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This responds to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request dated January 29,
2014, for "reports of Inspector General investigations into senior official misconduct at the
Army since October 1, 2012.” You stated that you are “willing to accept the pre-
processed records responsive to this subject provided to the Washington Post
newspaper. “

Enclosed are the redacted |G reports responsive to your request. We have provided
exactly the same documents we provided to the Washington Post.

There are no fees assessable for processing this request. If you have any questions
concerning this response, please call Mr. De Ocampo or me at (703) 545-4591. Should
you call, please refer to FOIA Case 14-324.
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LAY f OV{,Q /\%, Q%Q/ééu%
Enc . Baines

Redacted IG Reports (222 pages Depdty Legal Advisor
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL .
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

FEB 15 201

US ARMY: INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
‘ (Case 10-028) '

NAME/POSITION: Brigadier General (BG) Scott F. Donahue, Commanding General
(CG), US Amy Engineer Division, South Pacific, US Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), San Francisco, Califomnia

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: BG Donahue failed to foster
a healthy command (CMD) climate. The preponderance of evidence established that
the South Pacific Division (SPD) experienced a negative CMD climate under .

BG Donahue's leadership. An'SPD Headquarters CMD climate survey completed eight
months into BG Donahue's CMD and witness testimony indicated BG Donahue created
a tense working environment and that his executive staff experienced negative ‘
treatment from BG Donahue that they considered and others viewed as abusive.
Evidence from both the-CMD climate survey and the DAIG interviews documented this’
feedback for a period covering BG Donahue’s first year in CMD of the SPD from July
2009 to October 2010. Eighteen witnesses included the executive staff, SPD senior
leadership and USACE senior leadership. All 18 felt the CMD climate was negative.

BG Donahue's treatment of subordinates included his expressing anger and moodiness,
bringing people to tears, abusing subordinates' time through long meetings and
lecturing, raising his voice or yelling, dominating discussions, exhibiting paranoia, and
creating a tense working environment. The majority of these witnesses testified they
would not work for BG Donahue if asked, however, some said they would. Four
additional witnesses testified that BG Donahue was a positive leader who treated them
with dignity and respect. However, three of the four witnesses did not observe or were
not in a position to observe the negative treatment described by the 18 other witnesses.
BG Donahue provided no credible evidence to support his assertion that one of his
executive staff members "orchestrated” efforts of the axecutive staff to undermine his
authority. In mitigation, the evidence indicated although BG Donahue took steps to
improve the CMD climate, he did not improve his negative treatment of subordinates or
how others viewed his negative treatment of subordinates. Additionally, evidence
indicated prior to BG Donahue taking CMD, the SPD was the worst of nine Divisions in
the USACE and had experienced significant leadership turbulence. Together with the
unique culture of San Francisco and the civilian mindset of the SPD, BG Donahue '
recognized that the SPD was dysfunctional and ineffective. His intent was to teach and
train, ralse standards, improve operating efficiency, and hold people accountable
through impassioned servant leadership. The evidence indicated, however, BG
Donahue's directé&feadership style was not well received by the SPD nor did he
effectively adjust his style to the SPD.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEP'I'
~ AS AUTHORIZED B 20-1.




SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

BACKGROUND:

1. On 16 June 2010, the Department of the Ammy Inspector General Agency (DAIG)
received an anonymous complaint through the CG, USACE. The complaint alleged
BG Donahue verbally abused, intimidated, and humiliated his civilian staff, and
exhibited unprofessionalism in his treatment of others. The complaint also alleged that
he wasted government resources and misused govemment property.

2. A preliminary inquiry, DIG 10-00083, approved 24 September 2010, determined that
the allegation that BG Donahue failed to treat subordinates with dignity and respactl

required further investigation. [*/7)XC)
l(b)(?’)(C} | .

3. On 24 September 2010, the Vice Chief of Staff, Amy directed an investigation by the
DAIG.

SYNOPSIS:

- 1. Amy Regulation (AR) 600-100, Army Leadership, dated 8 March 2007, paragraph
2-11 states that leaders will foster a healthy command (CMD) climate. Paragraph
2-1k, states that leaders will treat subordinates with dignity, respect, faimess, and
consistency.

2. BG Donahue was notified for CMD of the SPD in March 2009. He redeployed in
April 2009, after serving 15 months as the XVIil Airborne Corps Engineer in fraq, and
assumed CMD on 21 July 2009 as a Colonel (COL). BG Donahue was confirmed by
the Senate on 25 September 2009 and frocked on 9 April 2010. His appolniment as a
BG was effective 2 May 2010. The previous CG, BG John McMahon, left the SPD in
January 2009 and deployed to Afghanistan. COL [®7X©) [the Deputy
Commander, SPD, became the Commander in January 2009 and commanded the SPD
for six months before BG Donahue took CMD. The SPD HQ was located on the 20th
floor of the Bank of America building in the city of San Francisco. There were dynamics
peculiar to the SPD unlike the other eight Divisions in the USACE. Seventy-five percent
of the civilian employees belonged to Local 49 Union. The majority of the SPD HQ 85
employees were civilian. Because of the high cost of living, oftentimes employees
opted to move to the SPD to eam their *high three” base salary for retirement.

3. At the direction of the CG, USACE, the IG, USACE completed a CMD climate survey
of the SPD HQ. The SPD CMD climate survey, dated 24 March 2010, reflected 53
responses from subordinates out of 85 total employees. Twenty pages of the SPD
survey included "Employee Comments." The "Employee Comments” reflected that

BG Donahue: berated/belittled his staff to include their work products, he focused on
power point slides and thus focused on format vice substance or producing work/getting

AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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SAIG-IN (ROI1.10-028)

things done, there was a decline in morale and staff was stressed, he was
unapproachable and intimidating (no open door policy), he focused on himself, family,
and his faith vice others, he had no respect for employees' time due to multipie/long
mesetings, he was angry, exhibited a bitter attitude, and did not control his temper.

4. Witness testimony from 18 individuals indicated the SPD executive staff experienced
negative treatment from BG Donahue that they considered and others viewed as
abusive. These 18 witnesses included the.executive staff, SPD senior leadership and
USACE senior leadership. BG Donahue's treatment of subordinates included

BG Donahue expressing anger and moodiness, bringing people to tears, abusing
subordinates' time through long meetings and lecturing, raising his voice or yelling,
dominating discussion, exhibiting paranoia, and creating a tense working environment.
All 18 felt the CMD climate was negative. The majority of these witnesses testified they
would not work for BG Donahue if asked, Four additional witnesses testified that

BG Donahue was a positive leader who treated them with dignity and respect.
However, three of the four witnesses did not observe or were not in a-position to
observe the negative treatment described by the 18 other witnesses.

a. The majority of the executive staff tes r receiving harsh.

fgpiment rom BG Donahue. which ncyedl ™ being berated and
BXTHC) BITNC) and®"© being brought to tears.

bXTHC) __|however, testified that she cried for personal reasons, not because she
was berated by BG Donahue. Other credible witnesses including the Deputy,

coL the[EX7JSES Directors, and other senlor leaders felt or knew.these
instances of negative treatment were credible. Ten subordinates and senior leaders felt
so strongly, they testified they would not work for BG Donahue again. There was
consistent testimony about BG Donahue's anger or expressions of anger and his abuse
of subardinates’ time by lecturing for hours. [2X” of four District CDRs felt BG Donahus
did not treat subordinates well and that the reports they received about his negative
treatment of people were credibie. ~

b. A sampling of comments included:
~"he was especially tough onand she was having difficulty sleeping, and she
was really upset ....she was on the verge of tears all the time”
-"l was very glad to leave SPD....| definitely took the assignment in Iraq to get out of

SPD...my blood pressure was high...it was just miserable for me...it was really just
harrible"

"="has meetings to express anger for one to four hours and the Staff was wore down

mentally, they come out shaking, covering their face, will go home sick or almost
brought to tears”

_~“we're just kind of always walking on egg-shells....no | wouldn't say its physically as
-much as emotionally and psychologically intimidating®

-he has a "very volatile temper, almost daily”

" FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED B 20-1. .




SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

-BG Donahue “certainly is not concemed about anybody's time but his own. His own
time'is the most valuable...he has no concern for late meetings, meetings running over,
civillan environment time”

-"he really doesn't have a sense of time. Every meeting is late...| do believe that he in
his mind...he thinks he is teaching and he's kind of ranting...he thinks he is coaching
people...and he is going off on them”
<“he pretty much raises his voice, stands up sometimes and berates individuals”

-“he thinks....there are alliances against him...all the way up the chain...to HQ"

-"there are no secret parties against him, but he is constantly thinking everybody...is out
to see him fail"
-*my impression....he was very hard on people...and very short on patience”
-*I think he was very controlling, micromanaging....very directive. He certainly lacked
the depth to do so. He didn’t have the experience in our business...|.think he led from
fear almost.”

-“it's the demeanor...tone...persistenca...the positional power that would lead the
recipient to feel..,under pressure...to fes! unreasonable demands”
-*I've seen them after these so-called incidents and they have been visibly
shaken...under a great stress”

{investigating Officer note: Detailed witness comments are included at Exhibit A2.]

5. Lisutenant General Robert Van Antwerp, CG, USACE, testified that the SPD ranked
ninth of nine Divisions as an overall assessment of performance "at this point In ime" in
October 2010. He attributed that to the leadership turbulence prior to BG Donahus, the
problem with BG Donahue not having experience in USACE or civilian orgaruz.ations,
and the culture of the SPD.

6. BG Donahue testified:

- a. Before assuming CMD, he assessed the SPD and concluded that the SPD was
the last DIV of nine; "the worst team, not the first team.” There were no standards, no
SOPs, no branding, no unity, no harmony, no common regional picture, and no sense of
pride In the organization. it was dysfunctional to have the CDR, COL[PT® Jas a
former Deputy, to become his Deputy In the same CMD. In speaking to senior leaders
at USACE, the SPD was the "last DIV on anybody's radar screen for just about
everything.” Feedback from all four District CDRs was that the SPD HQ was not
responsive, not helpful and too involved in their business. He felt the civilians in the
SPD concluded before he arrived that he would not "get it" and they should "keep him
on the road and in the dark.” He saw "a lot of holes” and the organizational efficiency
and effectiveness deteriorated significantly. LTG Van Antwerp asked him to take CMD
in June 2009, two months sooner than BG Donahue wanted, given the recovery from a
15-month depioyment to lraq ending in April 2009. He believed if things were going
smoothly, why would the COE want him to take CMD so soon?

AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

b. Regarding the CMD climate survey, he felt he was misunderstood and some

- (employees) were potentially offended. " was devastated, very hurtful.” He took
immediate action to meet with SPD leadership and employees to provide feedback and
solicit discussion to resolve issues. He never blamed anybody for the resuits of the
survey; rather, he took responsibility for it. He never alleged organizational deficiency
was attributed to COL | He invested a lot of time and effort to fix the root of the
problem. He published an apen door policy, established an Employee Portal system to
receive employee feedback, initiated DIV Chief Luncheons, and laid out a path 10
improve the SPDs standing.

c. He testified that he did not get angry, rather "l'rn intense because I'm passionate.”
He never berated anybody.

d. Regafding incidents involving subordinates who were brought to tears:

(1) BG Donahue asserted that the claim he broughtl“”‘”‘c) lto tears
A ) g o testifled that
She was
fine with the SIG duty. :
© (2) The claim that he brought [©X©) | to taars for leaving the SPD
was a "misrepresentation of attitudes and emotions.” [£X7X) |became teary-eyed
when she told him she was not leaving because of him and he gave her a hug.
(3) The claim that he brought[F7® lto tears was according o[ __|

"absolutely false.” [P""°)__]was very emotional and he saw her cry a number of times.

to tears and berated him was
decline in performance,

(4) The claim mat he brought BITIC)
-tz .

emotional together and he hugged|® ™ ]

e. He never pointed fingers at people; never put his finger in anyone's chest, or
cocked his fist at anyone. He was unaware of any time he grabbed his rank insignia to
make a point that he was a COL or GO. His teaching and training was misinterpreted
as some sort of "tantrum.” "He believed "accountability” was mistaken for
"aggressiveness.”

f. He denied keeping subordinates over their scheduled work hours or holding
people for three to five hours. His Deputy and CofS controlled the schedule. I don't
have that kind of time in the day.”- He denied directing people to spend hours makmg
slides. )

FOR OFFICLAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY\AR 20-1.
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SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

g. He testified that in September 2009, he intervened when |©*/1©) |
reprimanded LTC[P7C lin a decision briefing. He did not yell and scream.
[BXNC) |later came back and apologized to him. Mr. Andy Constantaras relayed
the incident back to MG Meredith Temple. In April 2010, Mr. Constantaras sent an
e-mail to[®”7© " lreflecting information that misrepresented what MG Temple and
he discussed regarding morale in the SPD and that Mr. Constantaras would be the one
to get him (BG Donahue) focused and "get it right." He (BG Donahue) falt "this almost
looked like a coup attempt.” MG Temple reprimanded Mr. Constantaras. He told

Mr. Constantaras he was disloyal and Mr. Constantaras "apologized profusely.”

h. He testified that after moving LTC[®X"*© lup to be his-Deputy and getting
LTC[®™® Jagreement to stay on active duty until December 2010, LTC accepted
_ a job offer that meant he had to leave in August 2010. He (BG Donahue) told

LTC[E™ it "approached an integrity issue” after LTC[2”)_|said he misunderstood his
"commitment. . ‘ ‘

.._Finally he felt LTCFq rchestrated the efforts by other subordinates lke
[Pme i (TXC) and B0 lto undermine his CMD authority. He believed
there was "motive and opportunity” for LTC[2”_|and COL[P™© Jto facilitate those

efforts, to keep him out of the loop, to take the SPD in a different direction than his, and
finally to "derail® him. _ .

oy

7. The preponderance of evidence established that the SPD experienced a negative
CMD climate under BG Donahue's leadership. An SPD HQ CMD climate survey
completed eight months into BG Donahue's CMD and witness testimony indicated

BG Donahue created a tense working environment and that his executive staff
experienced negative treatment from BG Donahue that they considered and others
viewed as abusive. Evidence from both the CMD climate survey and the DAIG
interviews documented this feedback for a period covering BG Donahue’s first year in
CMOD of the SPD from July 2009 to October 2010. Eighteen witnesses included the
executive staff, SPD senior leadership and USACE senior leadership, All 18 felt the
CMD climate was negative. BG Donahue's treatment of subordinates.included

BG Donahue expressing anger and moodiness, bringing people to tears, abusing
subordinates time through long meetings and lecturing, raising his voice or yelling,
dominating discussions, exhibiting paranoia, and creating a tense working environment.
The majority of these witnesses testified they would not work for BG Donahue if asked.
Four additional witnesses testified that BG Donahue was a positive leader who treated
them with dignity and respect. Although three of the four witnesses did not obsarve or
were not in a position to observe the negative treatment described by the 18 other
witnesses. Although BG Donahue's versions of incidences of people who were brought
to tears differed from witnesses, the fact remains that two subordinates were brought to
tears when interacting with BG Donahue. Evidence also indicated that one of the

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1,
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SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

. H
descriptions of an incident involving BG Donahue was reported through hearsay and
was inaccurate. The incident involving[®”®© _ Jwas also an example of an
inaccurate report of harsh treatment by BG Donahue.. Regardless, there were (
substantial incidents/complaints exchanged between numerous credible withesses who
reported actual and perceived negative treatment by BG Donahue. BG Donahue
provided no credible evidence fo support his assertion that LTC[Z”_Forchestrated”
efforts of the executive staff to undermine his authority. In mitigation, the evidence
indicated although BG Donahue took steps to improve the CMD climate, he did not
improve his negative treatment of subordinates or how others viewed his negative
treatment of subordinates. Additionally, the evidence indicated prior to BG-Donahue
taking CMD, the SPD was the worst of hine Divisions in the USACE and had
experienced significant leadership turbulence. Together with the unique culture of San
Francisco and the civilian mindset of the SPD, BG Donahue recognized that the SPD
was dysfunctional and ineffective. His intent was to teach and train, raise standards,
improve operating efficiency, and hold people accountable through iggrassioned sarvant
leadership. The evidence indicated, however, BG Donahue's directsd Teadership style
was not well received by the SPD nor did he effectively adjust his style to the SPD.

8. The preponderance of evidence established that BG Donahue failed to foster a
healthy CMD climate. '

AS AUTHORIZED B 201,
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SAIG-IN (ROl 10-028)

OTHER MATTERS: An anonymous complaint, dated 4 June 2010, alleged that
pending an investigation of BG Donahue, the compiainant would withhold sending 18
written statements of inappropriate actions, Anti-deficiency Act violations, and project
splitting to the General Accounting Office, DAIG, Members of Congress, and the media
on 30 July 2010. There was no credible evidence obtained in the Pl or investigation

~ that revealed the source of the complaint, the content of the alleged 18 statements or
any Specifc impropriety related to BG Donahue. .

RECOMMENDA'"ONS.
1. This report be approved and the case closed.
2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General.

3. Refer Othe( Matters to the IG, USACE. '

A BRTRC)

BHTIC)

- COL, IG Investigator

" Investigator ' /i
CONCUR:
WILLIAM H. MCCOY; ~ PETERW. CHIARELLI
Major General, U. rmy - General, U.S. Army
Acting The |nspector General - . Vice Chief of Staff
Encls

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT.
. AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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SAIG-IN (ROI 10-028)

ROI Abbreviatlgns and Acrgnxm

The followrng abbrevrations and/or acronyms appeared in this report

AR . = L Arrny Regulat:on
BG .- L Brigadier General
CFR - : Code of Federal Regulations
G . .Commanding General
CMD. - Command
coL - ' Colonel - '
CSO - Center for Special Operations
DA o ‘ Department of the Army
DAG & . ¢ .. Departrnent of the Amy Inspector General Agency
- E-mail ' Electronic mail -
ERC. L .~ Employee Relatrons Commlttee
GO o ) General Officer
HQ ‘ o Headquarters
IG . o Inspector General
- 10 ' Investigating Officer -
- LTG o Lieutenant General
- MG : : Major General
ROI - . . Report of Investigation
SES Senior Executive Service
- SOP: ' ~_ Standing Operating Procedures
SPD - , - - San Francisco District -~ -
Uus - _ United States -
USACE . .- United States Army Corps of Englneers
X0 . ,Executrve Officer

. FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY DISSEMINA TON IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
) - AS AUTI-IORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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SAIG-IN (RO 10-028)
ROI Personnel List

Artendorf Chrlstlne Dr., SES Dnrector of Programs SPD

j(b)(?:(cy | Program Manager, [ SPD -
[un(n(c) |coL (Ret) CDR‘ [<b)<7)<c; ISPD

Constantaras Andrew Mr., SES Durector Regional Business Dlrectorate SPD

[EXT) jeat, Deputy COR, SPD
Donahue, Scoft, F., BG, CG, SPD
'[WC) ' |LTC, COR,[FT@ — Jspb |
- e | [P . ' | sPD
[ IL%¢.|<b)<7><°> ' _|COR, SPD
[EX7RE) ”w)(?)@) | SPD
. o | e lSpD‘ |
](;:mm — | coL, 6DR’A|<M(7)<C)‘ llspb o
R . | Program Manager, [P |SPD
[T | Program Manager, [T . L SPD
[ER7Ie) — H(b)(?)(C)‘ | sPo - S
_Riley, Don, MG (Ret), former DCG, USACE
l(b)m@ | [(b)('T)(C) ' l SPD
RYUCH . “(bk?)(c) - | sPD
l‘b)'”’@ J.I‘W”"d |sPD
Q) ‘ | [ErRen | ! l.sPD

' _FOR OFFICIAL USE ONI..Y DISSEMINA ION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
. - ASAUT HORIZED B R201. : ’
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‘Temple, Meredith, MG, DCG, USACE
~ Van Antwerp, Robert, Jr., LTG, CG, USACE
®BY7XC) | e | SPD

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1
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SAIG-IN (ROl 10-028)

LIST OF EXHIBITS
 EXHIBIT [TEM | o

A Directive and Legal Reviews
A-1  Directive and Legal Reviews
‘A2  Witness Comments

B Documents
B-1 Evidence Matrix :
B-2  Power Point Briefing: Servant Leadershlp. dated 12 August 2010
B-3 DIG 10-00083, approved 24 September 2010

‘C Testlmony
C-1 ~ COLPMer] FOIA: NO
C-2 LTCR© . FOIA: NO
'C-3  Ms.[®0C | . FOIA: NO
C4 Ms.[PD , FOIA: NO
C5 Ms. [0 ] : FOIA: YES
- C-8 M, [®XN© ' FOIA: NO
C-7 Ms 200 FOIA: NO
C-8 M [F00  FOIA: YES
C-9  Mr [®0C) o FOIA: NO.
C-10 Mr. [®©) FOIA: NO -
C-11 [P , . FOIA: YES
C-12 COL (Ret)[®X"© . FOIA: YES
- C13 COL . FOIA: YES
C-14 Mr. Constantaras _ FOIA: NO
C-15 Dr. f FOIA: NO
c-16 [PC | | FOIA: YES
C-17 LTC[™N© ' FOIA: NO
- C-18 [BXNC | FOIA: YES
C-19 B FOIA: YES
C-20 MG (Ret) Riley FOIA: NO-
C-21 MG Temple FOIA: YES
C-22 LTGVanAniwerp FOIA: NO

C-23 BG Donahue ' ~ FOIA: NO

~ D Notifications
D-1  LTG Van Antwerp
D-2 BG Donahuse

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT ’
AS AUTHORIZED BY'\AR 20-1.
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I DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON

WASHINGTON DC 28310-1700

AFH 1Y 03
US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION-REVIEW
{Case 10-028)

NAME/POSITION: Brigadier General (BG) Scoft "Rock™ F. Donahue, former
Commanding General (CG), US Army Engineer Division, South Pacific (SPD), US Army
Corps of Enginaars (USACE), San Francisco, Califomia

ALLEGATION AND FINDING: BG Donahus falled to foster a healthy command
(CMD) climate remains substantiated.

BACKGROUND:

1. On 17 September 2012, BG Donahue requested the Vice Chief of Staff, Army
(VCSA), direct a reinvestigation into the substantiated allegation in ROI 10-028 that

BG Donahue failed to foster a healthy CMD climate. In a written request for
reinvestigation, dated 12 October 2012, to Deputy The Inspector General, BG Donahue
stated that a select group of senior civilians undenmined him and that the Department of
the Army Inspector General {DAIG) Agency’s findings failed to critically weigh the
information provided. )

2. The initial investigation into the CMD climate of the SPD was as a resukt of an
anonymous complaint DAIG received on 18 June 2010, through the CG, USACE. The
compiaint alleged BG Donahue verbally abused, intimidated, and humiliated his civilian
staff and treated others unprofessionally, [P7©
|(b)(7)(5) _ ] A preliminaly
inquiry, DIG 10-00083, approved 24 September 2010, determined that the allegation
that BG Donahus failed to treat subordinates with dignity and respect required further
_ investigation. X7 |

(LXTXC) ] On 24 September
2010, the VCSA directed DAIG to investigate.

3. On 15 February 2011, the VCSA approved ROl 10-028. On 8 April 2011, the
Inspector General (IG), Department of Defense, concurred with the finding of
ROI! 10-028. ,

4, BG Donahue served as the CG, SPD, from 21 July 2009 to 7 January 2011. At the
time he assumed command; he was the third commander in less than a year, He
assumed CMD from Colonel (COL)[®™©____ " ]Retired (Ret), who served as
Commander {CDR), SPD, from January 2008 to July 2009, Prior to taking CMD,

COL [PXC) Jwas the Deputy Commander, SPD, and returned to the deputy position

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. msseummdn IS PROHBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED 9\7’AR 20-1.
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under BG Donahue. COL[FT® Jserved a total of 2 years and 9 months in SPD from
August 2007 to May 2010.

5. The SPD Headquarters (HQs) was comprised of 85 personnel. The majority were
civilian employees. ‘

. 8. Atthe direction of the CG, USACE, the IG, USACE, compleled a CMD climate
survey of the SPD HQs. The 24 March 2010 survey reflected 53 responses from 85
employees. Twenty pages of the survey included “Employee Comments” that
consistently reflected a negative CMD climate and were used as evidence in

ROl 10-028. ~

DOCUMENTS/TESTIMONY:

1. In a 12 October 2012 memorandum to The Inspector General, BG Donahue
requested a reinvestigation Into the substantiated allegation that he failed to foster a
healthy CMD climate. The Inspector General directed that DAIG-Investigations Division
treat BG Donahue's request for reinvestigation as a request for reconsideration in
accordance with Army Regulation (AR) 20-1, Inspector General Activities and
Procedures, dated 20 November 2010. AR 20-1, paragraph 3-12, states that subjects
may request reconsideration of |G findings, opinions, judgments, or conclusions in order
to alter that finding or conclusion.

2. BG Donahue'’s request for reinvestigation focused on two principal claims:

a. Thefirst claim: A select group of senior civilians, at least two fiekl grade officers
in his HQ, and one subordinate commander undermined his authority by being openly
disrespectful and encouraging resistance to his directives and efforts to raise the
standards of performance. .

b. The second claim: The synopsis of the DAIG findings were fimdamentally uni’air,
misstated the evidence, were incomplete, and failed fo critically weigh the information
provided (lacked critical analysis and failled to consider bias).

3. On 15 January 2013, in a phone conversation, BG Donahue clarified that his
subordinates who he believed undermined his authority were COL[®'7"“ | Dr. Christine
Altendorf, Senior Executive Service (SES), former Director of Programs, SPD;

Mr. Andrew Constantaras, SES, former Director, Reglonal Businass Directorate, SPD;
and Lieutenant Colonel (LTC)I“’S” ) | former Deputy CDR, SPD.

a. BG Donahue stated that he was placed in a difficult situation and expressed
concems o his leadership regarding COL[®™)_femaining in the CMD as his deputy.
COL [P was his former assignments officer and outranked him at one point. He
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believed it was unfair to him and 1o COL[P™® Jto have her serve as his deputy when
she previously served as the Commander, SPD.

b. BG Donahue stated that he was sent to SPD, USACE, 1o fix the organization.
The SPD was the worst out of the nine divisions in USACE, and he knew that the
changes he needed to implement were to plans that COLpui in place. He kept
his chain of CMD informed on what was going on in the CMD. When he first arrived, he
was {old by a member of his staff that the staff was out to “derail” him. He believed that
COL[®XXC) |was attempting to countermand his authority. She would hold meetings
with the staff after his meetings. '

c. He believed that the DAIG investigation did not critically weigh all of the
information and misrepresented the CMD climate survey. All organizations were
required to have a CMD climate survey. He believed that the survey did not accurately
reflect the overall climate of the organization. He axtendad the window of the survey to
allow additional personnal to take the survey, but only a small portion of the CMD
participated. He believed a large majority of the staff were satisfied with the CMD
climats but did not patticipate in the survey. BG Donahue stated that the small portion
of the CMD that participated in the survey had issues with him, his family, and his faith.

4. In an e-maii, dated 30 January 2013, and in a follow-on phone conversation,

BG Donahue provided a briefing on his philosophy titled, “Servant Leadership,” that
captured his faith-based philosophy on Servant Leadership, the division's mission, and
his “Faith, Family & the Force Life Philosophy on balancing priorities.” He also
included o-mails regarding his coordination for the CMD climate survey. ‘

a. In a 25 January 2013 phone conversation, BG Donahue stated that as a resuit of
the CMD climatse survey, he implemented several programs to improve the climate of
the organization. He immediately held a meeting and invited the staff to attend. He
briefed the results of the survey and opened the meeting up to anyone who had any
questions or concens. He also impiemented the first non-attribution feedback portal in
which staff personnel could address any concems they had anonymously. He invited
members of the staff to his home for social functions. He also started formal farewell
and award ceremonies. -

b. BG Donahue indicated that as a result, the staff, including the civiian members,
expressed their appreciation for taking time to acknowledge their hard work. He
believed the majority of the staff truly appreciated the efforts that he and his wife put
forward to buiid a healthy CMD climate.
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5. In the 12 October 2012 request for a reinvestigation, BG Donahue included
statements from 14 current and former employees ned to the SPD during his
tenure. These witness statements were unsworn. [PX7KCT a civilian
attorney, obtained the following statements on behalf of BG Donahue.

a. [BO0 | GS-14, [BX7IC) |

b. [(b)('n')(C} ﬂ(b)(T)(C) lcaptah and Aide de Camp

c. LTC (Ret) [T |[FX7CT | Commander, San Francisco Division (SFD)

d. l(b)(T)(C) lgs_s'l(b)(T)(C) | :

g, [EXC) | GS-14, [P0
l(b)€7){C) l

f. LTC[®X™O | Deputy, SFD, USACE

g. [FC) | G§-15[F© ]

h, LTC[™© | Commander, SFD

i. [P | GS-14,[F7C |

i- [(b)(?)(C) 168_15’|(b)(7)(0) !

k. MAJ[BFC) |[EXTIC) ]

| [EC) | Gs-9, [EXC) ]
(bXTHC)

m. [B7E) | Gs-13,[FN© |

n. {(b](T)(C} : 1'93—13, l(b)(T)(C) [
{bXTHC)
6. Ofthe 14 emplo ded BG Donahue statements, DAIG had prakusly

interviewed 2, [{ duri L the inltial investigation (ROl 10-
028). DAIG interviewed and[ during this reconsideration review.
XX and[®X7X¢) _|were also two of elghl employees BG Donahue identified in
the initial investigation (ROI 10-028) as potential witnesses who could provide an
assessment of the CMD ¢limate. DAIG interviewed five of the eight suggested
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witnesses during the initial investigation, but [T land™_Jwere not
interviewed at that time. ‘ o '

7. In an interview with DAIG for the reconsideration review, on 11 January 2013 and a
recall interview on 17 January 2013,[P0C_ testified: -

a. The CMD climate under BG Donahue was the worst out of the six commanders
he has worked for during his tenure as the [97©) | USACE. He did not believe
that BG Donahue was a good fit for the organization. The best CMD climate was
under BG Michael Wehr, the current Commander, SPD, and COL The staff
respected COL [P’ |and was excited when she was selected to be the first femaie
Division Commander in the USACE. They were later disappointed to ieam that her
assignment was only temporary pending the amival of BG Donahue. They already
heard negative things about BG Donahue and began developing a negative
assessment about him before he arrived.

b. [P7C " Tbelieved that the Army made “poor staffing decisions,” which
polarized the workforce. Instead of COL|*""") lleaving the organization when
BG Donahue became the commander, she stayed to become BG Donahue's deputy.
One of the first public statements BG Donahue made to the staff was that the SPD was
the worst parforming division in the Corps and that the staff and previous commanders

were doing things incomectly. The staff was angered by his statement and felt
COL ings ¢ Yy 8 ngered by
criticized

was being disrespacted, and their work under COL[®'C) |was being

c. P70 " ltestified that he believed the poor climate under BG Donahue was
also atfributed to directives BG Donahue gave that conflicted with established rules
and policies that applied to civilians versus military. Most of the workforce was
accustomed to the Commander hitting the ground running, but BG Donahue asked
questions like "do civilians get Thanksgiving Day off?” He believed that BG Donahue
was a "barier to effective EEQ." BG Donahue kept the civilians past their normal work
hours, and whan it was brought o his attention regarding civilians' time, he stated, “it's
my time.” When ones civilian employee complained of sexual harassment to the Chief
of Engineers, BG Donahue contacted the smployee's senior rater (an SES) and
directed the supervisor to tell the employee to never do that again. He stated that all
issues must go through him and that he wouid decide the course of action. He stated
that if the employee who complained did anything like that again, "she wouid be
reprimanded.” Once BG Donahue was informed that this guidance was contrary to
EEO civil rights policy and that he could not try to intimidate someone making a sexual
harassment allegation, he contacted in an agitated state and indicated
that was undermining his authority.
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d. In another incident, when BG Donahue was told that he needed to have a series
of counsalings before he could permanently remove a civilian employee whom he
wanted out of the organization, BG Donahue yelled at the staff and called them
“enemies of the state.” [FC) [further testified that he witnessed BG Donahue
take a report and shake it at|®")C) | GS-15, Division Counse), and say at
the top of his voice that, ‘this is the sort of junk that comes out of the Office of Counsel
and that's why [ can't trust my Office of Counsel. [P0 |testified that
B8G Donahue did not have an effective or appropriate business communication style at
all. BG Donahue would raise his voice and literally shout at the staff and make them
feel very small and demeaned.

e. P70 ltestified that BG Donahue did not Initially accept feedback.
BG Donahue wanted him to provide names of disloyal front office personnel so that he
could validate opinions he already had. testified that military and civilian
employees came to him routinely to vent and to air their frustrations or to get
claﬂfmuon on their rights. Some employees came to him very upset and in tears. He

ad that they were thinking about filing some type of action against BG Donghue.

‘ ndicated that people began to not trust their cwn judgment.
. lestified that these employees were professionals with outstanding
peuformancs racords and years of experience, but did not feel they could trust their
judgment because some of the guidance conflicted with policy or a process that they
knew based on their years of experience. The SES personnel had their "flag” toc and
had "been around the block a time or two.” When BG Donahue wanted something
done that was contrary to the way the Corps would accomplish the task; the SESs
would call their counterparts in DC to complain about BG Donahue and say “that this
isn't the way that it's supposed to be.” At some point, BG Donahue felt that people
were ganging up on him. Employees staried lining up with the SESs versus
BG Donahue bacause they felt that they were getting more empathy from them,

f. P " Testified that he would work for BG Donahue again because
BG Donahue "was leaming" and his intentions were good. BG Donahue was not used
fo working with civilians, but he got better as time went on. BG Donahue felt the CMD
climate survey comments were personal and directed towards his famlly and that was
very hurtful to him. After the survey, BG Donahue attempted to change the way he
conducted business, but by the end of his CMD, there were "so many bridges that were
bumed and so many hurt feelings,” that it was too late.

