial
conclusions. Mr. Shedd contested our preliminary findings and conclusions. After considering
Mr. Shedd’s response, we stood by our substantiated conclusions. Mr, Wise stated he had no
reason to comment on the report. We incorporated their responses into our final report.

We recommend the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence consider appropriate
corrective action with regard to Mr. Shedd and Mr, Wise,

Deputy Inspector General for
Administrative Investigations
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transportation is “essential to the successtul completion of a DoD function, activity, or
operation.” Mr. Shedd violated the applicable standards for GOV and driver use because, on the
4 occasions for which he provided official purpose explanation, his stated justifications did not
sufficiently establish that the use of these locations under the circumstances was “essential to the
successtul completion of a DoD) function, activity, or operation.” Similarly, we determined he
violated the applicable standards on the 13 dates for which he offered no explanation or
justification for using a GOV and driver.

We determined Mr, Shedd used a GOV and military member driver on 43 trips for

- essentially DTD transportation between LX or the Pentagon and the DIAC, and on 40 trips to
and from restaurants and similar venues without sutficient explanation for why those locations
on those occasions were essential to accomplishing the DIA mission. Under the circumstances,
this resulted in unnecessary GOV and driver use that could be characterized as a personal

" limousine service based solely on reasons of rank, position, prestige, or personal convenience,
which the JER specifically prohibits.

We conclude Mr, Shedd improperly used non-contract air carriers on five flights. We
found that on the first flight, Mr. Shedd selected a non-contract carrier for the departing flight but
provided no justification on the travel authorization. On the second flight, Mr. Shedd selected a
non-contract carrier for the returning flight because he wanted a direct flight not offered by the
contract carrier due to Mr. Shedd’s concern for potential missed connections or delays. We
found that on the third and fourth flights, Mr. Shedd flew round trip on non-contract carriers with
the justification that meetings both prior to departure and immediately upon return necessitated
the use of non-contract carriers. However, we found no evidence of such meetings. We found
that on the fifth flight, Mr. Shedd used a non-contract carrier annotating a justification that a non-
contract carrier was more expensive.

Title 41 CFR Section 301-10.106 requires DoD employees to use contract carriets;
Section 301-10.107 allows for exceptions, including if space on a scheduled contract flight is not
available in time to accomplish the purpose of the travel. The I'TR requires the justification for
any exception to be on the travel document before travel begins, and DoD 7000.14-R states when
the traveler signs the travel voucher, the traveler attests that the statements are true and complete.

We determined Mr. Shedd improperly used non-contract carriers on five flights without
appropriate justification. :

We conclude Mr, Manzelmann did not misuse his position or Government property by
directing a subordinate to improperly schedule Mr. Shedd on a non-contract air carrier. We
found that Mr. Shedd was scheduled to return from temporary duty (TDY) using a non-contract
carrier because no seats were available on a contract carrier when the flight was originally
scheduled-—an appropriate exception to the JTR. We found that Mr. Shedd was scheduled to
attend an official function immediately upon return from TDY. We found that on the day prior
to his departure, scating became available on a contract carrier that returned later and conflicted
with Mr. Shedd’s attendance at the official function.- We found that Mr. Manzelmann approved
Mr. Shedd for travel on a non-contract carrier so that his attendance at the official function
would not be jeopardized.
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The JER states that an employee has a duty to protect and conserve Government
property. We determined Mr. Manzelmann acted reasonably in directing the restoration of the
flight on the non-contract carrier and did not waste Government resources.

We conclude Mr. Wise properly used a non-contract air carrier for round-trip travel from
Dulles International Airport, Virginia, to Omaha, Nebraska, to attend a conference. We found
the travel authorization stated that a non-contract carrier was required for both flights because
that was the only carrier that met the requirements of the conference agenda.

Title 41 Section 301-10.106 requires DoD employees to use contract carriets; Section
301-10.107 allows for exceptions, including if space on a scheduled contract flight is not
available in time to accomplish the purpose of the travel. The JTR requires the justification for
any exception to be on the travel document before travel begins, and DoD 7000.14-R states when
the traveler signs the travel voucher, the traveler attests that the statements are true and complete.

We determined the justifications used for the selection of a non-contract carrier for both
flights met the exceptions allowed by 41 CFR 301-10.107.

