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OFFICIAL {

UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON D C 20555

MAR $ 0 1089

MEMORANDUM REPORT

SUBJECT: INOUIRY INTO ALLEGED TRAVEL ABUSE BY NRC EMPLOYEES
OIA FILE: INQ 87-31]

BACKGROUND

On June 2, 1987, a confidentia) source informed the Assistant Director for
Investigations, Office of Inspector and Auditor (0IA), U.S. Nuclear Regula-
tory Commissfon (NRC), that

NRC, had accepted trensportation on a corporete aircraft owned by &
utility. The source related that, in opinion, there was an appearance of

impropriety on the part of accepting afr transportation from the
utility.

On June 5, 1987, OIA contacted the confidential source who advised that
nad heard from several employees that several years &9o,
during the NRC investigations/inspections of the WATERFORD NUCLEAR POHWER
PLANT (WATERFORD), accepted transportation on a Louisiana Power and
Light Company (LP&L) corporate aircraft from New Orleans, LA, to WATERFORD.
The source said that had no further information concerning the incident.
(Attachment 1)

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIVE ACTIVITY

On June 9, 1987, the source wés reinterviewed by OIA (Attachment 2) and
related that d¢id not want to characterize remarks to the Assistant
Director for Investigations, CIA, as an allegation, but rather as an "off the
cuff* remark. The source related that had heard, although could not
recall from whom, that had traveled from New Orleans, LA, to WATERFORD
on an aircraft owned and operated by LPAL, the licensee for WATERFORD,
According to the source

was reportediy uncomfortable with accepting the transpor-
tation. When questioned by OIA as to the specific location of the incident,
the source said that was not certain the incident occurred between New
Orleans and WATERFORD, and it possibly cculd have been taken place at another
location and involved another licensee.

THIS REPORT MAY NCT BE REPRODUCEC OR PLACED IN THE PUBLIC
DOCUMENT ROOM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION

FREEDOM OF INFORMATION/FRIVACY ACT EXEMPTION (b)(5)(6)(7)(C)

/
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Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Chapter 0,.735,42(c) (Attach-
ment 3) provides that "No employee shall accept free transportation in motor
vehicles, aircraft, or other means, for official or unofficial purposes from
NRC contractors, prospective contractors, licensees or prospective licensees,
or representatives of any of them when such transportation might reasonably
be interpreted &s seeking to influence the impartiality of the employee or
the agency."

Middle South Services Incorporated, was contacted by
OIA (Attachment 4) to ascertain what records LPSL maintained on flights of
their corporate afrcraft, fnformed OlA that LPAL maintained some
form of record to account for flights of their aircraft operating from New
Orleans; however, the normal mode of travel between New Orleans and WATERFORD
was by land vehicle. The trave) time by land to WATERFORD is less than forty
minutes, and it would not be economical or practical to operate an aircraft
for such a short trip.

The Federa) Aviation Administration (FAA) Office, New Orleans, LA, was
contacted by OIA to determine 1¥ the FAA maintained 11sts of passengers
traveling on corporate aircraft operating out of New Orleans, LA, The FAA
advised that approximately 300,000 flights a year depart from New Orleans,
and 1t would be too cumbersome to retain records of these flights over a long
period. Consequently, the records are retained for only a ninety-day period,
(Attachment 5)

was interviewed
by OIA (Attachment 6) and statec during the period 1983 through 1985, 0!
conducted an extensive investigation at WATERFORD,

said that
sometime during 1985,
accompanied to WATERFORD; however, they traveled from New Orleans, LA,
to WATERFORD via commercial rental vehicle. stated has never
traveled on a licensee's aircraft, and to knowledge has not
traveled on a licensee's aircraft, stated has not heard any talk
among employees concerning traveling on a licensee's

afrcraft,

NRC, was interviewed by OIA

(Attachment 7) and related that during March 1985,
traveled to Kenner, LA (suburb of New Orleans,
LA), adjacent to the New Orleans Afrport. DOuring the week they were fn the
New Orleans area, they made a number of trips to WATERFORD using two rental
vehicles obtained from a rental agency at the airport. recalled that

remained in the New Orleans area, while the rest of the team traveled to the
WATERFORD site, Sometime later arrived on site for a2 short
time before returning to henner, LA, According to no one used air
transportation because there were no aircraft landing facilities in the
immediate area of WATERFORD.

was interviewed by OIA

(Attachment &) and stated to knowledge none of the assigned
to had ever used a licensee's aircraft for travel. said
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{f 1t had occurred was certain would have been apprised of the fact,
stated that had no knowledge of having eccepted free air
travel on & licensee's corporate afrcraft,

was interviewed by OIA (Attachment 9). advised that
during the period wes part of an fnvestigative team
conducting investigations at WATERFORD., The team consisted of
arrived 1n New Orleans and
met with the team 2t the Best HWestern Motel, Kenner, LA, On
per instructions, obtained a vehicle from & renta! agency
located at the New Orleans Airport. advised that
remained in the New Orleans area while the other team members traveled to
WATERFORD, remained in the area unti)
conducting interviews and reviewing records at LP&L corporate headquarters.
they drove to Jackson, MS, and later drove to WATERFORD,
recalled was with the entire time and stated could *guar-
antee" that did not travel on any licensee aircraft.

was interviewed by OIA (Attachment 10) and

related that from was involved with the

investigation at WATERFORD, recalled that during fnitia)l time
on site, arrived on
site. They remained at WATERFORD for approximately three days. said
that wds unaware of their mode of travel, however, did not hear any
“talk" of using & licensee's aircraft., According to the
trave) time from New Orleans to WATERFORD 1s less than forty minutes and to
utilize air travel would be inappropriate. further advised that
there are no aircraft landing facilities at WATERFORD or Taft, LA, the
municipality adjacent to the plant site.

The Saint Charles Parish Sheriff's Office was contacted by OIA to ascertain
{f aircraft landing facilities were available in the WATERFORD area. The
Sheriff's Office advised that there were no landing sites at WATERFORD or at
Taft, LA, (Attachment 11)

was interviewed by OIA

(Attachment 12) and advised that traveled from Bethesda, MD, to
New Orleans, LA, on two or three occasions. The purpose of the travel was to
debrief former LPAL employees. While in the New Orleans, LA, area they
stayed at a motel in Kenner, LA, stated never traveled to the
WATERFORD site; however, to recollection possibly went to
WATERFORD. Their usual mode of travel was via rental vehicle, and to

knowledge, neither nor any other employee utilized
air travel between New Orleans and WATERFORD,

NKC, was inter-
viewed by OIA (Attachment 13) and related that during 1984, made a number
of trips to New Orleans, LA, in conjunction with ongoing fnvestigations at
WATERFCRD, advised that while in New Orleans, investigators

-
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stayed in @ motel {n Kenner, LA, and commuted from their motel to WATERFORD
via rental vehicle, stated to knowledge no employee ever
used air transportation between New Orleans and WATERFORD,

NRC, was interviewed by OlA (Attachment l4) and
stated that had been required to travel
to WATERFORD on several occasions., After arrival in New Orleans, LA, al)
trave! 1n the New Orleans area and to WATERFORD was by rental vehicle,
denied ever utilizing LPAL aircraft to travel between New Orleans and
WATERFORD.

told OIA that on one occasion during ¢ither 1984 or 1985, flew on an
aircraft operated by the Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) from
Dallas, TX, to an airfield in the vicinity of the COMANCHE PEAK STEAM ELEC-
TRIC STATION (COMANCHE PEAK). Also on the aircraft were

advised that
traveled to the Dallas/Fort Worth (DFW) Airport via commercial aircraft and
had met at the airport. To recollection, use of the TUGCO
atircraft had been arranged by recalled that
nuestioned concerning the propriety of traveling on the licensee's
aircraft, and told them that there was no problem and the Region
would reimburse TUGCO for the cost of travel, advised the trave)l was
related to an ongoing investigation at COMANCHE PEAK, and on their arrival
at the landing strip they were met by a TUGCO Vice President who transported
them to the plant and later returned them to the landing strip. The party
then returned to DFW Airport on the TUGCO afrcraft. said that to
knowledge NRC reimbursed TUGCO for the travel, and this was the only instance
that had utilized a licensee afrcraft for travel.

was interviewed by OIA (Attachment 15) and related that
during made two
trips to WATERFORD with On each occasion in New Orleans,
LA, and they traveled to WATERFORD via rental vehicle. said was
aware of the incident in which traveled to
COMANCHE PEAK on the TUGCO afrcraft. had been concerned &t the time
became aware of the incident, because thought 1t gave an appearance of
impropriety by the NRC staff, advised that had no further knowledge
of NRC staff using Ticensees' aircraft for travel.

NRC, was interviewed by OIA (Attachment 16). advised
that the use of licensee aircraft by NRC was "common.® According to
the Office of the General Counsel (0GC), NRC, had ruled on the use of licensee
aircraft and opinec that 1t was permissible as long as the licensee was
reimbursed, told OlA that for the NRC to reimburse the licensee for
travel, the Region involved would have to submit a Purchase Order to the
Financial Operations Branch.
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A review by OlA of &1l Purchase Orders submitted by Region 1Y, WNRC, to the
Financia! Operations Branch, for the period 1982 through 1985, 1dentified &n
NRC Order Number TX-84-215, dated April 9, 1984, reimbursing TUGCO in the
amount of $282.75 for air and ground transportation between the DFW Airport
and COMANCHE PEAK and return for (Attachment 17).
The amount paid TUGCO was based on the cost of conmercial air travel between
DFW and Waco, TX, at & cost of $92.00 per person, round trip, for three
people. TUGCO was also reimbursed for surface travel between Granbury, TX,
and COMANCHE PEAK at a cost of $6.75 (.22¢ a mile - 30 miles round trip).

