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The following statement is submitted in response (o the AR 15-6 Investigating Office
. Office of the Inspector General, FORSCOM), pertaining to
Inspector General, XVIIT Airborne Corps and

allegations against
Fort Bragg.)

The allegation from thu: of the Special Counsel is that .. violated
AR 20-1, Inspector General Activities and Procedures (AR 70 ) y and abused his
authority by cither delaying, hindering or failing lo-order investigations into
whistleblower allcgations and other allegations of wrongdoing in order o protect his
colleagues. Specifically, examples included his (n}mc to inv cmgalc aIJcmuons ol
‘whistle blower reprisal allegations filed by e ‘
_delayed investigation into the dllemmom that
ommander, 327" Signal Battalion, condoned the consumption of alcoholic
loyed to Louisiana; delayed investigation
Commander, 50" Signal Buttalion,
and was engaging in an inappropriate

beverages by members of his umt w nJL de
into allegations that} '
physically assaulted | : o
relationship with a female Slia” Su ceant; and the refusal (o investigate the allegation
that the 35" Signal Brig: had knowledge of
allegations agains _misconduct and covered up the allegations by
‘ T'he issucs in par d(‘r“iph\ o (aucmpled to influence the outcome of an ongoing -
& . ~ and h (failéd to take action to require
Cdr, 35" Sx"nal Bugade o Comply with the Army's Stop Lms/btop Movement

Policy) are incidents of similar abuses of authority.

a. Allegations by [ o ~ S4, Dragon Brigade, initially filed a
complaint with the XV1II /\nhomu Coxpx and Fort Bragg Inspector General Office,
around August/September 2005, She compluined that the Provisiona] Commander of the
Dragon Brigade was altempting to improperly influence the results of a
Report of Survey. | complained that had (wice directed the
Investigating Officer to further investigate, even though the Office of the Staff Judge
Advocate (STA) had ruled the Report of Survey was legally insufficient. I reviewed the
complaint und the report of survey and determined the case was still being reviewed by
SJA, therefore still 1 due process. Tinformed that when a matter is in due
process that the 1G Office did not become involved. T further explained that afier due
rocgm_c felt an error existed, she Lould return to the 1G Office. During her complaint
- added that she fe) ~owas attempting to direct the outcome of the
chom of Survey and compared hls misconduct as contradiciory 1o his actions toward
her. She made numcrous allegations against ~and members of her unit. She

alleged that the Supply Sergeant of HHC, XVHT Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg, had
purchased four watches for members of the Dragon Brigade Headquarters.  She alleged
that the watches were purchased with the unit’s Tpact Credit Card and were an improper
purchase. She alleged the walches were given to member of the Dragon Brigade Staff
without accountability being established as required by AR 735-5, Chapter 2-2a-e. She

BT

had received one of the watches and had recently stated that he had
ars). She further stated that soon
_reported that when he

alleged that .
lost the watch (purchased at a cost of more $300 doll
after stating hef™™ “had lost the watch, that|




< returned from leave that someonc had broken into his office and swole
gear {(TA 50-901) and the watch that he had carlier stated he had lost.
that not only had there not been a report of survey/financial liability establishment for the
lost/stolen property but that | ‘had obtained replacements for his stolen field gear
from the HHC Supply Sergeant and that the Supply Sergeant had taken some of the items
from subordinates within the supply room. As a result of the allegations and at the
chxeumn of th Dupmy inspecto: General “and the Rear Corps
i ~ Tinitiated a pzchmmm} and!ym 1, along with "
. interv xcwcd the unit supply sergeant and the HHC, Company Commander
and other members of the unit. It was established that the unit had improperly purchased
watches for members of the unit, using the Impact Credit Card; that the watches were
unaccounted for as far as receipted or controlled by the supply :yx‘rem in violation of AR
35-5; thd{ ther questionable purchases had been made with the unit’s Impact Credit
Card; that[ _ had stated initially that he had lost the walch and subsequently
sm(ed the watch had been stolen al the same Um& hns ficld gear was stolen; that the unit -
Supply Sergeant had, at the request o ol tolen field gear and taken
some items from subordinates and ”dVL the items Lo that proper
investigative/report of survey p:oudmcs] 1ad not.been followed at the time gov cmmcm
property was reported stolen, to include a writlen staterment detatling the {oss/theft and
notification of military police for a reporl of larceny of g government property since the
property was allegedly stolen (AR 735-5, para 12-1hé&c).