Finally, we conclude Mr. Wise failed to use his GTCC while conducting official travel.
We found Mr, Wise was issued a GTCC on July 14, 2014. We found that on at least three
official travel trips from August through October 2014, Mr. Wise used his personal credit card
for $3,106 of expenses for hotels, airport parking, and a rental car. Mr. Wise acknowledged this
error and accepted full responsibility for the matter.

DoD 7000.14-R and the JTR require that DoD employees use the GTCC for all expenses
while performing official travel.

We determined that Mr. Wise failed to use his GTCC for expenses such as hotels, airport
parking, and a rental car, while on official travel.

Following our established practice, by letters dated June 1, 2015, we provided Mr. Shedd
and Mr. Wise the opportunity to comment on the results of our investigation. Tn his response,
dated June 15, 2015, Mr, Shedd disagreed with our conclusions, After reviewing the matters
Mr. Shedd presented, we stand by our conclisions.”

Mr. Wise stated he had no reason to comment on the report. We stand by our conclusion
regarding Mr, Wise.

We recommend the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence consider appropriate
action regarding Mr. Shedd and Mr. Wise.

3 While we have included what we believe is a reasonable synopsis of Mr. Shedd’s response, we recognize that any
attempt to summarize risks oversimplification and omission, Accordingly, we imcorporated Mr. Shedd’s comments
where appropriate throughout this report and provided a copy of his response to the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence together with this report. :
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determination that highly unusual circumstances present a clear and present danger, that an
emergency exists, or that other compelling operatlonal considerations made such transportation
essential to the conduct of official business.

DoD 5500.07-R, “Joint Fthics Regulation (JER),” August 30, 1993, including
changes 1-7 (November 17, 2011)

The JER provides a single source of standards of ethical conduct and ethics guidance for
DoD employees. Chapter 2 of the JER, “Standards of Ethical Conduct,” incorporates Title S,
CFR, Part 2635, “Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch,” in its
entirety.

Subpart G, “Misuse of Position”

Section 2635.704, “Use of Government Property,” states that an employee has a duty io
protect and conserve Government property and shall not use such property, or allow its use, for
other than anthorized purposes.

Section 2635.705 (b), “Use of a subordinate’s time,” states that an employee shall not
encourage, direct, coerce, or request a subordinate to uge official time to perform activities
other than those required in the performance of official duties or authorized in accordance
with law and regulation.

DobD 4500.36-R, “Management, Acquisition, and Use of Motor Vehicles,”
March 16, 2007

Section C.2.5, “Official Use of Vehicles,” states that the use of all DoD motor vehicles,
mc]uding leased vehicles, shall be restricted to official purposes only and that “when questions
arise about the official use of a motor vehicle, they shall be resolved in favor of strict compliance
with statutory provisions and this Regulation.”

C2.5.1. The determination as to whether a particular use is for official purposes is a
matter of administrative discretion to be exercised within applicable law and regulations. In
making such a determination, consideration shall be given to all pertinent factors, including
whether the transportation is the following:

02511, Essential to the successful completion of a DoD function, activity, or operation,
and

C2.5.1.2. Consistent with the purpose for which the motor vehicle was acquired.
Section C2.5.2. DoD motor vehicles shall not be authorized for transporting DoD or

other personnel over all or any part of the route between their domiciles and places of
employment except as authorized in paragraph C2.5.4 and in Chaplers 4 and 5.5

8 Mr, Shedd did not meet the requirements for an exception.
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GOV and driver use on those 13 dates, we applied DoD 4500.36-R, which states that “When

. questions arise about the official use of a motor vehicle, they shall be resolved in favor of strict
compliance with statutory provisions and this Regulation.” Accordingly, we determined his
GOV and driver use on those dates was not authorized.

We determined Mr. Shedd used a GOV and military member driver on 43 trips for
essentially DTD transportation between LX or the Pentagon and the DIAC, and on 40 trips to
and from restaurants and similar venues without sufficient explanation for why those locations
on those occasions were essential to accomplishing the DIA mission. Under the circumstances,
this resulted in unnecessary GOV and driver use that could be characterized as a personal
limousine gervice based solely on reasons of rank, position, prestige, or personal convenience,
which the JER specifically prohibits.