Region 1V, was interviewed by CIA (Attachment 18) regarding the use
of licensee owned aircraft by Region IV employees. advised was
ungware of the travel by stated knew
of only two occasions ouring which Region IV employees used 1icensee air-
craft, The first involved Region IV using an Arkansas Power and
Light Company helicopter to survey plant transmission lines, The second was
during 1985 and 1986 when Region IV employees used the Houston Power and
Light Company (HP&L) shuttle service between Houston ana the South Texas
Project. told OIA that the Regicn IV employees' use of the shuttle
was not an authorized procurement, and the employees were not paying for the
service. After discovery of the situation by regional management, the
utility was reimbursed for the flights., (Attachment 19)

At the request of OIA, reviewed all Ragion IV purchase orders for the
period 1982 through 1987, This review identified the following instances of
trave)l by Region IV employees on licensee afrcraft in addition to the

April 3, 1984, flight to COMANCHE PLAK,

- On November 18, 1982, Regfon 1V reimbursed Nebraska Public Power Company
for air transportation provided ine and
one other Region IV employee between Omaha and Columbus, NE. Cest to
the NRC was 3500.00. (Attachment 20)

On May 22, 1985, Region IV reimtursed Arkansas Power and Light Company
for NRC's use of the licensee's helicopter to survey plant transmission
1ines. The cost to the NRC was $700.00, (Attachment 21)

On June 1, 1987, Region IV reimbursed HPSL for seven helicopter flights
occurring between Houston, TX, and the South Texas Project between March
1985 and August 1986, Cost to the NRC was $350.00. (Attachment 22)

Region [V, by memo-
randum dated APFYY 21, 1987, fAttachment 23) informed Region [V management
that had utilized the HP&L shuttle service on foyur occasions to give
testimony quring A¥omic Safety and LTCensing Board hearings. said
that a licensee employee had recommended use the service to conserve time
and told  that they would biTT The NRC For the cost of service ($50.00 per
round trip). stated that all the travel occurred in the performance
of official NRC duties.

DFFICIAL USE ONLY




Region 1V, by memorendum dated April 23, 1987, (Attach-
ment 24) advised Region 1V management that hed utilized the HPEL shuttle
service between Houston, TX, and the South Texas Project t@ conduct am
{nspection in response to an all ion, further advised that

a representative of the Peoples Republic of China attached to the KRC
Office of Inspection and Enforcement as part of an internstional agreement,
had also used the licensee's aircraft.

Region IV, was interviewed by
0IA (Attachment 25) ana stated recalled the April 3, 1984, trip from the

DFW Airport to Granbury, TX. The purpose of the trip was to attend a meeting
with TUGCO management concerning a matter involving TUGCO quality assurance
employees, When questioned by OIA as to who in the NRC arranged for the use

of the TUGCO aircraft, informed O1A that was not involved 1n
naking those arrangenents, stated tha

arranged for to trave! on the

atrcraft, said that when réceived notice that the meeting was 2o
be held, was &t WATERFORD on NRC business. was told of the impending
meeting and informed the NRC staff would be traveling on the TUGCO afrcrafe,

said that upon their arrival in Granbury, TX, a TUGCO vehicle picked
them up and transported them to COMANCHE PEAK and later returned them to the
air field. stated was unaware of any time constraints that
required use of the TUGCO afrcraft, and General Services Administration
vehicles were available for the NRC employees to travel to the plant. After

returned to Region IV, arranged for the necessary paperwork to
reimburse TUGCO for the cost of travel,

An OIA review of Trave! Voucher 4N909, submitted by on June 1, 1984,
(Attachment 26) disclosed that departed from DFW on April 1, 1984, to
Bethesda, MD. departed Bethesda, MD, on April 2, 1984, and traveled to
New Orleans, LA, on NRC business. On April 3, 1984, arrived at DFW
at 10:10 a.m. and departed via "charter plane" for Granbury, TX,

arrived at 11:30 a.m, left Granbury the same day and arrived at OF#
at 4:40 p.m. The Request and Authorization for Official Trave) attached to
the Travel Youcher, reflected that amended request to include
officia) business in New Orleans,

Travel Voucher No, 4R035, submitted by on HMay 11, 1984, (Attach-
ment 27) reflected that traveled from OFw on April 3, 1984, to
Granbury, TX, via "chartered aircraft” and returned to DFH the same day. The
attached Request and Authorization for Official Travel reflected the esti-
mated cost of travel as $285.00 to cover the cost of air and ground travel
from DFW to COMANCHE PEAK on April 3, 1584, for

The travel authorization was requested by and approved
by Inexplicably, claimed $6.14 for ¢travel via privately
owned vehicle (POV) between Granbury, TX; amz COMANCHE PEAK. -Tu6Cy had
aTready been reimbursed $6.75 for the 5.ound transportation on Purchase Order
TX-84-215. (Attachment 17)

was reintervirwed by OIA (Attachment 28) and was requested to
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review the travel documentation submitted by advised that
based on the documentation reviewed, the cost of reimbursing TUGCO for use
of the afrcraft was an authorized procurement,

Office
of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR), WRC), was interviewed by OIA (Attach-
ment 29) and acknowledged that in 1984, trav-
eled on an aircraft operated by TUGCO from OFW Airport to Granbury, TX, Upon
arrival at Granbury, TX, @ TUGCO vehicle picked them up and transported them
to COMANCHE PTAK,

told OIA that dur1n? this period NRC had received a number of
allegations from utility employees at COMANCHE PEAK, had been involved in
2 number of conversations with allegers, and had convinced the allegers to
meet with a senfor manager from TUGCO. In addition, because of the number of
employee concerns recefved, NRR had scheduled a major unannounced inspection
of the factility.

advised that had contacted TUGCO, and asked
to meet with the NRC staff the plant site. recalled that
had wanted all the participan to arrive on site together, This posed a
considerable logistical problem. Although was not certain,
opined that possibly suggested that they travel together to the site
on the utiiity's corporate zircraft. stated, although wWas not
certain that had volunteered the use of the utility's afrcraft, was
sure that no one on the NRC staff had asked for use of the aircraft,
contacted at WATERFURD, informed of the impending
meeting at COMANCHE PEAK, and askeo that accompany the staff on the trip.
recalled that 2t sometime during the trip, questioned
concerning the propriety of using the TUGCO aircraft. told there
was no problem, that Region IV would reimburse TUGCO for the cost of travel.

was reinterviewed by OIA (Attachment 30) and related that was
not {nvolved in arranging for the use of the TUGCO aircraft. opined
that possibly suggested they travel together on the aircra“t.
could not recall the purpose of the trip to COMANCHE PEAK; however, the NRC
staff and met with a group of allegers on site, and the staff and
discussed the employees' concerns.

related that upon their arrival at DFW, ir
the main terminal, and drove them to the Butler Aviation Terminal
(commuter terminal) where they boarded the TUGCO afrcraft. They landed on 2
dirt strip in the vicinity of the plant where they were met by a TUGCO Vice
President who drove them to the plant in his oersonal vehicle. stated
that while on board the aircraft, both asked about
the appropriateness of traveling on the utility aircraft. told them
that Region IV would reimburse the utility for the cost of the travel,

TUGCO, was interviewed by OlA (Attachment 31)
and stated recollection of the matter was that on Apri . 1984,
secretary received a telephone call from told the
secretary that were traveling to COMANCHE PEAK on
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April 3, 1984, and wanted to meet with on site. explained that
at the time of this call was out of the office on travel and secretary
later contacted in east Texas and informed of call,

tated later contacted and confirmed that would be
available for the meeting the following day.

said that later received a call from , who asked i\ f
would be flying to COMANCHE PEAK, stated told nad
intended to fly to the plant, and asked if
could accompany on the TUGCO aircraft, said that the driving time
from Dalles, TX, to the plany is approximately two hours and normally
flies to the site. explained that TUGCO operates a Beechcruft King
Air aircraft which has the capability of landing on small landing strips,

emphasized that did not ask to operate the aircraft soleiy
for the purpose of providing transportation for the NRC employees.
only asked if the NRC employees could accompany on the aircraft,
said that the following day met with at the
DFW airport, and they departed via the TUGCO aircraft to COMANCHE PEAK, They
landed at a site approximately twenty miies from the plant, were picked up in
an unmarked utility vehicle, and driven to the plant, advised that
while on site they spoke with plant employees. The group returned to DFW
that afternoon via the TUGCO afrplane.

0GC, NRC, was interviewed by OIA regarding

the propriety of NRC employees utilizing utility aircraft for travel ?Attach-
ment 32?. sato that 10 CFR 0.735-42 {s the applicable regulation,
This regulation precludes the use of free transportation by NRC employees.

opined that {1f the NRC reimbursed the utility for the cost of travel
there was no violatien, told OIA that if the use of a licensee
aircraft became routine or occurred on a regular basis as in the case of a
utility operating a "commuter* flight, then OGC would want to take “another
Took" at the issue. advised was unaware of any frequent use of
utility aircraft by NRC employees and that office received one or two
calls annually regarding this issue.

further advised that the NRC practice of reimbursing a utility for
the cost of air travel on the basis of what it would cost the government for
commercial air travel to transport th. employee to the same destination was
erroneous. office had received an cpinion from the Office of Government
Ethics that the cost should be prorated based on the cost incurred by the
utility to operate the aircraft. advised that to knowledge
there 15 no written guidance and this opinfon had been provided verbally,

Office of Adninistration and Resources Management, NRC, was interviewed by
OIA (Attachment 33) and related that normally the utility would submit a bill
to the Regiona! office for ¢ny transportation provided to NRC employee(s).
The Regional office in turn would inftiate a Purchase Order for payment to
the utility. In the event a bill was not received from the utility by the
NRC, the Regional office would compute the cost of travel based on the
approximate cost of commercial air travel to the site or to the nearest
location,
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OIA's inquiry did not substantiate the original allegation concerning
using & licensee's aircraft to travel between New Orleans, LA, and WATERFORD,
However, OIA learned that in April 1986,

accompanied in & TUGCO owned airplane from DFW Afrport to the vicinity
of Granbury, TX, Upon landing in Granbury, TX,
traveled with to COMANCHE PEAK in ground transportation provided by

TUGCO, The ieturn trip to DFW Airport was completed in the same manner, The
purpose of the NRC visit to COMANCHE PEAK was to talk to a group of TUGCO
employees who were thought to have concerns pertaining to COMANCHE PEAK,

OIA's inquiry substantiated that NRC reimbursed TUGCO for the cost of the air
and ground transportation between DFW Afrport and COMANCHE PEAK, Con-
sequently, there was no violation of the proscription in 10 CFR 0,735.42
concerning the use of free transportation by NRC employees, However, OIA
believes that, in 11ght of the purpose of the trip to COMANCHE PEAK, {.e. to
talk to utility employees about concerns they may have pertaining to COMANCHE
PEAK, the trave! arrangements used by the NRC officials may have created the
appearance of a loss of complete independence and impartiality on the part of
NRC, OIA belfeves the Executive Director for Operations, fn conjunction with
the Office of the General Counsel, should {ssue guidance to the NRC staff
concerning when the use of transportation provided by licensees is appro-
priate.