e *
" b. After her initial visit returned and alleged she was bc,mg reprised

She complained that thxcc sergeants first class (herself

included) reccived a complete-the-record nonco ssioned olf1 “‘C‘Vd]uallon report

(NCOER) mlh the rater being the Brigade 84,177 . the senior rater was
‘ e ‘was 1hc u,vwau on all thm(, NCOER\ ‘Shc ailwcd that

against by

—

j Px elimi nary
ana e nmxalcd a complc(e the-record
nomomm]sxmmd ofhnu 1(,pm1 ()nf ;!'or the 3umd December 2004 through

August ’)OOS with Prmupa Duw Iuia of * Bugadc ‘34 NCO C o ‘

-~ the action
(imx all

tm action hy ,
officer stated 1o myse!f and

L

o Enhsted thox ds and Evaluation Center, Fort
BLH}AHHD Hdmxrm Indmna propmmm fox AR 623-205 and asked for a reading on who
had the optien on submi xuon/complcuon of a complete-the-record NCOER. On 27
September 2005, ~ responded via email that “In accordance with AR 623-203,
Chap 3, Para 33, timc i o provision for the Senior Rater to have the oplion of

(\\ approving or drsappmwnw the submission of a Complete the Record NCOER.” The
p email from; s on file in thc! ~case file with the XVII Abn Corps 1GO.
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- and me that there was no adverse

because she had been rated in the same position
previously, therefore she did not qualify for a complete-the-record NCOER. [ disagreed
with the assessment after comparing the two NCOERs. [  stated he had
consulted FORSCOM 1GO and DAIG and both agreed though the duty position titles
were different, the job descriptions were basically the same. 1 pointed out that in her
previous NCOER she was rated as a Property Book NCO and the complete-the-record

personnel aumn agains

" report she was rated as the Dragon Brigade §4 NCOIC and had additional dutics as the

Brigade Property Book Officer. 1 further pointed out that of the three noncommissioned
officers receiving a complete the record NCOER, 7 was the only one that was
stopped. I pointed out that withholding or thrca(cmnw to withhold a favor personnel
action was a form of reprisal. Ldid not make final d meons and it was determined that a
declination would be submitied stating no reprisal existed. (During an 1G Inguiry
interview in August 06, I was informed by | fi‘ORBCOM 1GO and the
mvestigating officer of this AR 15-6 that the declination was actually based ona
determination that nonsubmission of a complete the record NCO was not an adverse
personnel amon : ,Mst‘ucd the decision that no dd\’LI‘\L personnel action was
made by ‘himself and an individual at DAIG. 1am unawarc if anyone
from the pmponcnl was queried about the matter, even though a person entitled 10 a
complete-the-record NCOER can use non-receipt as justification to obtain an enlisted
stand-by advisory board for further promotion consideration. The complete the record
NCOER is only used during a DA Centralized Enlisted Sclection Board and is filed with
the results of the promotion board. Receipt of a comp!ele the-record NCOER enhances a
person’s competitiveness for promotion and is used solely for promotion consideration
selection so logically it would appear a decision to stop finalization of a submitted
NCOER would remove that enbanced competitiveness and be less favorable to the
noncommissioned officer. Withholding or threalening to withhold a favor personnel
action is identified as a form oy reprisal and L\/{l uation reports are specifically referred to
in Title 10, Section 0'%4 UsQc)

c¢. Later (January 06 timeframe) _ contacted me at the IGO and stated she
had been reassigned (o Fort Jackson, South Carolina, and had not received her change of
:'zs(cr/;mnu:d NCOFR Shc complamcd l}mi it was cl::lz'i yed in I‘c’p!’]'&:l fnr her idunrif’vin g