8. In an interview with DAIG for the reconsideration review,[?"°_|testified:

O |

(bXTHC)

®X7XC) | He believed that the CMD climate under BG Donahue was the
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best he has aver seen in his[27 lyears in the military. He was nat aware of any CMD
climate issues. He heard about the CMD climate survey, but he was not aware of the
results and did not recsll anything negative as a result of the survey.

b. BG Donahue had a professional and personal leadership style. He did not
discriminate and did not uee bad language. BG Donahue would raise his voice, but he
never heard him yell, point his finger, and/or make anyone cry. BG Donahue
impiemented a number of programs to improve the climate within the division. He
believed that COL [P7'C) ]and Dr. Altendorf countermanded BG Donahue. He heard
that COL [P7C) lwouid hold meetings after BG Donahue’s meetings and that
COL[®X7XC Jand Dr. Altendorf would tell members of the staff not to follow
BG Donahue's guidance. He was fold that this occurred, but he never heard
COL[®C |or Dr. Altendorf make these comments firsthand. [F77C_|personally
worked 12, and sometimes 20-hour days, but he was not aware of any issues involving
civilians working long hours. Sometimes projects ran over, but civilians were
compensated with overtime or days off. He believed that people were overall happy
with BG Donahue's ieadarship.

9. During the initial investigation Lisutenant General (LTG) Robert L. Van Antwerp
(Ret), CG, USACE, was intarviewed on 6 October 2010. LTG Van Antwerp (Ret)
testified:

a. He ranked the SPD ninth of nine divisions at that point in time, which was stll
after BG Donahue's efforts to respond to the CMD ¢limate. LTG Van Antwerp (Ret)
attributed the poor ranking of the division to the leadership turbulence prior to
BG Donahue’s arrival, the problem with BG Donahue not having experience in USACE
or civilian organizations, and the culture of the SPD. He received feedback from the
SESs that BG Donahue was very hard on people. He also heard quite a bit of
negativity from some of the district commanders regarding BG Donahue. BG Donghue
had a lot of good ideas, but the manner and style in which he went about implementing
his ideas wera problematic, '

b. As a result of the CMD climate survey, BG Donahue conducted a number of
town halls, established an interactive website to get anonymous feedback, and held
luncheons that heiped. However, he did not know if BG Donahue could tumn the -
command around if he stayed in command. Having him deploy in January 2011 gave
the division a new start. He did not believe that he woukd have BG Donahue serve in
another division CMD. He believed that a uniformed military organization would have
been a better fit for BG Donahue. BG Donahue prided himself as being a good
teacher, but he sometimes did not put a premium on listening. He believed that
BG Donahue learned that in an organization like SPD, a lot of what a8 commander had
to do at the beginning was listen, assess, collaboratively talk about the way ahead, and
then get people to buy-in to him on what was in the best interest of the organization.
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10. A review of the remaining 12 staterents of the 14 witnesses BG Donahue's legal

counsel provided indicated that 7 were senior subordinates in the grade of LT
GS-14, or GS-15. Nine of the tweive Lre[®ne |
LTC ProfEme | [eoo MAJ BT ] and[®C  were
outside of BG Donahue's direct supervision and or rating chain the ten
Emer e | LTeEOe e MAJBXTICT 0K |and
[®7XC) | had indicated that they only saw him once or twice a week or in passing.

a. In the statements BG Donahue provided, all individuals made positive comments
about his Ieaders'Fu_(yl_g,Lh_T CMD climate, and his impact on the SPD. Ten of the
twelve witnesses [P7C) LTCPC | ]
LTC I{blfi XC) I l(b)(7)[0) "(33)(7)(‘3) MAJ BN and (D)7HC) ‘ had a favorable
opinion of BG Donahue’s demeanor and all believed that he was accessible. However,
%Mm’ B8G Donahue yelling and speaking harehly to employees, [P |
heard rumors of BG Danahue's yelling and speaking harshly to the staff, and
LTCP_ Jheard rumors that BG Donahue was too demanding and very rank
conscious. . :

b. Three witnesses (COL PO |BI10)  and LTCETC | believed
BG Donahue's orders were countermanded: however, seven witnesses|(}(7)C)
®ATNC) B |, [BITE) | LTCPO  [[PInC | and[®0©
indicated that they had no knowledge of this occurring. :

(1) COLET™ Jatatad that he heard GOL[F"™°' |and Dr. Altendorf say to the
staff that they were glad BG Donahue was traveling so they would not have to listen to
his nonsense, [P stated that on one occasion individuals did not follow his
briefing slide format. LTC[®7C |stated that he believed that two SESs
countermanded BG Donahue, but he could not recall any examples. Although these
individuals believed BG Donahue’s arders were countermanded, none of them
provided any examples of orders that were not followed.

(2) Conversely,[P7© | stated that two SESs disagreed with BG Donahue,
but the SESs were respectful. [27XC)__ |stated that BG Donahue’s orders were never
directly countermanded, but he was “slow rolled” in that the senior staff just waited until
he left the organization. MAJ[®) also believed that BG Donahue was “siow
rolled.” [PI71C) land LTC[PC " indicated they had no knowledge of
BG Donahue's orders being countermanded formally, but indicated that the senlor staff
was either contemptuous of him or did not support his orders and methods. .

ix of the twelve witnessas [P0 | [FXN0) | LTC[Eme )
R LTC[ECT] a 1!1( thought that BG Donahue was a good fit for

the organization. However, (*7© indicated that BG Donahue was not suited for
the SPD and that the organization was not meant to be led by “combat type of Soldier,
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outwardly focused on his career.” [ Jindicated that BG Donahue did not
have “previous civil works experiance,” which precipitated a culture clash.

felt it was a “failure on those who made the assignment."
indicated that the “spit/polish Army style” clashed with the “free-spirited, give-me-your-
intent-and-|-will-figure-it-out style.”

d._Four of the twelve witnassas [FC)__ ] [PX7IC) [P | and
R l indicated BG Donahue’s demeanor changed after the CMD climate
survey. [®7C) stated that BG Donahue made an honest effort to visit staff and

to make a personal connection with everyone. [P/C1_—_ latated that he noticed “the
softening of the rigor” after the CMD climate survey. However,[®77C)_|stated that
BG Donahue was hurt by the results of the CMD climate survey and became more
reserved and guarded. |*"1“ believed that BG Donahue becaime insecure and
worried about his image after the CMD climate survey. that BG Donahue
even asked[® _Jif[®]_|knew who made an official complaint against him.

joht ofthe fweive witnesses [T COL [T |LTC[PTT ]
(bX7HC) LTC (bJ(7XC) LTC (bX7)C) (b)7HC) and M7 iﬂ dicatad that

they had a favorable assessment of the CMD climate under BG Donahue. Several
staff members believed that the senior civilians contributed to the poor climate.

falt the climate was poor because it was a challenge fo control civilians
who wanted the status quo. LTC *”“Jand LTC[E™®_Jindicated that the CMD
climate improved after the two SESs left the organization. Conversely, [P0 |
MAJ[EINET ] [POCT " and indicated that the organization was more
relaxed after BG Donahue left. [°/7X©) indicated that climate was relaxed before
BG Donahue arrived and after he {eft. She stated that ‘people have calmed down.”
EITCTindicated that senior staff were relieved after he teft. [©\7©) land
RO lindicated that BG Wehr's personality or approach was better aligned with the

 office and everyone liked him,

f. Al of the witnesses except LTC[®7C) lindicated that they would work for
BG Donahus again. However,[*"7%%) felt BG Donahue lost sight of his staff,
what they were thinking, and how they perceived he treated them. LTC stated
he would not work for BG Donahue again becausa he “increased the stress levels of
troubled organizations."

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. Although BG Donahue believed that a select group of senior civilians and members
of his staff countermanded his authority, no one provided any example of an order

BG Donahue gave that was not followed. Witness testimony indicated that they heard
rumors, but no one had firsthand knowledge of any order that was not followed.
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BG Donahue and[F7'C)_Jindicated that COL[®7© |had meetings with the staff after
his mestings, but neither had firsthand knowledge of what occurred in the meetings.

2. Several factors contributed to the cimate of the organization. The previous peer-
subordinate relationship between BG Donahue and COL[FX7C! ] the poor standing of
the SPD compared to other divislons in USACE, and the experience and popularity of
COL [BI7XC Jall played a part of the dynamics affecting the climate of the organization.
Although BG Donahue was in CMD, the staff's loyaity and respect remained with
coL To transform the organization, BG Donahue needed to change the way
the organization operated, which included changing programs that COL
implemented ot played & role in implementing. LTG Van Antwerp (Ret) indicated that
BG Donshue'’s intentions were good, but the way he went about implementing his
changes was problematic.

a. The SPD was a military organization predominantly staffed by clvilian
employees. The civilian members of the SPD were unaccustomed to what some
witnesses deacribed as a “military” style. Specifically, these experienced civiliang were
normally not accustomed to senior leadars yelling or raising their voice to express their
discontent, invading their personal space, keeping them hours past their normal
scheduled work hours, and/or demeaning them in front of their peers. Witness
testimony, Including 3 of the 14 statements BG Donahue provided, also confirmed that
he yelied or spoke harshly to the staff. Several witnesses, including[F7c 24570 ,
testified the way BG Donahue spoke-to the employees would make the staff feel small
and demeaned. [P© ____ stated that some of the staff would have to recover from
“an emotional hit™ afler some of BG Donahue's meetings. He indicated that people
would be upset and would want to take a day off, go home early, or come in to his
office o tak or get clarification on their rights. He further testified that some were in
tears.

b. Witness testimony indicated BG Donahue lacked a full understanding of USACE
policies and procedures. In one of the statements BG Donahue provided,

LTC indimed that BG Donahue lacked clvil works experience, which
precipitated a culture clash. [PX7XC) [testimony indicated that BG Donahue
lacked a full understanding of civilian personnel policles and that his quidance often
clashed with standard operating procedures and processes. further
testified that the SESs were also senior leaders and felt that the guidance they were
given also conflicted with established policies and procedures. ndicated
that the staff began to line up with the SESs for empathy. According to
it became an atmosphere of “ys versus them.” All of these factors further contributed
to the CMD climate.
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¢. The evidence indicated that BG Donahue was unaware of the extent that some
members of the staff were discontented with his leadership until he received the results
of the CMD climate survey. The survey included 20 pages, many of which contained
negative comments. Some of these comments were parsonal against him, his family,
and his faith. The evidence established that as a result of the survey, BG Donahue
implemented saveral programs and procedures that greatly helped to improve the
overall CMD climate of the organization. However, testified that by the
time these programs took effect, there were “so many bridges bumed and so many
hurt feelings® that it was too late. As noted before, LTG Van Antwerp (Ret) in the
original ROA testified he did not know if BG Donahue wauld have been able to tumn it
around if he had stayed longer in command.

3. Although, BG Donahue stated that the DAIG findings failed to crifically weigh the
information provided, the additional evidence BG Donahue provided did not effectively
refute the evidence presented in the original investigation nor did it refute the
conclusion of the original investigation. A review of the evidence indicated the

- assessment of the CMD climate was accurate based on a preponderance of evidence.

a. BG Donahue’s background discussion In his 12 October 2012 memorandum
indicated the SPD was dysfunctional prior to his arrival and prone to significant
leadership tumover. He detailed the steps he took in preparation for assuming CMD,
the challenges the CMD had with its poor ranking amang the other divisions, the high
turnover of senior leaders, and the programs he implemented fo improve the command
and the CMD climate. However, none of those matters changed the fact that while in
CMD, BG Donahue failed to foster a healthy CMD climate.

(1) BG Donahue claimed that the Investigation Officer's (10's) conclusion was
‘blatantly incorrect” in stating that 18 witnesses feit the CMD climate was negative.
That statement from the original ROI refermed to the 18 witnesses who either
commented on or observed negative treatment by BG Donahue. After reviewing the
25 witness testimonies in the RO, the 14 statements BG Donahue's legal counsel
submitted, and the 2 additional withess interviews conducted in the reconsideration
review (a total of 41 interviews and 39 withesses), the avidence indicated that 9 of 39
witnesses made definitive statements that the CMD climate was good. However, other
witnesses, including threa BG Donahue provided indicated that BG Donahua yelied at
employees and did not believe he was a good fit for the organization.

(2) Aithough BG Donahue believed the CMD climate survey was flawed in that
only disgruntied empioyees participated, he indicated in the 12 October 2012
memorandum that the results generally tracked with the USACE average on 32 areas,
were below average in 7 areas, and were above average in 1 area. The areas below
average refleciad that approximately only 30 percent of the smployees agreed that
positive workplace changes occumad in the last year, that morale was good, that the
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workload was distributed evenly, that the CDR had an open door policy and
unobstructed access to him, and that the COR had an effective systern to receive
feedback from employees. Conversely, BG Donahue did not mention that the CMD
climate survey also contained 20 pages of “Employee Comments,” 17 of which
contained negative comments about the CMD climate under BG Donahus, his
leadership, and his treatment of subordinates.

(3) The CMD climate survey was completed in March 2010, eight months into
BG Donahue’s CMD. Although BG Donahue testified o taking immediate action to
resolve the issues, DAIG received complaints about BG Donahue’s climate, leadership,
and treatment of subordinates in June and July 2010 respectively, over a year after
BG Donahue assumed CMD. Additionally, the majority of witness interviews in
'ROI 10-028 were completed between July and December 2010, well into
BG Donahue'’s second year in CMD. BG Donahue’s analysis of the CMD climate
survey did not undermine the ROI's conciusion that BG Donahue failed to foster a
healthy CMD climate, and in fact supported some of the evidence that led to the
conclusion,

b. BG Donahue’s claim that the 10’s conclusions relied on withesses who wera
biased is not supported by the evidence obtained in the RO, the 14 addlitional
staternents provided by BG Donahue, and the two additional witness interviews. This
group of 38 represents a wide spectrum of wrtnesses in BG Donghue’s inner circle and
from thase outside.

¢. BG Donahue claimed that the 10's conclusions were based on secondhand
reports or opinions from the three or four witnesses who were biased towards him.
BG Donahue also asserted that there was not a single substantiated incident cited in
the report as a firsthand account. The incidents of alleged mistreatment of
subordinates referenced by BG Donahue in the original ROI were not the principal
basis for the [O's findings. Those incidents were used as examples related to dignity
and respect and were part of the basis for the 10's findings on CMD climate. Other
evidence, including testimony from LTG Van Antwerp (Ret) and[EX7_]of the four district
CDRs, helped to corroborate the 1Q's analysis of an unhealthy CMD climate.
LTG Antwerp (Ret) testified that he received feedback from the SESs that BG Donahue

was very hard on people. He aiso heard quite a bit of negativity from some of the

district commanders regarding BG Donahue. AH four of the district commanders were
interviswed durlng the original investigation. (27| of the four district CDRs made
negative bout BG Donahwe’s CMD ehmam leadership, or treatment of
subomanam further stated they would not work for BG Donahue again.

(1) The ROI reflacted what evidenoe could be verified regarding some of the

reported inci hue making subordinates cry. ]{bm“'“—lmm
BXC)  |[BNTXC) BITNC) SPD, tesiified that she saw [0 l
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P ] G813 [F00) | erying after a 90-minute meeting with
BG Donahue. [PX7XC) ___|testified that BG Donahue was incredibly intimidating and
demoralizing to the staff. She cried on multiple occasions for the first time in her
career. [PX7X0) | GS-14,[BNC) |testified that BG Donahue
berated employeea ' u g into their personal space and screaming. He witnessed
empioyees crying. [©7X© _ lalso confirmed that after meetings with BG Donahue,
members of the stalf came to his office in tears. )

2) P7CT_ " laiso confirmed the testimony of COL [*X©) ]
District Commander, who testified that BG Donahue held long meetings. Thess
meetings were described by other witnesses who testified that BG Donahue was
abusive of their time. iﬁed when informed about civiians and their
time, BG Donahue stated, “It's my time."

d. In the oniginal DAIG investigation, BG Donahue claimed the IO did not ask him
to provide names of other witnesses who could corroborate his version of events.
However, at the end of BG Donahue’s interview on 2 October 2010, BG Donahue
provided DAIG with eight names of suggested witnesses. Of those eight, the 1O

interviewed five. After a total of 26 wit W__jhe 10 concluded the
investigation on BG Donahue. However,[>*""©) and[®7© |were aiso among
Ihe aight names that BG Donahua provided. They were not interviewsd during the

tion, but were inlerviewed as reconsideration review.
(b 7)C) BXNC) EI7NC) and bK’f’KC’ ere witnesses BG Donahue

provided. Their testimonies clarified the CMD climate of tha organization and fusther
corroborated the substantiated allegation against him.

CONCLUSION: BG Donahue assumed command of the SFD at a time in which the
former CG, USACE, described the division as ninth of nine divisions in USACE. The
poor standing of the division was atiributed to the leadership turbulence prior to

BG Donahue’s arrival, the problem with BG Donahue not having experience in USACE
or civilian organizations, and the culture of the SPD. BG Donahue attempted to take ,
corrective action to improve the division's overall standing; however, he was unaware of
the extent that some members of his ataff were discontented with his leadership until he
recaived the results of & CMD climate survey. BG Donahue ook action in an atiempt to
improve the climate of the organization. He implemented several policies and programs
that enhanced the overall CMD climate, but witness testimony indicated that his .
attempts were too late.
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" RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That the substantiation of allegation that BG Donahue falled to foster a healthy CMD -
climate remain unchanged. S

2. The allegation against BG Donahue in the DAIG database remain substantiated. .

3. File this report with RO! 10-028. BYXNC)

" Investigator

APPROVED:

{ PETER M. VANGJE
Lieutenant General, USA
The inspector General
COORDINATION: BXT)(C) '
IN Legal Inltials: Date>01302¢ 3
Chief PI Initials: " Date:
IG Legal Initials: Date:_18AR 2013
Chief IN Div Initials: Date:_{3 pee 13
Encls
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LIST OF IBIT

EXHIQT (TEM

A Authority/Compiaint

A-1. Complaint, BG Donahue’s rebuttal to The inspector General, DAIG, dated
13 May 2010

A-2: Legal Reviews

B Standard: AR 20-1, paragraph 3-12

C Documents

C-1. 14 Statements in support of BG Donahue’s rebuttal request .

C-2: E-mail, dated 30 Jan 13, subject Official Matters, from BG Donahue

C-3: Briefing, subject: Servant Leadership, dated 12 Aug 10

C-4: E-mails, dated 1 Mar 10, subject.: SPD CMD Climate Survey, from
BG Donahue

C-5: E-mail, dated 12 Mar 10, subject: CMD Climate Survey - Deadline extended,
from COL“

C-6: E-mail, dated 31 Mar 10, subject: CMD Climate Survey, from BG Donahue

C-7: E-mail, dated 24 Sep 10, subject Commander's Suggestion Box - Friday,
September 24, 2010 3:14 PM (no Action), from LTC Deputy
Commander, South Pacific Division

C-8: E-mail, dated 8 Jan 11, subject: FINAL ROCK SENDS - Farewell Message,
from BG Donahue

C-9: Line and block chart of 39 witnesses interviewed by DAIG and BG Donahue'’s
legal representative

C-10: ROt 10-028 Statement Highfights

C-11: CMD Climate Survey, dated 24 March 2010

C-12: MFR, Testimony, LTC[E™C) | dated 3 December

C-13: Complaints, dated in June, July, 2010

C-14;. DAIG Evidence Matrix, Summary of the 14 Statements Provided on Behalf of

: BG Donahue, and DAIG Evidence Matrix, expanded 4 December 2012

C-15: SPD 2010 Organizational Chart

C-16: Freedom of Information Act Records Release Documsnts, dated 10 Sep 12

C-17: ROI 10-028 (base report only), approved 15 February

C-18: 1G, DOD Concurrence memorandum, dated April 8, 2011

D TestimonyiStatement

D-1; {PH7KC) FOIA: No
D-2; FQIA: No
D-3: FOIA: No
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D-4: LTG Van A P (Ret) FOIA: No
D-5; [®)X7XC) FOIA: No
D-6: |PX7)XC) FOIA: No
D-7; [P FOIA: No
D-8: BG Donahue FOlA: N/A
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

- 1700 ARMY PENTAGON

WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 13-034)
SEP 16 2013
NAME / POSITION: Brigadier General (BG) Bryan T. Roberts, former Commanding General
(CG), US Amy Training Center (USATC) and Fort Jackson, Fort Jackson, SC

ALLEGATION / FINDING # 1: The allegation that BG Roberts engaged in two
inappropriate relatlonships was substantlated

ALLEGATION / FINDING # 2: The allegation that BG Roberts improperly used
government resources was substantiated..

BACKGROUND:

1. On 13 February 2013, the US Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID), Quantico, VA,
was notified of a complaint from the j(bX7XC) -

Fort Jackson, SC. The[(b){7)C) stated that he received a call and text
messages from a female who alleged thal she was assaulted by a “senior military officer” who
worked on Fort Jackson. The female in question refused to fully identify herself and refused to
disclose any information pertaining to the senior officer’s identification. CID later identified the
complainant 2d®©) g non-Depaltment of Defense (DOD) affiliated female,
and the “senior military officer’ as BG Roberts. -

2. In sworn statements to CID,{(b){7)(C) lindicated that she met BG Roberts in May 2011
and entered into a consensual, sexual relationship with him two months later. The relationship
continued unrl_E_e,bmam_ZQﬁ‘ On 13 February 2013, whife at BG Roberts’s quarters on
Fort Jackson](bX7)C) got into a fight with BG Roberts over her cellular phone when
[BXC) Jinadvertently called BG Roberts’s wife. The altercation tumed physical when
she slapped BG Roberts, and it her lip. n BG Roberts bit her, her lip bled and required
her to seek medical attention‘l(bi'(?)(c) also suffered an eye injury. [(BX7)C) ]
alleged that during the course of their relationship, she had.three other physical altercations with
BG Roberts. Three of the four incidents required her to seek medical attention.

3. Dunng the course of the CID investigation, te!ephone reco (7' c;
—

e with o) (7 (C) 16S-12,
(b)(?}(C) | and®)7X(C) GS-14,

(bX7)C)
admitted that she too had a consensual, sexual relationshi
serving as the Deputy CG (DCG), USAREC. In addition (B)7HC) }oid investigators that
BG Roberts sai -deployed to Irag, his wife accused him of having
Thel(b) [m question was later identified as
JC) ] now serving as the{b)7)(C)
] LTC [BY7XC) _ vas a major at the time and
served as BG Roberts’s [0)(7)(©) jwhen he was a colonel.

In a CID interview,[(6)(1)(C) |
Roberts while he was

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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4. CID investigated the allegation that BG Roberts assaulted[[B)(7)(C) ] On 12 April
2013, CID referred the allegations that BG Roberts engaged in inappropriate and/or sexual
relationships, and improperly used govemment resources to the Department of the Army
Inspector General (DAIG) Agency for appropriate action.

5. On 19 August 2013, The Inspector General directed a DAIG investigation pending final
receipt of the CID investigation and the Article 15 proceedings.

6. DAIG notified BG Roberts on 21 August 2013, and LTC [BXD(C)_Jon 15 May 2013, that
they were subjects in a DAIG investigation. LTC was notified that the investigation
centered on an inappropriate relationship with a senior official. BG Roberts was notified that the
investigation centered on the allegations that he engaged in inappropriate, sexual relationships

and improperly used government resources.

a. Both BG Raberts and LTC|(B)X7)C) Heclined to testify.

b. The only evidence of a potentially inappropriate relationship between BG Roberts and
LTC[BI7NC) ame from statement to CID. stated that BG Roberts
told her that his wife accused him of an inappropriate relationship with his[E)_] but BG Roberts
denied the affair. As noted, both BG Roberts LTCIBNTHC) sed to answer any
questions. On 12 June 2013, DAIG contacted®(7)(C) BG Roberts’s wife, and
she also declined fo tesfify. Due to the lack of any additional investigative leads, DAIG did not
continue its investigation of this alleged inappropriate relationship.

7. On 2 August 2013, the CID Report of Investigation — Final/SS1-0039-2013-CID043-36745-
5C2B determined BG Roberts assaulted (b)(7XC) jon three separate occasions. The
Commander, US Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), imposed an Article 15 on
BG Roberts for assault, aduitery, and conduct unbecoming an officer. After being found guilty of
all three offenses at the Article 15 proceeding, BG Roberts received a written reprimand and
was ordered to forfeit $2,500 pay per month for two months.

8. BG Roberts appealed the finding from the Article 15, but his appeal was denied.

9. This investigation will focus on the allegations that BG Roberts engagéd in inappropriate
and/or sexual relationships, and improperly used government resources. It will not focus on any
of the offenses that were the subject of the Article 15 proceedings.

ALLEGATION # 1: The allegation that BG Roberts engaged in two inappropriate
relationships was substantiated. Evidence contained in a3 CID Report of investigation
indicated that BG Roberts engaged in inappropriate, sexual relationship with{(b)}(7}C) |
Phone records further indicated that BG Roberts engaged in an inappropriate relationship with
|{b)(7)(0) ]I(b)(T)(C) were subordinate civilian employees.

[Investigating Officer (I0) Note: These inapprapriate relationships were not addressed in the
Article 15 proceedings.]
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STANDARDS:

1. Section §3583 of title 10, United States Code (USC), states all commanding officers and
others in authority in the Army are required to show in themselves a good example of virtue and
hohor and are guard against and suppress all dissolute practices and to correct, according to
the laws and regufations of the Army, all persons who are guilty of them; to take all necessary
and proper measures, under the laws, regulations, and customs of the Amy; and to promote
and safeguard the morale, the physical well-being, and the general welfare aof the officers and
enlisted persons under their command or charge.

2. Army Regulation (AR) 800-100 (Army Leadership), 8 March 2007, states, in paragraph 2-1,
that all leaders are responsible for setting and exemplifying the highest ethical and professional
standards as embodied in the Army Values. '

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. On 19 March 2013, CID obtained BG Roberts’s government cellular records to determine the

frequency of his communications withi(b)(7)(C) Those records not enly reflected calls

‘ ey also reflected that BG Roberts had 241 calls
between him and(tX7}C)  [over a four month period, and 936 calls between him and

BY7XC) ver a six-month period. These calls included calls made in the late evening, in the
early moming, on weekends, and on holidays. ‘

2. With respect td(b)X7)XC) the CID Agent's Investigation Report, dated 11 April 2013,
reflects that|(b)(7)(C)  [stated that she and BG Roberls engaged in a consensual, sexual
refationship that began in December 2010 and lasted approximately six menths, At the time,
BG Roberts was assianed as the DCG, USAREC, and[®XD©)  Jwas a[BXDC) ] civilian
employee. {(BX7)XC)  |explained that she and BG Roberts maintained regular contact with each
other during his deployment in Iraq (from September o December 2011).

a.[BY7)C)__|stated that during the course of their relationship (December 2010 to June
2011), while BG Roberts was assigned to Fort Knox, she stayed at BG Roberts’s quarters on
Fort Knox, KY. After BG Roberts moved to Fort Jackson, SC, in March 201 2,
travelled to Fort Jackson to visit him. On two different occasions, BG Roberts stayed with her in
guest housing on Fort Jackson.

b. When BG Roberts travelled to Norfolk, VA, in a temporary duty (TDY) status[B)7{C) |
stayed with him for two to four days. A review of BG Roberts’'s TDY vouchers indicated that
BG Roberts was TDY in Hampton, VA, from 21 to 26 July 2012. Hampton was approximately
168 miles from Norfolk, VA,

c. |(BX7)XC) |stated BG Roberts was never physically abusive towards her. She ended the
relationship because it was “not going anywhere.” The last time she saw BG Roberts was in
December 2012, :

3. With respect td®)(7(© during a DAIG interview[(5)7)(C) festified that she met
BG Roberts when he became the CG, USATC, on or about Mar 2. She visited
BG Roberts's quarters approximately 40 to 50 times, but less than 5 times while he was there.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
3




@ | e
SAIG-IN (ROI 13-034)

The visits were to resolve maintenance issues with his quarters. She did not recall conducting
business alone with BG Roberis. She never met Mrs. Roberts and had no knowledge of

BG Roberts being a violent person. She was unaware of any inappropriate relationships that
BG Roberts may have had with other women.

a. During the DAIG interviewas informed that DAIG had phane records that
reflected over 900 phone calls exchangéd between her and BG Roberts. 50 percent of the calls
were made in the late evening, early morning, weekends, and on holidays. The evidence
indicated that on Saturday, 4 August 2012, two calls were made after 0200, and on Saturday,
26 August 2012, there were 11 phane calls made between BG Roberts
throughout the day starting at 0830 and ending at 2325, one call lasting 91 minutes.

b. Whe was asked the purpose of phone calls placed at 0200, 2300, and a
total of three calls made on Christmas estified | don't know.” When asked the
purpose of the calls made on the weekends, she inilially testified that she did not know and later
stated that it colld be “to talk about motorcycles or work-related issues.”

c.testiﬁed that she was BG Roberts's “sounding board.” She provided an
“opportunity for him to “vent”. . . . and to “discuss changes at Fort Jackson.” She testified that
she maintained a “cordial, relaxed friendship” with him. She did not know how she would
describe her relationship with BG Roberts. She later testified that she thought of BG Roberts as
a "boss and friend.”

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

1. With respect to [(PX7)C)  |the evidence established that BG Roberts, a married senior
official, engaged in an inappropriate, sexual relationship with[PX0C)___ |a civilian gavernment
employee, that began in Degember 2010 while BG Roberts was serving as the Deputy CG,
USAREC.

. AN ‘
aPDC " served in thef O |and was effectively under
BG Roberts’s chain of command. Based on(b}7)(C) pdmissions of a sexual relationship

with BG Roberts, the evidence established G Roberts, while mamried fo someone else,
wrangfully had sexual relations with [(EX7)XC) _ |a subordinate employee. The sexual
relationship between BG Roberts and{®)(7)(C)  was improper.

b. BG Roberts continued a pattern of inappropriate behavior while serving as the
CG, USATC. The evidence established that BG Roberts continued an on-and-off relationship
with [B)7}(C) _while maintaining constant contact with both while he was married
to someone else.

2. With respect tol(PX7XC) | although she denied having an inappropriate and/or sexual
relationship with BG Roberts, the evidence indicated that the time and frequency of the 936
phone calls between[(b)(7XC) _ land BG Raberts in a six-month period was consistent with an
inappropriate relationship. estimony was less than credible when she testified
that she couid "not recall” the specific purpose for the late evening, early morning, weekends,
and haliday phone cans “cordial, relaxed friendship” with BG Roberts exceeded
an acceptable senior/subordinate relafionship with his constant interaction with her. As the CG,
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USATC, BG Roberts's constant contact with|®X7)XC) | raises significant questions regarding
BG Roberts's judgment in establishing such a close personal relationship with a subordinate
Fort Jackson civilian employee.

3. As a general officer, serving as the DCG, USAREC, and then the CG, USATC, Fort Jackson,
BG Roberts was expected to demonstrate a good example of virtue and honor, and to exemplify
the highest ethical and professional standards as embodied in the /2 Values. BG Roberts
failed in these expectations by having a sexual refationship wit BG Roberts further
failed to demonstrate exemplary conduct when he entered into an inappropriate relationship that
exceeded an acceptable senior/subordinate relationship with|(2)(7)C) i(b)(?’)(C)

(EXN(C) ere both subordinate civilian employees.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of credible evidence established that BG Roberts failed to
demonstrate a good example of virtue and honor, and failed ta exemplify the highest ethical and
professional standards as embodied in the Army Values. The allegation that BG Roberts
engaged in two inappropriate relationships was substantiated.

ALLEGATION # 2: The allegation that BG Roberts improperly used government
resources was substantiated. Cellular phone records and e-mail messages indicated that
BG Roberts misused government resources to facilitate personal relationships with women
other than his wife.

STANDARDS:

1. Section 2635.704 of title 5, Code of Federal Regulations, Use of Government Property,
states an employee has a duty to protect and conserve government property and will not use
such property, or allow its use, for other than authorized purposes.

2. DOD 5500.07-R (Joint Ethics Regulation (JER)), states in subsection 2-301, that Federal
“Government communication systems shall be for official use and authorized purposes only.
Authorized purposes include brief communications made by DOD employees while they are
traveling on Government business to notify family members of official transportation or schedule
changes. They also include personal communications from the DOD employee's usual
workplace that are most reasonably made while at the workplace. Authorized purposes may
include personal communications from the employee’s workplace only when they (1) do not
adversely affect the performance of official duties, (2) are of reasonable duration and frequency
and whenever possible made during personal time, (3) serve a legitimate public interest, and (4)
do not put Federal communications systerns to uses that would reflect adversely on DOD or the
Army. :

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. BG Roberts’s government cellular records reflected there were 1,207 phone calls between
him andl(b)(?)(C) | between 2 August 2012 and 1 February
2013.

fIO Note; CID requested phone and e-mail records dating back to June 2011, but August 2012
was the earliest date that the cellular phone records were available, and June 2012 was the
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_g_amgg_t_c_igtg_mag_ginaﬂ_ﬁmlrds were available. CiD was ieve text messages for
(EX7)C) The text messages involving|(®)7)C) were provided by

(EX7XC)

2. With respect tq(b)(7)(C) | BG Roberts's govemment cellular ph
4 August 2012 through 17 December 2012 indicated that BG Roberts amj(b)(?)(c) |
exchanged 31 telephone calls. [(B)7)(C) Istated to CID that BG Roberts’s government
cellular phone number was the one humber she used to contact BG Roberts. She saved
BG Roberts’s phone number in her phone as “BTRBG.” On five different occasions, she
changed her phone number to "protect his career.” She stated that she and BG Reoberts
devised code words to say | love you® in text messages because BG Roberts was worried
about someaone monitoring his phone. The phrase “Roger that!!!” meant "l love you,” or the
symbol “!II” by iiself meant that he loved her. They also used °ILY!!" to say “| love you.”
[EX(CY lalso photographed an e-mail she received from BG Roberts’s government
e-mail account that stated, “I'm not trying to forget you." The date of the e-mail was unknown.
BG Raberts’'s phone records indicated that 30 percent of the phone calls to[(b)(T)(C) |
occurred in late evening or early momning.

3. With respect tf®)N(C) BG Roberts’s cellular phone records from 2 August 2012 through
13 December 2012 indicated that BG Roberts and|(b)(7)(C) _ |exchanged 241 telephone calls.