Response fo Tentative Conclusions

Following our established practice, by letter dated June 1, 2015, we provided Mr. Shedd
the opportunity to comment on the preliminary results of our investigation. In his response,
dated June 15, 2015, Mr. Shedd asserted we used flawed logic and that the report of investigation
contained erroneous judgements based upon faulty assumptions and insufficient knowledge of
his duties.

Response Regarding Domicile to Duty

In his response, Mr. Shedd wrote that the investigation failed to take info account the
dynamic and fluid situation a senior leader of an Agency faces on a daily basis. Mr., Shedd
explained he considered that it was within his purview to adjust his day-to-day schedule and
“forego” the requirement to enter either alternate office at LX or the Pentagon while using a
GOV and driver.

We agree with Mr. Shedd that it was within his purview to adjust his daily schedule to
meet emerging priorities. However, regulatory guidance-—and his own DIA General Counsel
Information Paper— is clear—Mr. Shedd must “perform” duties at a place of employment to
justify the use of a GOV and driver rather than his POV to transport him the remainder of his
commute between authorized places of employment. In our analysis of the facts, we provided
Mr. Shedd the broadest consideration of his compliance with this requirement, crediting him
with having conducted some form of official business at LX or the Pentagon no matter how
briefly the access records indicated he physically entered those locations while commuting
between his residence and the DIAC. Accordingly, we determined 40 of the 83 trips more likely
than not were official in nature and did not include those trips in our subsiantiated conclusion.
However, regulatory guidance provides employees, regardless of their position or title, no
discretion to waive this requirement, Mr. Shedd’s frequent decisions to “forego” this
requirement to perform duties at LX or the Pentagon before switching to a GOV and driver for
the remainder of his travel to the DIAC essentially provided him DTD transportation over all or
part of his daily commute for the temaining 43 trips on which we based our substantiated
conclusion. We determined that on occasions that Mr, Shedd opted not to enter and perform
duties at either alternate office, the applicable standards required him to use his POV over the
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entire commuting distance between his residence and his primary place of employment at the
DIAC.

Response Regarding Trips to Restaurants and Other Similar Venues

In his response, Mr. Shedd also asserted that all of the lunch or dinner meetings at
restaurants and similar venues to which he was transported by GOV and military member driver
were official business. Mr. Shedd wrote that he discussed a variety of unclassified topics with
current or former intelligence officials, or “to gain insights from the private sector” in order to
enhance DIA operations. We twice provided Mr. Shedd a table identifying the 17 dates
comprising 40 trips he made to and from restaurants or similar venues using a GOV and driver
during the 43-day sampling period. Mr. Shedd commented on only 4 of the dates and explained
he discussed intelligence-related cyber security challenges, science and technology
developments, had breakfast with the. former head of a foreign intelligence agency, or engaged in
a mentoring discussion.

Mr. Shedd did not sufficiently explain why he wag required, on these occasions, to meet
individuals at restaurants over meals beyond his stated personal opinion the DIA cafeteria food is
poor. Under the circumstances, the restaurant locations he chose did not meet the criteria to be
considered his places of employment justifying transport via GOV and driver under DoD
4500.36-R, Appendix P4.1.49. Additionally, Mr. Shedd provided insufficient explanation for
why, in these instances, meeting individuals at restaurants and similar venues was essential
rather than meeting the individuals in the LX, Pentagon, or DIAC offices provided to him for
conducting official business. Paragraphs C2.5.1 and C2.5.1.1 state the determination as to
whether a particular vse is for official purposes is a matter of administrative discretion to be
exercised within applicable law and regulations. In making such a determination, consideration
shall be given to all pertinent factors, including whether the transportation is “essential to the
successful completion of a DoD> function, activity, or operation.” Mr. Shedd violated the
applicable standards for GOV and driver use because, on the 4 occasions for which he provided
an official purpose explanation, his stated justifications did not sufficiently establish that the use
of these locations under the circumstances was “essential to the successful completion of a DoD
function, activity, or operation.” Similarly, we determined he violated the applicable standards
on the 13 dates for which he offered no explanation or justification for using a GOV and driver.

~ Mr. Shedd’s use of a GOV and military member driver for transportation to restaurants
and similar venues on these occasions resulted in unnecessary GOV and driver use that could be
characterized as a personal limousine service based solely on reasons of rank, position, prestige,
or personal convenience, which the JER specifically prohibits,

After carefully considering Mr. Shedd’s response, we stand by our conclusion.
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B. Did Myr. Shedd improperly use non-contract air carriers?