o - (hd[ un}cxs the N( OI‘R was ]d te tor more than SIxLy clays (no(
for wa:dec 10 F:1stlcd Records and Evaluation Center within sixty days) no standard had
been violated. ! further stated that | would contact the Dragon Brigade and determine the
status of her NCOER. T contacted the Brigade S| and ascertained the NCOER had been
completed by lh(, Rater and Senior Rater and had been forward led » via internel digits to the
. . inlrag. Trelayed the information io] : nd then
emailed the IG mn Ix g 48]\1(]" for a status. As the Corps Head qudnm‘s was :ctmmn« from
Irag | emailed several llmm to several members still in lraq identifying the potential for a
problem, to include o o and and a{s‘}\ui for
assistance in obtaining the NCOER bcfcm. it was late. responded he had
spoken to the Dragon Brigade S1 and he was awire (hu NC‘Of:R was duc and was unable
to get it completed. T was later notified the NCOER was being hand carried back from




Irag by the Dragon Brigade Command Sergeant Major. On 2 Feb 06,
and alleged Whistleblower reprisal saying non receipt of her NCOER was a continuation
ol reprisal for her baving contacted the 16 and making allegations against the command.
She asked that this allegation of reprisal be added o her first allegation of 1’cpn\;' 1. She
also asked for the status of her initial allegation, stating she had not heard anything since
she had filed the complaint. 1 referred hu o2 = _for a status since he was
the action officer. 1 then bricfed| ‘on the sitwation und topether on 2 Feb 06
we initiated the preliminary analysis and interviewed Dragon Brigude S4;
rater. sucmed unaware th(. N still pending and
itted on

COER w

section had contacted hiny about any problems or issues with any of the NCOERs he had
submitted on When he was asked if he was aware the complete the record
NCOER had not been completed and was not forwarded 10 USAEREC, he stated he
thought the NCOER had been finalized and forwarded and he had not been queried by
anyone in relation (o the complete the record NCOER, the accuracy of the NCOER or the
appropristeness of the complete the record NCOER.. When asked if [ ad been
reviously rated in the position annotated on the complete the record NCOER. |
» disugreed and stated she had not because an S4 NCOIC is differe
Property Book Officer. On 9 or 10 Feb 06, | prepared 2 memorandum to
summarizing the situation. My assessment was that | had telephonically
registered an allegation of Whistleblower Reprisal on 2 February 2006 (she had identified
her protected communication as a complaint filed with the XVIIT Abn Corps 1GO and she
had identificd the adverse personnel action as the withholding of her enlisted evaluation
report); that so far the preliminary analysis had determi > unit had failed to comply
culatory requirements on a thuely processing of NCOER. primarily
o . the Dragon Brigade Commander as the reviewer: and that a check with
the Enlisted Evaluation Scetion of the Personnel Service Battalion revealed the NCOER
had not been submitted for forwarding to USAEREC as of 9 Feb 06. 1 recommended in
the memorandum that a declination be submitted on} callegation of
Whisteblower R C}?[l\dl smtmu that Failure to submit un NCOER in u timely manner iy
not an adverse personnel : hut instead a regulatory violation.. I recommended an
allegation ugainst [ for failure to comply with the regulatory requircments
of AR 623-205. pura 1- 411(;) by not completing and forwarding an NCOER to USAEREC
no( later thin 60 days after the'ending period of the NCOER (basis seeming 1o be that
did not appear to be aﬁgrcxswcly pursuing submission but that an mquuy
could dcxcrminc if valid cause exist : icla\f Le. zedc. wcm delays, ete. On 13
Fchruzuy 06, ut the d’ireclion of

with 1

DI'E’I"OVﬂ Bnn.}dL S1 f01 processing on 10 FUD O()
Jdcsmimd dﬂ error wﬂh the NCOTR by ;dumiylnn

Battzlion and tha
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~ confirmed that sinc

January 05 as the onvmo:ml Bdi ld!lon 84 I\'COJC this was the first Umc she was rated in

acopy. During the interview

the position.
the record NCOER was because
previously. When asked to ex plain how the wumuon \qu‘uul now since hu

annual/change 01 rater wﬂcclu hc sanie time pulod oi thc thhhe}d complc(c thL
record.