The phone records indicated that 60 percent of the phone calls occurred in late evening, in early
‘morming, during weekends, and on holidays. Some of the phane calls accurred as early as
0500 in the moming and as late as 2400 at night {bX7XC) |indicated that her phane
conversations with BG Roberts were personal in nature. At the time the calls occurred,

BG Roberts was the CG, USATC, and he had no professional reason for his communication

wit » The e-mail evidence from 25 June to 25 December 2012 from his government
e-mail account, indicated the correspondence between BG Roberts and(b)(7)(C)

in nature,_hawever, several e-mails were personal. In a 19 October 2012 e-mail, B
refers tqCX7)HC)  las [BY7)( ] in a 22 October 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states to
“You make my heart smile.” In a 25 December 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states, “Merry
Christmas to you aisol(b)m . . . I've missed you very much. Bryan.”

4. With respect to{(tX7)(C) BG Roberts’s cellular phone records from 2 August 201210
1 February 2013 indicated that BG Roberts and [(b)(7}C)  ]Jexchanged 936 telephone calls,

averaging more than five calls per day. The phone records indicated that approximately

50 percent of the phone calls occurred in late evening, in early morning, on weekends, and on
holidays. Some of the phone calls occurred as early as 0200 in the morning and as late as
2300 at night. The records indicated that multiple calls were exchanged during the
Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year holidays. [P)X7XC)  lestified that she could not recall
the exact nature of those phone calls. - CID obtained a totarl of three e-mails exchanged between
BG Roberts andfrom 29 December 2012 to 5 April 2013. All e-mails were generic
in hature.

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

1. Over a seven-manth period from August 2012 to February 2013, BG Roberts used his
government cellular phone to make more than 1,207 calls to three women. The evidence
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established that BG Roberts used his government celiular phone to facilitate inappropriate
and/or sexual relationships with women other than his wife. C

2. The JER states that Federal Government communication systems shall be for “official use”
and “authorized purposes” only. According to the JER, “authorized purposes” may include
personal communications from the employee’s workplace only when they (1) do not adversely
affect the performance of official duties, (2} are of reasonable duration and frequency and
whenever possible made during personal time, (3) serve a legitimate public interest, and (4) do
not put Federal communications systems to uses that would reflect adversely on DOD or the
Army.

3. E-mails and text messages from BG Roberts's government accounts were not for “official
use” but were personal, and sometimes intimate in nature. The evidence indicated that

BG Roberts attempted to conceal his unauthorized use of government resources by developing
code words with|(B)(7)(C) or had {(b}7)(C) hange her phone number. The 31
calls t®)(7)(C) |the 247 calls to e 936 calls tere not
a reasonable use of government communication systems. The evidence éstablished that the
calis did not serve a iegitimate public interest and reflected adversely on DOD and the Army.

4. The JER further stipulates that authorized use of govemment communication systems
includes personal communications from the DOD employee's usual workplace that are most
reasonably made while at the workplace. The 1,207 government cellular calls exchanged
between BG Roberts and [{(E)(7)(C) Joccurred at varying
times throughout the day, evening, night, weekends, and holidays to facilitate sexual and/or
inappropriate relationships. The evidence indicated that the phone calls exchanged were not for
authorized purposes, excessive, and not a reasonable use of a government communication
system.

5. BG Roberts had a duty as a senior official to protect and conserve gavernment property.
BG Roberts’s use of government resources to further his relationships with women other that his
wife was inappropriate.

CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG Roberts improperly used government resources was
substantiated.

OTHER MATTER: AR 380-67 (Department of the Army Personnel Secwity Program),

7 October 1988, states, in paragraph 8-2, that any derogatory information of the nature specified
in paragraph 2-24 of the same regulaticn, be referred, by the most expeditious means, to the
commander ar security officer of the individual. Paragraph 2-4p lists as one criteria "[f]ailing or
refusing to answer or to authorize others to answer questions or provide informalion required by
a congressional committee, court, or agency in the course of an official inquiry whenever such
answers or information concern relevant and material matters pertinent to an evaluation of the
individual's trustworthiness, reliability, and judgment.” On 16 May 201 S,i@m(‘;’

refused to answer questions in the aforementioned investigation. This refusal meets the criteria
as establigshed in AR 380-67.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This report be approved and the case closed.

2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General for appropriate action.
l(b)(T)(C)

(BY(7)C)

(BX7TXC)

Investigator Investigator

(i Moy

PETER M. VANGJEL
Lieutenant General, USA
The Inspector General
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT

A Authority/Complaint

A-1:
A-2:
A-3:

Directive
Complaint
Legal Reviews

B Standards:

B-1:
B-2:
B-3:

Title 10 USC, Section 3583, Requirement of Exemplary Conduct
AR 600-100, Army Leadership, dated 8 Mar 07
Title 5 CFR, Section 2635.704, Use of Government Property

€ Documents:

C-1:
C-2:
C-3:

C-4;
C-5;
C-6:
C-7:
C-8:
C-9

Witness Information Chart

Tricare-Health Care Coverage Letter-Marital Status Information

CID Report of Investigation — 2nd Status/SSI1-0039-2013-CID043-36745-5C2B,
13 Feb 13 _

Agent's Investigation Report, 11 Apr 13 '

Affidavit Supporting Request for Authorization to Search and Seize, 14 May 13

Telephone Records of

Telephone Records o ®)7)C)

Telephone Records of |(PX7)(C)

CID e-mail requesting phone records

C-10: BG Roberts’s Travel Voucher to Hampton, VA

C-11:

C-12;
C-13:

C-14;
C-15:
C-16:
C-17:

C-18:
C-19:

CID Report of Investigation — Final/SSI1-0039-2013-CID043-36745-5C2B, 2 Aug 13
Report of Proceeding Under Article 15, 7 Aug 13
LTG®NNNC) Officer Record Brief and OERs for the period she served as the
(b)) [for BG Roberts
-mail, 16 May 13, subject: Subject Notification, from LTC BXTHE) Heclining to
testify and FOIA Request
E-mail, 21 Aug13, subject: BG Roberts, from attorney representing BG Roberts
declining to testify
E-mail between BG Roberts and|(E}7)C)
E-mail between BG Roberts and
E-mail between BG Roberts and
AR 380-67, 7 Oct 88

D Testimony: [P(7XC) FOIA: No

E Notifications:

E-1: LTC{®NPIC)

E-2: BG Roberts (subject)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ‘
OFRCE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

AUG 23 03
US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
: {Case 13-024)

NAME / POSITION: Brigadier General {BG) Martin P. Schweitzer, Deputy Director for
Regional Operations, J-3, The Joint Staff, Washington, D.C.

[Investigating Officer (I0) Note: BG Schweitzer was a Colonel (COL) and assigned as
the Deputy Commanding General {Operations), 82™ Airbome (ABN) Division, Fort
Bragg, North Carolina (NC), at the time of his alleged impropriety.]

ALLEGATION / FINDING # 1: The allegation that BG Schweitzer failed to
demonstrate exemplary conduct was substantiated.

ALLEGATION / FINDING # 2: The allegation that BG Schweitzer used an Army
communication system for an unauthorized purpose was suhstantiated.

BACKGROUND:

1. On 17 June 2013, the Department of the Army Inspector General Agency (DAIG)
recsived notification from the Office of The Judge Advocate General (OTJAG) of
potential impropriety by BG Schweitzer. OTJAG provided e-mails BG Schweitzer sent
that may have been inappropriate and an improper use of his government e-mail.

2. On 8 July 2013, The Inspector General directed that DAIG investigate.

ALLEGATION #1: The allegation that BG Schwaeitrer falled to demonstrate
exemplary conduct was substantiated. Two e-malls sent by BG Schweitzer from his
govemment e-mail account appeared to have been Improper.

STANDARD: Section 3583 of title 10, United States Code, Exemplary Conduct, states
that all commanding officars and others in authority In the Army are required to show in
themselves a good example of virtue, honor, patriotism, and subordination to guard
against and suppress all dissolute and immoral practices.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. Lieutenant Colonel (LTC)[®"*! | Prosecutor, XVili ABN Corps,
Fort Bragg, NC, stated that his office obtained e-mails from the computers of

BG Jeffrey A. Sinclair, former Deputy Commanding General (Support), 82™ ABN
Division, Fort Bragg, NC, as part of an ongoing criminal investigation against

BG Sinclalr. During a review of these e-mails, his office identified certaln e-malis that
invoived senior Amy officials and contained potentially inappropriate content. The
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senior Army officials involved with these e-mails were Lieutenant General (LTG)
James L. Huggins, former Commanding General, 82™ ABN Division, Fort Bragg, NC;
BG Schweltzer; and BG Sinclair. LTCfﬂce forwarded the questionable
e-malils to the Staff Judge Advocate (SJA), XVIll ABN Corps, who then forwarded them
to OTJAG.

{10 Note: LTG Huggins was a Major General and BG Sinclair was a COL at the time of
the e-mails. Allegations against LTG Huggins and BG Sinclair of improper use of Army
communications systems are addressed in Other Matters.]

2. A chain of e-mails (total of four), dated 22 March 2011, between LTG Huggins,
BG Schweitzer, and BG Sinclair, subject: [D)7) [P0C)

[I0 Note: BG Schwesitzer incomrectly spelied {(0)7)C) P |name in the
subject line of this e-mail.]

a. BG Schweitzer initiated the e-mail chain, writing to LTG Huggins and BG Sinclair.

i rovided an update to LTG Huggins regarding his meeting with
(bX7XC) BX7XC) “Briefing went well . . . she

was engaging . . . had done her homework. She wants us to know she stands with us
and will work / push to get the Fort Bragg family[PC) | BG Schweltzer also
included the comment, “She is smoking hot.”

b. LTG Huggins responded to both BGs Schweitzer and Sinclair in an e-mail,
“Damn, Jeff — Marty pulled a[®™C__Jon us.”

[1O Note: referred to Ms.[D7X©) | a model, news correspondent,
and television host. Ms.[P"™  ]has participated in several United Service
Organization tours in support of military perscnnel.]

c. BG Sinclair followed in an e-mail to both LTG Huggins and BG Schweitzer, “He
sucks . . . still need to confirm hotness.”

d. BG Schweitzer sent the final e-mail in the chain, “Sonry it took so long to get back
[®X7N©) |

e. BG Schweitzer sent the e-mails from his goverment e-mail account.

3 [
[BINE)

(b)7XC)
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bXTNC)

(b)7XHC)

b.

[1O Note: Other e-mails OTJAG provided did not reflect any impropriety by
BG Schwaitzer or LTG Huggins. These e-mails are included as Exhibits C-1 and C-4.]

4. BG Schweltzer testified:

a. Regarding the chain of e-mails, subject: (D)) PFC) ]

{1) He sent his initial e-mail to update LTG Huggins on his meeting with

[(BYT)C) She had been a guest of the command. His update
constituted the official purpose of this e-mail. He referred ta|(®}7)(C) S

as "smoking hot” in response to a radio or TV spot that he had recently seen where a
commentator had made a flattering comment about her looks. He intended his
"smoking hot” comment to be humorous. He realized it was an inappropriate comment.

(2) Unfortunately his comment about{(c)(7)(C) XN Jlooks in his
initial e-mail caused the three follow-on e-mails. LTG Huggins's response, “Marty pulled
a[®7C)__ lon us," referred to a private meeting that LTG Huggins had with
Ms. in Afghanistan several years prior. Ms.had requested to meet
with LTG Huggins privately to discuss Soldier morale issues. It was a running joke
between LTG Huggins and BG Sinclair that LTG Huggins purposely arranged the
private meeting with Ms. LTG Huggins's e-mail response was “self-
teprecating.”

(3) His e-mail response [*X)(C) |
was “childish” and “truly stupid.” He tried to be funny, but it was a “misguided attempt at
humor.® He could provide no other context. He regretted sending this e-mail
immediately after he sent it Further, soon after he sent it, LTG Huggins comrected him
for it face to face. LTG Huggins told him it was not funny. He immediately "intemalized”
LTG Huggins's correction.

~ (4) This chain of e-mails was shared between a very limited audience, his boss
and a peer. He attempted to be funny, but realized the inappropriateness of some of his
comments. It was a “misguided attampt to get a laugh from two of my close working
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partners.” He deeply regretted sending both e-mails, excluding his official update to
LTG Huggins. '

b. |(b)(7)(0) l

(B)7)C)

5. BG Schweitzer provided additional comments via e-mail to further address the
allegation that he failed to demonstrate exemplary conduct:

a. "My comments were a terrible attempt at humor. | didn’t mean them literally or
figuratively, | simply meant them to try and be funny during a very tense period within
the command to a limited audience. | know they were not appropriate. It was stupid.”

b. "My comments were wrong. However, | am an honorable man; live by the Army
values and try to do what ig right. I-am not perfect. This horrible attempt at a joke was
simply that, a horrible attempt at a joke. It is not who | am nor is it a representation of
my values. | believe | am a good example, and try to live by the right virtues. | am
patriotic and do not engage in dissolute or immoral practices.”

c. “This email was not good — but it is not reflective of my intent or what | was trying
to do nor is it reflective of who | am and nor is it reflective of 99.999% of everything 1
have done in my career.”

6. LTC[P_]confirmed that he did not identify any other questionable or troubling
a-mails involving BG Schwsitzer and LTG Huggins other than thosa forwarded to the
OTJAG. ‘

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

1. BG Schweitzer's “smoking hot" comment in the first e-mail was the catalyst from
which illadvised humor devolved into the vulgar and unacceptable comment that
followed. Soon after referring to [EX7)(C) B |as “smoking hot,”

BG Schweltzer followed up with a comment about|®}7)(C) | Although

BG Schweltzer was clearly ioking, his comment abou{®)(")(C) following his
reference to|(bX7)(C) [PX7C)_ |appearance was offensive and unprofessional.
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2. [BC)

I(’b)ﬂ (C)

3. BG Schweitzer acknowledged the inappropriateness of his comments. He made the
comments in an attempt to be humorous. His e-mails were shared among only two
people, his boss and a peer. LTG Huggins verbally corrected BG Schweitzer for his
sexually inappropriate comment. BG Schweitzer intemalized the importance of being
more mindful of the words he usad in e-mails and has since been more careful in his
carrespondence. BG Schweltzer deeply regretied his “misguided” comments and never
intended to offend anyone. There was ng pattem or any indication that BG Schweitzer
made any other inappropriate comments. This conduct was limited to those two
comments he made in two e-mails from over two years ago.

4. BG Schweitzer's sexually explicit e-mail did not refiect favorably on him and did not,
in this instance, show him as demonstrating respectful or professional behavior.

BG Schweitzer's comments were shared with only ftwo other indlviduals and had no
adverse impact on his unit or any individual; however, they certainly were not
exemplary.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of credible evidence reflected that BG Schweitzer
made inappropriate cornments, His comments were not consistent with exemplary
conduct. '

ALLEGATION #2: The allegation that BG Schweitzer used an Army
communication system for an unauthorized purpose. An e-mail BG Schweitzer
sent from his government e-mail account appeared to have been an inappropriate use
of government e-mail.

STANDARD: Army Regulation (AR) 25-1 (Army Knowledge Management and
Information Technology), 4 December 2008, paragraph 6-1, states that Soldiers and

- Department of the Army Civilians may hot use Army communications systems in a way
that would adversely reflect on DoD or the Amny. This includes uses involving sexually
explicit e-mail or subversive and other uses that are incompatibie with public service.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY: BG Schweitzer testified that he signed a user
agreement regarding the use of his govemment e-mail. He understocd the prohibition
against pomography. He may not have fully understood the “left and right” limits
regarding sexual references in e-mails. He knew there was no expectation of privacy
regarding his govemment e-mail. He typically received 600-700 e-mails per day while
serving as the DCG, He attempted to respond to every e-mail.
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ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

1. AR 25-1 states that Soldiers may not use Army communications systems that would
adversely reflect on DoD or the Army. This includes uses involving sexually explicit
e-mail,

[
l(b)'(?)(C)

as "smoking hot,” BG Schweitzar followed up with a comment about

While BG Schweitzer was clearly joking, his comment about

©X7)(C) | following his reference 1o [(0)(7)(C) [PX7XC) Jappearance clearly
crossed the line with respect to the proper use of his govermment e-mail. It had no
official purpose, it was sexually explicit, and it adversely reflected on DoD and the Ammy.

3. BG Schweitzer's com n ill-advised humor into vulgar, sexuall
explicit comments about a|()(7)(C) Soon after referring to[(B)(7)(C) |
]

BOIGLS)

4. BG Schweitzer acknowledged the inappropriateness of his comments. He made the
comments in an attempt to be humorous and never intended to offend anyone. There
was no pattemn or any indication that BG Schweitzer made any other inappropriate
comments using his govermment e-mall; his improper use of his government e-mail
appeared to be limited fo his e-mail comments from over two years ago.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of credible evidence reflected that BG Schweitzer
used an Army communication system for an unauthorized purpose.

OTHER MATTERS:

1. Although LTG Huggins was included on some of the e-mails provided by the OTJAG,
there was insufficient evidence to Identify any impropriety by L TG Huggins. Further,
LTG Huggins took action by correcting BG Schweltzer face to face for his inappropriate
comments.

2. Although evidence indicated that BG Sinclair may have improperly used his
govemment e-mail, DAIG did not investigate matters against BG Sinclair because he is
currently pending court-martial proceedings.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. This report be approved and the case closed.
2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General.

3. Take no action regarding the Other Matter Issues and record as dropped.

(PX7XC)

(bX7)(C)

IG Investigafor IG Investigator

D.

véf%v 1 45’7
A

Lieutenant General, US
The Inspector General

Encls
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT [ITEM
A Authority/Complaint
A-1; Directive
A-2: Legal Reviews
B Standard
B-1: Title 10 United States Code, section 3583, Exemplary Conduct
B-2:. AR 251
c Documents
C-1:  Chain of E-mails, dated 14 March 2011, between BG Schweitzer,
LTG Huggins, and BG Sinclair
C-2: Chain of E-mails, dated 22 March 2011, between BG Schweitzer,
LTG Huggins, and BG Sinclair
c-3: [P
C-4: E-mail, dated 26 May 2013, sent by BG Sinclar fo BG Schwenzer
D Testimon
D-1: LTC MFR) FOIA: No
D-2:. BG Schweitzer FOIA: Yes
E Notifications
E-1: LTG Scaparrotti
E-2. Vice Admiral Kurt W. Tidd
E-3: BG Schweitzer (subjsct)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

MAR 1 2(2012

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
(Case 12-60009)

SUBJECT: Alleged Impropriety by BG Sean P. Mulholland J-3, US Special Operations
Command, MacDill AFB, FL, and FORMER Deputy Commander, US Forces-
Afghanistan (USFOR-A) (North), Afghanistan

(B)7TXC)

.{b) (N(C)] (EXHIBIT A)
2. Recommendations:

a. Monitor DOD action in the matters.

b. File this report as DIG 12-60009.

BYTIC)
DAC, IG
' Investigator

APPROVED:
PETER M. VA%GJEL 5 :
Lieutenant General, USA
The Inspector General
COORDINATION: - |

(BYTHC) .
iN, Legal Initial Date: 20120{65
Chief, P1Br Initials Date: £ J... 2=i %
Chief, INDIV  Initials Date: }1 Fa~ 172
Encl
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
(Case 12-60009)
(UPDATE)

- JAN 11 208

NAME/POSITION: BG Sean P. Mulholland, J-3, US Special Operations Command, MacDill Air
Force Base, FL and Former Deputy Commander, US Forces Afghanistan (USFOR-A) (North),
Afghanistan , :

1. ALLEGATIONS/CONCLUSIONS:

a. The allegation that BG Mulholland improperly allowed contract workers to eat in a U.S.
dining facility at no charge, in violation of DOD 7000.14-R, DOD Financial Management
Regulation, Volume 12, Special Accounts, Funds, and Programs, Chapter 19, Food Service
Program, dated May 2011 was substantiated.

(B)7XC)

2. BACKGROUND:
ey

¢. On 17 November 2011, the Commander, USFOR-A, expanded the scope of the AR 15-6
investigation, to include determining the facts and circumstances surrounding authorization of
several contractors to eat at the Camp Marmal dining facility in Afghanistan at US expense.

¢. The resulis of the AR 15-6 determined that BG Muiholiand signed a memorandum for
record, dated 6 June 2011, authorizing 15 Afghanistan Utilities Service workers to eat three
meals a day at no charge to the U.S. dining facility on Camp Marmal from mid-June through late

November 2011.

d. On 18 December 2012, DAIG received notification from Investigations of Senior Officials
Directorate DOD IG that they had completed their oversight review
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(DOD IG Case # 11-122049-493) of the USFOR-A investigation. The investigation determined
that BG Mutholland violated DOD 7000.14-R, Volume 12, Chapter 19, when he allowed contract
workers to eat in a US dining facility at no cost. As mitigation BG Mulholland believed he was
acting within his auﬂ'lonty when he allowed the workers to eat in a US dining facility because he
- had received a legal review opinion pem'utung h|m to do so. The other allegation was not
substantiated (EXHIBIT C)

3. RECOMMENDATIONS:

a. Record the allegation that BG Mulhalland improperly allowed contract workers to eat in a
U.S. dining facility at no charge, in violation of DOD 7000.14-R, DOD Financial Management
Regulafion, Volume 12, Special Accounts, Funds, and Programs, Chapter 19, Food Service
Program, dated May 2011, in the IN database as substantiated.

(BA7XC)

c. Inform OTJAG of the substantiated finding.

(OYTHC)

[(D)WC‘? | Board Screen Action Team
APPRQVED:

ETER M. VANGJEL 5//

Lieutenant General, USA
The Inspector General
COORDINATION:
IN, Legal Iniitiats () Dﬁ;" 135 g
Chief, SLA Initials: Date”
IG, Legal Initials: Date: ’TJ'au 3
Chief, INDIV Initials: Date: X Saq3
DTIG Initials: Date: gt do (3
Encis
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY '
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 203104700

ocT 6 AW

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
{Case 11-00101)

NAME/POSITION: [B)X7)(C) )
BXIHC) | G (Rel] Timothy B. Britt, former Chief of the

Joint Staff ia National Guard (GANG): [B)X7)(©) |
E)7)C)

BACKGROUND: On 13 April 2011 through 28 September 2011, DAIG received six
complaints on GANG personnel. Four of the six complaints with allegations against

[(BX7X)C) _ _ were
addressed in DIG 11-00046. The remaining two complaints with allegations against

[BY7XC) | BG Tim Britt,}(£)(7)(C) ) |are addressed in this
inquiry.

- ALLEGATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1. The allegation that BG Tim Britt and Cngaged‘ in an inappropriate
relationship was substantiated. The preponderance of evidence indicated that

BG Tim Britt and COL[®PXDT) ] engaged in a romantic relationship prior to BG Tim Britt's
divorce in September 2010. A witness testified that she saw BG Tim Britt and

CoL iss in 2009. Testimony evidence indicated that the perception of an
inappropriate relationship has existed since 2005. This perceived relationship resulted
in BG Tim Britt's and CO emoval from the GANG. Given witness testimony
of their intimate behavior and the duration of their perceived relationship, the allegation
that BG Tim Britt and COL [B)7)C) Jengaged in an inappropriate refationship was
substantiated.

(BX7XC)
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[BYT)C)

ALLEGATION 1: BG Tim Britt and COL[PX)C_]engaged in an inappropriate
relationship. {(Substantiated)

STANDARD: AR 600-100, states in paragraph 2-1(a), every leader would set and
exemplify the highest ethical and professional standards as embodied in the Army
values.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. The evidence indicated there was a strong perception in the GANG that BG Tim Britt
and COL ad an inappropriate relationship that breached ethical and
rofessional standards. The complainant,[®)7)C) |
(BY(7XC) indicated that BG Tim Britt was accused of having
an afiair with a CO®()(©)_Jthat led fo his divorce from MG Maria Britt. LTC
BOE) | GANG, testified that he first heard rumors o
marttal discord befween the Britts back in 2005. It was at that time that he also first
heard rumors of a romantic relationship between BG Tim Britt and COUBTC) |
COLYT ] GANG, testified
that in 2006 when he first arrived in the GAN j i i
between BG Tim Britt and CO coydn©
GAARNG, alsa heard of the rumors and testified that four years ago,[B{N(C) Jtold
him that he witnessed BG Tim Britt and COL[BJ7)C)_lat an Atlanta Braves baseball
game and she had her legs over his and they were kissing.

[10 Noted®XTHC) later testified that he did not witness BG Tim Britt and
CcoL®XO [kissing at a baseball game and would not have told anyone if he did]

2. Rumors of the alleged relationship between BG Tim Britt and c0n to
reemerge after BG Tim Britt redeployed from Afghanistan in July 2009.[BX7TD) _|

testified that he heard rumors of BG Tim Britt and COL [B)7)C) 'making out” in the
parking lot, going on motorcycle rides and showing up at parfies together. COL[PXD |
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perception was that thejr relationship was open, but they never told him that they were
involved. in CO opinion, BG Tim Britt and MG Maria Britt got divorced because
of BG Tim Britt’s infidelity. .

3. 00L|“’"”<°’ |GAARNG, testified that he
did not have any firsthand knowledge about the relationship of BG Tim Britt and

COL[PXTXC)_|however, he started to hear rumors of their relationship in the summer of
2009 and was told that it had gone on for years prior. There were a lot of rumors of
different times they were seen together that added credibility to the notion of an
inappropriate relationship. Their relationship was a big source of conversation
throughout the organization and polarized many into one of two camps, the camp that
supported BG Tim Britt and the one that supported MG Maria Britt.

4. Col estified that MG Nesbitt coptacted him early in 2010 and said he wanted
COL [®7TCto come work for him (Col|®7© -|in the MG Nesbitt said he
needed to get her out of the HQ becausé Thiere were allegations conceming her
involvement with BG Tim Britt. CO told Co[®)ZXS)__hat MG Nesbitt had
recently counseled her, and she was frightened. COL™"""® [said that MG Nesbitt
called her into his office and really got loud and in her face. He acted very threatening
and finished the counseling by saying “he was not done punishing her and that her
future was gone.” CO her why MG Nesbitt was so upset and she replied,
“it's about Tim and I.” CollPX)(C)_lsaid she never admitted to an inappropriate

relationship, but he knew that at that time BG Tim Britt and MG Maria Britt were still
married.

5. MAJ[PINO R |to MG Maria Britt, testified:

a. [0 | i

®)7XC) jand Thought th W |and MG Maria Britt) had a good relationship.

At that time MAJ®X"()  lwas a member of the Gate City Guard with BG Tim Britt and

COL[EMC)] she recalled attending a meeting in the spring of 2009 when they all

attended. Prior to the meeting, MG Maria Britt contacted her by e-mail and asked if

there was going to be a meeting that night and when. She was concerned that

MG Maria Britt might show u )ere could be a confrontation between MG Maria

Britt, BG Tim Britt, and COLl(b)W)(C) |

b. When the meeting was over, MA.[®X7(C) !saw BG Tim Britt and COL [PT)C) ]
leave. She followed them to see if MG Maria would confront them in the parking
lot. There was no sign of MG Maria Britt, although *4 I57)C)  lsuspected she might
be watching. BG Tim Britt and COL[PX)(®) |departed in separate vehicles, and she
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followed wondering if MG Maria Britt had seen them depart and would follow them as
well. BG Tim Britt and COL[BX7)C) ] then pulled over at a nearby Starbucks.
MAJRPX7XC)  |stopped at the adjacent Fuddruckers parking lot to observe. BG Tim Britt
and COL [(b)7)(C) |parked their vehicles, approached each other and kissed, then walked
to the outside café area for a table. She did not think it was a particularly romantic kiss,
but it was on the lips and like they had done it many times before.

c. MG Maria Britt e-mailed MAJI®X7XC)  |again and asked if the meeting was over.
MG Maria Britt then called MAJI®C) _[and MA told her what she had just
'

witnessed. At the time, MAJ was not sure if MG Maria Britt had also followed
them to Starbucks and observed her watching and was now testing her to see if she
would tell the truth. She had worked for BG Tim Briit vears ago, and she was not sure if

MG Maria Britt would question her loyalty. MAJ also knew that the Britts were
still married at that time.

d. This was not the first ime MAJ heard of a potential relationship between
BG Tim Britt and COL[BY(C) | Well before the Starbucks incident, there were afew
situations that she heard about from MG Maria Britt. The first was an observation made
by MG Maria at caused her mother to wam MG Maria Britt to keep an
eye on COLI®X7(C) [and BG Tim Britt. There was also a blackberry note from :
COL [BX7)C) Jto BG Tim Britt that MG Maria Britt noticed that stated, “I| hope | was not too
obvious.” Later when BG Tim Britt was deployed to Afghanistan, MG Maria Britt noticed
a bill for BG Tim Britt's government cell phone that listed a lot of personal calls between
BG Tim Britt and COL All this occurred before they were divorced.

e. MA ought the Britts’ relationship had a significant impact on the
GAARNG HQ. Initially, when the Britts’ relationship was good, you needed to be
affiliated with one of them to get ahead. When their relationship started to sour, those
affiliated with BG Tim Britt were out of favor because MG Maria Britt was the
Commanding General of the GAARNG. ‘

6. MG Nesbitt testified:

a. That he was aware of a strong perception in the GANG of an inappropriate
relationship between BG Tim Britt andprior to BG Tim Britt's divorce from
MG Maria Britt (September 2010). When he first heard rumors of their relationship in

2008, he was told that it had been going on for at least two years. MAJ

| rted that she saw them at a local Starbucks embracing and kissing. COL}>
[BX7C IGANG, also reported that he saw BG Tim Britt's truck in COL

driveway overnight. MG Nesbitt did not have any firsthand observations himseff, but
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knew the relationship was real and obviously started some time ago because he heard
they were planning to get married soon (June 2012).

b. When MG Nesbitt first learned of the rumors, he took action by counseling them
and ordering them to cease any further contact. He spoke with MG Maria Britt and
Jearned that she had also confronted them, but had no firsthand knowledge of improper
actions. BG Tim Britt and COL told him that their relationship was not romantic
but merely a close friendship. He became convinced of an inappropriate relationship
after the Starbucks incident and thought the rumors had a significant impact on the
organization’s morale. MG Nesbitt testified that he eventually forced BG Tim Britt fo
retire because he thought BG Tim Britt continued this relationship with COL [PX©)]
despite his direction to cease. COL|®X"XC|(then a LTC) was allowed to transfer to the
Army Reserve (AR) with a verbal agreement that she would retire as a LTC with only 20
years sefvice. He later attempted to stop her promotion to COL but was unsuccessful
because she was outside the GANG at the time.

7. coy®xne) |GANG, testified from August 2008
until December 2010, he was the[(E)}7)(C) |
Near the end of 2010, he was approached by COL|®(7)©) |thena LTC) to
request his assistance to have[P)C]__| LTG Harold B. Bromberg, promote her to COL.
LTG Bromberg agreed, but on the day of the ceremony, LTC|®)X7)C) Japproached
COL[PXTCT_]almost in tears to say that she had to call off the ceremony because her
promation orders had been revoked. COL[BY7)YC) Jlearned that the GANG had revoked
her transfer orders to the AR and the AR then revoked her promotion orders. He looked
deeper and heard that she allegedly had an affair with BG Tim Britt who at the time was
still married to MG Maria Britt. Soon thereafter, LTC ‘(b)m(c) contacted him to request

assistance from He asked her, “If | get|®) [fhree-star involved, are we going to
find a skeleton in the closet?” LTC said no, but it appeared to him that she may
have been lying. Later that day, she called him back and said that she did not need his
assistance because NGB Officer Policy had determined that the GANG's revocation of
her transfer orders was improper and she would be reinstated in the USAR and
promoted to COL.

8. COLPMO Jeestified:

a. He thought BG Tim Britt and COL ®X(©) hhad an inappropriate relationship that
was romantic while BG Tim Britt was still married to MG Maria Britt. He first became
aware of this possibility when serving as the{®)7)(©)

around Valentine’s Day in 2008/2009. One of|) [technicians said they noticed
an inappropriate e-mail between BG Tim Biritt and COL that had been caught in
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the DOIM's profanity filter. He did not see the e-mail for himself, but the awareness of
such an e-mail started to raise his concermns about their relationship.

b. He was invited to go with BG Tim Britt and others to the Myrtle Beach Bike Week
in 2007/2008. He was surprised to hear that COL[P™©) Jwas alsa going to join them
on her own motorcycle because he thought it was going to be a guy’s only event. He
noted that BG Tim Britt and co were often together during the trip, but he did
not see them act romantically. Later, he accompanied that same group to a Daytona
Beach motorcycle event. Through it all, he always got the sense that BG Tim Brift and
| COLere a couple. He later attended a party thrown for BG Tim Britt prior to
his 2008 deployment. He noted that BG Tim Britt and COL[PXC) Jwere a few of the

uests to spend the night, although he did not actually witness them sleeping together.
[('t'gmm jto CO and thought at one point he saw BG Tim Britt's

vehicle parked there.

¢. He recalled more than onhe occasion when he confronted BG Tim Britt on the
question of his relationship with COL|®X7XC) | BG Tim Britt never denied their
relationship, which seemed to COP™©  }o confirm a romantic relationship.
A close friend of BG Tim Britt’'s also confided in COL{®("(C)  khat BG Tim Britt and
cO were in fact having a sexual relationship. COL[PC)  Jtalked with
MG Maria Britt who told him that BG Tim Britt admitted that he was in a relationship with
COL[PMO] He also learned that COL[PIC) |had come to MG Maria Britt and
confessed that she loved BG Tim Britt and that she was sorry, but she could not change
her feelings. It was shortly after that that MG Nesbitt directed/allowed COLP(©) Jto be
reassigned to FORSCOM.

d. BG Tim Britt and COL®X® | relationship had an “absolute” impact on the

command. The senior officers were very challenged to remain neutral when the Britts’
marriage started to unravel. He personally felt very conflicted because

DI -] It got to a point where junior members of the

command could be heard in the hallways talking about the Britts and COL [PXD(C) ]

9. BG Tim Biritt testified that shortly after his redeployment in July 2009, he and

MG Maria Biritt started to have serious discussions about a divorce. Their divorce was
final in September 2010, and he retired from the military on 7 November 2010. He is
currently in a relationship with COLI(")W)(C) l and they were planning to be married in

- June 2012.