During its inquiry, OIA noted that NRC reimbursed TUGCO for the cost of the
air and surface transportation between DFW Afrport and COMANCHE PEAK, It
appeared, however, that NRC incorrectly calculated the cost to the government
for the round trip, NRC reimbursement to TUGCO was based on the cost for
commercial air transportation for the same round trip. Instead, NRC should
have reimbursed TUGCO an amount calculated by pro-rating the actual cost of
the trip to TUGCO among all passengers in the airplane,

y . .
Office of

Attachments:
See next page
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K % UNITED STATES
N NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
: ) WASHINGTON. D € 20686
%
i v
b AP JUN 2 4 1987
MENORAMDUM FOR: Sharon R, Connelly, Director
Office of Inspector and Auditor
FPOM: Ceorge A, Mulley, Jr., Assistant Director
for Investigations
Office of Inspector and Auditor
SUBJECT: ALLEGED IMPROPRIETY RY NRC OFFICIAL
On June 2, 1987, while talking to an NRC employee on an unrelated

matter, the employee told me that he was surprised over recent remarks by

with respect to the actions of

The emplovee

insinuated that should be careful about throwing stones if Tives in a
glass house. The employee then alluded to an incident during which
reportedly accepted a ride on a corporate airplane during an official NRC
trip. The employee stated that there certainly was an appearance of
impropriety in accepting the ride. The employee provided no additional
detail,

On June 5, 1987, I contacted the NRC employee and asked for additional
details. The employee stated heard "through the grapevine" from several
employees that several years ago during the
NRC inspections/investigations at the Waterford Nuclear Power Plant, had
accepted a ride in a Louisiana Power and Light plane from Mew Orleans,
Louisfana to the Waterford site. Apparently, the
questioned the appropriateness of this action., The NRC employee could provide
no further information concerning the plane ride and had no knowledge of the
circumstances surrounding either the offer or acceptance of the ride by

The NRC employee emphasized that did not want name released in any
context in connection with this allegation.

\
,&m l }
eor . Mulley, tﬂ.. Assistant Director
for Investigations
Office of Inspector and Auditor
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US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
ge At Inpector 4nn Ay 10

June 25, 1987

Report of Interview

Confidential Source was contacted by telephone reaarding an allege-
tion that , U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), may have traveled from New Orleans, LA, to the
WATERFORD NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (KATERFORD) on an aircraft owned by the licensee
which operates WATERFORD, allegedly was in New Orleans in connection
with an of matters related to WATERFORD, at a time when
things at WATERFORD "were heating up." An assigned to the

who was apparently with ‘n New
Orleans was reportedly uncomfortable with MAYES accepting transportation from
the 1icensee (Louisiana Power and Light [LPAL)). CS related essentially the
following information:

thought 1t wes ironic when (5 learned that

, In
general, sbout , because CS had
heard that accepted transportation from a licensee

More specifically, CS heard (CS could not recall from whom) that
traveled from New Orleans to WATERFORD on an aircraft owned by LPBL. An
in New
Orleans on that occasion was reportedly uricomfortable with accepting

transportation from the licensee.

CS did not want to characterize this information as an allegation but rather
as an "off-the-cuff" remark which he/she made to the Assistant Director for
Investigations (AC/1), Offi.e of Inspector and Auditor (OIA). CS is not
certain that the situation described above occurred 1n New Orleans or that
LP&L was involved, The situation may have occurred in a different geograph-
ical location and it may have involved another licensee. CS will contact the
AD/1, OIA, {1f additional information is recalled.

—June 9, 1987 Bethesda, MD ' SHEE U0 ! S
’ga:kjpeéner€7}@ﬁg¥2 ' June 25, 1987
arcipidt 1QE NLY
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(c) No employee shall accept free

in motor vehicies, alr-
craft. or ciher means for official or

preted ss sreking 20 Influence the tm-
partiality of ihe employee oOF the
agency

(@) An wmp's ee ehall not solicit &
conirtbutlion rrora soother employee
for & @It 1o an ok yuperior. maks
s donatien W & olfficial superior, or
accept a gift froza an en siayee recelv-
ing less pay thau hinself (3 USC
7351). nor shall an emp.oyee directly

00373543 Use of LLavernment praperiy

An empiloyee shall not directly or in
directly use, or sllow ihe use of CGov
ernment property of any kind, includ
ing property leased to the Govern
ment, for other than officially ap
proved activities. An employee has a
positive duty to protect and conserve
Government properiy. Including
equipment, supplies. and other proper
t» entrusted or issued to himm

$0735-44 Scandalous conduct

No employee shali engage in crimi
nal. Infamous. dishonest. immoral. or
notoriously disgraceful conduct or

other conduct prejudicial to the Gou
ernment

§873545 Employer indebiednesa

Except as provided in § 0735 42(a)
the NRC considers the credit alfairs of
ita empioyees essentially thelr own
concern. However, employees are ex
pected to conduct their credit affairs
in & manner which <oes not reflect ad
versely on the Governmenl as their
employer The NRC will not be placed
i the position of acting as a collection
agency for private debis or of deter
mining ihe validity or amount of con
tested debls to private concerns An
employee is exp=cied Lo pay each just
financial obligation In & proper and
timely manne), especially one imposed
by law such as Federal State or local
iaxes Pallure on the part of an em
ployee without good reason 10 honor
Just financial obiigations or t¢ make or
sdhere (o salisfaciory arrangements
for setilement may be cause for discl
pitnary action. For the purpose of Lhis
section, s “just financial obligation

for NRC. or a depuly counselor. as means one acknowledged Dy the em
0073641 Misuse of infermsiion rather u-u-':‘m ver Y orovided In §0.735-3h). A copy of ployec:;‘ndi:e:c: )ud':v:’m“t:ﬂ:
ona concerned shich are the motivat- § such approval shail be filed as provid-  CourT ¥ oper
mhmu.“:w‘mﬂ.: ing factors. ed for in § 0735 28ex1l) manner’ means in & manner wm::
encept as provided in § 0 738 4a). ar (3) Accepiance of food and refresh- (e) An smployee shall not accept & NRC mmrﬂm“n:t. u:;dev lm
rectly or indirectly use or allow the ments of nominal value on infrequent } gy  present. decoration. or other circumatances refl’ect ersely on t
use of officiel information oblained occasions in the ordinary course of & ¥ ping from a foreign government Government as the individuals em
“--wﬂm w-mﬂw“ unless suthorized by Congress as pro- ployer.
Oewernment employment which has meeting oF o8 &% inapection 2ur ¥ ey by the Constitution and in Pub. (48 PR 81717 Oct 22, 1931)
not been made avallable 1o Lhe geners) where an employee may properly be 0 8, o5 105 91 Stat 862
.-n&nn--uﬂ--dm silendance. 0073548 Gambling. betting. and lotier
u‘mmdtﬂ“lﬂic. csswauu—u (31 PR 4562 Mas 17 1960 as amended al &n.
section 2008s), “Public and acquired or other Inancial institutions on cus 33 PR 13683 Sepi 29 1367 38 PR iT01 _
- 10 finance proper and Jan 11, 1973 43 FR 1820 Jan 13 1978 30 An « —mloyee shall notl participate.
_.”.ua”-un-u womary lerms PR 25008 June 31 1985} wnile « ~nment owned or leased
g 22 23
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Peport of Interview

Middle South Services, Inc., was contacted by
telephone to ascertain what records employer maintained for flights of
corporate afrcraft from New Orleans, LA to WATERFOKD NUCLEAR POWEP LANT
(WATERFORD ), provided essentially the following information:

Records of some type are maintained to account for flights of corporate
aircraft from New Orleans, However, the normal mode of transportation between
New Orleans and the WATERFORD site is vehicle, The tr<; by vehicle is
spproximately forty minutes, and it would not be economical or practical to
use & corporate aircraft for that particular trip, will pursue
researching any such records if the Office of Inspector and Auditor believes
it s necessary.

June 9, 1987 1 'mﬂéetﬁésda.ﬁﬂﬁ»'

Mark £, Pesner June 25, 1987
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June 25, 1987

Report of Interview

The Federa) Aviation Administration (FAA) Mew Drleans, LA, was contacted by
telephone (504-466-9746) to ascertain if the FAR maintains any flight
manifest/pessenger 1ists for flights of corporate aircraft which departed

New Orleans during the 1982-1387 time frame, An individual in the FAA's Loce)
foordinator's Office related essentially the following information:

There are approximately 300,000 flights a year departing New Crleans, and it
would be too cumbersome to maintain a repository of such records pertaining to
those flights, Therefore, the FAA only maintains rocords for that type of
information for a period of ninety days following the flight.