Standards

Title 41, Code of Federal Regulations, Subtitle F, “Federal Travel Regulation
System,” Chapter 301, “Temporary Duty (TDY) Travel Allowances,” Subchapter B,
“Allowable Travel Expenses,” Subpart B, “Common Carrier Transportation,”

Section 301-10.106 states civilian DoD employees must always use a contract city-pair
fare for scheduled air transporiation unless one of the limited exceptions exists.

Section 301-10.107 notes that when the Government contract city-pair carrier offers a
lower cost capacity-controlled coach class contract fare in addition to the unrestricted coach class
contract fares, the traveler should use the lower cost capacity-controlled fare when it is available
and meets mission needs. Agencies may authorize use of a fare other than a contract city-pair
fare when:

e Space on a scheduled contract flight is not available in time to accomplish the
purpose of travel or use of contract service would increase the total cost of the trip;

s The contractor’s flight schedule is inconsistent with explicit policies of the Federal
department or agency with regard to scheduling travel during normal working hours;
or

* A non-contract carrier offers a lower fare to the general public that, if used, will result
in a {ower total trip cost to the Government. ' '

DoD 7000.14-R, “DoD Financial Management Regulation (FMR),” Volume 9,
July 2013

Paragraph 0803 states the traveler is responsible for preparing the travel voucher. Even
when someone else prepares the voucher, the traveler is responsible for the truth and accuracy of
the information. When the traveler signs the form, the traveler attests that the statements are true
and complete and is aware of the liability for filing a false claim,

The Joint Travel Regulations (JTR) Uniformed Service Members and DoD Civilian
Personnel, October 1, 2014

Chapter 2, “Official Travel”
Part A, “General,” paragraph 2000B, states, in part, that travelers are to be good stewards
of Government funds and exercise prudence in fravel, and must consider scheduling travel as far

in advance as possible to take advantage of the best offered fare/rate.

Part B, “Travel Policy,” paragraph 2115, states, in part, travel other than by a usually
traveled route must be justified for any excess cost to be Government funded. Paragraph 2120, a
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for him to prepare for and attend the function. Mr. Shedd signed the travel voucher on
December 30, 2013, affirming the accuracy of the travel documents.

Washington, D.C., to Mexico Cify—April 13-15, 2014

DTS records reflect a travel authorization created on April 9, 2014, for Mr. Shedd to
travel from Washington, D.C., to Mexico City, Mexico, April 13-15, 2014. The authorization
inciuded the following justification for the use of a non-contract carrier for the round-trip flight:

Mr. Shedd has work engagements on Sunday [April 13] that
preclude arriving at the airport for the GSA contract flight. Further
the flight selected arrives earlier into Mexico City, permitting

Mr. Shedd to have an evening meeting with the DATT [Defense
Attaché], Additionally, Mr, Shedd has work engagements Tuesday
afternoon/evening [April 15] that require returning by 1600; the
contract carrier does not return early enough. The DD [Deputy
Director] is aware of the slight increased cost (approximately $90
pp [per person] and has determined that the cost vs. benefit of
attending the work functions is fully justified.

GSA records indicated the round-trip contract catrier was Delta Airlines, non-stop, at a
cost of $600. Mr, Shedd’s tickets, issued April 9, 2014, disclosed he flew direct round-trip
flights on April 13 and 15, 2014, with economy class seating on United Airlines. The round-trip
fare was $700.

Mr. Shedd’s calendar for Sunday, April 13, or Tuesday, April 15, 2014, did not indicate
any engagements. Mr. Shedd’s access records for LX or Pentagon did not indicate that he
entered those facilities on either date.

Mr, Shedd’s itinerary dated April 11, 2014, reflected Mr. Shedd and three staff members
were scheduled to arrive in Mexico City at 9:00 p.m.; be met by the U.S, Naval Defense Attaché,
a Navy captain, at 9:30 p.m.; and travel at 10:40 p.m. to their hotel. The itinerary also reflected
Mr, Shedd’s party arrived in Washington, D.C., on Tuesday, April 15, 2014, at 3:35 p.m. but did
not reflect any later events. Mr. Shedd’s calendar for April 15 also did not include meetings or
events after his return.