10. COL[PXD©] testified that she was divorced from her first husband in December -
2006 and started dating BG Tim Britt in the November/December 2010 timeframe. She
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knew that MG Nesbitt was frustrated by her relationship with BG Tim Britt and thought
MG Nesbitt forced BG Tim Biritt to retire early because of BG Tim Britt's actions to end
his marriage to MG Maria Britt. COL|®)(7)C) |was not sure of the date that BG Tim Britt
and MG Maria Britt were finally divorced although she knew that they lived separately

for quite awhile.

[1O Note: BG Tim Britt and COL[PX7)© ]testified to allegations in DIG 11-00046.
However, once notified that they were now considered subjects in regard to an
inappropriate relationship, they both exercised their rights to remain silent ]

11. The preponderance of evidence indicated that BG Tim Britt and COL[EXNC)_]
engaged in a romantic relationship prior to BG Tim Britt's divorce in September 2010.

A witness testified that she saw BG Tim Britt and CO kiss in 2009. Testimonial
evidence indicated that the perception of an inappropriate relationship existed since
2005. This perceived relationship resulted in their removal from the GANG. Given
witness testimony of their intimate behavior and the duration of their perceived
relationship, the allegation that BG Tim Britt and COL [?X7XC) Jengaged in an
inappropriate relationship was substantiated.

(BX7XC)
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Record the allegation that BG Tim Britt and COengaged tn an inappropriate
relationship in the IN database as substantiated.

pre—

(EX7HC)

4. Refer this report to the Office of the Judge Advocate General and the Chief of Staff,
FORSCOM (CO Senior Rater).

(B)7)(C)
l{'b)T?)(@

6. File this report as DIG 11-00101.

LTC, 1G
Investigator
‘ APPROVED:
‘“/" PETERM.VAZ EL 5/(/
Lieutenant General, USA »
The Inspector General
COORDINATION:
{B}7NC)
IN, Legal Initials Date: £ @176%7°2__
Chief, PI Br 4 Initials Date; 2
- IG, Legal Initials Date:
Chief, IN Div Initials: Date: 2 Sayp 12
Encls
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| LIST OF EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT | ITEM
A Complaints/Allegations
A-1 {B)(7)C) [Complaint, 12 April 2011
A2 |BX7XC) ~ Jcomplaint, 28 September 2011

B Standards:

B-1 AR 600-100, Army Leadership, dated 8 March 2007
B-2 § USC, Section 2301 -
B-3 5 CFR 2635.101

C Documents:
C-1 COL[PYXD®_|legal representation documentation
C-2 E-mail from BG Britt invoking his right to remain silent
C-3 (LY7HC)
C4
C-5
C-6
C-7
Cc-8
C-9

D Testimony
D-1 LTC[®XN© FOIA: Yes
D-2 CO FOIA: No
D-3 ;jf’m‘c’ FOIA: No
D4 Co|®C) { FOIA: Yes
D-5 (®)7(C) | FOIA: No
D-6 MG (Ret) William Nesbitt FOIA: No
D-7 COL[®7XC) | FOIA: Yes
D-8 copme ] FOIA: No
D-9 BG (Ret) Timothy Biritt FOIA: No
D-10 COoU®dXC) ' FOIA: No
D-11 CcOL FOIA: No
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D Testimony (Con't)
D-12  coUmmho ] FOIA: No
D-13  MSG|®N©) FOIA: Yes

D-14  LTR0© ] FOIA: NA
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ACRONYM

AGR
CFR

CG

DOIM
FORSCOM
GAARNG
GANG
HRO
MilTech
NG

NGB

Ret

SAO
TAG
uscC
USAF
USPFO

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. Di
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

DEFINITION

Active Guard Reserve

Code of Federal Regulations
Commanding General

Director of Information Management
U.S. Forces Command

Georgia Army National Guard
Georgia National Guard

Human Resources Office
Military technician

National Guard

National Guard Bureau

Retired .

State Aviation Officer

The Adjutant General

U.S. Code

U.S. Air Force

U.S. Property and Fiscal Officer
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#3

BG Mascolo
ROI 12-015 / DIG 12-00016



US ARNY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 12-015) :
DEC -7 X
NMIE}PGS!TION Brigadier General (BG) Eugene L. Mascolo, Gireclor, Joint Staff,
Joint Foma Haadqms (JFHQ), Connecticut {CT) National Guard (CTNG)

ALLEGATION: BG NMascolo falied to treat subordinates with dignity and respect
was SUBSTANTIATED.

BACKGROUND:
1. Onzaowmrzoﬁ ﬂ\eaepammetheMmylnspecwceneralAgmy(DA}G)

BG e
(bY)C)

2. A preliminary inquiry, DIG 12-00018, spproved 15 June 2012, determined the
allegation that BG Mascolo fafied to trest subordinates with dignity and respect required
further investigation.

3. On 16 June 2012, The Inspector General directed an investigation by the DAIG.

TION: BG Mascolo failed to treat subordinates with dignity and respect.
(BU7)C) tastified that there wera saveral incidents when BG Mascolo became
“unhinged.” launched into Hrades, and screamed at his subordinates. [(BX(7)C)
further alleged that BG Mascalo “rules by intimidation and fear” and “doesn’t have
cespect for subordinates.”

STANDARD: Amy Regulation (AR} 600-100, Amy Leadership, dated 8 March 2007,
states in paragraph 1-5, under Ammy Values: Respect - Treat pecople as they shouid be
weated. This is the same as do unto others as you would have done 10 you, Paragraph
2-1k, siates that every isader will treat subordinates with dignity, respect, faimess, and
consisiency.

DOCUMENTS/TESTIMONY:

1. Evidence rafiscted that 8G Mascolo assumed the fulltime position as Director of the
Joint Staff in Oclober 2010, BG Mascolo testified that he was responsible for managing
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Defense Support to Chvil Authorities (DSCA) operations for the CTNG. Additionally, he
was rasponsible for CTNG Joint operations and was The Adjutant General's (TAG's)
primary representative to local, state, and faderal authorities for domestic operations.
BG Mascolo explained thal when he first assumad this position, “Joininess” in the
CTNG was “immature at best.” Those assigned to the Joint Staff at that time focused
primarily on "caremonial” activities. His initial focus was to develop the vision, structure,
systam, and pracesses for a joint organizalion, anxt to establish a Joimt Task Fores
(JTF) Headquarters that would provide commarnd and corrol for CTNG domestic
oparations.

2. Major General (MaiGen} Thaddeus J. Martin, TAG, JFHQ, CTNG, testified that prior
o 8G Masoolo’s assignment as Lhe Direclor, Jolnt Staff, the CTNG had not fufly
embraced the concept of “jointness.” His assessmant of the Joint Staffs abdiity to
perform its mission was somewhere belween the "crawd and walk”™ phasa. He described
BG Mascolo as a “directive” and “demanding” ieader, a staunch supporter of the military
decision making process, ahd focused on advancing the Joint Staff to the next level of
proficiency.

3. Some of the witnesses described BG Mascolo as g visionary

competent In disaster response operations, {:sustiﬁad Mascolo

*has always been tactically and tachnically proficient.” Colenel (COL Y7 7
(BX7IC) [Tes that

Mascolo was a hands-on leadsr who wotld follow up on those tasks he assigned to
subordinatas. COL [(®)X(7)(C) JFHQ, CTNG, described

BG Mascolo 28 a “no nonsense, very business ariented” leader who provides lots of

(b)(;ﬁc) and pushes the staff towards his v:sm Lleulenam Colonel (LICof)
u{;& iﬁmmm‘jmmm

Mascolo was “brifliart.” “articulate,” “focused,” and dsmmlc
|(b>(7)(c3 [FHQ, CTNG, testified that BG Mascolo was “well read”
anzi has & o of DSCA doctrine. COURD©) |
FHG CTNG, tastified that he is “constantly Impressed” with

I Mascolo s undarstanding of the “opevational emvironment.” COL [EXNC further
em&ined that 8G mmb‘admnmmwmmwmmm
times. Several witnesses lestified that BG Mascoio was an sggressive, assertive,
demanding lsacar, but most believed that he had reasonable expectations.

4. Reganfing BG Mascolo's isadership styles, s0i HNesSsEs
BG Mascok led by fear and intimidation. GOL ‘b)”)(c)
®X7(C) JFHQ, CTNG, testified that BG Mascolo “can be a tol - quy {0
m e a bit of intimidation to get his point across.”
OAE) testified that BG jo leads m " with a

“certain amount of bullying.” CSMEXNC) HQ,
CTNG, described BG Mascols negatively as “dictatorial. He heard BG Mascolo “loss it
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" 6. BG Mascolo testified that he encountered significant pushback from a faw long

SAIGN (RO 12-018)

many, many times,” and wished BG Mascolo would "caim down” 80 that he could focus
more on improving his mentoring of subordinates. Additionally, withess festimony
indicatad that BG Mascolo used profanity ard velled at subordinates at times when he
was frustrated with a work preduct or when under stress,

5. Several withesses also complained that BG Mascolo, at imes, gave unclear

guidance. cammmaumgmgmmmemmmm

BG Mascolo pro “veiynmtaargudance. LICoIDTNC)  patified that during the
e Wi i 5 Mases mayrmmve

4

given adequate guidance, COI at BG ?.‘!ascob “didr’t give clear
direction under stressful situations,” CO! tastified that while BG Mascolo has a
vislon for the arganization, ha has difficulties ocmeyingitto his subordinates.

Mwbwdkmt&sﬁaziheéMadas “lagacy” empl s who wers resistant to
3 gcifical Bedt them as Golonel {Cof)l|P)(7(C)

FHQ, CTNG), LICo|®X(C)  {and

B Maacolo assuring the position as Director of the Joint
RSE 1 eemﬁwﬁuais dedé;mﬁytoMaj(}enﬁanﬁ‘; BG Mascolke explained
tmteventrmgh Co®PMO L tcoi MO |and CSM[PXC) _ |wers assigned to the
Joint Staff and undar his oversight, they continued, contrary to his guidance, to bypass
hmonceﬁamﬂma%:embygahgdmcﬁyto&ﬂa;@en%n This initially causad him
significant challenges in organizing and developing an sffective and cohesive Joint
Stafl. MajGen Martin acknowledged that Colf2X7) | L1ColBDT Jind cSM[PNC ]
were “figreely loyal” to him. MajGen Martin testified that the three had direct access o
him, mdmmodhtsmmmhowhemmedmmm He further testified

arrhy 608 hanges 1o further develop the

PXIC) " |eresisted” his sfiorts.
g sigridficard problems in dealing with these
ﬁmkeymmba&m.hedldnmwlmwmmmum
mmdummmmmmmmmwmmommm:m

problems.

] tnessas toetifiod tha Mg as beer offactive as the Director of the
Joint Stsfl. CO leﬁﬁﬁﬂuttheerﬁStaff
“highly functional™ now on account of BG Mascolo's vision and leadership. BYXINC)
WtMammhmemesemmmmmmsmm

and showe that‘theGerma%andﬂtestaffhadreaﬂystartedtoclbk'
gstified that when BG Mascolo arrived, he inherited a young,
wpsﬁemedstaff He further testified that due to BG Mascolo's vision and
determination, the Joint Staff is in a "good place” now. MajGen Martin testified that
BG Mascolo has been effective as the Director of the Joint Staff. Several witnesses
also cited the pedformance of the Joint Staff during the 2012 Vigitant Guard exercise as |
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indicative of the signficant improvernents made in the staif's ability 1o perform lis
mission. BG Mascolo testified that the Joint Staff's performance during Vigilant Guard
was “remarkabie.”

8. During Hurricane lrene (August 2011), the CTNG established a JTF Haadquarters to
assiat with CT's disaster rellef operations. To support these efiorts, selected members
of the Joint Staff plus additional augmentees from throughout the CTNG operated a3
Joint Operations Center (JOC). Typically, there were approximately 25-30 personnel,
ranging In rank from junior anisiad to senior officers, working in 12-hour shifts.

MaiGen Martin testified that the Joint Staff sxparienced some growing peins during
Husricane irene. He atirbuted it to a lack of tradning. MajGen Martin further testified
mmﬁsdhaaﬁsﬁadwhmaﬁmemmﬁonmmaaﬂpmmmmm
said it caused a “credibifity problem with the data.” During Hurricane Irens, he foid

BG Mascolo that he “needed fo fo the problem concerning the incorrect data that the

staff was reporting.

9. Witness testimony reflectad that thene were occasions when BG Mascolo yelad and
directad profanity towards JOG parsonnel during Hurricans Irene operations.,

a. COUDL") |testified that there were occasions when BG Mascolo screamed at

peaople in the JOC for not being fast enough. BGMasaalcwou!dthreatenthestaﬁby
saying, “What good are you?” “l don't need y rqu can't do this.” “Hey, if you can't
handie it I'm sending somebody home.” coll ther testified that there were
occasions when BG Mascolo became *unglued msudrammrmathehad‘nw
seen anybody in [his] entire carser lose thelr composure the way he did.” He wouid get
upset, raise his voice, scream, and use the F-wond toward the JOC staff,

b. COUPIIC) ftestified that BG Mascolo's leadarship ‘was lacking tremendously at
fre tima" trens, Pbﬂesaib@anmmnhnnJOCWnBGMamb
launched out at the siaff in a “really aggressive, toud, nonteam building” way guch that
everyone jus! sat there “demeared,” "shocked,” in “stunned siflenca.” CO
ﬁrrher&esﬁ&dﬁmt.dmirgﬂwﬁmlm.h’sanﬂstedSo&diersmﬂweJOCdayM
oid him that BG Mascolo's yeiling “events were dally and constant occumences.”

Bmuseofﬂlat. heswﬂdmdﬁmfmmmed mﬁwﬂwn@nsmﬁbemusahedw
A ed fo it anymore.” COLPITC) Jtestified that BG Meascolo did not
ryweu' He expiained whééeBG&asco&edndaﬂ

tMudedmerﬁistedandwﬂofd‘ﬁws.

c. teaﬁﬁedﬂmatdumgashrﬁdnange BG Mascolo bacame
wﬂngadand started screaming.” BG Mascolo started “laying into” hnnmngthathe
was o doing 2 good job as[OX N0 __|
A" “ﬁm:' H 4.‘~.’&i‘*3»
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not remember the specific words BG Mascolo used. BG Mascolo’s reaction was
‘axtraordinary.”

PXD(C) kestified that BG Mascolo did not react well to stress. He cited
frequent profanity-Taced outbursts during Hurricane irene, when BG Mascolo typically
would say, “This is not the fucking way to do it" BG Mascolo was the anfithesis of a
“calming influence,” COL testified that sometimes it was the battie captains and
sometimes it was the entire staff that took "heat rounds” from BG Mascolo. He felt that

BG Mascolo treated XS Jin a demeaning way by his use of profana
tanguage in a public forum. (LX7NC) Jexplained his impression of BG Mascolo's
behavior as “he was concermed a how he was perceived first” and mission
accomplishment was a close second.

8. LICol[®)X7)C) festified that he recaliad two incidents when BG Mascole had
“blow-ups an the JOC floor” in front of junior staff members. BG Mascolo exploded at a
decibel level that he had never seen before. He threatened, “You MF’ers keep this up®
and 'm going to send peopie home. “I'm not geing to be embarrassed in front of the

further testified that BG Mascolo directed plenty of
ie telling him that he was not doing his job.

f. EXC) Hestified that a iarge number of senior non-commissioned officers
came to him said that they did not want to work in the JOC because the
"atmosphere was s¢ poor” with the “yeliing and screaming and demoralizing” of the staff
members.

g. Col[27 estified that there were instances of BG Mascalo just “blowing up” in
the JOC. He recalled a seven-minute profanity-laced tirade where BG Mascolo went
after everyone in the JOC. Every other word was the “f-word.” One day, BG Mascolk
“fipped out” after the staff briefed soma incorract data to MajGen[®X”) | This resulted
In anather profanity-laced tirade where BG Mascolo “fit info everyone.” LtCol®_Jett
that BG Mascolo “belittied® CS n the JOC because he pointed ouf on more
than ane occasion, in front of JOC personnel, that he was not doing his job.

h. ¢SMPDC " THid not recall a specific incident in the JOC during Hurricane
Irene when belitiled or was disrespectful to him, though it was very
possible. He had become very thick-skinned and was used to being yelled at by
BG Mascalo.

i COURD Jacknowledged thal there were occasions when BG Mascolo got upset,
lost his temper, and used profanity, During these fimes, 8G Mascoio directed his anger
towards the whole staff, not one specific individual. Athough he believed that
MAJPINC)  [robabiy felt personally attacked by BG Mascolo, he did not view it as
such. He characterized BG Mascolo’s behavior as “loud” but not “yelling and
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screaming.” CQLmbekved that BG Mascolo's behavior could fall under the
definition of “inam;maie but atiributed it to 2 very stressful environment.

PXTC) Hestified that he rememberad BG Mascolo being “stressed,
siratled” because he was not getting the right information from the staff, and
_that ha came into the JOC and "let lcosa” on them. Ha did not recall any profanity used
by BG Mascolo, bulhe&d ot view BG Mascole's behavior ag appropriate given that he
, [PDC) Tattributed BG Mascolo's behavior to the efforts of
a young staff that were not perfemmgtothe right standard.

"N (o S | CTARNG, testified that there
was a satious insident that oceurrad dsmﬁmimam BG Mascolo feft that
the staff did not give the appropriate level of altention. As a result, BG Mascolo reacted
with a profanity-laced tirade directed at the enfire staff.

I. MajGen Martn testified that he was outside of the JOC one day with the CT
Commissigner of Emergency Managemsnt when he heard BG Mascolo yelling &t the
staff. He could not hear specifically what was said, but he grabbed the Commissioner
and movad hien further down the hallway to get him out of earshot of BG Mascola's
outburst. MajGen Martin testified that he tatked ta BG Mascolo about this incidant: °1
brought him in and said, ‘hey. . .there | was out with Commissioner Boynton and | am
trying to get stuff done and | hear this blast come out of the JOC. (s that really the way
you wamt to do business? *

m. BG MWMHMI\B irene "caught us totally unprepared,” He
blarmed Cot [(®)(7)} for failing to develop the stalf and io establish proper procedures to
enable the JOC o perform its mission. He further testified that Col and
CSMID)TIC)  |were ineffoctive during the actual operations. BG Mascolo & lafnad.

j. LiCal

'!haétb up my sleeves” and perform action-officer type duties due to Co
and CSMPINC) | failwes and ineffectiveness. TheJOCwasfatBngﬂ\emm

fight, as rafled {=iCen Martin's dissatisfaction with the inaccurate information that
the staff repealaadly provided to him. BG Mascolo explained that it was a “very, very
chaotic, strassiul, environment.” To fill what he described as a leadership vold in the
JOC, he steppad up by using ‘volume” and a “directive moda" to ensure the staff
dslivered the requisite products. He acknowledged using profanity, but disagresd with
the characterization that he screamed or that he was out of control. BG Masculo
testifiad that he did not parscnally atiack or swaar at anyone. He did, however,
acknowledga that he was “pretly hard” on CSM|ENNC) nd that it was possibis that
e siood up in tha JOC and told CEM[EITO “expiafives” that he needsd to do
his job.

10. Witness testimony reflacted that there was an incident when BG Mascolo yellad
and directed profanity towards CSMETC  Tind CotlPXD |
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. COL|™? | 1estified that during a rain storm that occumed soon after Hurricane
irene, MajGen in tasked the JOC 1o put oul an e-mail message to all srmories so
they wouki be ready to respond if needed. BG Mascolo wanted to approve any
messagas that went out & subordinate units; however, he was not amund at the time.
COL[PX7Y Kirected the JOC to send out the e-mail. Evidance reflected that

~ repared and sent the e-mail. COL[P") | explained that 15 minutes
after he inf BGMmloefﬂrea—maitthatwas g out to the srmories
Bsmmsmmmcsmmcehmme COL[ET | who
described his office as being directly scross the hall rom BG Mascolo's office, testifled
that BG Mascoko "was just berating those two guys” mghe'!—'-word" andhengso
loud that he could hear him through two closed doors. He copsidsres

porsonal attack against both csm%mf Coim(}ﬂ. WJ festfﬁed that
BG Mascolo was yaliing 8o loud that othe of their offices down the hall

wondering what was gaing on.

b. CSMEXNC) Jtestified that BG Mascolo went after CSMPICO Jand Colf27 ]
in a “very abusive way.” mhewda‘ﬁmmasamumcf elfing and swearing” from
his office. He was in the haliway when CS and(:aeamemnof
B8G Mascob's office, both were “red-faced” and one “aimost leary-eyed” afler having
their *head handed to them.® csaawgmmmmmmnmmn
about this incident and told him, ° did not like what | just heard. tt is unbecoming of 2
general officer and | hope to never hear it again. . ..>  He thought that MajGen Martin
told BG Mascoio to calm down.

. ao;maﬁwmuaisenmmnmmamemsemmnmcme
armories siating that they needed to have a high-wheeled vehicle on standby until
ﬁxﬂtemotmd fo potential flooding from & raln storm. Al the time, BG Mascolo was
notin. CSMPITIC) | prepared and sent out the e-mail 1o the ammores. Soon after,

%Mmbwﬁhwmd%“mﬂammumemmm h
office. GSM[EXTIC) | got there first, and as he approached, heheerd
sted by BG Mascoio. "Who the fuck do you think you are? God amnt

O)7) festifiod that he tried to explain that MajGen Martin told
ﬁwmmsendommemage.msGmemQﬁ: “You get the hell out of my
office. Fudcyou. I'm & genersl officar. |1 be god damned i | will be treated ke this.”

it was so loud that everyone in that comer of the buliding heand it,

that when he walked oul of BG Msﬁﬁm,ﬁhmamoﬂwerpeop&edm
the haliway to see what the commotion was.” He falt befitied,
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e. MajGen Martin testified that CSM[®TC)_Jinformed him that there had been a

*heated exchange” between BG Mascolo and CSMB)7)C) | in BG Mascolo's office.
NﬁmsmmmmeGMasmhregardmgﬁmincldentlnthe.locm&nhe
3 ’. ; 3] Ma =

afways in project and scream then it loses its effectiveness prefty quickly. lcanbea
useful tool but #t's a tool, if's not a way to operate.” He got the impression that

BG Mascolo clearly undersiood that it was inappropnate to act in such a manner, as
yefling and screaming was an immediate tum off to people if it was a standard mode of

opsration.

ascojo testified that he did not personally attack or

BG Mascolo understood that MajGen Martin directed them to send out
the message ta the armories, but he did expect them to inform him immediately after
MajGen Martin fold them o do something. He felt that they again disobeyed his
gukdance by not informing him befare they sent out the message. He calted them in and

said, “When the fuck is this going to stop?” He testified that it was ioudand ick, but
doubted that anyone specifically heard what he said to Col[®(7)] and
because i took place in his office behind closed doors. Since he felt Col{2)(?) and
CS&!I(W)(C) had similarly failed to keep him informed on numerous ether occasions,
he decided it was time to discuss the matter with MajGen Martin, BG Mascolo testified
that he asked MajGen Martin to leave CollB)7) | in his current position, but that he
requested to be assigned as Co|b)(7)(C) | rater so that he could have more
controlinfluence over his actions. MajGen Martin decided to reassign Col |27 |to a
different position out from BG Mascolo’s stpervision.

11. BG Mascolo x:»:% flad that itwas atthe meeting he had with MajGen Martin about
his issues witn Coll, and CSM |( when MajGen Martin talked to him about
his bahiaylor, specifically the JOC incigent and hia heated exchange with Col[D7_Jand
csM Neither MajGen Mamn nor BG Mascolo testified that they considered
MajGen Mafﬁn s discussion about BG Mascolo's behavior as counsaling.

12. Witness testimony reflected that thera was an incident when BG Mascolo yelled
and directed profanity at COLEINC ]|

a. chw;aee that BG Mascolo “lit into” Cﬁt‘b’(?} gurmg a staff
poti ,w took place on a drifl weegkend. BG Mascolo §peé \ly asked

| contact someone. The individual called COLPTIO back during the
eeting. When COL[PYDC)_] phone rang, BG Mascolo “swore at him” with axpletives
{"several F-bombs”). “How dare you take a call in here [and] interrupt my mesting.”
COL [BY77C) Jestified “it was embarrassing for all."

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. ATION 1S PROHIBITED EXCEPY
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b. Co[RM |testified that COL[PYV©)  bhone rang during & meeting, snd it san
BG Mascolo nto a “tirade . . . telling Fim .. . how much of a piece of crap [CO
was. . ..

e. COUPXDO ltastifiad that during a staff meeting, BG Mascolo was frustrated about
problems he was having with his computer. When his phone rang, he thought i was
someona who was cafling o help out with BG Mascolo’s computer, $o he answered it
during the mesting. testified that BG Mascolo “was upset that | answered
the phons and he threw me out of the room.” COLIPXDC) fthought BG Mascolo over-
rescied, buf understood for the most part because BG Mascokr was upset with the
compuler issues. He tid not recall specifically what BG Mascolo said, other than that
BG Mascolo was mad. He thought he was doing the dght thing, but it kind of blew up
in my face.” re ware approximately 25 paople in the meeting, ranging from E-6 o
06, COL[®T) |did not think BG Mascolo called him a plece of crap.

d. BG Mascolo tastified that he was "more shocked than angered™ whan
COL[PNEC | phone went off during one of his staff meetings. He explained, | think |
said take it oulside.” BG Mascolp denied calling or referring to CQO as “a piecs
of crap™ or anything fike that.

13. Witness testimony reflected that there was an incident when BG Mascolo yelled
and directed profanity at LTC[PDO | JPHQ,
CTNG.

testified that BG Mascolo took issue with LTC[™"©) because
to miss one of BG Mascola's staff meetings because of 2 conflict

i on. When BG Mascolo was infarmed that LTC [BX7)_] was not going
to attend his staff meeting, BG Mascolo called them both into his office and procseded
o faunch into a Five or six minute tirade™ directed at LTCPO | BG Mascolo said
things like, “Hey you know you're shit. Who fhe fuck do you think you are? iama
general officer, It is disrespectful [for you not to show up to my mesting]™.

b. LTC®XC festifiad that there was an cccasion when he had a scheduling
conflict between one of BG Mascoio's staff mestings ard an inspection in-brief for which
he had some involvement, He did not recall specifically what BG Mascolo said to him
other than that BG Mascolo used “general profanity” towards him. BG Mascolo '
expressed frustration with him, and LTQ®)(7)(C)| blamed himseff for falling to inform
BG Mascolo about the scheduling conflict sooner. LTC[PX7)© kestified that he
personally did riot fes! belittled, but thought that others might have taken BG Mascoio’s
words as “bailting.” He acknowledged, “| was unhappy with how he treated me but you
get over it and move on.”

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. TION 15 PROMIBITED EXCEPT
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¢. BG Mascolo testified that he scheduled a staff meeting for a day/time { ;
selected by his branch chiefs, one of whom was LTC|! When LTI BTC)
is §

, mfarmedmmatmelastn’anmethatheawidmta n taff meeting. he
LT did not have his priorities in proper order. Ha recalied saying to
LTC[XC) |EXN]r'm not going to put up with the same bulishit | put up with over at
Troop Command.” It was possible that he used "strong language,” to include “F-words,”
as it was not uncommon for him. He denled calling or referring to LTG®X)© lag a
piece of shit.

1 cTaRNG.

a. stified that he had initially volunteered for a deployment, but
uﬁxmtelybackedMaﬂerherathoughthtsdaasmn There were more than enough
volunteers for the deployment, and he decided that he really did not want to deploy at
that time. When BG Mascolo found out that he had changed his mind about the
deployment, MAJIPID(C) |received “quite a wrath of anger, venom, and profanity” from
BG Mascolo. MAJPXC) Restified that BG Mascolo calied him a “phony fucking field
grade coward.” He was offended by BG Mascolo's words,

b. LTC[PNO |
testified that he 0 om ed a discussion between BG Mascolo and
regarding MAJ®)7IC)  |decision to back out of a depioyment. He descrﬁed this
discussion as a “stmng mentoring,” and while he could n recall specifics, he testified
that BG Mascolo used profanity while speaking to MAJ[DXDC) |

¢. BG Mascolo testified ﬁ\athewasupselwhen MAJIDNO Ibacked out of a
deployment at the last minute. He described MAJPX7(C) | asa"faﬂmg field grade”™ who
hadabadreputatnou Heialtthatcaddpotmhaﬁyaxcaldunnga

fxshaiphunovarmmah:sr P ien nd get promoted. When
neranintowu b>(7>(° rhafoundoa.ntthat% (B)7)C) |backed out of the
deployment, he {0 "*’ whatthefuckasewucio&wg? Yaurcoﬂeagws . are
going to thmkyouareaooward and you're never going to get promoted.” BG Maaeoto
denied caliing MM[")WC} a ‘phony field grade” or a “coward.”

15. A few witnesses testified that BG Mascolo used derogatory terms such as “mother
fucker,” "f-ing nimrod,” “Hing idiot,” and “fing knucklehead.” BG Mascolo testified that in
a private setting he could have as “banter” referred to somecna as & knuckiehead or
nirrod, but never publicly or in their presence. There was no corroboration of an
instance when BG Mascolo specifically referred to an individual in such derogatory
terms.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. INATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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16. Several witnesses testified that they have observed a significa ; e in
BG Mascolo's behavior since the Hurricane lrene timeframe. COL|®
he noticad the change in BG Mascolo after he returmned from atterwiing The General
Officer Orientation Course (“Charm School™) - “it was like ant emphany QOthers
highlighted BG Mascoke’s behavior during the Sepiember 2012 Vigilant Guard Exercise
as evidsiice that he has leamed to control his emalions and react appropriately when

- corfronted with an issue or shoricoming. BG Mascolo teslified that since he has had
the time to davelop the joint staff, and that he now has the right personnel in place, he is
less directive, less hands-on, delegates more, and can focus more on strategic type
matiters.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. Evidence reflectad that during Humicane lrene operations, BG Mascalo reacted
badly in 2 stressful envionment and did not {reat subordinates with dignity and respect.
There were several occasions when BG Mascoto lost his composure and launched into
profanity-laced tirades direcled towards JOC personnel. The tirades consisied of
yelling, screaming, ahd excessive profanity, fo include frequent usa of the “F-word.”
These events could be described as group beat downs, non-team building events that
made JOC personnal uncomfortable. Witnesses describad BG Mascol's behavior
during Hurricane Irene as overly aggressive, demsaning, and inappropriate. While
evidence reflacted that the staff had struggled and at times provided Inaccurate
information 1o sanior leadership, several witnesses indicated that BG Mascolo’s unclear
guidance contributed to the staff failings. Instead of training and mentoring
subordinates, BG Mascolo chose fo use what he described as “volume,” "strong
language,” and a “directive made” to ensure that the staff accomplished its mission.

BG Mascolo's tirades also included threats to send people home who he did not think
were performing to standard. Witnessaes deseribed the JOC environment st the time of
Hurricane irene as negative, primarily attributed to the way BG Mascolo trested the JOC
personnel. Additionally, MajGen Martint's festimony reflected that BG Mascolo's
interperate bahavior was more the norm than the exception at the ime he addressed
the matter with him.

2. In addition 0 the group beat downs of JOC personnel, evidence refiacted that
BG Masnolo verbally abused certain individuals as well which further reflected his failure
to traat subordinates with dignity and respect.

3. During Hurricane lrenie,_several Mmmes mfieé thai BG Mascolo yelled and

uged profanity directly at MAJDI7IC) Thesa personal attacks
took place in the JOC in front appmmtety 25 m and typically involved

BG Mascolo aggressively and openly criticizing them for failing to do their johs. Some
witnesses considerad this {reatment beliting. There Was no evidence that BG Mascolo,
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at any time, pulled MAJPOCT Ly CSM:“’)‘?)(C) side o counsel them outside of
the public setting.

b. BG Mascolo’s profanitylaced tirade directed at Col®7) |and CSMPDC_|
afier they had exocuted a task as directed by MajGen Martin represented a personal
attack indicative of BG Mascolo’s inability 1o maintain salf-control and react
appropriately to a situation. BG Mascolo's treatment of Col[2X7) Jand CSMPMC) |
was 80 raucous thal nm!ﬁ%ﬁmmmerofﬂces, avan though i took
placa behind closed doors. COL described the exchange as “berating.”
CSMOMIC)  festified that he felf Belittied and demezned.

c. Whils COL(b)7)(C) Hid not personally feel demeaned by BG Mascolo whern
B Mascolo yelled profanities at him and tossad him out of a staff mesting, such
behavior is not approprate given the public setting, the magnitude of the reaction, end
the tack of basis for such action. Regarding LTC [RX7)C] even though he did not feel
bedittfed by BG Mascok’s profanity-daced fashing, he acknowiedged that he did pot fee!
good about it and could see how others could have taken BG Mascoio’s words as

bejittling.

3. BG Mascolo testified that aithough ha did use profanity and a loud voice, he never
inténded to belttle or demean anyone. Witness testimony refiected that BG Mascolo
has modified hisbehaﬁurarrﬂdoesnotseemtoomorhseh’tsmmoswe

anymong,

4. Although Hurricane lrene presented a stressful environment, BG Mascolp, as a
sanior leader, was expected to maintain composure, lead with confidence, display seff-
control, and set the conditions for a positive environment. However, BG Mascolo's
actions during Hurricanse Irena reflecied his faliurs o demonstrate the aforementioned
leadership traits. The pattern of behavior BG Mascolo exhibited was Inappropriate and
not in accordance with Amy Values, His yelling, screaming, and profanity-fused
outbursts directed at both groups and individuals falled to Toster a positive environment,
faited to foster effective communication, and falled to develop team cohesiveness. -

BG Mascolo's behavior represented verbal mistreatmeant arei was not rare or a one-ime
event, reflecting a failure 1 treat subordinstes with dignity and respect.

CONCLUSION: The evidence reflected that the aliagation that BG Mascolo failed o
treat subordinates with dignity and respect was substantiated.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. This report be approved and the case closed.