= Jure 0. 1087 Pethesda, MD e 0% P

LR L e . P —— . . - .8 e ——— e e e e ——
Mark £, Resner June 06, 1987
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July 17, 1587

Report of Interview

Region 11, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissfon (WRC), Atlanta, GA, was inter-
viewad by O1A on July 17, 1967, vegarding purported travel to the

WATERP """ RUCLEAR POWER PLANT with s NRC,

re) .ed ¢ -ntially the following,

vised that during the period 19863 through 1985, had conducted an
exte ¢ investigation at the WATFRFORD plant and that 8

safd that during 1985, accompanied on & trip
to WATERFORD and that they ha¢ traveled to the plant via rental vehicle,

advised that personally had never traveled on a licensee aircraft
and that to knowledge has never traveled on any licensee aircraft,
concluded the interview by saying that while assigned to the
has not heard any "talk" among thei: smployees concerning
having traveled on & licensee aircraft,

July 17, 1987 Region 11
Lyle 8, Smith, Investigator f é
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Report of Interview

U.S, Nuclear Rogulatory Commission (NRC), Bethesda, MU was interviewed by OIA

on July 30, 1987, regarding purported travel with

NRC from New Orleans, LA to the WATERFORD NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (WATERFORD) .,
related essentially the following,

advised that ouring March 1985, and

met in Kenner, LA a suburd of New Orleans, LA adjacent to the New Orleans
airport. They remained in the area for 2 week during which they made a number
of trips to the WATERFORD site using two rental vehicles obtained from an
airport rental agency, recelled that at the time
had remained in the New Orleans area while the rest of the team traveled to
WATERFORD, Sometime later, arrived at WATERFORD staying only
a short time and returned to Kenner, LA, According to none of the
personne) has used sir transportation during the week as there were no air-
craft landing facilities in the immeciate area of the WATERFORD plant,

— Ny T Bethesge, W0 1o

/Eé ; e " G | A

Y g & s g s "NEANT'S A0 N LA -t DR -9

Lyle B. Smith, Investigator .
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Report of Interview R

Region 11, U.,S. Nuclear Reguletory Commission (NRC), Atlanta, GA was inter-
viewed by OIA on July 30, 1987, and related essentially the following,

advised that to knowledge none of the assigned to
had ever traveled on a licensee owned afrcraft, and that is
certein would have been apprised of the fact 1f this occurred.

stated that had no knowledge of having accepted free afir
transportation on a licensee curporate sircraft,

July 30, 1987  Bethesda, M0 187-31
Lyle B, Smith, Investigator - ' ' A T July 30, 1987
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Report of Interview

, U.S. Nuclear Reaulatory
Commission) was interviewed by 01A on June 23, 1987,

after being apprised of the purpose of this interview reiated essen-
tially the following.

informed OlA that during the period was @

that conducted an fnvestigation at the Louisiana
Power and L18ht Company's (. P4L) WATERFORD NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, departed
Region 1, NRC, on March 5, 1185, arriving 1n New Orleans, LA the same date.

joined the

at the Best Western Mote! located in Kenner, LA a suburb
of New Orleans., On March 6, 1985, per instructions of obtainec @
rental vehicle from an airport renta) agency.

advised that remained in the New Orleans area, reviewing
LPAL records and interviewing former employees while the
traveled to the WATERFORD plant, On March 11, 19€5%, drove to
Jackson, MS, saig that although could not be certain,

left Jackson, MS and drove to WATERFORD where they stayed for one day ang on
March 12, 1985, returned to New Orleans with the entire team in two rental

vehicles.

concluded the interview by saying that dur1n?
their entire stay in the New Orleans and Waterford ared, and that could
“guarantee" that had not utilized any licensee aircraft during the

entire period.

e dune-23 1987 Bethesdey M - 187-34
" June-237- 1987
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Jung 29, 1987

Report of Interview

. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)

NRC), was
interview by OlA on June 29, 1987, regarding this allggation, related
essentially the following.

After being apprised of the purpose of this interview, advised that
WATERFORD from Apri) 1984 unt i)
August 11, 1986, the date the fina) Report of Investigation was signed out.

Upon arrival at WATERFORD during April 1984, remained on site for
approximately five weeks, The fnvestigation was complex in nature and
involved forty

by the 1icensee, cheating on licensing examinations and altering of utility
records. Following initial five weeks on site,

and thereafter returned to WATERFORD every three months to continue the
investigations.

stated that during fnitia) time on site,
arrived at the WATERFORD site. They remained at the plant for
approximately three days and then departed. sal0 that wés unaware
of the method of transportation utilizeé to drive to or depart from WATERFORD,
however, has not heard any "talk" concerning using a licensee
atrcraft to trave! to WATERFORD.

advised that the travel time from New Orleans, LA to WATERFORD is less
than forty minutes and utilization of an aircraft for this duration would be
fnappropriate. further explained that there are no aircra’t landing

facilities at WATERFORD or Taft, LA, the municipality located closest to
WATERFORD,

—June 29, 1987 Bethesda, MD T87-31

Ly\e B. Smith, Investigqﬁggg;’4$§( ;: / June 29, 1987
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Report of Interview

The Saint Charles Parrish Sheriff's 0ffice was contacted by OlA to ascertain
{f aircraft 1andin¥ facilities were available in the area of the WATERFORD
NUCLEAR POWER PLAN (WATERFORD),

The Sheriff's office representative 01A spoke with advised that there are no
landing fields in the area of the WATERFORD plant. The actual plant site has
no landing field and the municipality of Taft, LA located closest to the plant
does not have aircraft landing facilities.

tyte B, Smith, lnvest1gator;:‘

g Lt Tt By . -

- pethesda, MO e | B

» : — - une 30 1987——
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Report of Interview

u.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Bethesda, MD was interviewed by'OlA on
July 30, 1987, rogarding purported travel with . NRC, to
the WATERFORD NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (WATERFORD), related essentially
the following.
told OlA that had traveled with from

Bethesda, MD to New Orleans, LA on two or three occasions, The purpose of the
travel was to de-brief former Louisiana Power and Light Company employees and
while in the New Orleans area they stayed in a motel in Kenner, LA,

advised that personally had never traveled to the WATERFORD plant,

recalled that possibly on one occasion might have
traveled to the plant., The usual mode of travel was via rental vehicle and to
knowledge, had not utilized air

trave)l between New Orleans and the WATERFORD plant,

by 301987 Bethesde  MD - st

(yYe B, Smith, Investigator , 2 ' Juiy 30— ——
- —‘.m p C ,4;;:"‘“ ‘l-:.: ’VK‘ l': vu : 0 ﬁ a v 2. - Q" ' .‘l.v,,.‘ : ~ '\! ‘»’.‘\ .al.( ‘-7 . % at T 5 .-" '~(--;—-V_~‘.
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Report of Interview

, U.S, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) was interviewed by OlA on
gu:{ 1:. 1988 regarding this allegation. related essentially the
ollowing.

scvised that during 1984 made a number of trips to New Orleans, LA
as part of an explained that during
this time the office was heavily conmitteo to a number of investigations
involving the Louisiana Power and Light Company (LPEL) at the WATEKFORD plant.

stated that while in the New Orleans area and the other

sta{ed at a Best Western Mote)! located in Kenner, LA a suburb of New
Orleans in close proximity to the New Orleans afrport. According to
the team personnel commuted from Kenner, LA to WATERFORD daily and the mode of
transportation was by rental cer.

advised that to knowledge no personnel,
, had ever used air transportation between Kenner, LA and WATERFORD,
was aware of the incident in which the had

traveled on & Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) aircraft from the
Dallas/Ft. Worth airport to COMANCHE PEAK, however, did not know t:zt
‘RC had

accompanied on the flight,

——————— i ————————————— .- . - ——- ——— o rt—

July 14, 1988 Region 1V 187-31

Lyle 8. Smith, ,‘,'1‘.’.“‘4?9“"'%%/_ o July 14, 1988
- ..\:.-.:: ‘;”.“:l ; F > ¢ : - ANETANE S 48
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Report of Interview

, U.S, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), was interviewed b{ 01A on June 30, 1987, regarding this
allegation. related essentially the following.

was advised of lega! rights by OIA and subsequently executed the
standard OIA criminal rights waiver,

told OIA that was aware of this OIA {nvestigation that approximately

three weeks 290 had received a call frum a em-
ployed by a consultant firm under contract to the Louisiana Power and Light
Company LP&L). asked if had ever flown on a LPAL
corporate aircraft to which told that had not. told

that did not want to have to 90 through a bunch of records which was
reason for calling

~ald had made several trips to New Orleans, LA and to WATERFORD,
denied ever utilizing & licensee aircraft for travel and that the mode
of trave! used was rental vehicle.

, although denying having used LPSL afrcraft for travel between New
Orleans, LA and the WA ERFORD plant, informea OIA that on one occasfon some-
time during efther 1984 or 1985, had flown on a corporate aircraft operated
by Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) from Dallas, TX to COMANCHE PEAK

and later returned to Dallas on the aircraft. said that in addition to

TUGCO were passen-
gers on the aircraft. advised that had met at
the airport and that to recollection had arrenged for the use of
the licensee aircraft, recalled that had questioned

concerning the propriety of travo\in? on the licensee aircraft and
that had told them it was not unusua that there was no problem and
that the utility would voucher the region for the cost of travel. According
to the aircraft landed at a dirt strip outside the plant possibly in the
vicinity of Granbury, TX. A TUGCO Vice President had picked them up and
transported them to the plant and later returned them to the landing strip.
advised that the party had returned to Dallas on the aircraft,

said that to knowledge the regional office had reinbursed the
utility for the cost of travel and that this was the only instance in which
has traveled on any licensee atrcraft,

“"July 30, 1987 T Bethesda, MD 870
Lyle B. Smith, xnvész1gatorz ,/ é i T July 30, 1987
; Comin’ "';;";..".’ 'H ' ' asnL¥=?e & (-‘ '> - "‘1 .n,‘-Q.,-::a;l- . -o;mﬁs-- ...':“'""‘
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Report of Interview

., was interviewed by OlA on
July 1, 1987, regarding travel with
U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) . relatec essentially the
following.

advised that was employed with
when
further acvised that

sald that had traveled to the WATERFORD NUCLEAR POWER PLANT
(WATERFORD) with on two occasions, On both trips met
{n New Orleans, LA and they traveled to and returned to New Orleans from
WATERFORD via rental vehicle.

informed O1A that was eware of the incident in which
had used & licensex aircraft for travel from
Dallas/Ft. Worth (DFW) airport to Granbury, TX an¢ return to OFW. According
to was "{rritated” at the time was required to travel to the
COMANCHE PEAK site by vehicle. was further concerned as felt that by
using a Ticensee atrcrafi the NRC staff was giving an appearance of impro-

priety.

stated that this was the only instance was aware of in which NRC
employees had traveled on a licensee afrcraft, safd that the HOUSTON
LIGHTING AND POWER COMPANY, Houston, TX operated @ helicopter shuttle service
from Houston to the utility's SOUTH TEXAS PROJECT GENERATING STATION and
anyone who buys @ ticket can travel on the atrcraft, advised that to
knowledge no one had used the utility service for iravel.