The EA stated she did not recall what Mr. Shedd’s work commitments were on Sunday
that required a later departure. The EA testified she believed the contract carrier was not a direct
flight and the non-contract carrier was a direct {light that maximized their efficiency, The EA
testified they met with intelligence officials Sunday night until around 1:00 a.m.

Mr. Shedd stated he had no work requirement on Sunday prior to departure. Mr. Shedd
testified the work requirement was the necessity to meet Sunday night in Mexico City with his
U.S. intelligence counterparts to prepare for discussions with their Mexican counterparts the next
morning, Mr. Shedd signed the travel voucher affirming the accuracy of the travel statements on
April 21, 2014. '
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Washington, D.C., to Berlin—October 5-9, 2014

DTS travel records reflect a travel authorization created on September 29, 2014, for
Mr. Shedd to trave!l from Washington, D.C., to Berlin, Germany, October 5-9, 2014, The DTS
pre-audit review stated, “CP [commercial planc] exceeds threshold,” indicating the airfare
selected exceeded DTS authorization. The EA entered the following remarks to justify the use of
a non-contract carrier: “Air fare from [AD [Dulles] is that of a non-GSA contract carrier—
therefore increasing the cost.”

GSA records indicate American Airlines was the contract carrier for both the departing
and returning flights at a cost of $550 each way, or $1,100 total, with connecting flights.
Mr, Shedd’s ticket invoice, issued September 30, 2014, disclosed Mr. Shedd departed on a
United Airlines flight on October 5, 2014, at a cost of $1,291 and returned on American Airlines
at a cost of $550. The invoice indicates Mr. Shedd was assigned economy seating on both
flights.

The EA conceded the remarks she entered on the DT'S travel authorization to justify the
use of a non-contract carrier were insufficient. The EA recalled the contract carrier arrived
midday, and they needed to artive carlier because they had a full schedule of meetings
immediately upon artival in Berlin.

The itinerary for the trip disclosed Mr. Shedd and the EA arrived in Berlin at 7:55 a.m.,
on October 6, 2014, and began meetings at 9:30 a.m. ending at 4:30 p.m. October 7, 2014, was a
travel day to return to Washington, D.C. The itinerary indicated no additional travel to another
city, ‘

~ Mr. Shedd testified the requirement was to get to Stuttgart, not Berlin, so he could give a
presentation to an event hosted by the Commander of the U.S. Buropean Command.'
Mr. Shedd signed the travel voucher on October 20, 2014, affirming the accuracy of the travel
documents. :

Washington, D.C., to London—April 2-5, 2014

. DTS records reflect a travel authorization created on March 29, 2014, for Mt. Shedd to
travel from Washington, D.C., to London, England, April 2-5, 2014. The DTS travel
authorization pre-audit remarks stated “CP-C exceeds threshold” indicating the airline selected
was not a contract carier. The BA entered the following remarks to justify the use of a
non-contract carrier: i

Must attend a Wednesday evening [April 2, 2014] work event and
must return home Saturday morning [April 5, 2014] early enough
for mid-day work commitments. All GSA Contract City Pair
flights on American for 4&5 April were sold out when travel was
booked.

15 We determined Mr. Shedd confused this TDY with that of a TDY to Stuttgart, Germany.
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Title 41 CFR Section 301-10.106 requires Dol> employees to use contract carriers;
Section 301-10.107 allows for exceptions, including if space on a scheduled contract flight is not
available in time to accomplish the purpose of the travel. The JTR states any exception must be
certified by the traveler or certifying official on the travel order or authorization. DoD 7000.14-
R states the traveler is responsible for the accuracy of information on a travel voucher even if the
traveler did not prepare the voucher.

Washington_D.C., 1o Rome, Stutteart, and Zurich—November 30-December 6, 2013

We found that on the first flight from Washington, D.C., to Italy and later to Switzerland,
Mr. Shedd selected a non-contract carrier but provided no justification on the travel
authorization. On the return flight from that same trip, Mr. Shedd selected a non-contract carrier
because he wanted a direct flight, not offered by the contract carrier, due to his concern for
potential missed connections or delays. We determined Mr. Shedd improperly used non-contract
carriers for both the departing and returning flights from Washington, D.C., and Switzerland at
an excess cost to the Government of $599. The departing flight travel authorization contained no
justification for the use of a non-contract castier. The justification provided for the non-contract
carrier for the returning flight stated Mr. Shedd preferred a direct flight so as not to risk “delayed
flights” or “missed connections.” Title 41 CFR 301-10.107 does not allow exceptions based
upon these preferences.