2. Refer this report to the Offica of The Judge Advocate General. -
(6)(7)(C)

(BX7HC)

| HTC,16 Fvastgator
* lwestigator

APPROVED:

Lisutenant General, USA
 The Inspector General

Encls
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ROI Abbreviations and Acronvms
The following abbreviations andfor acronyms appeared in this report;
AR Army Regulation
BG Brigadier General, Army
COL Colonal, US Army
Col Colonel, Air Force
CSM Command Sergeant Major
CT Connedlicut
CTARNG CT Army NG
CTING Cannecticut National Guard
DA Department of the Ammy
DAIG Depariment of the Army Inspector General Agency
DSCA Defenss Support to Civil Authorities
HQ Headquarters
IG inspector General
0 Investigating Officer
JFHQ Joint Force Headquarters
JOG Joint Operations Center
JTF Joint Task Force
LTC Lieutenant Colonel, Army
LtCol Lieutenant Colonel, Air Force
MAJ Major, Army
MajGen Major General, Air Force
MG Major General, Anmy
NG National Guard
RQI Report of Investigation
TAG The Adjutant General

us : United States

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION 18 PROHIBITED EXCEPY
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ROl Personnel Listing
[BN© | cot,[B), |cTaRNG
(B)7)C) , CTARNG
BNC) CoL [P | CTARNG
[BXN©) |, LTc[PN© CTARNG
IGI) csMPO |CTNG
[BNC) |, coL[Bme ' } JFHQ, CTNG
BXTHC) SEC[PMC |4FHQ, CTNG
B ] LTC,[BO CTARNG
EXTXC)  cov, [BL] crarnG
BYTYC) Msa [P0 |J9FHQ, CTNG
BT lcoLBmE) WFHQ, CTNG
[®&C) | MAg DO CTARNG
BXTIC) COL [BPXNC) JFHQ, CTNG
(BXTC) , COLPMN©) | JFHQ, CTNG

- Martin, Thaddeus J., MajGen, TAG, JFHQ, CTNG
Mascolo, Eugene L., BG, Director, Joint Staff, JFHQ, CTNG

I(b)(7)(C) L LTC|eXTC) JFHQ, CTNG
[eXC) 1. MA[BDO UFHQ, CTNG
B0 ] LACo! BN MFHQ, CTNG

Russo, Mark A., BG, Assistant Adjutant General / Land Component Commander,
CTARNG
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BXTIC) cam®©
e L1e, [P
(&XNC) HQ, CTNG
[eoer ] MAJ, [T
(BNTIC) Cot[DXN)O) |CT Air NG

[P | LeCol [P | JFHQ, CTNG

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. MINATION IS PROMIBITED EXCEPT
A3 BY AR 20-1.
18




SAIG-IN (ROI 12-015)

LIST OF EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT [TEM

A Directiva and Lagsl Reviews

B Dotuments .
B-1  Chain of E-mails betwesn IO regarding alleged incidents
involving BG Mascolo

B2 E-mails and Briefing Slides provided by BG Mascolo
B-3  Excemnpts from Fleld Manual 6-22, dated 12 October 2006
B4  DIG 12-00018, approved 15 June 2012

€ Testimony
c1  [BHO (Pf) and MFR FOIA: Yes
C2 Co } and MFR FOIA; Yes
C3  Lco®DO |(p1) and MFR FOIA: Yes
C-4  CsMOUC) Pi) and MFR FOIA: No
C-5° LTC|BD [P and MFR FOIA: Yas
c6 colb™m [Py FOIA: Yes
C7 BG } FOIA: Yes
C8  MAJDC) ftpiy - FOIA: Yes
c8  LTC[POC) kPh FOIA: No
£10  colbic) FOIA: No
11 LTdPO© [Py FOIA: Yes
C-12  LTdRDEC) Py FOIA: No
Cc-13  col®rxe FOIA: Yes
C-14 FOIA: No
C-15 FOIA: Yes
C-18 FOIA: Yes
CT FORA: No
c-18 FOtA: No
C-18 ; FOIA: No
C-20 SFC (MFR) FOIA: Mo
C-21  MAJSDDOC) burR) FOIA: No
G222 M i FOIA: No
C-23 LiCol®NO) FOIA: No
c24 CcoOlEM© FOIA: No
C-25 BG Mascolo FOIA: No
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D Notifications
B-1 GEN McKinley
D-2 MajGen Martin
D-3 BG Mascolo (Subject)
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BG PETER DELUCA

DIG 12-00042




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARNY - .
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON

WASHINGTON DC 26310-1700
DEC 31 201
US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY

PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
(Case 12-00042)

- [BX7YS) |

(bX7KC) BG Peter Deluca, Commandant, US Army Engineer School,
US Army Maneuver Support Center of Excellence, FLW, Missouri .

ALLEGATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1. The allegation that BG Deluca engaged in an inappropriate relationship was
substantiated. The evidence indicated that BG Deluca was married fo [PX0© I

[®TXC) | when he publically announced his fiancée, [PX7C) l

2. [B©
BX7IC)

3 [ERe
EXTHT)

BACKGROUND: On 28 February 2012, DAIG-IN received an anonymous complaint
from the FLW-G alleging BG Deluca resided in housing with his fiancée. The :
complainant stated BG Deluca was married to another woman, but she was not living at
FLW. Additionally, the complainant stated the FLW CG was aware of the situation.

ALLEGATION # 1: BG Deluca engaged in an inappropriate relationship.

STANDARD: AR 600-100, Amy Leadership, paragraph 2-1, states that every leader
will set and exemplify the highest ethical and professional standards as embodied in the

Ammy Values.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. BG Deluca was married to|X7)C) |as reflected in the DOD Employee

Interactive Data System (DEIDS). The DEIDS Family Member Listing report reflected
[eX7XC) Jas BG Deluca’s spouse and [FI7©) |as “other.”

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION 13 PROHIBITER EXCEPT
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2, [XN©) | 1" Engineer BDE S-1 Shop, FLW, stated she in-processed

BG Deluca and helped him add[®™*®__]to his emergency contact information form.
]“’)‘7)(0) | stated a person could be added to the Family Member Listing without
actually being related. The person could be listed as “othes” and would be considered a
“not authorized dependant.”

3. [BXTxe) | GS-11, Deputy Director, Defense Military Pay Office, FLW,
in-processed BG DelLuca on 8 December 2011. BG Deluca listed his marital status as
“separated” and provided a separation agreement dated 25 January 2008.

4. The 22 November 2011 edition of the Pulaski County Daily News cited BG Deluca as
the new Engineer School Commander and listed [PX7XC) las BG Deluca's
“fiancée.” The Pulaski County Daily News quoted BG Deluca: “This is a person who
was a 26-year New Yorker who agreed to move to Missouri so | think it must be love. . .
I certainly wasn't about to let her get away and | think when you meet her you'll know
why.” MG Yenter attended the ceremony.

[IO Note: The Pulaski County Daily News is an independent news source for the
Fort Leonard Wood community. The site provides news and information on
government, schoal, police, fire, and community events.]

5. BG Deluca testified he approached his wife in 2007 with a settlement and separation
agreement and since then encountered years of unmet expectations in an attempt to
finalize his divorce.

a. An initial, uncontested settiement and separation agreement was signed on
25 January 2008. Since 2008, Mrs. Deluca denied him every opportunity to finalize the
27C and B7D

divorce B7C and B7D

[0 note: The Uniformed Services Former Spouse Protection Act (USFSPA) pemmits
former spouses to continue receiving commissary, exchange, and health care benefits
after a divorce in certain cases. To qualify for continued benefits, a former spouse must
show that the Service member served at least 20 years of creditable service, that the
marriage lasted at least 20 years, and that the period of the marriage overlapped the
period of service by at least 20 years. A former spouse who meets these requirements
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is known as a 20/20/20 former spouse and is entitled 1o full commissary, exchange, and
health care benefits. These benefits include TRICARE and inpatient and out-patient
care at a military treatment facility. Under the USFSPA a 20/20/20 spouse may also
receive up to 50% of the service member's retirement as payment directly from Defense
Finance and Accounting Services (DFAS). BG Deluca and Mrs. Deluca were married

3 Octaber 1892; 20 years was not until 3 October 2012. The marriage at that point
overiapped 20 years of BG Deluca’s active federal service.]

b. Mrs. Deluca and her lawyer obtained a change in venue to ancther county,
further delaying the proceeding. BG Deluca believed his spouse was delaying the
divorce’s finality in order to establish herself as a 20/20/20 spouse. BG Deluca
indicated that he was prepared to do whatever was needed to obtain the divorce.

c. HemetP™X1 " in 2009 in New York. By 2010 they were dating, and they
became engaged in 2011. He was actively seeking his divorce. He told his son and
estranged wife of the new relationship, and he wanted the divorce finalized. BG Deluca
testified he was an old Soldier with a demanding career and an active social life
associated with work but not outside of work. He did not see a relationship in his future,
and it took him by surprise.

d [T |signed a lease agreement on 9 April 2012 in St. Robert, MO. He and
[Exne [did not live tb”(t!:\er at FLW, although it might have appeared that way on
H_{ )

the housing paperwork. as sensitive to the situation and remained in her
own apartment in St. Robert, MO. '
e.[F"ICT " helped BG Deluca establish his quarters at FLW. When she came to

FLW in November 2011 to help set up the house, she stayed with him; she did not get a
motel room. In 2011, they spent Thanksgiving and Christmas together.
had a presence on post and in the housing community after she amrived in November
2011, She visited BG Deluca once a month, and BG Deluca brought her to some
events. They altended the Chemical Regimental Ball together.

f. MG Yenter knew BG Deluca had a pending divorce and knew he was engaged to
BG Deluca briefed MG Yenter on his situation when he first arrived at FLW
in November 2011. He explained to MG Yenter that the divorce would be finalized very
quickly. All the expectations of his divorce being finalized quickly were unmet.

g. BG Deluca wanted to protect the Ammy institution. He was honest with everyone,
deceived no one, and misled no one. He tried to behave in a way that would not reflect
badly on the Army. Because of expectations and a desire for some suppon, he testified
he probably created a situation that could be misread and cast in a bad light for the
service. He was “regretful;” he owed the Army everything, and would do whatever the
Amy felt he needed to do to rectify the situation.
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8. [P© | a VA attomey, represented BG Deluca from 2007 to
2011 when the separation and settlement agreement was uncontested.

(bXTXC)

b. Mrs. Deluca used delaying tactics for years to stall the divorce. Every time
Mrs. Deluca seemed willing to move forward with the divorce, she would change her
mind. It went back and forth. She came back with amendments to the settiement,
which BG Deluca quickly agreed to, only to change her mind again. BG Deluca did
everything possible to make his estranged wife happy with the settiement and to finalize
the divorce.

- EXTHC)

8. The evidence indicated BG Deluca engaged in an inappropriate relationship with
Eaey | Daspite his efforts to finalize his divorce since 2008, BG Deluca was
engaged to [P70) Jwhile he was still married to Mrs. Deluca. BG Deluca’s
engagement, which he admitted was romantic, did not represent the exemplary conduct
expected of a senior officer and was not consistent with the standards embodied in the
Army values.

ALLEGATION # 2; [F710) |

(bXTHC)
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(bX7)(C)

ALLEGATION # 3: [0

(BX7)C)
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bX7HC)

OTHER MATTER: On 25 August 2011 BG Deluca submitted a housing application to
the FLW Housing office which reflected[®7XC____las his spouse. The housing
application was signed on 15 November 2011. BG Deluca testified he did not fill out the
housing paperwork for on post housing. He testified the Leonard Wood Family
Communities housing office completed the form for him. BG Deluca informed the
housing office[®XX© lwould move in with him once they were married. Although
BG Deluca initialed the bottom of each page, he dic(ib)g% )notice (BXNC) lhad been
added as his spouse. BG Deluca never portrayed| to be his spouse and did
not falsify any information. [P |did not live with BG Deluca; she signed a one-
year lease for her own apartment
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Record the allegation that BG Deluca engaged in an inappropriate relationship as
substantiated. ‘

2. [FFIC) |
X7 |

3, [F© |
XY

4. The issue in other matters be dropped.

5. Refer this report to OTJAG.

BITNC)
LTC, IG
Investigator
C PETéR M. %AgeJé ,

Lieutenant General, USA
The Inspector General
COORDINATION: B
N, Legal Initials] Date: 20 1217
Chief, Pl Br Initials: Date: ed
iG, Legal Initials: Date:_} § pect
Chief, IN Div Initials: Date: 2)Dec >
0GC BR |nitials: Date:_2} Bbec /2
Encls

\
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LIST OF EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT ITEM
A Complaint/Legal Review
B Standard:

B-1. AR 600-100
B-2: AR 600-20

C Document Summary:

C-1: DEERS enroliment for BG Deluca

C-2: Family Member Listing for BG Deluca

C-3: Customer Housing application for BG Deluca

C-4: Pulaski County Daily, dtd 22 November 2011

C-5: DA Form 5960, BAQ form from FLW Finance, did 8 December 2011

C-8: Separation and Seftiement agreement for BG Deluca, dtd 25 January 2008
C-7: DEIDS Report

C-8: Command Policy #20 Housing Assignment for Key and Essential Personne!
C-9: DA Form 3881 for BG Deluca

-10: Residential Lease for [P©) B
|(b)<7)(0') esidential Leas ]

D Testimony Summary:

D-1: [CX©) B FOIA: Yes
D-2: BG Deluca FOIA: No
D-3: [P7C) FOIA: N/A
D-4: FOIA: N/A

D-5: MG Yenter FOIA: No

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY '
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON OC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
{Case 12-00067)
Update
MaY -3 2R
NAME/POSITION: BG Kristin K. French, Commanding General, 3" Sustainment
Command

ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG French misused
government personnel for personal services was substantiated. The evidence
indicated that while deployed to Afghanistan in 2012, BG French would bring her
laundry to her office where Socldiers would take it to the faundry facility and pick it up for
her. The evidence indicated this was not done for evetyone in the headquarers. The
taking care of laundry for BG French was considered using Soldiers to perform a
personal service. BG French used Soldiers to perform this personal service.

BACKGROUND:

1. Between 6 May 2012 and 7 August 2012, DAIG received allegations against
BG French.

2. The Inspector General approved the initial investigation findings on
19 December 2012 and provided BG French the opportunity to respond o the
substantiated finding.

EVIDENCE: On 4 April 2013, BG French submitted her response {o the allegation. She
stated, “During my unit's deployment, | never intended to receive any preferential
treatment fram the Soldiers under my command. After reflection and education, |
realize | should not have allowed other Soldiers to drop-off and pick-up my laundry in
my absence from the Kandahar Airfield, where | resided. | have always done the

utmost to adhere to the high standards expected of me and my profession. | have
always strived to set the example. | appreciate the opportunity to respond again. This
was a hard lesson to leam. | will not make the same mistake again.” (Exhibit A}

ANALYSIS: BG French submitted her response within the 30 days that was given.
She admitted to the impropriety of using Soldiers in providing a personal service for her.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED 8Y AR 201,
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RECOMMENDATION:

1. Record the allegation that BG French misused government personnel for personal
services in the IN database as substantiated.

2. File this report with DIG 12-00067.

3. Refer this report to the Office of The Jucfge Advocate General for appropriate action
on the substanfiated allegation.

BX7)C)
LTC IG
Investigator
PETER M. VANGJEL E /
Lieutenant General, USA
The inspector General
COORDINATION:
(PI7HC) )
IN, Legal Initials Date: 26036164
Chief, Pt Br Initials Date; 2913 0d 1Y .
IG, Legal initials Date pesadieia 10 At
Chief, IN Div . Initials Date: R aga 13
0GC Initials Date: ,zﬁ ATE 12

Encls
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

DEC 21 202
US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 12-00067)

NAMES/POSITIONS: BG Kristin K. French, Commanding General (CG),
3" Sustainment Command (Expeditionary) (ESC), Joint Sustainment
Command-Afghanistan (JSC-A){BI7)C) 1

ALLEGATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1. The allegation that BG French misused government parsonnel for personal
services was substantiated. [BX7)(C) |

[BXN0) | The evidence
indicated that BG French would bring her laundry o her office, where Soldiers took it to
the laundry facility and picked it up for her. Although BG French testified that she
thought this was done by the mail clerk for everyone in the headquarters, the evidence
indicated it was not. Taking care of laundry was an individual respansibility. Further,

1BYTHT) |advised BG French several times that she should take
care of her own laundry. J(b)(7)XC)
e ]
(b)7HC)
FOR OFFICIAL USE OMLY. INATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT

AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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(EX7XC)

of allegations against BG French and
and one named complainant. [PX7XC)
stated he made atieas! one of the anonymous complaints. The complaints alleged that

{bX7)C)

¢. BG French and [()7)C) mproperly used Soldiers to clean their living
quarters and drop offfpick up their laundry.

(bX7XHC)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED RY AR 20-1.
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ALLEGATION #1: BG Franch and |(£)(7)(C) misused govemment personnaf
for personai services, ‘

STANDARDS:

1. Depantiment of Defense (DOD) 5500.07-R, Joint Ethice Reguiation (JER), dated

30 August 1993 {through Change 7, dated 17 November 2011), siates in paragraph
3-303(b), that bacause of the pnﬁ&n&a) for significant cost 1o the Federal Government,
and the potential for abuse, DOD employses, such as secretaries, clerks, srvd milifary
aides, could notbe used lo support the unofficial activities of ancther DOD employee or
for any cther non-Federal purposes.

2. Title 5, Code of Federal Ragdatbns {CFR), Standands of E:&xicalcandudfor
Employees of the Execitive Branch, states in paragraph 2835 705(b), thal an employes
will ot encourage, direct, coerce, of request a subordinate to use official time to
perform activifies other than thase mauired in the perdformance of official duties or
authorizad in accordance with Jaw or regulation.

ANAL YSIS/IDISCUSSION:
1. An anonymous complainant slieged that BG French s used Soldiers
to clean their living quarters and drop offipick up laundry at the gty site.

2. Wilness testimony reflected:

a. SFABXD_|picked up laundry for BG French and [l
directicn when they would be late geiting back from 2 batiefief fation mission,
BG French also diractad him to have her room cleaned due to cmtractnr maintenance

on the air condiionar in her quarters. Both incidents nl 2012, SFC[PC)]
de {ime cleaning task to SPC[ONO i SPC|BMIC) |
SPCR)TIC) SPCIbXTIC) |

b, SPC[EC [3® £SC[EXTHT) cleaned BG French's

quariers. [B)7]perfaemed this duly afier air conditioner mamienance was conducted on
the quarters,

c. COL [tb)m(c) ! I ESC, testified he was not
aware of anyone using an living qua or to pick up or drop off laundry.
d. coyfXNe | 3% ESC, testified he was not aware of Soldiers used

to clean fiving quarters. K was comman practice for somaone within the sama office to
take another person's laundry to the KAF taundry facility.

FOR OFFICIAL UBSE ONLY, I TION IS PROVMIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHO 8Y AR 20-1.
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a. sPIRNO | 3 ESC, testified that ha never took the
faundry for BB French or any ofiver command group member to the contracted laundry
facility. Me would take his laundry, and his iwo roommates’ laundry, he never had more
than three iaundry tickeds in his possession.

ID)7)C)  estified:

(1) Atthe time of tha Transfer of Autherity, the 4% ESC Commander was on
emergency leave. Soldiers from bioth the 3rd ESC and 4th ESC were tasked to
inventoty the 4™ ESC CDR's wsemi gear and his quarters. Since BG French was to
mwve into the same qtsltem, SFLE)XY) |was respmblefor proparnng tha quarters for
occupancy by BG French. BG French gave the keys to SF(BID |

f. CS

to invendory the

former COR'g goar, msmmqmmmmwe 1o clean the quarters.
CEM®NC) |never directed any Sokdiers to clean the quarters, nor had any Scidiers

cloansd his quartsrs. Ona time, he procured a desk fram another site and asked &
Soldiar to help him move it to his quarters becausa it was heavy. He was aware that
one time, the enlisted aide emptied the trash inside BG French's quarers, and a Soklier
instabed a computsr in her quarters.

{2) The operating hours for the iaungry taciity were 0800-2100, and t was a
5-10 minuts walk from the 3rd ESC area. BG French and her aide brought their laundry
to the office, and Soldiers would easure BG French's and her aide's laundry got
dropped off and picked up from the faundry facility. He never direcied any Soldier to
provide that service for him, nor had any Soldier done so. He advised BG Franch to
take care of her own laundry several times. The operating hours did not cordlict with
her work schedide, Ha voluntarily pickad up the laundry one time for 8G French and
the aide as a courtesy.

g BG French testified:

{1} She was not aware of anyone cieaning her quarters aftar her arrival and
never directed anyone to do so. The formst CDR’s aide informed her when the guarters
were ready for ccoupancy. She cleaned her own quasters. On one occasion, she found
out that her akde emptied the frash in har quarters afler a sai:ﬁarmpie%ed instaling &
computer. Shetoidﬁteaﬂathat “it's my job, it's my room.” Shawssnotmreoiany
Soldier cleaning CSMl Quarters. On Sunday mornings, CSNEXTC) _cleaned
his quariers as evidenced & mgsdmngm%e

(2) The mail clesk picked up and dropped off laundry at the MHC, 3° ESC,
supply room. She never dropped off her laundry at the supply room. The iaundry was
consolidated at the supply room and tumed intc the laundry facdity by Supply Room
personnel. She brought her laundry o work, but the laundry facility was not open when
she amved for work or when she compiated her duty. Soldiars in her office would take

FOR GFFICIAL LISE GNLY. DIS8 TION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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care of her laundry, as wef as others, when they were going to the laundry facility. She
never directed or asked any Soldier to do s0. She thanked the Soldier(s) for taking care
of her laundry. SPCBI7)C) volunteered to conduct this
service for many Scidiers, She believed SFOXIO had informed her of the service
provided by SPC[BX7(C) ] There were many peopie who took advantage of the same
service.

flC NOTE: The 10 interviewed SPC|®)(7)C) |and he denied taking BG French's laundry
to the faundry facility. it was apparen G French was mistaken aboui which
Saldier took the laundry. ]

{3) She had picked up and/or dropped aoff laundry a couple timesa for other
Scidiers as well. She worked extremely lang hours and conducted numerous trips in
and around Afghanistan. Her Soldiers took care of each cther, and she dd not have a
perception that someone thought she was being singled out regarding laundry services.

3. CSM used personnel one time to assist him in moving a heavy piece of
furniture il his guarters. His use of a Saldier in a deployed environment {o move what
was presurnably govemment-owned fumiture iito his govemmem-prcwded quarters is
not a violation of any standard regarding the provision of pemonal services, but is
consistent with the duties of a Soldier. Additionally, CSM[PXICI_cleaned his own
living quarters. The evidence does not support a finding that he misused govermment
personnel to clean his quarters.

4. BG French was not aware of anyone cleaning her quarters after her arrival and
never directed anyona to do so. In one instance, Soldiers cleaned BG French's
quarters prior 10 her occupying them. When BG French's predecessor left on
emergency leave, he left his personal property in the quarters, and they were not ready
for occupancy by the next occupant, BG French. The Soldiers inventoned the former
commandear's equipment and clsaned the quartars prior to BG French's pecupanty
because the prior occupant did not. In another instance, some Soldiers cleaned ber
quarters after a confractor made some repairs to the guarlers. The use of Sokliers fo
clean a government contractor's work area in an Amy facility does not constitute a
personal service to BG French. In each of these instances the cleaning was consistent
with the official duties that might be expected of a Soldier, The evidence does not
support a finding that BG French misused govemment personnel tc clean her quarters.

5. The avidence established that BG French’s subordinates picked up and retumed her
laundry. BG French was aware that Sokdiers in ber office fook care of her laundry.
BG French |ndmted that she was merely including her laundry with a collection from

other transport from her headquarters 10 the laundry facility. The festimony
of csa.e SPC[DXTXC) Jndicated that her laundry was not part of some sort of

group pick-Up for Saldier laundty in the headquarters, but rather Sokliers were making a

FOR OFFICIAL USE OMNLY. TION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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non-incidental sffort to take care of BG French's laundry. BG French’s use of Soldiers
to parform this laundcy Fansport sarvice wae not authorized and constitutad misuse of
govemment personnel fo perform personal services for har.

(bX7)C)
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(BX7XC)
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[EX7)(C)
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{(BXTHC)
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(BY7)(C)
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HBX7XC)
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(EX7HC)
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Inform BG French of the intent to substantiate the allegation that she misused
govemment personnel for personal services.

a. Provide BG French 30 days from the approval date of this report to provide a
response.

b. Record the allegation that BG French misused govemment personnel for
personal services in the IN database as open.

ORI

8. File this repot as DIG 12-00067.

(b)7)C)

L1C, 1G
Investigator

RATION |8 PROHIBITED EXCEFT
BY AR 301,
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APPROVED:

C PETER z VAiGJEL

Lieutenant General, US
The Inspector General

COORDINATION:
(bX7XC)

IN. Legal Initiats: Date; “fa/n
Chief, P1 Br Inffials:| Date: S et I£
IG, Legal Initiats:) Date: 5 <11
Chief, IN Div Initials: Date:_j§ Oe= |2
Enclks
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT ITEM
A Complaint/Allegation: DOD-IG received six anonymous complaints and one named
complaint; ‘

A-1: Complaint, 6 May 2012

A-2; Complaint, 16 May 2012

A-3: Complamnt, 16 May 2012

A-4: Complaint, 8 June 2012

A-5: Compilaint, 15 July 2012

A-6: Complaint, 16 July 2012

A-T7. Complaint, 7 August 2012

B Stardards: :

B-1: DQOD 5500.07-R, JER, dated 30 August 1983 (through Change 7, dated
17 November 2011)

B-2: Title 5, CFR, Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Exacutive
Branch, dated 1 January 2011, paragraph 2635.705 (b)

B-3: Title 5, CFR, Basic Obligation of Public Service, dated 1 January 2011,
paragraph 2635.101(b)(7) and paragraph 2835.101(b}(8)

B-4: |&)7)(C)

B-5:

B-6: AR B00-20, Army Command Policy, dated 18 March 2008, with Rapid Acfion
Review, dated 4 August 2011

B-7: [(®X7)C) ]

B-8: AR 800-100, Army Leadership, dated 8 March 2007

B-9: |)(7)C)

C Document Summary:
c-1: [poOcT -

c-2
C-3:
C4:
C-5:
C-6:

C-T:

C-8

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. D NATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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C-9: ()(7)C)

C-10
c1

C-12
C-13
C-14

(©)7)C)

D-12: LTC
D-13: LTC

D-16:BGF 1)
D-17: CSM|®MIC)
D-18: SFC
D-19: SG

D-20: SPC
D-21: SGT
D-22: SFC
D-23: SPC

FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA; No
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA: No
FOIA. No
FOIA: No
FQIA: No
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: No
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: Yes
FOIA: Yes
FOIA; No

E Nolifications; BG French, MG Stein, LTG Brooks

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DI8S
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY .
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
Report of Investigation
(Case 13-011)
Wy 22 20m
NAME/POSITION: BG Mark C. Amold, US Army Reserve (USAR), Commanding
General (CG), 100" Training Division (TD)(Operational Support), Fort Knox, KY

ALLEGATION { FINDING # 1: The allegation that BG Amold encouraged
subordinates to perform activities for other than official purposes was
substantiated.

ALLEGATION / FINDING #2: The allegation that BG Arnold improperly disclosed
confidential inspactor general (IG) information was substantiated.

BACKGROUND:

1. On 9 August 2012, the Department of the Army Inspector General Agency (DAIG)
received an e-mail from MSG [PV)©) NG, 80th Trainin gCOmmand
(TC),_containing information from SFC |(b)(7)(C) LIG, 100
SFC|P)X(O)]expressed concems that BG Amold expected(®X’)C)

BXC) [Executive Secretary, 100™ TD, to get his lunch. The e-mail aiso contained
information that BG Amold improperly disclosed confidential IG information.

2. DAIG inquiry 12-00085, dated 20 February 2013, determined the allegations that
BG Amold encouraged a subordinate to perform activities for other than official
purposes and improperly disclosed confidential IG information required further
investigation.

3. On 21 February 2013, The Inspector General (TIG) directed further investigation.

ALLEGATION #1: BG Arnold encouraged subordinates to perform activities for
other than official purposes.

STANDARD: Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Standards of Ethical
Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, dated 1 January 2010, states in
paragraph 2635.705(b), an employee will not encourage, direct, coerce, or request a
subordinate to use official time to perform activities other than those required in the
performance of official duties or autharized in accardance with law or regulation.

TESTIMONY:
1. SFAEX7)C) Jestified she had only spoken to BG Amold twice; once to bdEX7)(C)

{(bX7)( jand the second conceming his lunch.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. SEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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a. She was talking tof®X7)C)  jwhen BG Arnold arrived and informed
[BX7©) |that he needed someone to coordinate for his lunch. SFC [BX7)_]was
about to go 1o lunch, so she volunteered to pick up BG Arnold’s lunch; BG Arnold paid
her for his lunch. When she returned with his lunch, BG Arnold said something to the
effect of, “we are going to have to keep this arrangement for the rest of the week.” She
believed that BG Arnold expected her to pick up his lunch for the rest of the week.

b. The next day she went to BG Amold's office under the assumption that he
wanted her to get his lunch. BG Arnold saw her and asked, “Where’'s my lunch?” He
BA7XC) for the rest of the week. He

had already given his order and money to

called|®)(7)C) who informed him that she had picked up his lunch and was on the
way back. SFC did not pick up BG Arnold’s lunch anymore that week.

2. MG William H. Gerety, CG, 80" TC, testified that during an August 2012 counseling

session with BG Amold, BG Arnold acknowledged that he had his secretary pick up his
lunch.

a. BG Amold stated his secretary picked up his lunch for him twice. The first time
was unsolicited, when she was about to go pick up her own lunch, and the second time
he was in back-to-back meetings and asked her ta get him a sandwich and drink.

MG Gerety believed BG Amoid paid for his own lunch both times.

b. MG Gerety counseled BG Amold about the matter and had not heard anything
else about it until now.

3. CSM I HTXC) !100‘“ TD, testified that he and BG Amold had three or four
working id’s office. Usually, they had BG Arnold’s aide get lunch for
the group. One time, BG Amold asked o cocrdinate his lunch so he
could work through his lunch break. SFC was present and volu gered to get
BG Amnold’s lunch since she was about to go get her own lunch. csmfl dmd not
believe there was an expectation for others fo get BG Amold his lunch.

4, |PXe) testlﬁed that while BG Amold was attending training in June 2012,
BG Amold asked [b)_]if there was a menu to Tim Horton'’s restaurant. Cb(b%)@ pulled
up the menu on her computer and BG Amold picked out a meal. SF ) was

present and volunteered to pick up his lunch since she was about to go to lunch.

R Isuggesmd that BG Amold pick a menu item for the rest of the week
and |(®)_|wouid go pick it up since he had limited time for lunch. This was a onetime
occurrence, and BG Arnold does not routinely ask anyone to pick up his lunch.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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b. BG Amold’s aide frequently offered to get BG Amold's lunch for him, but
[B&X7XC) |did not believe BG Amnald_asked him to. She typically saw BG Arnold
eafting In the dining facility with CSM and did not believe BG Amold had an
expectation for anyone to get his lunch.

5. SFqP© aide, 100th TD, testified that BG Amnold
never asked her directly to get him lunch; however, [B)(7)(C) got his lunch twice.

She never heard BG Amold ask|(E)X7XC) to get his lunch or that he expected her to
get it.

a. One time|bX7)(C) asked SFC(WW(C) if she had money for BG Amold’s
lunch since BG Amold owed her money for a sandwich. SF told her to ask
BG Arnold directly for the inonéey because he did not like to owe anyone money.

BG Amold did reimburse}®}7)C) )

b. When BG Amold became the CG, she took his uniforms to get badges sewn on.
'BG Amold paid her for it. Every aide had a fund to pay for various things such as
coffee, water, etc. Purchases were recorded in a spreadsheet, and BG Amold
reimbursed the aide.

10 Note: In accordance with AR 614-200, Enlisted Assignments and Utilization
Management, chapter 8, section 8-11b(1), dated 26 February 2009, enlisted aides may
assist with care, cleanliness, and order of assigned quarters, uniforms, and military
personal equipment.]

6. BG Arnold testified that in June 2012 he was at training across from his
headquarters where he would go during lunch breaks to do work.

a. [E7XC)___|talked to him about picking up lunch, and SFC{®)7)XC) |offered to do

s0 as Iong as he paid for it. He accepted SFC[P©  offer. He could not recall if
SFpicked up his lunch other than that one day.

b. He initiated the conversation about lunch and fofX7(C)___Jto possibly pick up
lunch for him. He paid for his own lunch; however, it was at the expense of SF
and [(b)7)C) itime and energy to go get lunch. They picked up his lunch for him
three of the four days.

¢._He did not order[®XNC) or anyone to pick up his lunch. He asked
[BYNC) | it was not too much trouble, could she pick up his lunch. He could not
recall anyone picking up his lunch for him outside of this week.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1, BG Amold asked his secretary if she would get his lunch and created an impression
that he expected her and other members of his staff to bring him lunch.

2. Although BG ArncM paid for the lunches, he still requested or encouraged his
subordinates to perform an activity that was for his personal benefit and was not part of
those subordinates’ official duties. BG Amold's subordinates were not authorized to
perform personal services for him. :

3. BG Amold’s encouragement of his subordinates to perform personal services for him
as part of their official duties violated 5 CFR 2635.705. However, BG Amnold appeared
to have terminated this practice when advised that it was improper.

CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG Amold encouraged subordinates to perform
activities for other than official purposes was substantiated.

ALLEGATION #2: BG Arnold improperly disclosed confidential IG information.

STANDARD: AR 20-1, IG Activities and Procedures, dated 29 November 2010, states
in paragraph 1-6(3), if the 1G's commander (CDR) wants to share confidential IG
information with a subordinate CDR or anyone else outside the 1G-CDR relationship, he
or she may do so, but must contact TIG for approval if the information pertains to
investigations.

DOCUMENTS/TESTIMONY:

1. On 6 August 2012, LTC |<b§(")f°) le, 100" TD, forwarded BG Amold an
e-mail summarizing a named Soldier's complaint of abuse of authority and reprisal by
her chain of command. On the same day, BG Arnold forwarded the Soldier's complaint
to members of his staff and directed LTC n the future to courtesy copy such
e-mails to his command staff.