———lT I sy T S R “187-31
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Report of Interview

U.5. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), was interviewed by OIA
on June 30, 1987, regarding any payments to the Texas Utilities Generating
Company (TUGLC) in reimbursement for air travel provided

from the Dallas/Ft. worth (DFW) airport to the COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR
POWER PLANT and return to DFW, related essentially the following.

advised that use of licensee aircraft by NRC employees was *common”
that the NRC Office of General Counsel (0GC) had ruled on the issue and had
opined that it was permissibie as long as the licensee was reimbursed for Lhe
cost of travel. safd that in order for the NRC to reimburse a licens-
se for travel, the regional of fice would have to submit a purchase order to
the NRC Financial Operations Branch,

provided O1A office files containing all purchase orders submitted
by Region 1V, NRC for the period 1982 through 1985, An OlA review of the
purchase orders identified NRC Form 103C, dated April 9, 1984, reimbursing
TUGCO in the amount of $282.75 for air and ground travel between DFW and
COMANCHE PEAK for The cost of air travel was
computed on the projected cost of conmercial air trave! between DFW and Waco,
TX. 1n adaition, TUGCO was reimbursed for ground travel between the landing
field and plant site (.22 a mile - 30 miles).

D 30y 1987 - Bethesda; Mp NN | . I | W

(g1€ B, Smith; hvcsﬂg% / 2 June 20,1987 —
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July 14, 1987

Report of Interview

a CUL,S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) was interviewed i“
by OIA un July 14, 1987, regarding the use of licensee aircraft by Pegion 1V, =
NRC employees. related essentially the following,

| advised was unaware of the travel by
and to immediate reca)) the instances of Region 1V employees having
uti11zed Yicensee aircraft in which region inspectors had used an Arkansas
Power and Light Company aircraft to survey plant transmission 1ines and in
another instance Region IV employees had utilizec the Houston Power and Light

j Company (MPAL) shuttle service between Houston, TX and the South Texas Proj- 1

; ect. told OlA that the use of the HPAL shuttle service hag not been e T

“ authorized and the employees were not paying for the service. As 2 result, F -
this constituted an unauthorized procurement on the part of the employees
fnvolved, stated that went back and paid HPAL for all instances
could find in which employees had used the HPAL shuttle, ;

As the request of OlA, conducted & review of all Region 1Y purchase
orders for the period 1982 through 1987, tu 1dentify any additiona) instances -
of Region IV employees having utilized a licensee aircraft for travel, fy

On November 22, 1982, Regfon 1V, NRC reimbursed the Nebraska Public Power ‘
| Company for the cost of travel provided to the
and one other Reglon IV employee between Omaha, NE and Columbus, NE,
The cost to the NRC was $500.

ﬁ On May 22, 1985, Region 1V reimbursed the Arkansas Power and Light Company for
. use of the utility's helicopter. The aircraft was used by Region inspectors
to survey plant transmission 1ines. Cost to the NRC was $700,

On June 3, 1987, Region IV reimbursed the Houston Power and Light Company for
seven helicopter flights between Mouston, TX and the utility's South Texas
Project. The flights occurred between March 1985 and August 1986 at a cost of ;
$350 ($50 per trip).

Moty 141987 Artington, TX T e

(yYe B, Smith, ! tigator, July 14, 1987 e
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

Civision of Reactor Safety and Projects
FROM
Region IV

SUBJECT UNAUTHORIZED PROCUREMENT COMMITMENT
(HELICOPTER SERVICES = MOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER
COMPANY - $350.00)

This office has received an invoice to award a purchase order for services
that have been accepted by you (copy attached) The provisions of the
Federal Procurement Regulations as supplemented by NRC Manual 1101, Part I,
state that no contract shall be entered into unless al) applicable
requirements of law, executive orders, and regulations have been met.

Failure to submit & requisition prior to the acceptance of the service
results in the Government fncurring a debt which has not been funded or
authorized and constitutes an unauthorized commitment which requires
ratification by an appointed Contracting Officer. Such unauthorized
commitments are not only contrary to procurement regulations, they also
represent unfair treatment of Vendors who act in good faith in response to
requests for service that they presume to be proper and are then required to
wait for many months for payment while ratification of the unauthorized
commitment is obtained.

Failure to check with this office prior to purchase can, in some instances,
result in the user being liable for peyment 1f the item cannot be purchased
under our procurement authority.. Procedures must exist in each office to
insyre that requests for requirements are submitted in sufficient tine prior
to the date of requirement to preclude recurrence of this problem.

In order to determine the basis for ratification of this unauthorized
commitment, please furnish a written statement of facts explaining why this
commitment occur and action instituted to prevent its recurrence.

Your cooperation in eliminating unauthorized commitments is appreciated.

ATTACHMENT 15
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Signature: _ -f./‘ {'?‘

Based on the above, ratification 1% (/) is not ( ) approved feor this
ynauthorized commitment.

Attachment
As stated

ce:!



NRC = Attenticon Nancy Helbrock

INVORE

\ondar
12 hygn _Plasa Prive, Suite 1002 DATE: 4-29-87
7601 v
Purchase Order No Men am 1 ..‘.v. PR T 5 I

NRC P.O. No, TX-87172

«wa« Houston Lighting & Power Company

t N
il W B M g . BN 're:‘.._‘ ..QL mjmﬁleacs}.at._‘.-—_—f o — -
Quantity Description

- _wmgmme e e PR RS R R - =

To invoice for helicopter flights taken by NRC personnel.

O — —

Seven (T) flights covering the period of March 1985 = August 1986,

Total Amount Due This Invoice

Please Remit To:

Houston Lighting & Powver Company

Project Accounting == PIP

P.0. Box 3LLS8

Houston, Texas 7723k




UMITED STATES
HUCLEAR RECL LA TONY COMMISSION
REGION IV

11 AYAR PLAZA DRIVE. SUITE W0
ARLINGTON. TERAS 701§

MAY |4 887

MEMORANDUM FOR

kegion IV

SUBJECT UNAUTHORIZED PROCUREMENT COMM] TMENT
(HELICOPTER SERVICES = MOUSTON LIGHTING AND POWER
COMPANY = $3%0 .00)

This office has received an invoice to awarc d purchase order for services
that have been accepted by you (COpy attached) The provisions of the
Federa! Procurement Regulations as supplementec by NRC Manyal 1101, Part 1,
state that no contract shall be entered nto unless al) applicable
requirements of law, executive orders, and regulations have been met

Failure to submit a requisition prior to the acceptance of the service
results in the Government incyrring a debt which has not been funded or
authorized and constitytes an ynauthorized commitment which requires
ratification by an appointed Contracting Officer. Such unauthorized
commitments are not only contrary to procurement regulations, they also
represent unfair treatment of Vendors who act in good faith in response to
requests for service that they presum¢ to be proper and are then required to
wait for many months for payment while ratification of the ynauthorized
commitment is obtained

Failure to check with this office prior 1o purchase can, tn some instances,
result in the yser being liable for payment 1f the item cannot be purchased
under our procurement authority Procedures must exist in each office to
insure that requests for requirements are submitted in sufficient time prior
to the date of requirement to preclude recurrence 0of this problem

-

1n order to determine the basis for ratification of this unauthorized
commitment, please furnish a written statement of facts explaining why this
commitment occurred and action instituted to prevent its recurrence

Your cooperation in eliminating gnauthorized commitments 15 appreciated.
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POINT OF ISSUE U § NUCLEA wer LATORY COMMISSION ““6 JWEiR S
¢ r"u‘a Texas TX-§3-028
, h et Ll I Ve "I'lo./ BTVTOR R UGN
Cj PURCHASE ORDER PER YOUR L IR
DELIVERY ORDER UNDER CONTRACT NUMBER
@Tomuv s s R e e i ok Pt 4 L m TTEAR NUMBE QJ 'ﬁ “J"’w R
X0200. 902 %421 Auth. No. 30296
iior) 'cows GnEE AND DERT ~A‘T—6'W"of TR WO
Nebrasks Public Power District V.S, Neclear Regulatory Commission TX-83-028
ATTN: Cect) Jones , fon IV
P, 0. 499 611 Ryan Plaza Dr.. Ste. 1000
Columbus, Nedbraska 68601 ~ Arlington, Texas 76011
VIRV S TR FER BEUVERY T TGOV RNMENY U NUNSER [ORCsORT YT R T
 Columbus, Nebraska | &b/19/82 | n/a Net

"Pease turnish the follow: ’on the termi soec. i on BOth 1ides o/ this 1hee! and on the ettached / any excep! that any 1ueh terms which might be :Aconm wlent
| with the terms of any existing Federal contract 0r agreement ynder which thiy Order 15 placed will not apoly

|D Nnomuo pumuant 10 the suthority of 41 USC 262 (C) (3)

ARTICLES OB SERVICES T "dTv“ uNT] o

—
UNi V '.IC‘ AMOUNT

——— B

Tviwn.m ‘of Licensee for prorated shn 07

rs ‘sportation provided to

, in Licensee aircraft from
ha, Nebraska on Nonnbor 19, 1982 to Columbus,
br.‘u. .“’um“uo nnnnnn LR SRR R R R R E R odcoo-.oolboooqooo'00000.07‘“.“

H1S 1S A _CONFIRMING PURCHASE ORDER

$ 1S A DIRECT FEOE PROCUREMENT W EX
b FEOCRRL STATE KND-LOCAL SALES AND USE & T

o i IR, WAL il
’l“bON 10 CON'AC' REG l“o NG T Y ORDER

Connie Latigo, Office Services Amsunt (817) 360-01!6 UO“L $500.00

e —— — i ————————— ——————"

ATTACAMENT 20



Ldttle 1wk, AR 72205

P.O, Box 551 ilurumm\. ™ 76011

"O- BILLING ADDRESE SEE BELOW

UL AR T ) B b CEUL L) ¥ L
Sl ROV S BELOM

[OSEBUNY YERNE

aee OR ANG S AP B8 U LA TG 10 T O ROH R
POINT OF ISSUE U § NUCLE _AEGULATORY COMMISSION % :&3“ i
 NLINGION, TS REBUR T ON RN
[ PumcHaSE OROER PER YOUR o - L R L s i
(53 OELIVERY OROER UNDER CONTRACT NUMBER (M May 22, 1965
[aliarminy TEAR WUV w CONBIGNEL AND DESTINATION (Shup 1o/ BE PO NUMBLE
31%0200. 945 | 9421 AUTHISNGSI 1S T¢-85- 266
LT&'W’ “ v
Arkansas Fowerts laght 611 Ryan Plaza (rive, Suite 1000

with the termi of any exuting Federns/ contrect or agreement under which tha Orger 4 placed wil not spply
D Negotaied punuant 10 the suthority of 41 UsC 282 1) 13)

Torninh the Toliowing on the terme 4o fd on DOIh 5/der of this shee! and on the arteched. | any. escep! that any buch termi which mgh! b nconutent

THIS 15 A DIRCT FEDERAL PROCUREMENT AND IS EXENPT
PR PEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL SALES AND USE TAXES.