Hushcd 5 JLJ)U} ‘ ‘with the luullx of
e interview with | md LlOsLd wnh an assessment Lk at since Lhu annuzl/change

of rater reflected her duties as a Provisiona] Battalion $4 NCOIC then the explanation for
the refusal of the compluu the recmd was in question. Upon digital receipt of the
NCOERs, from{ . and I reviewed the NCOERs and the timelings.
We both agreed tha ihdd officially registered a Whisdeblower Reprisal
allegation against members of the Dragon Brigade Comnmnd structure. We agreed that
her allcgation that she had not received her annual/change of rater NCOLR was not an

‘adverse personnel action since the preliminary analysis revealed it was submitied late and

not actually withheld and that the delay in time did not affect her career or potential for
promotion since a promotion selection board was not ongoing when the change of
rater/annual report was due. We agreed that preliminary analysis revealed that a
contention that __had been rated in her position previously was not factual based
on the changes to her annuai/dmnn of rater NCOER. We discussed the possibility that
_preventing submission of | complete the record NCOER

mmht hdvc chn motivated by reprisal.  Areas that would have warranted further review
would have been to review the complete the record NCOERs on the two other Sergcants
First Class to see if they were rated on their complete the record NCOERSs as Dragon
Brigade or Provisional Battalion. We agreed that certain xuvulalm\ requirements ux\tcd
since had made an allegation of Whistleblower Reprisal. Since '
had established she had made a proicLlLd to communication and al the time of her
allegation of reprisal a favor personnel action had been withheld (un evaluation report
that was past due without knowledge of why or when it was being submitied). Either an
advisory had to be prepared and forwarded through FORSCOM 1G to DAIG or a
declination had to be prepared and forwarded through FORSCOM 0 DAIG. Regardiess
of any other facts, cither an advisory or a declination had o be prepared. Final
determinations are not made at the XV Abn Corps 1GO Office. We also agreed the
ceded further review to determine if an dme he declination
‘ _present u:l thc situation 1 _and soon after
office. [ “asked if I had the casc

initial allegation
Was warmmcd

en ercdﬁ %

Hlex on the times - had teleg )honod in [cfucm,c 10 d“ memx s about her NCOER
and I pulled llJc FJC\, from Lhu Ldbmu and hanckd them Iog L The door
' - oand’”  had a discussion. Soon ai(c k
o!hu. m(mmad me Ihd( -
and I) Lu Ld o Qt()p] - from xepmm“
zxga_msl,ﬁ L L ~allegation of Whistle 710\\fcr Reprisal would be
closed as an assistance case and would not be hand] led as a whlxtiubiowu and no
notification wou d be mude 1o FORSCOM or DAIG. T queried ifhe
- was aware of the required actions to submit a du,lmauon as a

wm du‘»ed ‘w

ensured |




1m and he stated he had ensuyed
‘was extremely angry at him and me. 1 dosui th
think the case number was FJ 06-0218) as ordered bv
In my opimion the facts warranted a dcdmanon of the 2 Feb (J6 d“CQd[lOH of
Whistlcblower Reprisal (annual/change of rater NCOER) and further review of the initial
allegation of Whistleblower hpusa (complctc the record NCOER). A favor personnel
action wus withhold when| - _ stopped the submission of the completer the
record NCOER on . since the NCOER was not available for review by the
Master Sergeant Selection Boaxd and subseguent actions by {changing
duty position from Brigade to Battalion) clearly established she met the requirements for
submission of the complete the record NCOER and the fact that the Rater on the '
complete the record NCOER was not aware, until informed by the Inspector General
more than [ive months later, that the NCOER was not {inalized and submitted, based on a
decision of the Reviewer without consult with the Rater. In order to fully uwax(mﬂu Ihzs
situation, |’ should be interviewed as well a\f .
of the Dragon Brigade. Additionally, the records maintained bv the Dmnrm Bngack sS4
and the Dragon Brigade Administrative Scctions, Lo include the records of the NCOERs,
the processing records, the NCOERs on the two other noncommissioned officers that
received complete the record NCOERs. Additionally, a review of the cases of
will support the sequence of events and the facts of this statement, 1o include allegalions
being closed as assistance and the changing “justifications” why an allegation of
whistleblower reprisal was not reprisal. _case {ile from the Feb 06 allegution
should contain the memorandums and emails 1 referenced in this statement,