2. BG Amold testified that he forwarded a Soldier's IG complaint against one of his
brigade CDRs to his command group, including his chief of staff, former Assistant
Deputy CDR, and his civilian executive officer,

a. He did so because whenever he had a decision to make regarding subordinate
units, he consulted with his command group to make a more informed decision. After
he forwarded the e-mail, his IG informed him that he could not share |G sensitive
information.
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b. He had never worked with an 1G before and did not realize he was violating a
regulation. This was a difficult learning experience for him; he apologized, and
regretted that his action led to an investigation.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. BG Arnoid forwarded an e-mail that contained confidential IG information to
members of his staff.

2. BG Amold admitted he forwarded |G sensitive information to his command group. At
the time, he was not aware of the prohibition in AR 20-1, paragraph 1-6f(3), against
disclosing such information. He simply wanted to get feedback from his staff so that he
could make a good decision in the matter.

CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG Armold improperly disclosed confidential IG
information was substantiated. -

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Record the allegations that BG Amold encouraged subordinates to perform activities
for other than official purposes and improperly disclosed confidential IG information in
the IN database as substantiated.

2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General.

BXNC)
COLTG
Iinvestigator
APPROVED:
ROSSE.

Major General, SA
Deputy The Inspector General
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LIST OF EXHIBITS
'EXHIBIT [TEM
A Authority/Complaint
A-1: Directive

A-2: E-mail, Subject: Senior Official Allegation, dated 9 August 2012
A-3: Legal Review '

B Standard

B-1: Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees of the Executive Branch, dated 1 July 2011

B-2: AR 20-1, Inspector General Activities and Procedures, dated 29 November
2010

C Documents

C-1: E-mail traffic from BG Amold to LT informing him to keep his
command group informed on IG sensitive information ‘

C-2: AR 614-200, Eniisted Assignments and Utilization Management, dated 26
February 2009 and Department of Defense Instruction, 1315.08, dated 2 October 2007

D Testimon)
D-1: SFC[PN© FOIA: Yes
D-2: MG Gere FOIA: Yes
D-3: CSM|D™ FOIA: Yes
D-4; [®XNO) FOIA: No
D-5: SFC[PXDE)__ | FOIA: Yes
D-6: BG Amold FOIA: Yes
E Notification
E-1: BG Amold
E-2: MG Gerety

E-3: MG Lesniak
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

0CT 23 a&s
SAIG-IN

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL, US ARMY TRAINING AND
DOCTRINE COMMAND, 661 SHEPPARD PLACE, RM 121, FORT EUSTIS,

VA 23604-5708

SUBJECT: Referral of lssue (DIG 14-40024)

1. The Department of the Amy Inspector Generalgl_yency recently completed the
review of an anonymous complaint regarding the[®)C) |

Commanding General, US Army Combined Arms Support Command, Fort Lee, VA.
The complainants were|[®)©

BITNO) 1
BXTNC) |at Fort Lee.

2. Ammy Regulation {AR) 600-20, Army Command Policy, states Army Well-being is the
personal - physical, material, mental, and spiritual-state of the Army Family, including
Soldiers and their Families, that contributes to their preparedness to perform and
support the Army’s mission. The focus of Army Well-being is to take care of the Amy
Family.

3. AR 600-100, Army Leadership, states every leader will ensure the physical, moral,
personal, and professional wellbeing of subordinates; treat subordinates with dignity,
respect, faimess, and consistency, and foster a healthy command climate.

4. We determined the matter is more appropriate for review and action by the
command at this time. Accordingly, it is referred to you for appropriate action. If during
your review, you discover evidence of senior official involvement in an lmpropnety refer
the matter to us with supporting documentation.

5. Our point of contact for this action is[®*¢) | DSN[PX7XC] — |or commercial
r—E(b)(n(C) o f

(BU7KC)

Encl

Colenel, IG
Chief, investigations Division

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE INAPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700
JUN 10 93
US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
PRELIMINARY INQUIRY

(Case 11-00048)

NAMES/POSITIONS: MG (Ret) William T. Nesbitt, former The Adjutant General (TAG),
Georgia National Guard (GANG) EW ©) , |
[(b){’t’)«fc) l

{10 Note: MG Nesbitt|®(1)C) Iretired effective 2 October 2011.
MG Nesbitt recaived MG retirement pay based on-over 42 years of active and traditional

National Guard service. [*/7©
BY7)C)

BACKGROUND: From 13 April 2011 until 16 Seplember 2011, DAIG received -
five complaints that contained allegations against MG Nesbitt; [P7C) |

b)THC)

BN ~ |
BNNo) [ Toe)

BRTHC)

B | This report focused exclusively on the allegations
associated with MG Nesbitt[*)/(©) | The remaining allegations involving
(bX7HC) {®XTHC) | and [®X7XC) |were addressed in DIG 11-00101 and

approved by The Inspector General (TIG) on 6 October 2012 and Department of
Defense Inspector General {DODIG) on 8 November 2012,

ALLEGATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1. The allegation that MG Nesbitt engaged in a relationship that caused a
perception of partiaiity or unfaimess and appeared to compromise the integrity of
the chain of command was substantiated. The allegation that MG Maria Britt
engaged in the same relationship that caused a perception of partiality or
unfaimess and appeared to compromise the integrity of the chain of command
was not substantiated. MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt engaged in a close
personal/professional relationship for at least 15 years. MG Nesbitt characterized it as
a professional {senior to subordinate) mentoring relationship; however, many members
of the GANG perceived it as an inappropriate personal relationship that lasted for many
years and degraded the organization. Although the perception was widespread and
long lasting, none of the withesses had ever seen them act improperly. Rather, the
perception was based on the amount of time they spent together in a professional and
social capacity, as well as a perceived favoritism that MG Nesbitt displayed towards

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED
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MG Maria Britt. MG Nesbift testified that he was awars of the GANG perception and
was confronted on it more than once; however, there was no evidence that he took any
significant action to correct it. MG Maria Britt testified that she was very concemed
about the perception and asked MG Nesbitt on several occasions to back off on his
attempts to spend time with her. As MG Maria Britt's supervisor, MG Nesbitt had
primary responsibility to prevent the perception. Therefore, the allegation that

MG Nesbitt engaged in a relationship that caused a perception of partiality or unfaimess
and appeared to compromise the integrity of the chain of command was substantiated,
while the same allegation was not substantiated for MG Maria Britt.

2. BI7HC) ]
{BITHC)

3, [P
®XTIC)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED
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(BRTHC)

4. [BC)
BXTIC)

{(B)E)LO)THC)
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()(5).(bX7)(C)
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(B)(5).(b)7HC)
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{0)(S).(e)7XC)

ALLEGATION 1: MG Nasbitt and MG Britt engaged in a relationship that caused a
perception of partiality or unfairness and appeared to compromise the.integrity of
the chaln of command. '

STANDARD: AR 800-20 states:

In paragraph 4-14(b)(1), relationships between Soldiers of different rank are
prohnbrted if they compromise, or appeared to compromise, the integrity of supervisory
authority or the chain of command.

. b. In paragraph 4-14(b)(2), relationships between Soldiers of different rank are
prohibited if they cause actual or perceived partiality or unfairness.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt were alleged to have had an inappropriate
relationship that lasted for many years and degraded the organization. The perception
was based on numerous observations of MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt in frequent
social contact through lunch dates, official travel, and social engagements. Witnesses
also complained about favoritism MG Nesbitt displayed towards MG Maria Bntt and the
resulting influence she had over him.

2. BG Tim Britt testified:

a. MG Nesbitt went abave and beyond to mentor MG Maria Britt over a 15-year
period. He paid far more attention to her professicnal and personal life than he paid to
any other officer. MG Nesbitt called her several times a day and always asked her to
lunch. He could rarely go to lunch with his wife without MG Nesbitt being invited to
come along. MG Nesbitt frequently had MG Maria Britt attend his temporary duty (TDY)
events even if she had no reason to be there. He would also attend her TDY events
when he had no reason to be there. While on TDY, MG Nesbitt often booked his plane
seat and hotel room next to hers. He heard they also did a lot of after-hours socializing
while on TDY.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBJTED
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b. Ali the interaction between MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt resulted in the
perception of an inappropriate relationship, and rumors of their relationship were
rampant throughout the GANG. He had people coming up to him to ask if he realized
what was going on between MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt and how he could stand it.
He was embarrassed and frustrated. A few times he approached MG Nesbitt, man to
man, fo discuss his concerns. In each instance, MG Nesbitt said he was only interested
in her professionally and was just trying to mentor her. MG Nesbitt promised to back off
on the lunches and the unnecessary TDY, but that rarely lasted more than a few days.
He found it ever more difficult to trust his wife even though he wanted to. Eventually, he
just stopped caring and focused on his awn career. Their marriage ended with a
divorce in September of 2010,

¢. MG Maria Britt told BG Tim Britt that she asked MG Nesbitt on several occasions
to back off on all his attempts to spend time with her. BG Tim Britt recognized that
MG Maria Britt was in a difficult position. She was obviously benefiting professionally
from all her contact with MG Nesbitt, but if she pushed back too much on MG Nesbitt's
attempts 1o be social with her, it could backfire and MG Nesbitt might treat her in a
negative fashion.

d. BG Tim Britt thought the perception of an improper relationship between
MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt made the GANG organization quite dysfunctional,
particularly among the senior leadership. It had a huge impact on peaple and their
careers. Some people were ostracized and/or sent home early for having a cross word
with MG Maria Britt. MG Maria Britt would play to MG Nesbitt’'s power to have people
- dealt with who challenged her.

3. COL[PIV)XC)testified:

{o)(7)C)

b. She did not have any evidence that MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt had an
improper physical relationship, although she suspected that it occurred at some point.
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Regardless, she thought they had an inappropriate personat relationship in terms of the
undue influence she seemed to have over him. She thought MG Nesbitt had very
strong feefings for MG Maria Britt that caused him to be extremely compliant with
work-related decisions she wanted him to make. MG Maria Britt could voice an opinion
at virtuaily any time, and he would enact it.

{bYTHC)

4. COUPT® Hestiiedt

a. He thought MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt had an inappropriate relationship that
lasted for many years. They were often seen together out for lunch and out for dinner
when TDY. They commonly came to meetings together, sometimes late from their
lunches. They traveled extensively on TDY together, and he heard that when doing so,
they would request adjoining rooms, He also heard that on one occasion, Mrs. Nesbitt
came to the headquarters and told MG Nesbilt's personal staff that she did not want
MG Nesbitt traveling TDY any more with “that woman,” indicating MG Maria Britt. He
thought their relationship was a large contributor to the tailure of MG Maria Briit's
marriage to BG Tim Britt. At the time, he and others could not understand why BG Tim
Britt would put up with her relationship with MG Nesbitt. He did not have any hard
evidence, but given all the time MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt spent together, he was
convinced that they had an inappropriate relationship.

(eX7)C)

¢. MG Maria Britt was junior to him when she entered the GAARNG, but they were
both promoted o MA.J on the same date. At that time, she was working in the HQ with
(then) GAARNG Chief of Staff, COL Nesbitt. When they were considered for LTC, he
was higher on the order of merit list then her; however, his records were somehow sent
fo the wrong promotlon board. He asked through the G1 what happened. The G1 said
that they gsbitt about the mix up and MG Nesbitt said he would not reconsider
putting MAJ®XC) " |file before the board because he did not want a LTC serving in
his ROTC posmon at North Georgia College. Instead MG Nesbitt created a new LTC
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AGR position and promoted then MAJ Maria Britt to fill it. COUPNC)_]thought there
were a lot of officers over the years that were seen as competition for MG Maria Britt,
and as a result, they were moved out of the way or forced to retire early.

5. LTd®NC) | GANG,
- testified: : '

a. When she first came to the GANG in she was told that MG Nesbitt and
MG Maria Britt had a inapprapriate relationship. It appeared to her that at some point
they did. She wondered how else anyone could explain MG Nesbitt's interest in
MG Maria Britt and “how he pulled her along the way he did.” Her perception was that
MG Maria Britt received a lot of allowances to get her to her cument position, allowances
that other people did not receive. _

b. in July 2011, she was working in her office when SSG W
[oX7CY e roached and said that

MG Nesbitt wanted to talk to ssemby phone; SSG[ nted LTC[PD Jto

silently listen as a witness. SSG[2X7]contacted MG Nesbrtt and they spoke by

speakerphone without MG Nesbitt knowing that LTC[E)D) lwas listening. MG Nesbitt
asked SSG[PY7)] repeatediy[F17C) ]

[®XNiC) that could implicate

MG Maria Britt). SSG[®X7) kepeatedly said no. LTGs surprised that a two-star
general would be phoning an|®)_|and calling her by her first name. Initially MG Nesbitt
was friendly and said he could help her with boards (promotion and retention) if she
wouid just be honest with him. Once again she said that she did not talk to anyone
about the incident Then he switched to a threatening tone and said that he did not
believe her and if he found out that she was lying there would be consequences, and
she knew what that meant. LTC[PX7) Jwas startled by the exchange and MG Nesbitt's
tone. She thought MG Nesbitt was not personally involved in the incident and was
therefore surprised that he went to such lengths to intervene for MG Maria Britt.

B. [®X7XS) | testified:

a. She was aware of a strong perception within the GANG that MG Nesbitt and
MG Maria Britt had an inappropriate relationship that lasted for many years. She had a
positive opinion of them both, but thought the perception of their relationship was
everywhere and believed that it had a detrimental effect on the organization. Morale
was low and everybody was on edge. She also knew that the perception went beyond
the GANG and was referred to within the NG, and across other states, as the
“NesBritt thing.”
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b. There was also a percaption in the GANG that if you angered MG Maria Britt, you
" would feel the wrath of MG Nesbitt. MG Nesbitt “thought the world of Maria Britt,” and
would pretty much back up anything she said. She stated that MG Maria Britt was
thought to have had the same power as MG Nesbiit as a result of their relationship.

7. MG Robert Hughes, former Deputy Commanding General, First Ammy, testified:

a. He thought MG Maria Britt was at one time a competent officer but was promoted
beyond her competence. He attributed this to the very ¢close personal bond she
developed with MG Nesbitt. He thought MG Nesbitt treated MG Maria Biritt iike the
teacher's pet. She was looked after and protected by MG Nesbitt and given the choice
assignments. Their relationship created a perception throughout the GANG that she
was given "the inside track” for most of her career. At one time, their relationship was
{BXTXC) | although he never saw anything to prove this. When he was
commanding the 48th Brigade (1997-2000), he became so concerned about this
perception that he went to Atlanta to have a meeting with BG Tom McCullough, former
ATAG, and MG Nesbitt (then COL and GAARNG Chief of Staff). He told them both
about how this relationship was perceived in the field and that they needed to do
something about it. He never saw a change; if anything, he thought it got worse.

b. In the iate 1890s, an underground e-mail pericdical was developed named
“The Old Dobbin,” after Dobbins Air Force Base. The periodical was really a blog that
bashed the senior GANG leadership. MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt were frequently
featured in this blog based on rumars of their inappropriate relationship. He could not
_ believe that MG Nesbitt chose to not take action and change this perception.

MG Hughes thought their relationship really degraded the organization.

(10 Note: [BTC_IG complaint stated that MG Nesbitt had either rated or senior
rated MG Maria Britt for over 20 years. A review of MG Maria Britt's evaluations
indicated that MG Nesbitt had either rated or senior rated MG Maria Britt for 14 of her
last 22 evaluations. In the final four evaluations, MG Nesbitt rated and senior rated

MG Maria Britt by virtue of his position as the TAG and hers as the Commanding
General ofl the GAARNG. MG Maria Britt was continuously given top block ratings by all
her raters.

8. COLbX7)IC) | GANG,
testified:
a. He was[®()©) land knew that

MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt had a long history together. Their relationship was
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based on trust and confidence. MG Nesbitt preferred to have MG Maria Britt in the
tough jobs because he thought she was a strong performer. He knew MG Nesbitt
thought she was the GANG's top officer and provided her preferential freatment based
on her merit.

b. He was aware of the rumors that MG Nesbiit and MG Maria Britt had an
inappropriate relationship, but personally he was not aware of them having anythi
other than a professional relationship. [®)7XC)

[BX7C] | COL[®), Jeonsidered
their relationship to be similar to that of anyone else who worked directly together. He
found that whole notion of an inappropriate relationship to be absurd.

c. He did not think MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt ever traveled TDY together
frequently. When they did travel together, it made sense to him. There was never an
indication that they attempted to get adjoining rooms while TDY. He thought MG Maria
Britt was considered to be like a daughter to the Nesbitt family.

9. COLIPHNC) | GAARNG([BINEC) |

[BXTYC) | testified that he was aware of the rumors of an inappropriate
relationship between MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt. He thought they did their job, and
he did not know what they could have done to mitigate that perception. He also did not
think MG Nesbitt gave preferential treatment to MG Maria Britt. COL[BXTIC) jthought
MG Maria Britt did a great job under the circumstances she was given. She had to do
everything everyone else did, but she had fo do it better because she was a female. He
thought she felt fike a victim of water cooler conversations and of being a female in a
mostly male organization.

10. MG Maria Britt testified:

a. That MG Nesbitt was her boss for many years and also acted as her mentor and
sponsor. It was very rough being one of the first women fo come into the Georgia
Guard 20 years ago. There were only a few female officers and none over the rank of
CPT, with most of those being on the medical side. MG Nesbitt quickly realized that
with her West Point education and eight years of dlslmgulshed active duty service that
she was an asset o the GANG and he took an interest in furthering her career, People
began to notice the time they spent together and developed a perception that they had
a personal relationship. She thought if she had been a man, this would not have been
an issue, but since she was a woman, people thought it had to be a personal
refationship. it was never about a personal relationship.
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b. MG Maria Britt thought MG Nesbitt was a very exiraverted person. He liked to
talk to people, to go out to lunch, to reach out and give his opinion, and to agree to
disagree. He wanted people around him that would tell him if he was doing something
that did not make sense. She tried {o be honest with him and thought he valued her
opinion. She also thought MG Nesbitt valued her because she spoke her mind, and
they thought alike about Soldiers, leadership, and doing the harder right. She did not
think he was infatuated with her, but admired and respected her and had confidence
ihat she could get the job done.

¢. She could only think of one conference that they attended together, and she
asked him to reconsider attending because she did not want 1o encourage the
perception of their personal relationship. The conference they attended was the annual
MI Conference held at Fort Huachuca the year that she was the new Military '
Intelligence (MI) battalion commander within the GANG. She told MG Nesbit, “Sir, | got
this, 1 really don't need yau to come to the conference.” He repiied, “I'm not going to
avoid doing what | need to do as a leader because people are talking. I'm going to
continue to do the right thing. I've gone to the infantry and armor conferences. We
have stood up a new M) battalion in Georgia, and I'm going to the Ml conference.”

d. There was another TDY situation she recalled when she learned after arriving at
the hotel that they were bocked in adjoining rooms. She told MG Nesbitt that she was
uncomfortable with this arrangement and said she needed to go downstairs and have
her room changed. When she attempted to change the room, she learned that the hotel
was otherwise booked. Moving to another hotel was not a reasonable option, so she
just accepted the room. Once again, she thought this would not have been a problem if
she was a man.

e. She did not recall attending any activity with MG Nesbilt that was not work
related. They never went out for a beer or anything like that. She was careful not to let
that happen. They had lunch together about once a week, and it was almost always in
a public setting, although sometimes they had a working lunch in his office because “we
were going a hundred miles an hour.” Qther staff persannel often attended, but the
focus was always business. These mestings were not dates.

f. She thought sometimes MG Nesbitt wanted to spend too much time with her and
that made her feel uncomfortable. She told him that he needed to back off and give her
some space, so she could prove herself on her own merit. On one occasion, she said,
“Sir, you have to back off because | understand that you do not want to treat me
differently, but 1 am different, 'm a woman; I'm married; I've got chikdren and people are
getting the wrong idea.” She was so concemed about the pemeptlon of their

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMI ON IS PRCHIBITED
EXCEPT AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.

12




® | o
SAIG-IN (DIG 11-00046)

relationship that at one point she drew up a letter of resignation that she presented-to
MG Nesbitt. She tald him that she could not lead Soldiers like this anymore. It was also
stressing her out to deal with the marital pressure of having her husband, BG Tim Britt,
think there was something going on between them. MG Nesbiit said that he was not
going to accept the letter and that the organization needed her, He agreed to back off,
however, she did not think he took it as seriously as she would have liked.

g. She thought she eamed every rank she received. All MG Nesbitt did was to
provide her a level playing field. “] eamed every job through the work that | did, the
team that | built, and the metrics that | preached. | was good, still am, and now I'm
doing it for students instead of Soldiers (as Associate Vice President for Operations at
Kennesaw State University). ‘

11. MG Nesbitt testified he had a long-standing mentoring relationship with MG Maria
Brift. He did not think they had a personal relationship other than through their
professional relationship. He also thought MG Maria Britt was one of the most
principled people he knew. They did not socialize outside the office other than an
occasional working lunch. Many years ago he became aware of a GANG perception
that they were having an inappropriate relationship. This gccurred back when

MG Maria Britt started to show a great deal of promise. He thought there were some
bigots in the GANG that did not want to see a high ranking female officer in the
organization and that was what fusled many of the allegations against her. He also
mentored several other minority officers and females that showed promise. MG Nesbitt
was concemed enough about the perception that he approached BG Tim Britt on the
subject; and BG Tim Britt told him that he did not have any concerns at this point. He
was also not aware of a time that they had adjoining hotel rooms and indicated that
most of the travel they had done together was in the company of other staff.

12. MG Nesbitt and MG Maria Britt engaged in a close personal and professional
relationship for at least 15 years. MG Nesbitt characterized it as a professional (senior
to subordinate) mentoring relationship; however, many members of the GANG
perceived it as an inappropriate personal relationship that lasted for many years and
degraded the organization. Although the perception was widespread and long lasting,
none of the witnesses had ever seen them act improperly. Rather, the perception was
based on the amount of time they spent togsther in a professional and social capacity,
as well as a perceived favoritism that MG Nesbitt displayed towards MG Maria Britt.

13. MG Maria Britt made an effort to address the perception problem. She testified that

she was very concemed about the perception and asked MG Nesbitt on several
occasions to back off on his attempis to spend time with her, to no avail. She aiso
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considered resigning, and at one point drew up a letter of resignation, but MG Nesbitt
talked her out of it.

14. MG Nesbitt testified that he was aware of the GANG perception and was
confronted on it more than once. However, there was no evidence that he made any
significant effort to address or minimize the perception problem. MG Hughes testified
that when he was commanding the 48th Brigade, he met with MG Nesbitt (then COL
and Chief of Staff) and BG McCullough (former ATAG) to discuss the strong perception
down in the field units and that they needed to do something about it. He stated that he
never saw a change, if anything it got worsa.

15. As MG Maria Brilt's supervisor, MG Nesbitt had primary responsibility to prevent
the perception problem. MG Maria Britt, as his subordinate, had limited options to deal
with the perception, and she was frustrated by MG Nesbitt in her attempts to address
the problem. Her former husband, BG Tim Britt, testified that MG Maria Britt was in a
difficult position. If she pushed back too much on MG Nesbitt's attempts to be social
with her, MG Nesbitt might treat her in a negative fashion.

16. The allegation that MG Nesbitt engaged in a relationship that caused a perception
of partiality or unfairness and appeared to compromise the integrity of the chain of
command was substantiated because he was the superior and was aware of the
problem, but did not make an adequate effort to address it. The same allegation was
not substantiated for MG Maria Britt because she was his subordinate, and she
attempted to address the perception problem.

ALLEGATION 2: [6¥7©) I

(bY7XC)
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. Record the allegation that MG Nesbitt engaged in a relationship that caused a
perception of partiality or unfaimess and appeared to compromise the integrity of the
chain of command in the IN database as substantiated. ,

2. [EXeT

(BX7HC)

3, [BX7XO)

[EXE) ' T

4. [P0

l(b){'f)(c) , {

5. [PX7XC)

l(b)(7)(0) l

(B)().(L)(TXC)

(b)(S).(B)TXC)

(B)(5).(B)7C)

(b)(S).(BX(TUC)

(b)(5).(6X7XC)

(b)(3).(b)(7)(C)

B [ [k [T [le [l e

(L(SLOITNC)
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13.]

(0)(8).()THC)

(_I_ALJ

(0)(3).(o)7)C)

15, |

(b)5).(0)(7)(C)

T

(B)(3).(L)(7)C)

17. [(b)(T)(C)

|

18. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General.

19. File this report as DIG 11-000486,

APPROVED:

ROSS E. Rt

Major General, USA

Deputy The Inspector General
COORDINATION: e
iN, Legal Initials:

Chief, P Br Initialg{®7 XS
IG, Legal Initials {EX7C)
Chief, IN Div Initialg: [*X7(C)
Encls

(BU7)C)

LTC, IG
Investigator

Date: 2 élSO’ggﬁ

Date:
Dale: 23Mm4y (3

Date: N —xy.2 13
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LIST OF EXHIB
EXHIBIT  [TEM
A Complaints/Allegations: _
A-1 [®XC) |Complaint, 12 April 2011
A-2 Anonymous Compiaint, 12 May 2011
A3 OA7NC) iComplaint, 28 June 2011
A4 - [eXTXC) |Complaint, 15 August 2011
A-5 . [Complaint, 13 September 2011
B Standards:
B-1 AR 600-20, Army Command Policy, paragraph 4-14(b}(1-2)
B-2 DOD Directive (DODD) 7050.06, Military Whistleblower Protection
B-3 AR 600-100, Amy Leadership, paragraph 2-1a
B4 "~ AR 600-20, Army Command Policy, paragraph 4-4a(2)
C Documents:
C-1 Allegations Coordinated with OGC for inquiry/abeyance
C-2 - Event Timeline
c-3 i ly 2011
Cc4 BATHC)
C-5 Army Times article .
C-6
C-7 (X7HC)
C-8
c-9
C-10
C-11
C-12
C-13 MG Maria Britt's OERs
C-14 B}NC)
C-15
C-16 ti tus of MG Nesbitt [DI7XC) |BIVXC) [ and [OX7IC)
c-17 [Ew‘ﬂa_tbm@ T T
c-18 Notice of an unsuccessful search for MG Nesbit's e-mails
C-19 [BX7YCT |
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D Testimony:
D-1 BG (Ret) Lawrence Dudney FOIA: Yes
D-2 COL[B)7)C) FOIA: No
D-3 Col[(e)}7)(C) FOIA: Yes
D-4 Cal FOIA: Yes
D-5 COL|{®(NC) FOIA: Yes
D-6 BG (Ret) Timothy Britt FOIA: No
D-7 COLI®XT)C) FOIA: No
D8 [®X7C) l FOIA: No
D-9 MG (Ret) Robert Hughes FOIA: No
D-10 (d)7)(C) FOIA: Yes
D-11 (BX7XC) FOIA: Yes
D-12 COL|®XTXC) FOIA: No
D-13 COL FOIA: No
D-14 COL|(B)}7)(C) FOIA: No
D-15 S8G FOIA: No
D-16 LTC FOIA: Yes
D-17 SSG FOIA: No
D-18 SSG FOIA: No
D-19 MSG|[®N7XC) FOIA: Yes
D-20 BG Kenneth Roberts FOIA: No
D-21 MG (Ret) William Nesbitt FOIA: No
D-22 MG (Ret) Maria Britt FOIA: No
E : Legal Reviews:
E-1 IN, Legal
E-2 IG, Legal
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY I
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL -
1708 ARWMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

FEB 4 2013

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 12-006)

NAMES/POSITIONS:

Ms. Joyce Morrow, Senior Executive Service (SES), Administrative Assistant to the
Secretary of the Army (AASA), Pentagon, Washington, DC

(bX7XC)

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: Ms. Morrow misused
government resources. The preponderance of the evidence established that

Ms. Mommow routinely used her immediate staff (Executive Assistants (EAs), XOs, and
Assistant XOs (AXOs)) during official work hours to conduct personal errands for her.
On several occasions, Ms. Mormow also requested her staff to perform personal errands
for her family members and her pet. To comply with Ms. Morrow’s requests and
expectations, her subordinates improperly used government resources (fax, telephone,
computer, and official time) to perform the unofficial tasks.

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: Ms. Morrow failed to foster
a healthy organizational climate. The preponderance of the evidence established
that Ms. Momow produced high quality work products and achieved a level of excellence
required in getting Department of the Ammy (DA) policy or signatures from Secretary of
the Army (SA). To achieve such Ievel of perfection, all witnesses testified that

Ms. Morrow and/or her staff often worked very late hours. These late hours and the
way Ms. Morrow went about achieving this level of perfection took a toll on smployees.
Witness testimony indicated that Ms. Mosrow did not foster a healthy workplace
environment that facilitated cooperation and teamwork, or supported constructive
resolution of conflicts.

(bX7)C)
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{(bXTHC)

(bX7XC)

BACKGROUND:

1. Ms. Mormow began serving as the AASA in March 2006. As the AASA, she oversees
four field operating agencias with an authorized staff of about 3,000 personnel (1,331
civiliang, 153 military, and 1,495 contractors) and an organizational budget totaling
nearly $1 bilion. From May 2009 to January 2011, she also servad as the Acting
Deputy Under Secretary of the Army (DUSA).

2. On 14 October 2011, DAIG received notification of an allegation against Ms. Morrow
from an anonymous complainant. The complainant alleged that Ms. Momow required
her personal staff to get lunch for her on a daily basis and required subordinates to
purchase coffee and tea for her at their own personal expense. The complainant further
abeged that Ms. Mommow constantly balittied and talked down to her staff both in private
and in public forums; she required civilian members of her staff to constantly change
their required day off to preclude them taking annual or sick leave; she treated several
of her African American AXOs with less respect than thelr rank deserved and with racial

overiones; |®I7(C) |
{EXTHC) |

l{:g).mé )Pl. DIG 12-00009, approved 3 February 2012, determined the allegations ﬂ'lzat

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PRORIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1. :




SAIG-IN (ROl 12-006)

B XC) |
(BX7)C) | The allegations that Ms. Mormow misused government resources,
BX7RC) ~required further

investigation. [0X7)C) o)
{b)7XC) T

4, On 15 February 2012, the SA directed an investigation by DAIG. During the course
of the investigation, the evidence established the allegation that|®7X)

[Er© [ On
18 March 2012, SA approved the expansion of the investigation to include the new
allegation.

5. On 27 March and 4 April 2012, DAIG provided Ms. Momrow with a summary of
comments regarding the allegations that she misused government resources, failed to

treat subordinates with dignity and respect [®)7XC) ]
WT(T'__‘_—Q— | On

1 May 2012, Ms. Morrow provided a written response to those comments and submitted
to a follow-on interview that was conducted on 15 May 2012.

6. During the course of the investigation, the allegations that [®/("© |

EmeE land that {E17C) B

BXDE) _ were changed to “Ms. Morrow failed to foster
a healthy organizational climate’[®7/©) |
[BX7XC) | The allegations were changed to
betier reflect the alleged impropriety.

SYNOPSIS:
SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION: Ms. Morrow misused government resources.

1. An anonymous complainant alleged Ms. Mormow routinely required members of her
staff to get her lunch and to purchase coffee and tea for her at their personal expense.

2. Department of Defense (DOD) §500.07-R, Joint Ethics Regulation (JER), dated

30 August 1993 (through Change 7 dated 17 November 2011), states in paragraph
3-303(b), that because of the potential for significant cost to the federal government,

and the potential for abuse, DOD employees, such as secretaries, clerks, and military
aides, could not be used to support unofficial actwnhes of another DOD employee or for
any other non-Federal purposes. :

3. Title 5, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees of the Executive Branch, dated 1 January 2011, states in paragraph
2635.705(b}, an employee will not encourage, direct, coerce, or request a subordinate

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINA 1S PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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to use official time to perform activities other than those required in the parformance of
official duties or authorized in accordance with law or regulation. Paragraph
2635.704(a) states that an employee has a duty to protect and conserve govemment
property and shall not use such property, or allow its use, for other than authorized

purposes.

4. E-mail evidence and testimony established that as a part of their required duties,
Ms. Mommow requested her EAs, XOs, and AXOs to perform personal errands for her on
a regular basis during official work hours.

a. Fourteen witnesses who were current or former members of Ms. Morrow’s
immediate staff testified that she requested her EAs, XOs, and AXOs to get her lunch
on a regular basis. The evidence established that the military personnel and the EA not
on t lunch for Ms. Morrow, but, on occasion, they also got lunch for
e | Eight of the nine former XOs and AXOs testified that they believed
that getting Ms. Morrow's funch was a part of their normail tasks and did not mind
performing such duties, [*X7XC) |

{oX7HC) [ However, Ms. Morrow's EA,
[®X7XC) | believed that the practice of getting Ms. Mormow’s lunch was
“abusive.”

b. wtestiﬂed that the military staff were expected to get Ms. Momow's

lunch on a daily basis, but when they were not available, [©_ was expected to do so.
Ms. Mormow required[®)_to have lunch on her desk at a certain time. In some cases,
Ms. Morrow had[®)_ltravel from opposite floors and corridors within the Pentagon to get
specific meal items from different locations within the Pentagon. Ms. Mormow often
provided detailed instructions on how she wanted her meals prepared. The staff knew
that when getting Ms. Momrow’s iced tea, she wanted it in a styrofoam cup with a lid, a
straw, and no ice. If the tea was in the wrong cup, Ms. Maormow would refuse fo drink it.

“beheved this practice was abusive.

c. In late September 2011,[BC__ informed [P |that[Flshould
not have the military staff getting Ms. Morrow's lunch. [P |testified that
[BT) | avidently mentioned i to Ms. Morrow who stopped having pecple do
such emrands, but Ms. Mormow alsa treated [P71©) |"colder” in the office. As a
resuit, Ms. Morrow barely spoke to|®) | E-mail evidencs further established that in
addition to getting Ms. Morrow's lunch, [®X7XC) |was also asked to reconclle
medical documents for Ms. Mommow's mother, fax documents to “Closets by Design™ for
Ms. Morrow’s closet redesign, fax documents to “1-800-dogmeds” for Ms. Morrow’s pet,
make reservations for a personal trip for Ms. Mormow and her husband, and cance! hair
appointments for both Ms. Morrow and her husband. -

Colonel (COL){"¥7X) | former XO, AASA, testified that Ms. Morrow asked,
“to take 14 pairs of shoes to the Pentagon shoe repair shop to get them fixed. [©7 |

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINA IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY 1.
4



SAIG-IN (ROl 12-006)

 informed.Ms. Morrow that[EX7 lwas not hired to do such errands, but®@]did it anyway: * - -
COL [P ltestifiad that “it was like you were in a Prisoner of War Camp”; if you did
not do what Ms. Morrow wanted, she would ridicule you and treat you “more harshly.”
Later, Ms. Morrow asked take her shoes to the repair shop to have them
polished. COL indicated that Ms. Mommow’s shoes had to be donae a certain

‘way or Ms. Morrow was ot going to pay for them. COL[P™C _|further testified that
averyone was afraid to say anything because they did not want to deal with Ms. Mormow.