3 AUDITICNAL TERMS AND QUEDITIONS ASTACHED.

e ARTICLES OR SERVICES s oty [umit [ UniTeaick AMOUNT
Heliocogter Scrvice for an Acrial survey of the
transmission line toutes at ANO an 5/17/85 for
3.7 hours,

m- m.» . b.tloo.o.ucc”?&ow

oy T ! Taarchasing Wpent  (817) 060-8112

TOTAL §700.00

WAY 30 g

AY’:‘C’..MFNV : \'



REQUISITION FOR SUPPLIES, EQUIPMENT, OR LA

BOR SERVICES .0

et
PURCHASE ACTION (Laeve blens)

W X

| e

ey e

ol
N v ¥ o Requesie s Peno.ng 8 PROCE oFF
":. recond uMll’O'C”"n. returned a8 3 Ulsctubﬁ NUMBES samo e "o
.m.mmul. 0. Propeity 009 Supp! B f} -
- B Sn— - -
, TIONING ORGANIZAY W ST R - 4.”—5
Wﬁomocouuc!"i - T"‘Q"a u%%{'uo STHATE OF AEQ 17 FUNCTIONAL CODE f—
TR NE. | SO 5/5/87 .. S 2 Ty g
@ DELIVER TO w0 Suiong one Room vumber #n0 DRGANZATION OF ooy o BN k| \ vED A ‘/
- _
Tee Veyer " Chief s /4
NRC ¢« REQUISITIONING 6“'56“* :
[ ¥ R e ———————
5 RPBROVALS o dovriies vnew Broubt  Iwough § o7 1he 000 o i 0. A 0 oy e TR L T W OATE
,.!'_'.‘.’__’5'!"_._"52'!':.‘.‘.'.’.2.’"!9."?.”."!11"!"".'!’L?.'i!‘i.‘!.‘, e B L il el -t i
et Thal ersondl ropatly 838818 within the OfficeiDivision have been | ¥ _hosre s A IR
carefully screened 1of excess are eutrently tully ylilized ang the agditional . Al
requesied lems are absoluialy esseniial 1o work performance a* 9 il be b PO ENTRY
._gﬂ%"'!&”’.‘"!‘:9.!9'919‘3\!'999! Vi o R o i ——
s PROP CUSTODIAN sgnarvre ¢ : FiL LE_D NS “a ’ -.,_.+. ........ -]
s . 1o DELIVERED
b BFFICE/OIVISION DIRECTOR Um Ut siaN et St sttt b i
¢ COMPLETED L

b BHIE 1O Connigree are Desiinaiion Compiets saiiny sbvess

!

Doubie Seece Be weer ltemi)

Ao

ENEE—————— 6 REQUESTED ITEMS Paane "';;c'n BYION UR—— —V- gy A
p O PTION ¢
. ITEMOR STOCK NUMBER UNCLUDE JUSTIFICATION lov ilemy Weniitieg ynde: Grover d W .#:‘ Uaﬂ 'm
R R SENUNINSEUSIES S - JP————— TR p—— RSO — P pam IR—— . A — A e
Payment of helicopter services between Houston and South
Texas Project provided to NRC personnel by Houston Lightipg
and Fower Company during the period March 1985 - August 1p86 .
7 flights @ $50.00 ea. * $350.00
Justification: This was an ynauthorized procurement.
i
el S5, e GESE Wooe e Goes cwned e ity | 7 RECIPERT Sy

and quality spec.fed ercep! as otherwise noted

ATTACHMENT 22
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UNITED STATES
NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION
REGION 1Y
G1VRYANPLAZA DRIVE SUITE Y000
ARLINGTON TEXAS 76012

April 21, 1987

THRU:
FROM:
UBJECT: Helicopter Transportation

During the spring of 1985, after our assignment to the site, | was asked to

go to the HLAP offices in Houston to review the company deficiency program

in order to give testimony during the Phase 2 (ASLB) hearings., It was
recommended by of the utility that 1 should use the helicopter
shuttle 1f there was space available in order to conserve time, being that 1t
was of the essence. It was told to me that the NRC would pe billed from the
flight 1og at $50.00 per round trip and the utility had a method of billing
this as miscellaneous expenses. This arrangement was discussed with and
approved by and | believe was consulted on the matter.
1 have made four round trips (leaving 8:00a.m. returning 1:00p.m.) two of the
trips concerned information needed in the hearings, one concerned C.A.T,
bolting problems and one trip concerning an allegation in the piping design
area. | believed at the time that this arrangement was satisfactory.




INVOIC L
NRC = Atte N H
\endor
Rysn Plaze Drive, Suite
= ST . 4000, DATE 4=29-87
e ALLiDE I
Purchase Order No ™ ton Tent 6011 \:ﬁ... by, No. 283

NRC P.O, No. TX-8T172

swiw Houston Lighting & Power Company

LIS e Mmoo e . REORAI . il Tedr-n-il L.t- nff‘uﬁw-cg&.—: 2 - . e ————— - et T
Quaniiy Description \mount

P ST o 2 i i R R SR L SRR L TR 2 R = BT T EIEW

To {nveice for helicopter flights taken by NRC personnel.

Seven (1) flights covering the period of March 1985 = August 1986.] $350,00

Total Amount Due This Invoice

Please Remit To: Houston Lighting & Pover Company
Project Accounting == PIP
P.O. Box 3uLLS8
Houston, Texas 77234




AR 23 1987

MEMORANDUM FOR:
FROM:
SUBJECT: VISIT BY

During the week of August 25-29, 1986, 1 was conducting an inspection in
response to an allegation concerning the stress analysis for the containment
\iner penetrations at MLAP Engineering cffices (5400 Westheimer, Houston),

Concurrent with my inspection, & group from ves
conducting an Engineering Assurance (EA) Audit al the same offices. A member
of that team was who was

attached to I8E on an tnternational cooperation agreement. The team hed
intended to visit the site ¢n Thursday of that week but decided not to do s¢
due to their desire to maximize their time in the Engineering offices. As

part of my inspectfon, 1t became necessary to 90 to the site for the purpose

of witnessing NOE thickness measurements, of the penetration sleeves, corducted

at our request, assisted in this effort anc
was aware of this and every step in my inspection as 1 called during that
week to brief on the progress of my inspection, Ouring our phone

conversation, asked me to attend the EA exit meeting on August 29 and | did
s0 (see attached Exit Meetin? Attendance Sheet), | was offered transportation
on the HLAP helicopter shuttie by .1t was my
understanding at the time, based on corversations with and previous
conversations with , that such transportation hac
been zrraigned before, after agreement with the Region, that HLAP would submit
an invoice for each trip teken, It 1s 2150 my understanding that this shuttle
service had been utilized by NRC prior to my usage. 1 felt that utilizing the
shuttle was appropriate in this case dve to 1imited time available to conduct
my inspection, was hoping to visit the site but was not going
to do so due to the EA's team decision not to visit the site. Through
discussions with the 1 became aware of this
fact and offered to have accompany me on my site visit,

was very grateful for my offer since felt that was not recetving
full benefit from trip if did not visit the site.

k1Y

87
4 ﬂ)/ ATTACHMENT 24
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02.

This memorandum 1§ submitted to notify you of the facts concerning my usage of

the MLAP shuttle.

Attachment:
NRC EA Exft Meeting Attendance List

cc:



OTFICIAL USE ONLY

US NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMIESION
" &0 ~S0eC D 4 Au0 'L

May 6, 1988

.

Report of Interview

v U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC), was interviewed by OIA on May 6, 1988,
related essentially the following,

was apprised by OIA of the nature of this interview, specifically the
event of April 3, 1984, during which

, NRC, along with , traveled from the Dallas/Ft, Worth Airport to
Granbury, TX and returned to the airport vis a Texas Utflities Gererating
Company (TUGCO) corporate aircraft. While in the Granbury area, the NRC
employees utilized TUGCO surface transportation from the {cndlng field to the
COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT,

told OIA that di¢ recall the particular trip that they had attended
8 meeting with TUGCO Quality Assurance Personnel,

said that was not fnvolved in arranging for the use of the TUGCO

aircraft, that NRR, had nade the
travel arrangements for use of the TUGCO afrcraft, related that when

first learned of the impending meeting with TUGCO wes at the WATERFORD
NUCLEAR POWER PLANT, Taft, LA on NRC business. received notification that

the TUGCO meeting was to be held the following day and that and the

would be flying from the Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport to Granbury, TX on
the TUGCO afrcraft, further related that upon the arrival in
Grenbury, they used a TUGCO vehicle to travel to the plant and later to return
to the airfield.

informed OIA that General Services Administration (GSA) vehicles were
avatlable to the NRC for the travel to Granbury and could not recall any
time constraints that necessitated the use of TUGCO aircraft,

sald that upon return to the regional office arranged for the
regional travel office to prepare a travel authorization and purchase orger

requesting reimbursement for the cost of trave). recalled that TUGCO
had been rvimbursed for the travel,

“TyYe's. sm%;m?t 1ga2‘-' May e e —
..j’ ‘.?};;;. \"',.' f. eZ T aNctera s s ‘.':gif: ;;;;:"4 TR e

ACCINIAL 1ISE AVIY ATTAC

Arttngton, TX - B R | A e
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TRAVEL VOUCHER (PART 2
) ‘ (See NRC Appendix 1301 for msirue-