Washington, 1).C., to Mexico Citv—April 13-15, 2014

We found that on the third and fourth flights from Washington, D.C., to Mexico City and
return, Mr. Shedd flew round trip on non-contract carriers. We found he used the justification
. that meetings both prior to departure and immediately upon return necessitated the use of
non-contract carriers. However, we found no evidence of such meetings, Mr. Shedd testified the
requirement was to meet upon arrival in Mexico City and offered no explanation as te why the
contract carrier could not have been used. We determined Mr, Shedd improperly used non-
contract carriers for both the departing and returning flights at an excess cost to the Government
of $100. The departing travel authorization stated Mr. Shedd had work requiremenis on Sunday
prior to departure and on Tuesday upon return that justified the use of a non-contract carrier. We
found no evidence of Mr. Shedd’s work requirements that justified the use of non-contract
carriers. ‘

Washington, D.C., fo Berlin—October 5-9, 2014

We found that on the fifth flight, from Washington, D.C., to Berlin, Mr. Shedd used a
non-contract carrier annotating a justification in DTS that a non-contract carrier was motre
expensive. We found Mr. Shedd used a contract carrier for his return from Berlin. We
determined Mr. Shedd improperly used a non-contract carrier for his flight to Berlin at an excess
cost to the Government of $741. Title 41 CFR Section 301-10.106 requires oD employees to
use contract carriers; Section 301-10.107 allows for exceptions. The justification that the
non-contract carrier cost more was not an authorized exception.
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Washingion, D.C., to Londen—April 2-3, 2014

We further found that Mr. Shedd used a contract carrier from Washington, D.C., to
London but used a non-contract carrier on return, We found Mr. Shedd used the initial
justification that no contract cartiers were available, We found that a contract catrier then
became available but its arrival time conflicted with an official function Mr. Shedd planned to
attend immediately upon return. We determined Mr. Shedd properly used a non-contract carrier
for the return flight. Title 41 CFR Section 301-10.106 requires DoD employees to use contract
carriers; Section 301-10.107 allows for exceptions, including if space on a scheduled contract
flight is not available in time to accomplish the purpose of the travel. The travel authorization
correctly stated that return flights were sold out, which was an authorized exception. When a
return contract flight became available, the justification was provided that the return flight
conflicted with Mr. Shedd’s attendance at an official function. We determined this justification
met the criteria as an authorized exception.

Response to Tentative Conclusion

Following our established practice, by letter dated June 1, 2015, we provided Mr. Shedd
the opportunity to comment on the preliminary results of our investigation. In his response,
dated June 15, 2015, Mr. Shedd asserted that mission requirements dictated the basis for any
decision to forego contract carriers, Mr. Shedd wrote that our report of investigation “made
determinations based on administrative/clerical oversights, and not on what was operationally
relevant, and in reality, what actually occurred.” Mr. Shedd offered the example that our report
inferred that he improperly used a non-contract carrier flying from London to Washington, D.C.,,
on April 5, 2014, in order to attend an official event—the Cherry Blossom Festival, in an '
unofficial capacity. We note our report of investigation in fact determined that Mr. Shedd’s
justification for the use of a non-confract carrier in this instance met the criteria as an authorized
© exception. Mr. Shedd also wrote that the use of contract carriers on the five flights would have
caused him to remain in TDY status for an extended duration and adversely impacted his
responsibilities. Mr. Shedd continued that on each of the five flights he attempted to “minimize
~ his TDY time in erder to maximize his time” for his duties in Washington, D.C. Mr, Shedd
offered no evidence disputing the facts outlined in our report of investigation concerning his use
of non-contract air carriers.

Mr, Shedd wrote that he categorically rejected any conclusion of wrong-doing concerning
his use of a GOV and non-contract air carriers. Mr. Shedd continued that our report of
investigation was based on faulty assumptions—without identifying what assumptions he was
referring to—and insufficient knowledge concerning his duties. We note that in our interview
with Mr. Shedd and through his response to our tentative conclusions, we offered him multiple
opportunities to justify his actions in the context of his official duty requirements.