5. In a written statement, Ms. Morrow indicated that she did not recall details regarding
the Pentagon shoe repair shop. She recalled taking shoes to the shoe repair shop on
one occasion. She believed that she went in person to see what services they offered,
the cost, and to pay for the service. She believed that it was possible that a staff
member offered to walk with her. Ms. Momow further stated that the demands of the job
did not afford her time to take a lunch break. She did not want to leave her offica to get
lunch — especlally when she was dual-hatted or working a special project. She stated
that some days sha would not eat; other days (but not avery day) she allowed her staff
(military AXOs, or on occasion the XOs and EA) to call in and pick up a unch order for
het at the Amrmy Executive Dining Facility. She stated in retrospect, she regretted
“allowing” her staff to help her in that way.

6. In a DAIG interview, Ms. Mormow was asked to clarify her statement. Ms. Mormow
testified she did not recall any ethics briefing that specifically addressed the use of her
immediate staff. She did have members of her staff get her lunch, but she thought that
they were doing so when they were getting lunch for themselves. She recalled bringing
a large bag of shoes into the Pentagon, but she did not recall anyone taking her shoes
to the repair shop for her. She further testified that she did not recall anyone ordering
dog medication for her alling pet, making personal hair appointments andfor travel
arrangements for her and her husband, or faxing documents for her closet redesign.
She did recall seeking a medical malpractice suit as a result of her mother's hip surgery.
She testified that she possibly had [©X7)C) | Management Analyst, assist her late
one evening {o organize some documents as a result of that action. Ms. Morrow further
acknowledged that she did have her closets redesigned and did have an ailing dog that .
has since passed away. :

7. The preponderancs of evidence established that Ms. Morrow requested members of
her staff to perform unofficial activities for her for non-official purposes. These included
getting her lunches, beverages, and performing personal emrands for her, her family,
and pet. The evidence established that Ms. Morrow did not require employees to pay
for the meal items and tasks they performed on her behalf. All withesses testified that
they were relmbursed by Ms. Morrow for the iterns they purchased for her. Although
Ms. Morrow stated that she “allowed” her staff to get her iunches and could not recall
specifics of any personal errands, the preponderance of evidence revealed several
Instances of her subordinates performing such tasks. Further, documentary evidence
included e-malls from her documenting specific instances noted abovs. Ms. Maormow's
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improper use of her staff to perform personal errands was unofficial and not authonzed b
by mgulation R

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION: Ms. I\lom failed to foster a healthy
organizational climate.

1. An anonymous complainant alleged that Ms. Morrow constantly belittied and talked
down to her staff in private and in public forums.

2. Amy Regulation (AR) 600-100, Ammy Leadership, dated 8 March 2007, states in
paragraph 2-1 that a leader will foster a healthy command climate and will treat
subordinates with dignity, respect, faimess, and consistency. A leader will also build
cohesive teams and empower subordinates, and build discipline while insplring
motivation, confidence, enthusiasm, and trust in subordinates.

3. The Guide To SES Qualifications, dated June 2010, states in paragraph 2 that
“Leading People® is an Executive Core Qualification {(ECQ) necessary for success as an
'SES. This ECQ invoives the ability to lead people toward meeting the organization's
vision, mission, and goals. Inherent o this ECQ is the ability to provide an inclusive
workplace that fosters the development of others, faciltates cooperation and teamwork,
and supports constructive resolution of conflicts.

4. A fotal of 24 witnesses were Interviewed; 6 were current and 16 were former
members of Ms. Mormow’s staff, and 2 were witnesses who worked on the Army staff
and had knowledgs of the process in which the military personne! were selected for
positions within AASA. The evidence established that witness assessments regarding
Ms. Morrow's treatment varied. The employees who no longer work for Ms. Mormow
generally had a more unfavorable assessment of their treatment and the climate of the
organization compared to the ones who currently work for her.

a. Of the 22 current and former employees interviewed, 16 (2 cumrent and 14 former
employees) indicated that Ms. Morrow failed to foster a healthy organizational climate.
Witness testimony indicated Ms. Mormrow was a perfectionist and the level of perfection
she required had negative repercussicns — undemmined morale, created tension, and
contributed to significant disruption and a lack of continuity as numerous subordinates
left the organization as a result of her management style. Four witnesses, including[®D]
SESs, testified Ms. Morrow created a “toxic™ and/or “hostile” environment. Witness
- testimony indicated that Ms. Morrow berated employees in front of other members of
the office, would often talk about employees to other employees or make negative
comments about employees’ work so that the employee and others could hear her
negative assessment of them. Four witnesses charactenzed Ms. Mormmow's treatment of
them as “mental” and/or “verbal abuse.”

A% AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1,
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(1) (B7¢and 570 ISES and [E7CandE70 |
testified the command climate under Ms. Morrow's leadership whan she was dual-
hatted as the Acting DUSA was absolutely “homible,” “comosive,” and “toxic.”

Ms. Morrow was a “terribla leader.” The members of the DUSA. staff were “absolutely
miserable.” He testified that Ms. Morrow was “an abusive leader.” He was “absolutely
appalled” and embarrassed to be in the room to hear the way Ms. Morrow spoke to one
of her XOs. He believed that she treated the military XOs with “visible contempt.” He
indicated that Ms. Mormow’s relationship with him was fairly professional, but there were
times when “she started to go down that route even with him.” When asked would you
work for her again he replied, “Not in my worst day."

2 [B7Cand B7D | SES and[F7Cand 870 l
testified that AASA became a “higher producing® organization under Ms. Morrow.
However, he testified that there was not a sense of urgency in meeting suspenses. The
staff often waited until Ms. Morrow went on leave to get things signed by him in order to
get actions moved. He testlfied that Ms. Mormow had very high standards and produced
“top-notch” products. If anything was not top-notch, the staff's reaction to Ms. Morrow's
remonstration could be anything from anger to tears. It could be a little embarrassing if
ather people were around and some might feel demeaned. [t was obvious who
Ms. Morrow liked and disliked. Her demeanor would change and the disliked person
probably could not get a piecs of comespondence through her. Ms. Morrow was an
“initial impression-type person.” Once she forrned an initial impression, it could be
lasting. Her favorite word was “crap.” She would say that “this Is a piece of crap” and

ive the action back. When asked whether Ms. Morrow was fair and consistent,
lé’ﬁ and B7D | testified that “she was consistent.” He testified that she was fair if you
were meeting her standards, but her standards would not be his standards. If you were
not meeting her standards, the person would be moved. He did not believe that she
was fair and consistent with the military personnel. Ms. Mormow did not want a military
person in there. He testified that her treatment of the staff would not be anything that he
would do. He believed that people would say the climate was unhealthy becauss of the
iate hours and the scrutiny, When asked whether she treated subordinates with dignity
and respect, he replied, "Probably not always.” If you were not in her inner circle or
were disliked by her, she wouki not honor requests o speak to her or callers were
placed on indefinite hold. She created competition in the office by having two people
work the same action or by taking someone’s action and giving it o someone else to
work. He believed that she did that because of her auditor background ~ If two people
came up with the same answer, then it must be good. At the end of the day, whatever
went fo the Secretary was perfect. The Secretary did not see what went on behind the
scenes,

'3) VIB?C and B7D l SES and IE7C and B70 l
AASA, [57C and B7D | testified that Ms. Momow established a toxic

leadership envirenment. Ms. Momrow would talk about one subordinate to another and
would state that someone was incompetent, stupid, or not getting something right.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION 1S PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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- Ms.:Morrow would not address her concems with the person; instead Ms. Morrow would® -
just.avold the person. She never heard Ms. Morrow give constructive criticism; she . -
would just complain about the staff to others or ighore the person whom she did not
believe met or could meet her standards. She testified that under Ms. Momow, there
was “no compassionate leadership, no empowering leadership.” Ms. Morrow did not -
communicate with her staff, she did not inspire or motivate; it was leadership through

- fear. Ms. Mormow avoided people or her interaction was abrupt and curt. Ms. Morrow .
was not fair and consistent, and at times, Ms. Morrow did not treat people with digmty
and respect. She definitely would not work for Ms. Morrow again.

(4) [P | Gs-15,[PICI | AASA,
testified that Ms. Morrow was not a good leader of people. She would be “a good
leader of an organization without people.” Ms. Morrow's leadership style was
autocratic, demanding, and insensitive. She had very little patience for someone being
ill or having a death in the family. She had little of the normal human compassion
required of a leader. Ms. Momrow was harder on the military personnel than the
civilians, and she was ceriainly harder on some of the Colonsis. Ms. Mormow was a
perfectionist, but the level of perfection was not productive in how Ms. Mormow treated
her employees. "It was not physical abuse, but it was certainly mental abuse.”

Ms. Morrow often said that people were incompetent and stupid, but she did not say
those things in public. In a close group environment, she would talk about staff
members. K Ms. Morrow disliked someone, she woukl say in a harsh tone: “What do
you want? What is this? This is stupid!” if Ms. Mormow disliked a person, other people
who were well liked would have to put their name on the disliked person's actions to get
the action through Ms. Morrow. The sneers, looks, and mistreatment of individuals
were uncomfortable {0 witness, and she did not want to go back to work for Ms. Morrow
so she retired. She chose not to have a retirement ceremony because she knew that,
when Ms. Mormow had to speak in pubtic, the AASA staff would be there until midnight
as Ms. Momow constantly rewrote her speech. She did not want to put her coworkers
through that, so she chose to just walk out the door.

(5) Major (MAJ)[PX7XC) | former AXO, AASA,[X1C) |
[BXM] testified the environment under Ms. Morrow was very toxic. The climate reflected
* |eadership through fear. There were veiled threats, and people were scared.
- Ms, Mormow was overly critical of people and would say things behind their backs.
Ms. Mormow would not address an individual directly; instead she would call the XO into
the office and criticize the individuals’ work so that everyone in the office could hear
- Ms. Momrow’s criticism of the person. She would not look at staff actions from peopie
whom she disliked. The staff would filter paperwork through the people whom
Ms. Momow liked to get the action through her. The most unprofessional thing
Ms. Morrow would do was 1o stop speaking to a person. No matter what needed to get
done, she would stop talking to people. It felt like a kind of punishment, Staff actions
would come 1o a “screeching halt” when Ms. Mormow was having difficulties with the XO.
Ms. Momow respected certain military personnel, but she believed that Ms. Morrow was
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inexperienced with the military and could only relate to them with her civilian
experience. Ms. Mormow was not a leader, she was just 8 manager of people and she
did that well. “A leader would teach, coach, mentor, and infiuence people to do what
you want and not lead them through fear.” it was a very tanse climate. If Ms. Morrow
was in uniform, she would be defined as a toxic leader. It was an emotional

rollercoaster. [®X7XC)

RS | She could not wait to leave the organization.
(6) COL[®© retired, former XO, AASA, [BX71C) 1
{PITXC) | testified [°! _ |attempted to protect the staff by insulating them from

Ms. Morrow. Ms. Mormow would talk about employees in front of other employees. Ms.
Mormmow used “stupid” and “lazy” a lot. Afier 30 days in the job, she told the Director of
the Ammy Staff (DAS) to either retire[®_lor to move[E]_]because [®_]couid not work for
Ms. Morrow. Ms. Morrow gave[®)_lthe impression that she had no regard for Soldiers
or anyone in uniform. Ms. Morrow was neither a leader nor a manager. Ms. Mormow
had passive/aggressive tendencies. Ms. Momow was extremely condescending In how
she talked to people, and she was not afrald to call people out in a public forum and tell
them how stupid they were, [®X7XC) went back to the DAS and
asked him to move[®),_inow or retirg®"limmediately. He complied and COL[*(") |was
transferred out of AASA. COL[®X7_testified that

again.

(7) COL[PXE 1 former Acting XO, AASA,[*XC) |
testified Ms. Morrow’s leadership style was “totally dreadful.” Ms. Momow belittied
her by calling her a liar and stating she did not believe anything she said. When she
defended her integrity, Ms. Morrow's responsa was, “Yeah, right.” Alter working for
Ms. Morrow, “it felt like you had PTSD.” "You questicned yourself.” She was supposed
to be there for approximately six months as an acting XO, but after four months she
asked the DAS to move her because she did not want to be subjected to the way
Ms. Momrow treated people. It was a very unpleasant atmosphere. People did not want
to work for Ms. Monow. Ms. Mommow was not a professional person. At times
Ms. Momow was out of control, and she did not trust her staff. Ms. Mormow had a
demeanor that was very unpleasant. She would make comments about people after
they would leave the room. She talked about everyone. She belittied people through
her demeanor and mannersms. Ms. Morrow would tell her staff that they did not know
what they were doing. Ms. Morrow continually said ruda things, typically in an open
forum. Everyone knew the kind of person Ms. Momow was, but no one was willing do
anything about it. No one should ever be treated the way Ms. Morrow trealted her. I
was mental and verbal abugse. She would never work for Ms. Morrow again.

ould never work for Ms. Morrow

(8) coL[®NC | former X0, AASA, [FXT0 l
[B™ Jiestified that Ms. Morrow was one of the most dedicated and loyal bosses he ever
had. When expressing anger, she was often direct, but sometimes she would not talk to
a person. It was obvious when Ms. Morrow was not talking to a person, she was not
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- happy with that person's performance. He never recalled her yelling or being abusive. - - - .
. Not {alking to a person was her way of showing her displeasure. Because of the “silent -
treatment” he received; he did not enjoy going to work towards the end of his
assignment in AASA. Ms. Mommow would bypass him and work actions with the AXO
. He would not work directly for Ms. Morrow again because of the long hours.

(9) COL[FIO |former XO, AASA, |PX7¥C) |
testified Ms. Momow did not always treat people with dignity and respect. if sornethlng K
was presented to her that wasn't exactly the way she wanted it, she would speak in a
manner that was demeaning to the individual as opposed to taking a more
understanding approach or providing constructive feedback. She would display her
anger by stating, “[YJou are worthless. . . .[Hlow could this happen. . . .[Y]ou didn't do
what you were supposed to do.” She would state these things when often the problem -
or issue was not within that person’'s control. She believed that sometimes Ms. Mormow
realized that she was being more direct than she should be and would apologize. She
did not believe that Ms. Morrow thought that military personnel were as competent as
her civilian staff. Ms. Mormow did not realize military personnel held the same kind of

~ degrees and experiences that most civilians had at that level. Ms. Morrow was brutal in
what she would say to the AXO. She could be very direct and sometimes hurtful. She
thought about filing a complaint, not only for the work hours (she felt that they were
unreasonable — there was no way she could have sustained the hours for two to three
years, especially if she had a family), but because of the way that Ms. Monow snapped
at people — it was demeaning. It was in the dlivery. COL that
Ms. Morrow made a person feel like a “piece of crap.” The staff was extremely
frustrated. However, COL [FX7C) |believed that the number of jobs Ms, Mormow was
holding down might have contributed to the way she treaied people, but she also
believed that that was no excuse. She did not think Ms. Morrow was a good leader.
She believed she was a good manager. She did not think Ms. Mormrow worked well with
people at all. She would not work for Ms. Mormow again.

(10) COL[P™® ] retired, former XO, AASA, from [P0 |
testified his plan was to serve as XO for two to three years as his last assignment, but
decided to retire eary, after one year. Ms. Momow was the worst leader he had in his
[EX7E) | He believed that[F7xC |~ “You did not know how she
was going to be day-to-day or even hour-to-hour.” She was very passive/aggressive.
She was "bitingly sarcastic without directly saying that she was disappointed or that she
did not like the way a person accomplished the task.” She was not very respectful of
people in uniform, nor did she think a lot of them. He had to confront Ms. Morrow a
couple of imes because of the way she became bitterly sarcastic with the AXOs when
they were trying to heip her. She would “go at® them. Her treatment would vary week-
to-week, day-to-day. She would automatically default to the conclusion that people
were dumb or stupid. He would advise anyone to avoid working for Ms. Mormow. He
could not leave the military personnel to be subjected to Mr. Morrow's treatment so he
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found MAJ [PX7 |and Chief Warrant Officar 4 (CW4)[PTO Jnew

assignments befere he left. He would absolutely not work for Ms. Morrow again.
(11) CW4 [BX7K) JBX7IC) : |

[ JAASA, PN | testified Ms. Morrow did not freat

people with dignity and respect. She left AASA because of the work environment. She
did not think a team was built under Ms.-Morrow. When Ms. Momrow was unhappy with
something, it was almost like "you were invisible™; Ms. Morrow treated her employees as
if they were not there. No matter what a person did, it was not goad enough for

Ms. Morrow. Once Ms. Morrow formed an opinion about a person, that person could
expect to be treated a certain way. She believed that, by virtue of their position,

Ms. Momow respected military personnel; however, Ms. Momow had more trust.in
civilians. In her opinion, Ms. Morrow created a hostile environment. She just did not
want to go to work. She would definitely not work for Ms. Mormow again.

(12) MAJ DO | former AXO, AASA, [PX7IC) |
testified Ms. Mommow's leadership style was not direct, but more passive/aggressive.
She was quick to say “that was stupid” or “what was this babble?" The staff knew to
process things through Ms. Morrow depending on whether she had a good or bad day.
If she was frustrated, she would say, “That was not i...l will do it myself.” In other
words, she would attempt to do your job instead of you doing it. Her demeanor could be
considered offensive, but he did not believe that she did it to be malicious. She did not
relate to the military personnel. She respected them, but the military aspect did not
matter to her and was not really understood by her. He would not wark for Ms. Morrow

again.

(13) MAJ[BITC) | former AXO, AASA, [PX7XC) |
testified that it was an abusive climate in AASA. The organization was not good.
Ms. Morrow had a short fuse for everything. There were a lot of people who worked In
the office who were displeased. There was a lot of backstabbing from the top down and
not from the bottom up. He would not work for her again.

(14) Command Sergeant Major (CSM)[®™C | former Sergeant Major
(SGM), AASA, |BHNC) | testified that it was a tense atmosphers. Everyons

that worked for Ms. Momow wanted out of the organization. The staff was very
intimidated by Ms. Mormow. [f a person did not get along with her and did not jump at
everything that she said, you were not on her good side. She was looking for a “yes
person.” It was different with the people with whom she built trust. Ms. Morrow had
very little experience with Soldiers and did not understand them. He would not work for
Ms. Morrow again. She did not treat people with the dignity and respact that they

deserved.
(15) [P | GS-15, [FXVC) ' | AASA[FTTET ]
{BX7XC) ] | testified Ms. Morrow was a brilliant person and expected
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quality work, but he personally did not believe she had the leadership skillsforunan- 1
organization of about 2,000 peopls. If things were not up to her expectation, whatever
that person brought in, she would just ignore him or her. She would express her
unhappiness to the person right there. He did not work in her front office, but he heard -
that she may have said things to people that were inappropriate, although he never
heard her say anything inappropriate firsthand. He heard that she could become a little
mean spirited. He worked for five SESs before he retired from the military, and their

- leadership style was much more conducive to the staff, and people ware willing to work’
harder because they were given freedom to work at the level expected of them. He -
believed that Ms. Mommow respected the military, but he did not know if she grasped the
lifestyle and what it meant to achieve the rank. Although he believed that OAASA was -
productive, he believed that the work environment may have been harder, and the
hours were longer, to get the same productivity. He would not want to work directly for -
Ms. Morrow. He woukd not want to work for someone who would not give him the
freedom to do his job. She was a micromanager. If she did not lock at an actien and
correct it, then it just was not right.

{16) [BX7XC) | AASA, [PX7HC) | testified Ms. Morrow
was very harsh with a lot of people from SESs down. Instead of answering a question,
Ms. Morrow often gave a snide comment. It was a horrible atmasphare. Ms. Mormow
was like “Jekyll and Hyde,” and everyone noticed it. There was an “A" list and a “B" list,
and once you got on the “B” list, you never got back. [PX©__ Jtestified that
Ms. Momow treated her senior civilians better than she treated her and the military
personnel. Within the first two years, Ms. Morrow had nine XOs and an additional four
in the foliowing three years. COLwould cry on a weekly basis. C
had PTSD from his deployment and was "beat down by Ms. Mamaw.” COL[® " told
Ms. Mormow that she was absolutely horrible to her staff, that people did not want to
come to work, and that he did not appreciate the way she treated the military personnel.
COL[®™ |moved the military parsonnel before he left. He was not going to leave them
for Ms. Marmow to abuse. When staff members left the room, Ms, Mormow would talk
about them to other staff members. She would belittle people and kill a person’s self-
esteem. The former Deputy said that OAASA “was like a house with children inside
who are abused and beat with the shades down and Ms. Morrow was on the front porch
- waving.” In September 2011, she was “treated colder” in the office after she informed
[®XTHC) that she no longer wanted to get Ms. Morrow’s lunch. Ms. Morrow
would barely speak to her and made it obvious to everyone that she was no longer
liked. Ms. Momrow never yelled or used profanity. When she was angry, she would give
people the “cold shoulder.” Her use of the silent treatment was vindictive.

b. The testimony of the remaining six employees (two current and four former) was
generally favorable to Ms. Morrow personally, but still suggested Ms. Mormow's
treatment of subordinates was unfavorable.
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(1) [f7Cand B/D | testified
that he never heard Ms. Momow say or do anything inappropriate. He believed that
Ms. Morrow interacted with “most of her subordinates very well, but she has high
standards.” If something was not up to her standards, she woukd make sure it was
redone. He belleved that since Ms. Mormow worked on behalf of the SA, she was
obligated to ensure that all correspondence was not only correct, but was in the style of
the SA. He believed that some mifitary parsonnel, espacially the colonels, had a hard
time doing administrative work. Most of the officers were former brigade commanders,
and they could not just direct things to happen. They needed to be a part of the process
to get things done. Ms. Momrow was exiremely dedicated in terms of setting the
example as a leader. When asked how he obtained his agsessment of the former
military XQOs when he only worked with one XO (COL [BX)_during his tenure,
testiﬁed that his assessment was through his conversation with
Ms. Mommow. When asked whether she fosters a healthy command climate,
testified, "1 don't think she fosters an unhealthy climate. . . . She could do more to foster
a more positive climate.”

{2) [PITXC) |, XO, AASA, [CX7XC) | testified that
Ms. Momow was very, very dedicated. There was no one who was more dedicated and
tried to do his or her job better than Ms. Mormow. Ms. Morrow worked long hours and
interacted with “most of the subordinates very weill but she had high standards.” Under
Ms. Momrow, they attempted to achieve a level of excsllence required in getting
Department of the Army (DA) policy or signatures from SA. Ms. Morrow strived for 100
percent perfection and that caused frustration. Ms. Morrow wanted whatever came out
of the OAASA to be a quality product. Ms. Momow was demanding, and a person had
to be prepared to meet her high expectations or “you were going to be disappointed.”
Ms. Morrow was not trying to make an example of a person by giving him or her harsh
criticism. There was a mission to accomplish and some people’s feslings would get
hurt, but they were adults and this was a job.

(3) P Gg-15, [0 | AASAFTO |
{RI7XC) | testified that
OAASA was a mostly civilian organization and sometimes it was hard for military -
personnel 1o work for a female civilian. She loved working in OAASA. It was a fast-
paced, high-visibility work environment. Ms. Momow was definitely not a micromanager.
There was a lot of rework that was frustrating for the staff, but if it was done right the
first time it would not have to be redone. She never heard Ms. Morrow raise her voice,
but Ms. Morrow had a facial expression that would show her displeasure. She believed
that Ms. Morrow was falr and consistent, but the perception was that she was not. She
could see how some people would think that she was not. She lost count of the number
of XOs, but she knew that they would not think that Ms. Mormow was fair and consistent.

(4) PTS_] Gs-14,[BNC | AASA, [PI7) l
testified that she had a sirong relationship with Ms. Masrow, and she believed that
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- Ms. Morrow had a strong relationship with people in the office. Some people may not
- feel that way. Individual employees may read into Ms. Morrow’s body language and -
may not interpret her body language accurately. People were intimidated by :
Ms.:Mommaw because she was the AA. She never observed Ms. Mormow getting angry. ©
She believed Ms. Morrow was frying to foster a healthy climate. Ms. Morrow might have
referenced something being stupid, and may have expressed that some of the AXOs = -
were incompetent as a result of an action having errors. Ms. Morrow would show
frustration if an action had to go back several times for cotrections. She believed that
Ms. Momow was fair and consistent, but there were some who would not agree.

(5). cOL X0, AASA, [P | testified that the
AASA staff attempted to achieve a level of excellence required in getting DA policy or
sighatures from SA - there needed to be a higher standard of ensuring that thoss things
were absolutely solid. Ms. Morrow was tough. Peopie had to be prepared to meet her
high standards or “they were going to be disappointed.” “If you did not have a tough
approach to Ms. Morrow, she could be pretty hard on you.” He did not see toxic
leadership, but Ms. Morrow was very demanding. He naver saw her losa her temper.
When asked whether she treats people with dignity and respect, COL [FII©_|testified,
“| think yes, but when she is unhappy with an action she would just get quiet,” and
would not say anything to anybody on that one issue forever. He did not recall her
calling the staff stupid or incompetent, but such comments may have been made in a
private cornversation with him. He testified that Ms. Morrow was not a great leader, but
she was a great administrator. He believed that she was not trained to be a leader. -
When asked whether he would work for Ms. Morrow again, he responded, “] prefer not
to." He stated that ha spent too much time away from his family. He further stated that
he wouid have liked Ms. Morrow to be more generous with her compliments to the staff.

6) LTC [PX7C) | former Acting XO, AASA,[BX1©) |
testified that the climate in AASA was good. Some people had a hard
time dealing with Ms. Momow. It was how they perceived her. “She is very analytical;
she Is very straightforward and does not hide her emotions when she is upset with
something.” “You're going to see it on her face.” That could be frustrating for some
people. Ms. Momow could be direct. Sometimes she would say, “Well that's just
stupid.” He naver heard her call anyone stupki or incompetent. He enjoyed being the
XO but he would not have adopted her style. He would not be so quick to say
something was stupid. Ms. Mormow was a very good manager and was an okay leader.
If Ms. Mormmow was frustrated with someone, she would have a difficult ime
communicating with them without showing her frustration. At times she just would not
speak to them. He would work for her again. When asked whether Ms. Morrow traated
subordinates with dignity and respect, LTC[27)_|testified that she “treated people with
dignity.” He later added respect only after being questioned about his odd response.
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5. In a written statement and tesﬁmony, Ms. Mormow indicated:

a. She maintained high standards for bath herself and OAASA and was firmly
committed to doing the best job possible: If a problem was presented to her, she took
the time to get the facts before she made a decision. There were several statements
provided by the witnesses that were not trve. Specifically, witness testimony indicated
that Ms. Morrow was a micromanager and would not delegate actions to others that
were qualified to work those actions on her behalf. Ms. Morrow testified that
assessment of her was not true. She testified that she would not be able to accomplish
the vast array of missions assigned to the OAASA if she did not delegate and empower
subordinales. She refied heavily on members of her team. Given the scope of her
responsibilities, she delegated and empowered employees, but also remained
accountabls.

b. She stated that five percent of the AASA team is military and she valued their
contributions immensely, For some, particularty XOs, coming to AASA was a difficult
transition. She believed that the fallowing witness statements captured it well: “Some
folks had a hard time, especially military, grappling with the fact that everybody really
needed to work. They needed fo be part of the process to help get things done. . . .The
colonels who had command positions and had combat experience had a hard time
coming in and adjusting to the fact that they really needed to roll up their sleeves and do
a lot of administrative work.” She stated that in hindsight, she was probably too open
with individuals in her inner circle, mcludlng her military XO and AXO. She believed that
she should have been more selective in the information that she shared with them, but
she was attempting to build a strong working relationship with them. She further nated
that three of her SESs were retired military officers. '

¢. She stated that other witness statements were either misleading or not true. She
denied making disparaging comments or being abusive. She testifled that she may
have said that something was stupid, but she never stated that someone was stupid.
Lazy was not a word that she used. She did not intentionally give anyone the “silent
treatmenl.” She may have walked between the offices without stopping to talk to
everyone along the way. She was focused and generally she did not want to disrupt

people.

d. When asked, “Did you see any need to change your way of doing business?”
Ms. Morow testified that, other than the use of staff for personal servicas, she did not
see a need to change. She belleved that she empowered subordinates, strove to build
a coheslive team, and did an enormous amount of work for her organization.

6. In an e-mail, dated 11 July 2012, Ms, Morrow requested DAIG interview
[reands7 who she believed
could provide “valuabie insight/perspective.” On 16 July 2012,F7C2"95°  |was
interviewed and testified that she periodically visited the OAASA to check on
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Ms. Mormow and her staff, especially [37¢ and 87D | because of the late hours that the : -
OAAGSA staff warked. She belfeved the command climate under Ms. Mormow's -
leadership was good:. Ms. Mormrow's staff was very supportive and professional. She
did not know what the organizational climate was when she was not there, She testified -
that the climate could have been different when she was not there, but she did not
know. Her primary Interaction was with Ms. Momow. She was not aware of any
concemns voiced to the senior Army le?dg;smmma[g_llng Ms. Mormow's leadership or
her management style. She spoke to[>'© 3" 5" regarding the work hours, but she
did not recall the specifics of their conversation. She further testified that she did not
recall any concemns with the office environment, and/or Ms. Morrow’s
managementleadership style. She believed that Ms. Mormrow was very detailed and a
dedicated civilian. She testified that Ms. Mormow was “by the book" but had to be
because of the nature of her position.

7. The preponderance of the evidence established that Ms. Mormow held many duties
while assigned as the AASA. From May 2009 to January 2011, Ms. Morrow served as
the DUSA while maintaining high standards as the AASA and managing a workforce of
about 3,000 personnel. Witness testimony indicated that Ms. Mommow always produced
high quality work products and achieved a level of excellence required in getting DA
policy or signatures from SA. As a perfectionist, witnesses testified that all staff actions
produced by Ms. Morrow were “top notch.” To achieve such level of perfection,
wilnesses testified that Ms. Mommow and/or her staff often worked very late hours.
These late hours and the way Ms. Momow went about achieving this level of perfection
took a toll on employees. Witnesses described Ms. Morrow's leadership style and the
work environment as “toxic.” They attribute her toxic leadership to the way she treated
and talked to subordinates. Three witnesses testified that Ms. Morrow was
passive/aggressive and never gave them constructive criticism in order to help them
meet her expectations. Testimony established that she frequently referred to staff
members as “stupid” or “incompetent” to others. Ten witnesses testified that

Ms. Morrow would talk about subordinates to other subordinates and/or would make
comments about a person so that others in the office could hear her negative
assessment of that person.

a. Withesses testified that Ms. Morrow created a climate of employee-to-employee

- conflict through dual-assignment of actions as a means to foster competition among the
employees. This action contributed to a chaotic and unhealthy work environment.
When the military XOs attempted to organize, move, or encourage Ms. Mormow to make
decisions regarding staff actions, the evidence established that they were treated
poorly. These staffing challenges and responses exhibited by Ms. Morrow directly
contributed to a sense of frustration among the staff and undermined the cohesiveness
- and teamwork within the organization.

b.' Thirteen witnesses testified that Ms. Morrow was not a leader. Witnesses
testified that there was no teaching, training, coaching, or mentoring. Witness testimony
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established that Ms, Mormow did not give constructive guidance or address alleged
shortfalls with employees, which further degraded their standing with her. Fourteen
witnesses testified that Ms. Morrow would display her displeasure with an employee by
not speaking to them. Witness testified that no matter what needed to be
accomplished, Ms. Morrow would simply stop talking to employees. The evidence
further established that instead of allowing the staff to do their job, Ms. Mormrow would
attempt to do their jobs for them, or would bypass them and work actions directly with
their subordinates. Twelve out of sixteen former employees tastified that they would not -
work for Ms. Morrow again, further illustrating the poor organizational climate and work
environment that Ms. Momow created.

c. Nine witnesses testifiad that Ms. Morrow lacked a generat understanding of the
capabilities of her military parsonnel, which directly contributed to a sense of frustration
among the staff and affected the cohesiveness within the organization. Witness
testimony indicated that staff actions halted when there was an impasse between
Ms. Morrow and her XO. The evidence indicated that Ms. Morrow had 8 XOs in her first
two years as the AASA and a total of 13 during her tenure. Mr. Stubblefield and
Lieutenant General James Campbell, former DAS, testified that the military personnel
selected as the permanent XOs and AXOs for Ms. Morrow were “Black Book™
candidates. LTG Campbel testified that he was provided a list of “top candidates” in a

_binder, or a “Black Book.” The list was screened and voted on by him, the Vice Chief of
Staff, the Chief of Staff, and, if necessary, the Sacretary of the Army before it was
provided to the staff principal for consideration. Witness testimony indicated that all of
the military personnel were personally interviewad by Ms. Morrow for the position.
Although, all of the military personnel were interviewed by Ms. Morrow, only the
permanent XOs ware black book candidates. Several of the 13 XQOs that Ms. Morrow
had during her tenure were “acting” in that capacity until Ms. Morrow secured a
permanent replacement; however, three military persannel (two permanent and one
temporary XO) elected to end their tour early.

8. The preponderance of the evidence established that Ms. Morrow maintained a level
of perfection and held many duties as the AASA and acting DUSA. While aitempting to
achieve the level of perfection needed as the AASA, witness testimony indicated that
Ms. Morrow did not provide a workplace environment that fostered the development of
others, or facilitated cooperation and teamwork. Further, by her frequent use of the
silent treatment towards subordinates, she failed to support constructive resolution of.
conflicts. These actions by Ms. Morrow created an unhealthy work environment. The
unhealthy climate was fostered by tha deliberate peer-to-peer conflicts by dual tasking,
public displays of maltreatment and ostracizing of employees, the lack of organization

. due to the inability to empower subordinates to work at the level commensurate with
their expertise, and a reluctance to accept certain work products after forming an initial
impression of an eamployee. The totality of these actions supported the allegation that
Ms. Morrow failed to foster a healthy organizational climate. ’
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This report be approved and the case closed.