SCHEDULE OF EXPENSES
AND AMDUNTS CLAIMED “'_’,“Do"'~‘;‘,"x‘:.';3 l(*:' m

|

By | YOUCHER NO | Neme RERHG T FAOM OFFICE oum)
Mey 0O Yy
4N909 U
W Wi s 1l O
/:ﬁ ' NATURE OF EXPENSE AHORIZED | NUMBER | A ' AMOUNT CLAMED
‘. % ~ ) ~'. 2% L’”-
_4=1_1 LV: Res Via POV &P AR: DFW 32RT 6|5
LY. Via AA 622 5.25P AR. 14D 9.11P
—_— iz
—b=2 | LV: Via EA 67 5:50P AR: MSY 7:19P
In New Orleans, 1A On Official Business
_4-3. 1 LV: BN 203 8:40A AR: DFW 10:10A
V. Via Charter Plane  AR: Granbury, TXI1.30A —_—
| _In ' ‘ {ness* 1 3
“4-3_] LV: Via Charter Plane 4P AR: DFW &4:40P 1
LV: Via Taxi AR: Res 5.15P J U 16150
s Aduinistrative Approval to go on Official Business o
FIREERRCn in Granbury, TX at the site. {
.4 1
1 parking At Destination. T g | 5.00
e o e g ——————r e — o ——————— A ————— _..;_- e PEEREEIE R UIRRRECl! ERSNSSSSREI
s : AR, At . SNSRI, IRSEION BT
~4=1_1 0 0 0 48.40 ‘ L 48 K0
42 875 9.5) SR By - AR T 1L i ___,_j&_fl’;__
h=3 Less than .0 Hours - No Claim | ,
e, (A
e e o { t
- | M A ! 4
Soijesngn 0 R R A oL 7 (1
il | | !
e —_ -— s e e e m-———/-————r—-—
. S e e e e —-«-—-——»V-M-‘o———-—-
Airfare$303 PRIl ET R | B Rt TREY, & _,--,,-__.w_-l.,__._
P e — |
NS AN R AR e 0 | PR Rl Hrn

Srang total (Amt

Reveise of Payee Copy lor Privacy Acl Statement

10 be Shown N

tem 29 Part !

-

145 52:
ORIGINAL



NG Parm ga

en

NRCE 1000

Eaceoton 1o 87 1012
Bavroved by NAES 100

TRAVEL VOUCHER (PARTY 1)
Sce

(Do not removs ..ubom

S ’..Ul Qr

nlU(N*)MtN'Tl RLAM AT O
("X pan)

e g - 4

S ) v OUC HE R Ne
INGars Benn)

TRAVEL

sl

<
I Arlington_
© ..1'14( AL m'v s ATy o~

_(4 SR

| _Arlington

ont tram

L ‘1
[Tyvane
|

Ty

M“C VO B( .
Yy MR 10 1he Unites \u'm any g
YOCLION wIIh CEMBUMBE L ANBOT e
.u-z“n.i MRG0T LAV BAYMON! Braceauion  (F PaA

TRAVELERS
CART IV AT ION

L)
APeRO
RATE
Ty
| coDe

|

——

LA DENTE A TN
BAn . neoice N
e (Son natiue

tem)

s #0
NATRUC TIONS 12
| Tiw

Nam '
NUMBE R | ama o

e

12 Numpe: sech
e (onmecy
1wty Deginning
with ]

o

Aporopriate

TR Roung ™S
TR One Way
Rental Car
GEBATY

Oaher

S -
e 'wubla OF BILLING
TEMS LISTED ON

THIs CAGE

QU TOr AdIIOA BIlling temy
AN COMPiate e | Ihry § ane

os—— |
e AneINer
ems Ll heg 20

I maoe o
NRC Farm &4

o e
QCIAL SECVURITY N

.
AREFULLY neiuaes any of
Tolawing MATR IRE 40000 A1e DOoxe)

CHAMNGE OF DUTY STA

Empioves

Lt
" EMoioy e 40d So0ute

VOuEHe InCIuoes Sharsd Cont Baees s B L
Commuitant Tra £ apanin L amee 2% TRAVEL ADYANCE (For Offics of Sesour

ADangonmont of Traw Lases 2w Baance provent ‘o L

Comparative Cost SLatoment IAC waed Amount 10 Be 100100

"
Loave Takon In Conungtion with Trp Lamen » &y ) Baiance due

Loce Tiave EXAMINERS DEDUCTIONS (For O o

Adgitiong! Vouchan aill ba Submities

{
|
|
P
|

Rotund Due on Unused Tionet and o Retung Sie
LEL LR o

Ramitiancs Alipched » Amt o' 8

HOus Hunting

28 SCHEDULE NO (For
ReV0uce Managament

ACTUAL TIME IN TRAVEL
FORPER DIEM CALCULATION

Oavs

~|000c0000o0ao

-~

Oftica o
e

| Guarten

0 Managemaen

CM Appandix 1501 for intiructions for completing thi tom\)

s e e g - -
."0 " rama !

~

s = e

{0 co0s

7,§9..‘.‘-

,A,_.,".Y ———_

sTavy

T

\lllﬁh\ll

'.ﬂr.x AND C

e ’JC,

04 03 -84

—

YY)

TRAVELLRY N'Asl

MODE AND
CLASS OF
SERvice

i AMOUNT 1O
S DiLLtD

|
|
o I ——
TOTAL AMOUNT Y
BILLED ON Tras »

CLVDED M THus CLA I

NO of Chigren Ages 1210 20
ang Pyrenty

No ot Chigren Unaer 12

s
| J—

Beron o Mansgemaent e

§,

NETY '\. v vELE
Amource

" e of

| (Mars one
bon for
[any frec

| tlens of
4 sey)

i
2
(R |
——— e v e e el e e e

LA T4 vOUCART 1 BOBTOVEE LONG 3HLANCE [HIEDA DN b
COITITa0 40 NeCeIMTY A IR et of hae 7

| >
| ot g
|

Sl(.&‘ '

any TR voucher

SIGNATY

ii'

|

AL '

RE OF APPROVING QFF.IC

et
a D

Bl bl

840
- ...,

20 Q?m, bl

0!

SSUNESISISGN WIS NN GG V—

|

€ ‘
he

e ———r—

e tea o

TRAT IRIL vOUCRO 11 1730 AN COTTOCT 10 1AE BOKL O My KNOw! W ena daiie
19811 Aat N0t BOR® 18Co/ 7R DY Me. WAGN 4001IcI0I4. DOr diem :'omu '

Wrife 1he 0100 CoveIed DY 1AL vouCher

15777 /84
|

CAaTE

e ————— e —a—————

LAN0 MODer 10 Day ment

' Fravauient Clam
119,000 o

Favtic »
T e
ang DV ance Teeen
M usC stoa

tleture o
q e

Rave Deet au
Py FOR R

.
"o re
Pae

e
nar

" -
S vaan o
s
55 K

LAoen “n
sot®h (i
" a00raving ot
REJERSE ’

e

e e




NEEC Fom pdA 7.?
Eucoproon v SF°
Aowoed by WARS 081

‘ Dabbamitill.
Div v/OFFICE 1D VOUCHER NO
PAGE MO DIV S0 UM

" Theme

34 l 00 | 4R0O35

NATURE OF EXPENSE

"i Lv: DFW via Chartered aircraft 11:008

YRAV(L VOUCHEN (PAlY 2)

SCHEDULE OF EXPERSES
ARD AROUNTS CLAIMED

(See NRC 4fp¢n‘u (301 for msiruc-
tons for complening 1h form
~ Do Not Remove Carbony)

e S

AUTHORIZED
UWEAGE

LRt e §

_Ar:  Grendbyry IX

Lv: Grandbury via POV 11:30a

Ar:

cp HfSOa 15

yia PQY Comanche Peak 3:30D
Grandbury via chartered aircrat

f Qlju..

Lv:

m, Less that 10 hours.

———————————— V—————————

-

Ar: Grandbury .

Ar: DFW t%:1

ORIGINAL




PO Iy ™
L

- * REQUEST ‘

VS NUCLEAR REOU‘WORV COMMISSION
AND AUTHORIZATION FOR

(See NRC Appendix 1501 for detailed instructions for completing thia form Do Not Remove Carbome. Al ihaded areas must be compleied )