‘wis aware and that

; . . came to me in the Inspector

General’s Office and led o com ﬂdmt allu_mo she Wit 4884 Ited by her Battalion
Commander {then 50 Signal Bn). urther alleged tha
naintained an nnpmpu sexual relationship one of his subordinate female

d. Mid to late 7004

g

“sergeant 1 while deployed to Irag and continued the improper sexual relationship after they -

redeployed to Fort Bragg. |
noncommissioned officer had com‘lomed
the Battalion Headquarters of the 50" Signal-Batalion.
that she had C mp}am(,d about lhc axsauh dﬂd zmpmpu zclannsh

Comnmndm e

reported (h.n the husband of the femalc
~about the improper relationship in
third allegation was

o her Brigade

mluvmw;d H‘lL
L Three allegations werc 1dum fied;
almnxlnp and the alleged cover up b_\u
_can prowdc dcmxls thdLI am not ltu aware oi I wa only address

rcquutmn he conduct a
[_f 50" S;gnd atmhon.

bmnal~ Bri Uadc Con';memdcr to bc mzncd by .
Commander’s Inqunv into hc aliuga(xom uoa 1§

what h{. relayed to .
present when he made the statement that he was not going 10 “5(mdec units wxlh

s
E
x
5
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distractors while they are preparing for Although had done the
preliminary analysis for the referral, i ; became angry al him and blocked
the referral. Notable is that at UIL same time 1 th\ case was unfolding 15 when the case
pertaining to allegations agains ' ; (Commandcx 327" Signal Butialion)
was active, The allegationsby 35" Sianal Brigade, were also
around this same time. (Both will be dddlCS\Ld later in this sworn stitement). After the
referral was hIocI\cd n,f 1 was instructed 1o contact the husband of the
female nonc sioned officer and interview him in relation to the report that he had
Lonhomc;di o o about a sexual wlauonshxp with his wife. He was at the time a
noncommissioned officer d‘:‘;l"ﬂﬁd o : lq\s ithin the 82d Airborne Division. During
the interview he confirmed what alleged. He confirmed that he had letters
written to his wife from [ _and that he had been witness o a liaison between
_ As a result of the laison he testified that he confronted !
in the 50 Signal Battalion Headquarters and that the Staff Duty NCO was a

to the confrontation. As a result of the interview with the husband, | interviewed
the Staff Duty NCO and he confirmed the altercation and testified that he entered the
altercation in the staff duty journal and also contucted the Battalion Command Sergeant
Major. Tinterviewed the Battalion Commund Sergeant Major and he confirmed both the
confrontation within the noncommissioned officer and his Battalion Commander, along
with information of a perceived improper refationship while the two were deployed to
Iraq. He further offered information about the alleged assault that occurred in Iraq. The
testimony of the three confirmed a strong probability the allegations were accurate and -
also offered reasonable probability that the Brigade Commander was aware of the
allegations, although neither the husband or ¢ 1on Cot nd Sergeant Major were
ever interviewed by the Brigade Commander,” prior to interview by
the members of the Corps Inspector General, |~ interviewed the former
Executive Officer of the 50" Signal Battalion and he con nlirmed the alleged altercation
between the Battalion Commander and the husband of the noncommissioned officer. | ?”
E - can provide details of his interview with the former Battalion Executive
OHrccr but indications were that he made members at the a‘:”‘ Signal Brigade
llcadquarterg aware oi lhc mmdcm Anu lhu.c m(c:vuw o Dam bu,amc the

Cand as a Juull 01 an investigation, o
. oflhc 50" Signal Battalion. 1 was told his re ﬂchmLm as C()mnmndu
matuld of relief of command was because he requested from the Corps Commander that
smm, his unit was c,losc o dcploymenl tlmt e bc dllomd to bxmn lne new wmmandcx on

assigned to‘ ailcvcd]y umduc(cd an inquiry
into the allegations of , _ had aysduhud her. My response was
that if he received a LOIT}D aint of W{Oﬂ“d()m" then according 10 AR 600-20 he would

have had to have made a written acknowledgement ol the complaint and that document