2. Refer this report to the Civilian Senior Leader Management Office for appropriate

action. :
BX7XC)
(BXTXC)
Investigator investigator
CONCUR: APPROVED:
PETER M. VANGJEL ;/; hn M. McHugh
Lieutenant General, USA cretary of the A

The Inspector General

Encls
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AA .
AASA
AR
ASA M&RA
AXOs
CFR
COoL
CPT
CSM
Cw4
DA
DAIG
DAS
DODD
DTS
DUSA

ECQ
EEO
EO
FLSA
JER
LTC

NATO
OAA
OAASA
Pl
PTSD
RDO

SES
SGM
TDY
X0

ROl Abbreviations and Acronyms

Administrative Assistant

Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Amy

Army Regulation

Assistant Secretary of the Army Manpower & Reserve Affairs

. Assistant XOs

Code of Federal Regulations
Colonel

Captain

Command Sergeant Major

Chief Warrant Officer 4

Department of the Army

Department of the Army Inspector General Agency
Director of Amy Staff

Department of Defense Directive
Defense Travel System

Deputy Under Secretary of the Army
Executive Assistant

Executive Core Qualifications

Equal Employment Opportunity
Equal Opportunity

Fair Labor Standards Act

Joint Ethics Regulation

Lieutenant Colonel

Maijor

North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Office of the Administrative Assistant
Office of the Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Amy
Preliminary Inquiry

Post Traumatic Stress Disorder
Required day off

Secretary of the Army

Senior Executive Service

Sergeant Major

Temporary duty

Executive Officer
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ROl Personnel Listin
Gs-14, 7700 | aasa
(b)m«:) MAJ, [(bx? c) —

and former AXD, AASA
Campbell, James, L., LTG, retired, former DAS

Ty GS-15,[F00) | AASA,[BT]
B0 TAASA

(OQIGE) | MAJ, [eme) | and former AXO,

AASA
Condon, Kathryn, SES, former Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of the Army

GS-15, Ratired,[P71C] | AASA

GS-11, Acting AXO

[exre) | coL,[Bne) | and former X0, AASA

[EX7YC) | MAJ, [BI77C) ]
and formar AX0O, AASA

eIy | cwa o
[EXC) [AASA

[BX7IC) | Gs-11, @00 | AASA

[EX7e) | coL,[FE |
{BX7XC) | and former XO, AASA '

O'Keefe, Gerald, SES, Deputy AASA

IO | and former XO, AASA

Randon, Diane, SES, Director, Installation Services, and former Director of Resources
and Programs, AASA

l(bx?tg‘;{)m) coL, [Fre |
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| |<b)<7)($) | | Gs-12 AASA

BT |GS-15E] ] AASA

o] @515, T | AdSA, and [T |
AASA

[BX7XC) | coL, [xTicy } and former
Acting XO, AASA

[ | coL, [PX7IT | former Acting XO, AASA

[BX7HC) |SGM, AASA

[&XNiC) | COL, [BXN) | former XO, AASA

Stubblefiald, Larry, SES, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Amy for Diversity and

Leadership at ASA {(M&RA), and former Deputy, AASA, AASA
[FC ] coL, [P [ former XO, AASA
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT ITEM

A Directive, Expandad Investigation, and Legal Reviews
B Standards:

B-1  The Guide To SES Qualifications, dated June 2010

B-2 Title 29 USC § 201

B-3 Title 5 CFR § 551.401

B-4 DOD Financlal Management Regulation, DOD 7000.14-R, Volume 8, dated
June 2010

C Documents:

C-1  Biographical summary, Ms. Morrow

C-2  Omganizational chart, duty descriptions

C-3  OAASA Front Office Organtzational Chart

C-4  E-malls regarding personal emrands required of

C-5 Memorandum, dated 18 January 2012, subject: Realignment of SES
Positions Within OAASA, with enclosure, memorandum, dated 8 September
2008, subject: Restoration of SES Position for US information Technology
Agency

C6  Daly log from COLIY ]

C-7  E-mall, dated 27 March 2012, subject: Official Matter, with attachment
(witness comments) from DAIG to Ms. Momow

C-8 E-mail, dated 2 April 2012, subject: Withess Comments Part 2, from DAIG to
Ms. Mormow

C-9  E-mail, dated 1 May 2012 subject Witness Comments Part 2, with
attachment (response to witness comments) from Ms. Mormow to DAIG

G-10 List of XOs from March 2006 to present

C-11  E-mail, dated 11 July 2012, subject: Morrow

C-12 Position Descriptions: Management Analyst [®7C) | Supervisor
Management Analyst [PX0C 1 Supervisor Management Analyst

[B™ ] and Management and Program Analystl BITHCT ]
C-13 DIG 12-0009, approved 3 February 2012

D Testimony:
D-1  Ms. Momow ‘ FOIA: NO. .
D-2 [POO) | FOIA: NO
D-3 [BXNe | - FOIA: NO
D4 [P l FOIA: NO
D-5 [®UKC | FOIA: NO
D6 coL[>e | FOIA: YES

AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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D7 [P ] FOIA: NO
D-8  Mr. Stubblefield FOIA: YES
D9 Ms. Randon FOIA: NO
D-10 FOIA: NO
D-11 FOIA: YES
D-12 FOIA: YES
D-13 FOIA: NO
D-14 QUCH FOIA: NO
D-16 COL [®K7XC) FOIA: NO
D-16 CwW4[®7)C) FOIA: YES
D17 FOIA: NO
D-18 FOIA: NO
D-19 FOIA: NO
D-20 FOIA: YES
D-21 Mr. O'Keefe FOIA: NO
D-22 [PXC) FOIA: NO
D-23 [PXXC) FOIA: NO
D-24 COL[®7XC) ‘ FOIA: NO
D-25 LTC[®C) FOIA: YES
D-26 LTG James Campbell (R), former DAS FOIA: NO
D-27 COL[®)XC) | FOIA: NO
D-28 Ms. Condon FOIA: YES
E Notifications:

E-1 Ms. Mormmow (subject
E-2  [®XC) v
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY .
OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
WASHINGTON DC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 12-022)

| NOV 207012
NAME/POSITION: Colonel (COL) Lawrence I-z Thoms (US Amy Reserve), Chief of
Staff, Operationat Command Post, 335th Signal Command (Provisiona!), Camp Arifjan,
Kuwait

(b)7XC)
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(b)X7XC)
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(bX7)(C)
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(bX7)C)
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(bX7XC)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
S




SAIG-IN (ROI 12-022)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY .

WASHINGTOM DC 20310-1700

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
(Case 12-0183
NOV 20 201
NAME/POSITION: Brigadier General (BG) Charlotte L. Miller, former Assistant Adjutant
General, Califomia National Guard (CANG), Sacramento, Califomia (CA)

[Investigating Officer (10) Note: BG Miller is currently assigned to the US Amy Reserve
(USAR), Standby Reserve - Inactive Status.]

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: BG Milier improperly
disseminated military records and personally identifiable information (PIl). The
preponderance of credible evidenca reflected that BG Miller improperly released military
records and documents that contained PlI of individuals assigned to the CANG to
members of the CA State Senate without proper authorization.

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION AND CONCLUSION: BG Miller improperly wore a
military uniform. The preponderance of credible evidence reflected that BG Miller
improperly wore her military uniform when she testifled to members of the CA State
Senate at the confirmation hearing for Major General (MG) David S. Baldwin, The
Adjutant General (TAG), CANG. 8G Miller was in a Standby Reserve - Inactive status,
was not on orders, and was not in an official capacity at the time of the hearing.

There were no regulatory provisions that authorized BG Miller to testify at that time in
her military uniform. :

BACKGROUND:

1. On 13 February 2012, the Department of the Amy Inspector General Agency {DAIG)
received notification from the Inspector General (IG), CANG, of allegations against

BG Miller. [®XN(C) |
BX7C) [alleged that BG Miller improperty received, possessed,
and disseminated|®)_|military records and Pli. Additionally,[®X7X©) jalleged that
BG Miller, while not in a duty status, improperly wore her military uniform.

2. A preliminary inquiry, DIG 12-00038, approved 13 August 2012, determined that the
allegations that BG Miller improperly disseminated military records and Pli, and that
BG Miller improperty wore a military uniform require further investigation.

3. On 13 August 2012, The Inspector General directed an investigation by the DAIG.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
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SYNOPSIS:

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION: BG Milter improperly disseminated military
records and PIi.

1, [BXTXC) |atleged that BG Miller Improperly received, possessed, and
disseminated two documents from([®)_Jofficial military personnet file: specifically, an
officer evaluation report (OER), with a thru date of 24 November 2010, and a general
officer memorandum of reprimand (GOMOR). Both documents contained derogatory
information.

2. Title 5 US Code Section 552a, The Privacy Act of 1974, states in paragraph
552a(i}(1), that any officer or employee of an agency, who by virtue of his employment
or official position, has possession of, or access to, agency records which contain .
individually identifiable information the disclosure of which is prohibited by this section
or by rules or ragulations established there under, and who knowing that disclosure of
the specific material is so prohibited, willfully discloses the material in any manner to
any person or agency not entitled to receive It, shall ba guilty of a misdemeanor and
fined not more than $5,000. Paragraph 552a(i)3 states that any person who knowingly
and willfuily requests or obtains any record conceming an individual from an agency
under false pretenses shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and fined not more than $5,000.
Department of Defense (DOD) Directive (DODD) 5400.11, DOD Privacy Program, dated
8 May 2007, states in paragraph £3.1.2, that DOD personnel shail not disclose any
personal Information contained in any system of records, except as authorized by DOD
5400.11-R, DOD Privacy Program, dated 14 May 2007, or other applicable laws or
regulations.

3. Evidence reflected that in July 2011, MG Baldwin involuntarily separated BG Miller
from the CANG. MG Baldwin took this action because he had lost faith and confidence
in her abilities as a senior leader.

4. On 15 February 2012, the CA State Senate Rules Committee conducted its
confimation hearing for MG Baldwin’s appointment as TAG, CANG. Evidence
indicrledihaljhiheaTInQ was scheduled at least a week prior to 15 February 2012.
LTC B State Policy and Liaison, JFHQ, CANG, stated that BG Miller
was part of a well-organized group that opposed MG Baldwin’s confirmation as TAG.
He further stated that prior to the confirmation hearing, BG Miller met with each State
Senator, or respective Senate Staffer, of the Senate Rules Committee, as well as other
State Senatoars, canceming MG Baldwin's confirmation. Evidence reflected that

BG Miller gave each State Senator or Staffer a packet of documents that she claimed
showed MG Baldwin's preferential treatment of certain subordinates. The packet of
documents provided by BG Miller included LTC[E™®___ |yn-redacted OER, an

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINA IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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un-redacted GOMOR, as well as the findings of an un-redacted CANG Amy Regulation
(AR) 15-6 investigation. '

5. On 9 February 2012, evidence reflected that BG Miller dropped off the same packet

of documents with Colonel (COL)[P7C) | Director, Joint Staff / Chief of Staff,
JFHQ, CANG. COL [®X7)XC) | Staff Judge Advocate, JFHQ, CANG, stated that

he got involved soon after BG Miller dropped off the packet. He recagnized that some
of the documents contained Pll and that the CANG had to take whatever necessary
steps to control any further spillage of the Pll. Regarding LTC[PC__JOER, his full
name and social security number, as well as the full names and social security numbers
for his rater, COL|®XN©) and seniar rater, MG John S. Marrel, were not
redacted from these documents. COL [PX7© Jinformed Senator Darrell Steinberg,
Chair, Senate Rules Commiittee, of the Pl spillaga, and asked him to safeguard the Pll
and not post it to the CA State Senate daily public record. LTC[PXC) |stated that he
met with[PX71C) | Appointments Director, Senate Rules Office, CA State
Senate, once he was notified of the Pl spillage and asked him to intervene to ensure
the documents provided by BG Miller did not become part of the State Senate daity
public record. Additionally, CANG sent letters to LTC[®©  JCcOL[®X© | and
MG Harrel to inform them of the release of their Pll.

6. When BG Miller provided the packet of documents to members of the CA State
Senate and COL she did so in her personal capacity; she was not assigned in
any type of official duty status. Further, evidence reflected that there was no official
request for these documents from members of the CA State Senate. BG Miller provided
these documents on her own initiative. LTC testiﬂed that he did not give

BG Miller permission to obtain and disseminata these documents, which contained his
Pil.

7. On 5 October 2012, BG Miller's legal counsel advised DAIG via e-mail that
BG Miller invoked her right to remain silent and declined to make a statement regarding
the allegation.

[10 Note: During the course of the investigation, without testimony or a statement from
BG Miller, it could not be determined whan or how sha abtained LTC[P™©__ |OER,
GOMOR, and the AR 15-6 investigation findings. Upon a review of historical access of
LTCIPERMS account, there was no evidence that BG Miller accessed it
and viewed his OER and GOMOR]

8. The preponderance of credible evidence reflected that BG Miller improperly relsased
military records and documents that contained Pl of individuals assigned to the CANG
to members of the CA State Senate without proper authorization. LTC[PTC ]
OER, GOMOR, and the AR 15-8 investigation findings were official Army records that
contained Pll. BG Milier did not receive proper authorization to release these official

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY, DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTHORIZED BY AR 20-1.
3




SAIG-IN (ROI 12-018)

documents. The CA State legislature is not one of the exceptions listed as an
appropriate recipient of Pl and is not covered in the federal statute. Regardless, the
documents provided by BG Miller were not requested by the CA State Senate, as
evidence reflected that she provided them on her own initiative. BG Miller did not testify
or provide a statement regarding the allegation. The altegation that BG Miller
improperly disseminated military records and PlI in violation of the Privacy Act of 1974
and DODD 5400.11 was substantiated.

SUBSTANTIATED ALLEGATION: BG Milier improperly wore a military uniform.

1. AR 870-1, Wear and Appearance of Army Uniforms and Insignia, paragraph 30-2,
states that USAR personnsl are only authorized to wear the uniform when participating
in reserve training assemblies, exarcises, conferences, or ceremonies in an official
capacity under competent orders, and on certain other occasions not relevant to the
facts of this case. '

2. Evidence established that BG Miller wore her military uniform to testify at the CA
State Senate during the 15 February 2012 confirmation hearing for MG Baidwin.

a. LTC stated that no witnesses that appeared at the confirmation hearing
were requested, invited, or subpoenaed to appear. BG Miller attended the confirmation
hearing on her own volition and attended in mifitary uniform, even though she was not
on any type of orders.

b. [PXXC) jexplained that MG Baldwin's confirmation hearing was
open to the public. Any member of the public could attend and testify before the
hearing members. None of the witnesses were Invited, requested, or subpoenaed to
attend.

c. [PX7X) ] Office of the Chief, Ammy Reserve, General Officer
Management Office, stated that BG Miller was not on orders when she testified on
15 February 2012 to members of tha CA Stale Senate.

d. COLstated that BG Miller was not on official orders or acting in an official
capacity when she testified in front of the CA State Senate on 15 February 2012.
Additionally, BG Miller was in uniform the day she dropped off the packet of documents
with COL

{10 Note: A DVD recording of MG Baldwin's 15 February 2012 confirmation hearing
showed that BG Miller appeared as a witness and testified against MG Baldwin's
confimation. She introduced herself as “Charlotte Miller, formerly a Brigadier General
in the California Military Department." She was in her military uniform.]

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINA IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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3. Evidence reflected that BG Miller was a member of the Standby Reserve - Inactive

Status at the time she testifled at MG Baidwin's confirmation hearing. Additionally, she
was not on any type of military orders at that time. BG Miller testified at MG Baldwin's

confirmation hearing in her personal capacity, on her own initiative, and not in any type
of official status.

4. BG Miller did not testify or provide a statement regarding the allegation.

5. The preponderanca of credible evidence reflected that BG Miller improperly wore her
military uniform when she testified to members of the CA State Senate at MG Baldwin's
confirmation hearing. BG Miller testified on her own initiative. There were no provisions
in AR 670-1 that authorized BG Miller to testify at that time in her military uniform.

BG Miiler was in a USAR Standby Reserve - Inactive status, was not on orders, and
was not in an officlal capacity on 15 February 2012.

OTHER MATTER: A query of iPERMS indicated that there were some individuals in
the CANG who may have had unauthorized access to LTC[P™C |PERMS
account and may have improperly viewed his OER and GOMOR.
RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This report be approved and the case closed.

2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General.

3. Refer the Other Matter Issue to TAG, CANG.

@) BYTNC)
LTC, IG Investigator
investigator
AP ED:

22 lforsy

Lieutenant General, USA .
The Inspector General

Encls
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- RO! Abbreviations and Acronyms
The following abbreviations and/or acronyms appeared in this report:

AR Army Regulation

BG Brigadier General

CA Califomnia

CANG California National Guard

COL Colonel

DAIG Department of the Amy IG Agency

DOD Department of Defense

DODD Department of Defense Directive

E-mall Electronic Mail

GOMOR General Officer Memorandum of Record
o [c] Inspector General

10 Investigating Officer

JFHQ Joint Force Headquarters

LTC Lieutenant Colonel

LTG Lieutenant General -

OER _ Officer Evaluation Report

MG Major General

Pl Personally Identifiable Information

TAG The Adjutant General

USAR United States Army Reserve

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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ROI Personnel Listin
Bakiwin, David S., MG, TAG, CANG

Emer |LTC, State Policy and Liaison, JFHQ, CANG
[®X7XC) | COL, Staff Judge Advocate, JFHQ, CANG
[BXDE) |, COL, G-1, Headquarters, CA Amny Nationa! Guard

Miller, Charlotte L., BG, Former Assistant Adjutant General, JFHQ, CANG

Mustion, Richard P., MG, Commanding General, United States Human Resources
Command

General Office Management Office, Office of the Chief, Army Reserve

l(b)(7)(C) ]

[EX7XC) |COL, Director, Joint Staff / Chief of Staff, JFHQ, CANG

Steinberg, Darrell, Senator and Chair, Senate Rules Committee, CA State Senate

Talley, Jeffrey W., Lieutenant General (LTG), Chief, Army Reserve / Commanding
General, United Army Army Reserve Command

[PXNe) | Appointments Director, Senate Rules Office, CA State Senate
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LIST OF EXHIBITS

EXHIBIT ITEM

A Directive and Legal Reviews

8 Standard: DODD 5400.11, DOD Privacy Program

C Documents
C-1  Department of the Army Memo 600-8-104, dated 26 June 2006
C-2  Picture of BG Miller at MG Baldwin confirmation hearing, 15 February 2012
C-3  E-mail, dated 5 October 2012, BG Miller declination to testify or provide a
statement
C4  Chain of E-mails from COL[®X)_]regarding P! Spillage
C-§ E-mail, dated 15 October 2012, Actions taken by CANG conceming improper
access to Pl
C-6  Chain of E-mails from G-1, CA Amy National Guard, regarding access to
LTC[®IC) JiPERMS account
C-7  DIG 12-00038, approved 13 August 2012
D Testimony
D1 LTC™MC  kpl) ~ FOIA: NO
D2 |[&O |iMFR) FOIA: NO
D-3 COL[®7) [MFR) FOIA: NO
D4  COLPUXC)  (MFR) . FOIA: NO
D5 LTC[MDC) [(MFR) FOIA: NO
D6 COL[®C) IMFR) FOIA: NO
D-7 LTC|®XC MFR) FOIA: NO
D8 [PNC) (MFR) FOIA: NO
E Notifications
E-1 LTG Talley
E-2 MG Mustion
E-3 BG Milier
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SES Gable
DIG 12-00056



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
QFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
1700 ARMY PENTAGON
VASHINGTON DC 21361700

MAY 170

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
» PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
{Case 12-00056)

NAMESIPOSITIONS Mr. William R. Gable, former Deputy Auditor GenTcaL—(b)(T)(C)

ray and Environment Audits, Army Audit Agency (AAA);
(BX7)C) AAA, Alexandria, VA

[1O Note: Mr. Gable and [PX7)C) sere married on 6 December 2012 and
‘has since changed her name to Ms, Gable ]

ALLEGATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:

1. The allegation that Mr. Gable and Wengageﬂ in-an inappropriate
relationship was substantiated. The preponderance of the evidence indicated that
Mr. Gable had an inappropriate relationship with (BYTHC)  |a married subordinate.

This relationship caused Mr. Gable’s leadership and some peers to jose trust and
confidence in him as a-senior executive. As a result of this relationship, on 15, July
2012, Mr. Gable was removed from his Senior Executive Service (SES) position as a
'Qe v Auditor General and assumed a GS-15 position it a different AAA directorate.
as-also reassigned to a separate AAA directorate at her request Actions to
reass;gn them to different positions impacted the AAA agency with a minor loss of
productivity. Although the witnesses considered the impact of their relationship to be
‘minimal, it was a self-reported mappropnate relationship between a subordinate and her
rater. The relationship resulted in a loss of trust and confidence in Mr. Gable. as well as
-a minor loss of productivity through their agency reassignments.

(bX7)C)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION {S PROHIBITED.EXCEPT
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(B)7XC)

BACKGROUND:

1. On 5 April 2012, DAIG received official notification from Mr. Randall Exiey, The
Auditor General, AAA, that Mr. Gable had self-reported his involvement in an
inappropriate relationship to Mr. Joseph Mizzoni, Principal Deputy Auditor General,
AAA. Mr. Gable reported that the inappropriate relationship was with[BX)(C) __]a
married subordinate. Mr. Gable indicated that the relationship started in February 2012

and resulted in[PX© " oregnancy. Their daughter was bor on X0 ]

2. Mr. Mizzoni summarized Mr. Gable’s admission in a memarandum for record (MFR)
that he sent to Mr. Exley on 5 Aprit 2012 and forwarded to DAIG on the same day. The
MFR was also sent to the Secretary of the Army, who on 19 April 2012, directed the
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (ASA(M&RA)) to
review the matter and to take action as he deemed appropriate. On 23 April 2012, the
ASA (M&RA) further directed Mr. Roy Wallace, Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1 and
a member of the SES Corps, to review the matter. The ASA (M&RA) further directed
that should Mr. Wallace, in the exercise of his independent judgment, determine that
corrective/disciplinary action was warranted against Mr. Gable; Mr. Wallace was to
serve as initiating official.

(bX7XC)

4. On 11 July 2012, having reviewed Mr. Mizzoni's MFR, Mr. Wallace directed that

Mr. Gable be removed from his SES position and from the SES Corps, effective 15 July
2012. Mr. Wallace indicated that Mr. Gable was within his one-year probationary period
and had demonstrated a lack of good judgment and professionalism and violated the
trust placed in him. Mr. Gable has since assumed a GS-15 position in a different AAA
directorate as the Program Director for Supply Audits.

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
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ALLEGATION #1: Mr Gableand (EX7)C)  lengaged in an inappropriate
relatnonshlp a

STANDARD Trﬂe 5 Code of Federal Regulation (CFRY), section 735.203, Conduct
Prejudicial fo the Government, states that an employee shall not engage in ¢riminal,
infamous, dishonest, immoral, or notoriously disgraceful conduct, or other conduct
prejudicial to the Government.

ANALYSIS/DISCUSSION:

1. Mr. Mizzoni testified that on 5 April 2012, Mr. Gable came to his office and revealed
that he was in a romantic relationship with[BX7XC)_ |that started in February 2012,

Mr. Gable's wife died in October 2011 and a close friend of his died a few months later.
As a result, he was under a lot of emotional stress (®)7)(C) ] was apparently in a bad
marriage. Mr. Gable told him that his refatis : MY O lwas real and not justa
fling. Mr. Mizzani immediately changed |( ating scheme so that he, rather
than Mr. Gable, was naw her senior rater. He also moved[BX7)(C) _Jrom the forensic
auditing team that Mr. Gable led. Mr. Mizzoni thought the only negative impact on the
organization was thatfBX7)C) _|was removed from the audit that she was working and
that her experience and case knowledge would be missed. He thought Mr. Gabie had
been performing reasonably well given all that was going on in his life. He admitted to
some disappointment with Mr. Gable’s behavior and that he had lost some trust and
confidence in him, He also knew Mr. Exley had expressed his own disappointment with
Mr. Gable. Mr. Mizzoni was not aware of any morale issues in the organization
associated with Mr. Gable's andelatsonshrp and thought that as of 7 June
2012, very few people knew qof their relationship.

. [B7Cand B7D |
B7C and B/D — [1BX7)O)  [testified that in
ebruary , [KEXTHC) | Then, in May 2012, he

found out that she was having an affair with Mr. Gable and that she was pregnant with
Mr. Gable's baby. He was totally shocked and had no indication of their affair before

she told him. He thought[PX7)XC)  |and Mr. Gable had worked together frequently in -
2011’ and their relationship had adversely affected the AAA. [PX7)(C) |
{(BXTHC)

3. [BX7YC)

shocked in August
“ramors from {X7N(©)

AAA, of a romantic
ionshin between Mr. Gable andj(b}7)}C)

He thought that if it was true, Mr. Gable. -. -
and ®X7)C)  did a good job keeping it a secret. [EY7)(©) |recalled an instance: .
that could have been an indication of how their relationship may have started. In '
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Novenﬁber 2011, Mr. Gable apparently drove with|[b)(7)(C)  |to.aTDY:!site instead of
flying separately. He was not aware of any significant impact on the:organization based
on their relationship. - : ;

4_|BX7XC) Itestiﬁed that in May 2012, she saw[B)X7)C) __|n the Huntsville, AL, office
and that she appeared to be pregnant. |(bX7)}C) as surprised because she knew that
[®XDC) | AfterThat day, she did not see [BX7)X(C)_Jin the
office again and heard that she had been allowed to telework. She was shocked when
she later found out about the affair between|(b)(7)(C) |and Mr. Gable. By October
2012, many in the agency knew of the relationship a thaas pregnant.
Prior to that, she thought the management kept their relationship- quiet for a long time

- and that it had a minimal impact on the organization. ‘

5.[BXNC) | |AAA, testified that[P)X7XC) _|contacted him in
April 2012 and told him that|[(b)X7)}C) |was in an inappropriate relationship with

Mr. Gable. [D)X7)C) |indicated that he played football with|PX7XC) in high school
and that[B)7)XC)  |knewcthat he worked for AAA. Furthermore|E)7)C)  [assumed
that knew he could not just “sit on the information,” and would
have to tell the AAA management. thought the AAA management was put
in a very difficult position and discretely controlled the situation for as long as they
could. He also gave Mr. Gable some credit for self-reporting the relationship.

8. [®XNC) ] AAA, testified that he had been{”©) |rater
since January 2012. On 6 April 2012, Mr. Gable called him and explained the nature of

his relationship with [(bX7)(C) Mr. Gable alsc stated that he would no longer senior
rate [BX7)C)_was a little disappointed with Mr. Gable over the situation and
thougHT T put somewhat of a burden on him [EX7)(C) asrater. Later in
April 2012,[BX7NXC)_]transitioned to a new 65 Under a new AUdR Manager and started
to telework the majority of the time. He remained her rater throughout the evaluation

period ending in September 2012, and he knew the AAA management approved her
telework status. In May 2012, she was seen in the office scanning some paperwork and

- appeared to be pregnant._Shortly thereafter|(bX7)C) |approached him
individually to ask about|(®X7)C)  |and her pregnancy. |P)7)XC) [did not divulge to -
them what he knew about the situation. In August 2012, Mr. Gable started to let some

of his closer friends and his SES colleagues know about his relationship with

He also told them that he was nat going to leave the agency as he had previously

considered doing, but that he would assume a GS-15 position in a different AAA ‘

directorate. Until then, only a few senior people knew about their relationship and kept

it quiet. [®)X7)C)  |thought the effect on the agency was minimal. People liked to work

for Mr. e and were concerned for him. Many initially assumed that he took the

GS-15 job because the stress of being an SES was difficult after the death of his wife.
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7.[BX0© AAA, testified that
she had known and worked with Mr. Gable for many years. Mr. Gable appeared to be
i i expected death of his wife in October 2011. Evidently

g [P Jeamed of

- Mr. Gable's involvement witt{®)")©) !in April 2012, |[®XDC) fhought she was
one of the first to hear of the situafion use he approached her to get her advice on

what to do. " In his words, “| fell in love with a subordinate and we are having a baby.”

Mr. Gable explained that he and ere both at low points in their life because

of his wife's death and because|®)")C) as in a bad mamiage. She thought

Mr. Gable probably came back to work too soon after the death of his wife and made an

ervor in judgment with[®X7XC)__| Initially, only a few people knew of their relationship, -

but there were some rumors that circulated. She thought Mr. Mizzoni did the i ht thini

by aliowing [?X7)C)  Jto move to the Pentagon office in February 2012 (at|®X"X)
expense) to Tilla Job vacancy. She knew Mr. Mizzoni was concerned that hisdecision
may have been viewed as preferential treaiment; however,_he also did not want to deny
he position just because of her circumstances hought the
decision made sense because the Huntsville office was well staffed and the Pentagon
office was understaifed.

8. Mr. Gable testified he first met [P ] in 2003, but did not start to work with her
until he graduated from the Army War Callege in June 2011. After graduation, he
assumed respansihility as the Program Director for Forensic Audits and Applied
Technology. as working on a forensic audit of the Army RAP program. On
3 October 2011, his wife tragically passed away and it was a very difficult time for him.
Mr. Gable testified that as he worked with on the RAP audit, they did get to
know each other better, but their romantic relationship did not start until 31 January
2012. On that date, they went out socially and ended up tatking on a personal level and
expressing feelings for each other. :

9. Mr. Gable self-reported his inappropriate relationship with on 5 April 2012.
The Army leadership took action on 15 July 2012 and removed him from the SES Corps -
.and:from his SES duty position. The AAA management handled the situation discretely.
such that each of the witnesses were surprised to leam of the relationship between '
Mr. Gable anAs a result, the witnesses also thought the relationship had a
minirnal impact on the AAA agency. Mr. Mizzoni thought that the only impact to the V
organization was the requirement to reassign Mr. Gable and within the
agency. C

. 10._The evidence indicated that Mr. Gable had an inappropriate relationship with
®X7)C) | a married subordinate, This relationship caused Mr. Gable's management
pificials and some peers to lose trust and confidence in him as a senior executive.
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Mr. Gable was removed from his SES position as a Deputy Auditor General and
assumed a GS+15 position in a separate AAA directorate and was removed from the

SES Corps during hisiprobationary period.[EX7)(C) tvas also reassigned to a different S

AAA directorate at her request. Actions to reassign them to different positions impacted
the AAA agency with-a minor loss of productivity. Although the witnesses considered
the impact of their relationship to be minimal, it was a seif-reported inappropriate
relationship between a rater and his subordinate. The relationship resulted in a loss of
trust and confidence in Mr. Gable, as well as a minor loss of productivity through their
agency reassignments. As her rater from the point that the relationship began untit he
self-reported the relationship and was reassigned, there was a nexus between their

relationship and their official duties.

110 Note®X7XC) | was notified of DAIG's intention to substantiate this allegation and
declined interviewed or provide a written response.]

(B)(7HC)
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(EX7XC)
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[®XT7)C)

" OTHER MATTERS:

1. The Army leadership has taken action against Mr. Gable for his inappropriate
relationship with®)X7}C)  fhy removing him from his SES position and removing_llﬁm

_from the SES Corps. [G)(7)(C)
{bI7)C)

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY. DISSEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
AS AUTH BY AR 20-1.



SAIG-IN (DIG 12-00056)

(LX)7)C)
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RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Record the allegation that Mr. Gable and|®X7)XC) lengaged in an inappropriate .
relationship as substantiated. o
{BXTNC)
4, [F0C
[PIXT) l
BN

LTC, IG

Investigator
APPROVED:
ROSSE.RID
Major General, USA
Deputy The Inspector General
COORDINATION: [b)7)T) '
IN, Legal Initials: Date; 263020
Chief, Pl Br Initials: Date: I8 thar (3
IG, Legal Initials: Date:_\$ may 13
Chief, IN Div Initials: Date: \S tay 13

Encls
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EXHIBIT

A

C-1
C-2
C-3
C4

C-5
C-6

C-7

C-9

c-10
c-11
C-12
C-13
C-14

LIST OF EXHIBITS
ITEM

Complaints/Allegations:

I_MLMizmnjis Memorandum for Record
®XNNC) IGAR complaint
[BX7)C) lcomplaint

Legal Reviews

Standards:

5 CFR 735.203
5 USC 2301 and 2302
5 CFR 2635.704(a) and 2635.705(b)

Documents:

Timeline of events

Memorandum from Mr. McHugh, Secretary of the Ammy, dated 19 Apr 12
Memorandum from Mr. Lamont, ASA(M&RA), dated 23 Apr 12
Memorandum from Mr. Wallace, Acting Deputy Chief of Staff, G-1, dated
11 Jul 12

l_AAA.amanizati:FGal chart
®IXe emorandum for Record, dated 25 Sep 12, with
(B)7NC) evaluatibn documents

AR 690-400, Chapter 4302, Total Army Performance Evaluation System,
dated 16 Oct 98 _
E-mail between Mr. Gable and|®X7XC) | dated 13 Oct 11, and Mr. Gable

and{(b)}(7)XC) 1
Mr. Gable’s and|(PX7)C) DTS records

Records s r. Gable’s e-mails
E-mail from{®}7)C)

(BX7XC)
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. ‘D Testimony:

D-1 OXTXC) FOIA: Yes
D-2 : FOIA: Yes
D-3 FOIA: Yes
D4 : FOIA: No
D-5 FOIA: Yes
D6 FOIA: Yes
D-7 ~ FOIA: Yes
D-8 Mr. William Gable FOIA: No
E Notifications:
E-1 Initial notification of Mr. Gable by MG Ridge

E-2 Notification of Mr, Gable for rights warning/waiver -
. E-3 Notification of [PX7XC)  |of DAIG’s intention to substantiate
E-4 (BX7NC) e-mail to decline an interview or written response
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