y
. OFFICIAL TRAVEL &

1, Avenmeni 1 Dw /OMen Com 1 Leew B 4 Aavom Com S Nome o Tiomver (F st tem o a0 ot et e/
Aut Mo F o 11w atvence)
+ D= o St unnt D s D Sitee
) 9% | 00 | 4RO3S () soms
' Ot vy €7 and B unisss TRAVEL ADYANCE 1 reguerssl
§ Mai Aaen P 0 Bes Sreer o Offiee/ } Gy S § 2 Com
611 Ryan Plaza Or., Suits 1000 } Arlington, TX 76011
9 T | Soci Secury No 10 Conavitent Contra! e )
12 Moger Sembe 1 [78 Erwmawe |15 1w nen 16 Tiove e 17 Specwl taMBNCE Biowencs
(11 rmenta atde wort thow Mo devy on r showt an o ot LAty w Remarty)
RGP | MRITION | Aaarm b | r":whn o 86 VY - 00 Y |, seme s Cas
Lt ~ D e
R L ISRt ot N [ WS § N L 84 4 3 1
18 Caregorm of Timvw (Ohvect One/ Cantraxt Complienee 19 Authonity Annusl eew © =
o [0 aane Of Convrmr Actmim Aeven (1501 v D ,:: :“:‘ m
° D Piogen od Terhnce Revew ' D P uth < e g by ® D AL ' Hnect Onel
¢ Mgt Agee seah Auht B 0o getong NAC ond Oen ’ Um of Cammon Carrer fexiuaing Prvate v 4 oth
& A INVITATIONAL TRAVEL o St * Gown **
" L O to manen .o YOS IR es Blags s
o [ NRC Sympons Conterences & Mes' ng ) 1o conter common carer
0 (D) Non NAC Symposa. Canlwances | TRAINING OF EMPLOYEES . Rom oo Vi
s Weing (3 crange of S1ati0n « 0 Sepmae F on1 Grve amann ) O« (O
o [Jia01 Agee of Cocperation Actvites ] Teve. Ovty Stavan 0 "m E '~
Crangs of Suanon (Cozte One W] i Oner ‘.
4 a Now Aot or Traneter) m [ otwena flw.n.r ! S -.:'
20 Pupom of T e D Tea
D Gow | ommed seh GSA
Contrat Rocy ot
Ow Pupow Code Co Penw
N et | vig
D f apiawm = Semarty) D m‘.’"“‘
v [ o Pieem Autc (Aanty m Remertsl
21 Trow o Advence reanred by (Dew) b AN A 8 For Tioww Swc S & - D Owe Specrty @
Afesrn e - 00 Yy Audit um oty | Romerts
feoan 22 Toms of Adverws *Authorizes s ®pr0prate (11 per diem uncher the
m 0 can adgings plut methad  (2) Decisl wbestence
¢ Catt £ uwnmon ol owance s indecated in (e 1) or (J) per deem
(0 crecr onty for changes of HTALON Inchcated in (tev
Pryment R canmenes #1108 e 8h.oort
$285 Y4 Justity i reman ki
[Segratvy of T rovater) [ FTRE PV T e AT Tvet Rumoraenes ot e Reguls 1Ohati 1/ Apoircabie]
Conn inciuded »
Mo chech 0 addeons other than atows Toww £ Conn (] siemten [0 aamn Acorove
(Specify » Rewwras/ ) € reonted 1o ) \xw Toover
20 1 tunais 1or s 11 s ety reserved uang he Ty 27 Remarts e et i/ v/ -
PRE AUTHORIZATION FUNDS RESERVATION
S i v Cost to cover air and ground travel from §
to Comanche Peak on April 3, 1984 for
_n Inarery - Fram fl‘ﬂ
oo Arlington, TX Texas Utilities Elactric Co.
79 Carttcation of Awdatairty of hnch Thers s aiic @nt funds 10 cover he o
Grandb@ry, TX. osienaws con
Bty Arlington, TX VR
¥ urthent (or e enary) Posem Funds Control ‘j /8‘
of Timest [Opooned) e (Tav: e 1
30 Rsgumimd By I Adruamirsh v Agge owel
g TR —__—‘m‘ ‘.‘QI - (Dewm: = T —‘—ml R = (Deow/
D Mgrane PR i SRR EE - e s B i

32 CERTIFICATION OF Aurnomzﬂuoh The oM al 1rave! descnbed sbove 13 hareby directed and ¢

with the Federal Travel Reguiationt & anended o the Jont Travel Feguians o

——, -

Ben Provary Act Suptement an Reverm of Tromese s Coor

« Segrrarvrel ;

penmes necessary 10 the perlormance thersol a2 auihor 2ed W KCorde
s the convvi Liony On the authorization

AUDIT COPY



OFFICIAL USE ONLY

US WNUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

ce ! \soec 'y au0 ‘G

July 11, 1988

°

Report of Interview

Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation, U.S,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC)) was ‘nterviewed by OIA on July 11, 1988,
regarding trave) on a Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) corporate
aircreft from the Dallas/Ft. Worth (DFW) Airport to Granbury, TX and return,
related essentially the following.

When apprised of the purpose and scope of this interview, acknowl-
edoed that
KRC, and

TUGCO, had traveled from the Dallas/Ft. Worth Airport to an atrcraft landing
strip in the area of the COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (COMANCHE PEAK),

did not recall the exact date of the trip only that it was cver a
weekend during 1984, further advised that a TUGCO vehicle had picked the
party up at the landing field and transported the party to the plant site.
Later the TUGCO vehicle returned home to the field and the party returned to
DF¥ on the TUGCO aircraft.

advised that during this time, the NRC had received numerous alle-

gations from allegers at both the WATERFORD and COMANCHE PEAK projects.

had been involved in a number of conversations with allegers and had convinced
the allegers to meet with Senfor TUGCO management. Additionally, as a result
of the number of concerns received, NRR nad scheduled a major unannounced
inspection at the plant,

suid that had contacted and askeo that meet with

the NRC staff at the plant. hao wanted the NRC staff and
to arrive at the plant at the same time, and that most likely had
suggested that they travel on the TUGCO aircraft, «as certain that
no KRC employee had solicited for use of the aircrafi. recallea
that at sometime during the trip had questioned concerning the
propriety of travelin? on the licensee aircraft and that has assured

there was no problem that the regional office would reimburse the utility
for the cost of travel. acknowledged that had contacted
at the WATERFORD plant and informed of the impending meeting at COMANCHE
PEAK, Initfally they had not intended to inform of the meeting and
inspecticn; however, had been informed and told to accompany the NRC staff
to the plant.

~—JiTy 1T TO0F Caithersburg, MD

Lyle B. Smith, Invaetigator
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July 13, 1988

Report of Interview

, U.S, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NR") was reinterviewed by OIA on July 13, 1988, related
essentially the following.

advised that had not been involved in arranging for the use of the
Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO) aircraft, and that possibly 1t had
b@En TUGCO) suogestion that the NRC staff travel
on the TUGCO aircraft, said that ould not recall the purpose of the
trip involving any unannounced inspection, howeéver, did recall that

met with a group of allegers at the

plant site who to recollection were utility workers., In not
recalling 1f the trip involved a NRC inspection, expiained that this
would have been a NRR function and would not have been involved,
recalled that had spoken with the allegers and an alleger had given
them & s1ip of paper regarding a non conformance report (NCR) that the alleger
felt had been improperly dispositioned. While on board the aircraft,
had asked why no one from the utility had ever sat down and talked to
the allegers.

informed OIA that had met at the CF¥ main
terminal, drove them to the Butler Aviation terminal where they met

and boarded the TUGCO afrcraft., According to the aircraft
landed at a "dirt strip" where they were met by a TUGCO vice president, who
drove them to the plant in his persounal vehicle. reiterated that during
the trip had questioned 8s to the propriety of travel-
ing on the 1icensee aircraft and that had told them there was no
problfms that the regional office would reimburse the licensee for the cost of
travel.

T July 13, 1988 " Bethesda, MD i BRS¢ N

L}]e B. Smith, Inve:;%;;;ﬂ?ﬂézzi7,/” P Ju1y 13, 1988
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Report of Interview

Texas Utilities Generating Company (TUGCO),

was interviewed by OlA on December 1, 1988, in
regard to NRC employees having utilized a TUGCO corporate aircraft for travel
between Dallas and the COMANCHE PEAK NUCLEAR POWER PLANT (COMANCHE PEAK) on
April 3, 1984, reloted essentially the following.

was apprised by OIA of the purpose of this interview, wherein
advised that recollection of the travel was that on April 2, 1984,
secretary had received a telephone call from

told secretary that
would be traveling to COMANCHE PEAK on April 3, 1984, on official NRC
business, and wanted to meet with at the plant site. explained
that at the time of the call, was out of the office on travel, and later
secretary contacted in East Texas and informed call,
stated that later contacted and confirmed that would be

able to meet with the NRC on site the following dav (April 3, 1984), Sometime
later received a call from

NRC, and that had asked {f intended to fly to the plant
site on the TUGCO afrcraft and, if so, could the NRC employees accompany

on the aircraft, said that told that was intending to
travel via the utility afrcraft and that the NRC employees would be able to
accomnpany on the utility aircraft from Dallas tc the plant site. At this
point in the interview, emphasized that had not asked to
operate the utility aircraft for the sole purpose of providing transportation
for the NRC and had only asked if was already intending to travel
by afrcraft, could the NRC employees accompany to the plant.

explained that 1t required approximately two hours by car to travel from
Dallas to the plant and that normally flies to the site. The utility
operates a Beechcraft King Air aircraft which has the capability of operating
ifn and out of short landing fields.

said that the following morning met at
the Dallas Ft. Worth Airport and later departed on the utility aircraft. They
landed at a landing site located approximately twenty miles from the plant
site. They were picked up by a unmarked utility vehicle and transported to
the plant. While on site they had talked with a number of employees in regara
to the "T shirt" incident. They returned to Dallas Ft. Worth that afternoon
via the utility aircraft.

st T B L S o p T T S  SSSO 18721

tylei%;égéég, Investi . -Becember 1, 1988
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July 10, 1987

keport of Interview

0ffice of the General Counsel (0GC), U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) was interviewed by 01A or July 10, 1987,
reqarding the propriety of NRC employees utilizing licensee transportation.
related essentially the following.

advised that 10 CFR 0.735.42 {s the operable regulation, and pre-

cludes the use of free transportation by NRC employees, [f the MRC reimburses
the licensee for the cost of travel, then no violation is {nvolved.
informed O1A that 1f the use of a licensee aircraft became routine or occurred
on & regular basis as in the case of a utility operating a commuter flight,
then 0GC would want to take *another look" at the issue. said that

was unaware of any use by NRC employees of utility aircraft on 2 frequent
basis and that office normally receives about one OF two calls annually
regarding this issue.

advised O1A that the NRC practice of reimbursing the utilities for
air travel on the basis of what the cost of commercial air travel would be to
move the employee to the same destination is erroneous. office has
received an opinion from the Office of Government fthics, that the cost should
be pro-rated based on the cost incurred by the utility to operate the air-

craft. safo that to knowledge there is no written regulation and
this opinion was provided Dy the Government Ethics office verbally.

AUy dUs 298l . v g washington, DC : e LRIVl L
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December 2, 1988

Report of Interview

Diviston of Accounting and Finance,
0ffice of Administration and Resources Management, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC) was interviewed by OIA on December 2, 1988, in regard to the
appropriate manner of computing the cost of air travel provided NRC employees
by utilities. related the following.

advised that in those instances when NRC employees have utilized
utility transportation, the concerned utility would bill the NRC Regional
0ffice for the cost of travel. The regional office would then inftiate a
purchase order to provide payment to the utility. In the event the utility
did not submit a bill to the NRC, the region would compute the cost based on
the approximate cost of commercial air travel to the site or the nearest
location to the site.

When asked if the correct method of computing the cost to the NRC would be the
actual cost to the utility to operate the conveyance in this insiance an
aircraft, advised that the information, cost of fuel, amount of fuel
expended, pilots salaries, etc., would not be available to the NRC and that
this data would be required to compute cost.

SCaRr T I Nethasds, WU [87-31

‘Lyle B. Smith, 1h§é§t%/. ‘December 2, 1988
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