After carefully considering Mr. Shedd’s response, we stand by our conclusion.
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Discussion

We conclude Mr. Wise failed to use his GTCC while on official travel. We found that
Mr. Wise was issued a GTCC on July 14, 2014, We found that on at least three official travel
trips from August through October 2014, Mr. Wise used his personal credit card for $3,106 of
official travel expenses for hotels, aitport parking, and a rental car. 'We found that Mr, Wise
acknowledged this error and accepted full responsibility for the matter.

DoD 7000.14-R and the JTR state it is DoD policy that employees use the GTCC for all
expenses while performing official travel,

We determined that Mr. Wise failed to use his GTCC for expenses while on official
travel.

Response to Tentative Conclusion .
Following our established practice, by letter dated Tune 1, 2015, we provided .Mr. Wise
the opportunity to comment on the preliminary results of our investigation. In his response,

dated June 1, 2015, Mr. Wise wrote he had no reason to comment on our report. Accordingly,
we stand by our conclusion.

Y. CONCLUSIONS

A. We conclude Mr. Shedd misused a GOV and Government personnel for other than
official purposes.

B. We conclude Mr. Shedd improperly used non-contract air carriers.

C. We coﬁclude Mr. Manzelmann did not misuse his position or Government property.
D. We conclude Mr. Wise propetly used non-contract air carriers.

E. We conclude Mr. Wise failed to use his GTCC while on official travel.

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. The Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence consider appropriate action
regarding Mr. Shedd and Mr. Wise.

B. We make no recommendation regarding Mr. Manzelmann,




Appendix A. Official GOV Trips

Appendix A-1

Our review, which sampled 43 days during a 1,295-day period, compared Mr. Shedd’s official
calendar and building access records from January 4, 2011, through July 21, 2014, reflected
Mr. Shedd conducted official business en route to, or returning from, the DIAC on 40 of the 83

trips.

Appendix A. 40 “Official” Trips

«  Appendix A-1: 17 trips from LX2 en route to DIAC

* Appendix A-2: 21 trips from DIAC to LX2
¢ Appendix A-3: 2 trips from DIAC returning to the Pentagon

Appendix A-1: 17 “Official” Trips from LX2 en route to DIAC: Accessed LX2 Prior io

Departure

Item # Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

2 March 22, 2011

0700 depart L.X2 w/driver for DIAC;
(Page 30)

Enter 0634, exit 0710
(36 minutes); (Page 16)

4 | November 13,2012

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
{Page 116)

Enter LX2 0628, exit 0701
(33 minutes); (Page 49)

6 December 3, 2012

0700 depart LX2 w/ driver for DIAC;
(Page 119)

Enter 0627, exit 0712
(45 minutes); (Page 49)
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Appendix A. Official GOV Trips

Appendix A-1

Item #

Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

December 17, 2012

Depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
{Page 121}

Enter 0627, exit 0638
(11 minutes){Page 51)

10

August 5, 2013

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
(Page 154)

Enter 06206, exit 0704
(38 minutes),
(Page 64)

12

March 4, 2014

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
{Page 184)

Enter 0636, exit 0700
(24 minutes); (Page 73)

14

June 9, 2014

Depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
{Page 198)

Enter 0635, exit 0706
(31 minutes); {Page 77)

June 26, 2014

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC,
(Page 200)

Enter 0621, exit 0708
(47 minutes); (Page 77)
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Appendix A. Official GOV Trips

Appendix A-2

Appendix A-2: 21 “Official” Trips from DIAC returning to LX: Accessed LX upon return

Ttem #

Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

March 22, 2011

1730 depart w/driver for LX2 (Page 30)

Enter 1845, exit 2018 (Page 16)

———

September 7, 2011

2030 depart w/driver for LX2 (Page 54)

Enter 2017, exit 2049 (Page 25)

November 20, 2012

1700 depart w/driver for LX2 for 1800
meeting, (Page 117)

Enter 1616, exit 1713 (Page 49)

December 7, 2012

Enter 1624, exit 1935{Page 50)

10

December 14, 2012

1730 depart (DIAC) w/driver for LX2
(Page 120)

Enter 1836, exit 1936 (Page 51)

Page 3







Appendix A. Official GOV Trips

Appendix A-3

Appendix A-3: 2 “Official” trips firom DIAC returning to the Pentagon.: Accessed Pentagon Upon Refirn

Hem #

Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

May 29, 2013

1500 depart DIAC w/driver for 1530 mecting
at Pentagon, (Page 144)

Enter 1520, exit 1642 (Page 11)
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Appendix B-1
Appendix B. Unofficial Trips

Our review sampled 43 days during a 1,295 day period and compared Mr. Shedd’s official
calendar and building access records from January 4, 201 1, through July 21, 2014, reflected
Mr. Shedd did not conduct any official business en route to, or returning from, the DIAC on 43
of the 83 trips.