~—

was necded as a part of the case file. T further pointed out Lo o thatthe
testimony of the Battalion Command §u geunt Major and.the former Battalion Executive
Officer created a reasopable probabi vits wware of the alleged
impraper relationship between| and the female subordinate and that that
probability required that the allegation of a cover-up be addressed. This conversation
occurred in my office. In December 2004} employment in the 18"

Airborne Corps Inspector General Office, was terminated. | returned from-an absence in
in either late Novgmbu or carly December 04 and was informed by
was mld by o at ~ directed that uxhex

1o ITIL). /\fu.r hcmmg fhdl

he oppmmmlv
tmd awlced Lhat lu would xouu,

c\uylhmﬂ 1iuou0h
he would refer the matter 1o ulhu wrme. ] cxp!znncd my concern was the
possible negative impact of losing the key person in the Inquiry and lov cxu(uumns

el of Ins

became involved i
open and although
working cases, I was dirccted to finalize some cases. Onc of lhosg was the
ln ordcr o ﬁnleize a case, thc case has Lo comain douzmemzmon that she

- ‘had requested a
s after being given the guidunce
*;’md poimm out l'lml mc

cotncidentally thc ddtc gave
LTC and would ullow

nd © pmv;dcc an mmx! (damd 2 Feb 05) from
lrag. that dnu.md him 10 .submxl ins elirenc 'nh an effective (Lm, of

' Scp ’>OO*>
the e

o wa\ aware of and agreed with the retircment
in lmq and provided him details on the matter to ensure

dncmnumtmn Ihdl zcﬂvcmd
date. Iemailed]




the Corps Commander concurred prior to closing the case and he responded via emai
that the Corps Commander concurred with the retirement date. In tun, 1 cnuu ed the
Installation Adjutant General that the Corps Commander had concurre 381

ket with a { Sep 03 date and information mplul L(
L . jemm!u] back (20 May 06) with a
message that-contained sarcasm and what ] perceived o be a vetled hxeai.

Dearf 0 000 Your insightful mcwaﬂc to other concerned partics has
captured the very essence of our Commanding General’s words and intentions, May (J(Jd
Bless you. Who can accurately say just where our democratic system of government ~
yes, even our way of life — might bL, without Inspectors General such as you. Morcover,
you-are one profound writin’ Carolinian. As would say, “you go, Just go.
Somewhere. Anywhere.” Okay, that's your nice moment for the day. Back on your
head. Airborne, | '

My hnalization of the case indicated that the allegation agains f"
never addressed and the file did not contain any documentation to sup pm( that
had complied with the provisions of paragraph 5-86, AR 600-20. |
rad on how the casc was lmndicd and did nm allow an all i

;]

xhould e 1mcnxcmd The issuc at hand is

, W hxit in h.xq and lml shc was 01 de 1L‘\smommm upon return
w I‘mt Bm:{g. The B dlhﬂIOl'l Commuand Sergeant Major of the 50 Signal Battalion also

testilied during the 1GPA (hdl he xcpmicd the a lemtlom ol mlsmnducl by LIC Thomdk.
Io 1hc Bumdu ‘

_can rev cui 11
nd lf xo when.

e In the summer of 2004, a soldier from the 327" Signal Battalion, came into the
Inspector General Office and complained about punishment for misconduct while
deployed to Louisiana, with his unit. He complained that he was punished and did not
concur wxlh 1hc purmhnwnt ‘His complaint indicated that the Battalion Commander,

beverages

whj fe dﬁ )I(ch and that such an action was a violati on oi zcvu!aixon

“had allowed soldiers 1o consume Alc.ohom
L was the
action officer on the case and prepared a request - Cammander,
35" Signal Brigade, for a commander's mqunv m _ would not sign the
request and stated he would ot saddle units with distractors when they were preparing
for deployment to a war zone. [ was in his office on a different mater when he b] oached
the issue of allegations against le Lxdcw in units preparing for deployment. He was visibly




angered <md showed {rustration. Though this matter was eventually refcrred for inquin
by lhc, 35" Smml B[l!lddt, Comnmndu areview of melx lhdl s umld h(. in (hc case