Appendix B: 43 “Unofficial” Trips

o Appendix B-1: 17 trips from LX2 en route to DIAC

*  Appendix B-2: 13 frips from DIAC returning to 1.X2

e Appendix B-3: 8 trips from the Pentagon en route to DIAC
o Appendix B-4: 5 trips from DIAC returning to the Penfagon

Appendix B-1: 17 “Uncfficial” Trips from LX2 en route to DIAC: Did Not Access LX2 Prior to
Dega:jtm'e

Ttem # Date Calendar Reflects Access Records Reflect

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;

2 November 6, 2012 (Page 115)

No morning entry (Page 48)

(0700 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;

4 | Novembor20,2012 | (o S

No moining entry (Page 49)

0700 depart LX2 w/driver for breakfast
6 December 14,2012 | w/an individual @Mclean Hilton, No morning entry(Page 51)
0745 depart w/driver for DIAC; (Page 120)

0645 depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;

8 February 5, 2013 (Page 128)

No morning entry (Page 54)

Depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC;
(Page 139)

10 April 23, 2013 No moming entry (Page 58)
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Appendix B. Unofficial Trips

Appendix B-1

Item #

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

12

February 26, 2014

0645 depart LX2 w/driver for breakfast
meeting at Willard Hotel;
0830 depart w/driver for DIAC; (Page 183)

No morning entry (Page 73)

14

April 24, 2014

Depart LX2 w/driver for DIAC; (Page 191)

No record of entry. (Page 75)

16

May 29, 2014

Depart widriver for DTAC: {Page 196)

No record of entry. (Page 76)
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Appendix B. Unofficial Trips

Appendix B-3

Appendix B-3: 8 “Unofficial” Trips from the Pentagon en roufe to DIA: No Prior Access the Pentagon

Item #

Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

Janvary 13, 2011

0643 pfu at unidentified location en route
to DIAC; 1600 depart w/driver for
Pentagon; no reflection of meetings at
Pentagon {Page 20)

No record of entry Pentagon or
LX. (Page 4, 2)

May 31, 2011

Depart Pentagon w/driver for DIAC,
2030 depart w/driver for Pentagon;

no indication of any meetings at Pentagon
(Page 40)

No record of entry. (Page 4)

March 27, 2013

0645 depart Pentagon w/driver for DIAC
(Page 135)

No morning entry. (Page 10)

September 17, 2013

0700 depart Pentagon parking w/driver for
DIAC (Page 160)

Nao record of entry. (Page 11)
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Appendix B. Unofficial” Trips

Appendix B-4

Appendix B-4: 5 “Unofficial” Trips fron DIAC returning to the Pentagon: No Access the Pentagon

Item #

Date

Calendar Reflects

Access Records Reflect

January 13, 2011

1600 depart w/driver for Pentagon;
no reflection of meetings at Pentagon

(Page 20)

No record of entry. {Page 52)

May 31, 2011

2030 depart w/driver for Pentagon;
nio indication of meetings at Pentagon

(Page 40)

No record of entry. (Page 4)
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Appendix C
Appendix C. Unofficial Trips to and from Other Venues

Access Records Mr. Shedd’s Summarized Response as Appropriate//
Item # Date Calendar Reflects . , Reflect 10 Note
12 | November 19,2013 | 1800 depart w/driver for dinner (Page 169) g‘;;:";;;‘ aheml No response. Two trips.

. . No record of
1800 depart w/driver for J&G dinner entry/exit, No response. Two trips.

(Page 191) _ (Page 75)

14 April 24,2014

1715 depart w/driver for dinner at Tony and %n:er gg?gr z"}t gggg:
16 | June 9, 2014 Joes, 1815; 2000 depart with driver for LX2 | o 77 % SR SUAL:

(Page 198) (Page 77) No response. Two trips.
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