Dc,p 1G. XVIIT Abn C(npx) dated 22 Augu,\ {04, will show []mt§
ontinued his involvement with reccommendations on how the Brigade
could assist to close the issucs. He recommended that
-ontact the Corps Communder to obtain approval far him F to
violation of XVI11] Abn Corps Pohcy and that his aclions would
ficient to d()uxnu,m the 1ssue was handled and corrective action taken. He also
notilicd 1at he would have 1o provide the Corps 1G with a copy ol a
Company Commander’s inquiry on complaints and allegations from a soldier within the,
unit, citing the copy was nuaded to comply with paragraph 5-8, AR 600-20 requiring

documented 1n writing and that documentation must be
icknowledge his agreement and intent 10 comply on
‘ e clc i indicamr% that

haml ’
be suf

compluints be acknowlec
included in-the record. |

h C zaddxu gd m wmma and dm umummon mdu( ed in the H,Lmds A L,ompluc FCVICW
vas before, during or after the
1‘nunomndum for a commander’s inquiry. An interview of nd
would be necessary to completely investigate[ etion
during this case, as well as a review of the timeline of the complaint 1o (] termine if the
allegations were reported to DAIG (against an officer in the rank of LTC wuhm Wwo
days) as required by AR 600-20 and if not then why?

Swml Brigade initially ¢ mnphuncd that
prior (o her assignment Lo Fort Bragg .\hu was contucted by her Unit First Sergeant and he
developed a pereeption of her and that since her assignment she has been mistreated by
her First Sergeant. After members of her uml were contacted by the Inspector she stated
she had an office call with the Bng:ddc and that
instead of trying 1o resolve the problem that hat since she was
reassigned Lo Fort Bragg on a compassionate reassignment that after her one year

§1 ahmzauon m,\puud he cou d Imvc her reassigned off of Fort Bragg. She complained his

G  asaction officers Once thc stiuatmn
'nst.cad fol[owmf‘ pm(,c mru o

1 call [hL Buvadc s o . , L
and ensure he }\ncw almui the Whls leblower ch)leumn Act. (Thjs was
not the first ume I was directed to make such a telephone call “CSM 1o CSM™.

Following orders, I telephoned | ~and said something to the effect, 1 realize
you are aware of a soldier’s right to comiplain to the Inspector General but want to make
sure others in your command understand.” [ also talked o him abou( concerns that
somceone might say or do something improper as they deal with | issues. He
assured mie no one was going Lo abuse f ~ buttypically emilted an arrogance
toward being challenged. Tended the convers: wtion without further copversation.
Subsequently [ returned and complained that hhb was iwcmu reassigned 1o
another Battalion and that she was being removed from her 0 positon.

ra

dirccted th

10,717

n the complaint and the case was referred




Again she felt her reassignment was reprisal since she was removed from a leadershi
position. Of note, reassignment-within a Brigade is ut the authority of the Brigade
Commander as the approval authority. Although a Brigade Command Sergeant Major
normally makes the decisions on reassignments of noncommissioned officers within their
Bri (:adc the S1 nm'mnHy pul H\‘» es th(, ol‘clu‘i bul individua! unit pmcu dures dictate
A full inc uir\,'

) “Lllegm()ns of mpuml were not prou,‘ Ld
nor a declination was processed due tof
extent on this case, :
should be interviewed. &7 ~
loyment l(‘rm'n'xtinn Addnmn z*lv

~became the action
~a review of the statement submitted by
. proposéd removal of me hr)m my
ated Feb (}6) sup )011\ lha{ I made a telephone call o
the fall of 2004. ; makex reference 10 my telephone call (o him in the fall of
2004 and ?M i iso makes reference by saying in a specilication of mw
proposcd runowl ’In thc all of 2004, while conducting un investigation at 35" Signal
Brigade, you a 7pmadmd the Commdnd in an unprofessional accusatory manner. An
inferview of |77 ~should reveal the content of the conversation, since he
remembered the conversation in Td)md(y 20006, after twa yeuars, he should still ;cmcmbu

the conversation.

szxlum pnsmon (d

g. In 2004, around Scplember to October, while| . was at the 1IG
War ld\wdc conference, eceived a Military Police Blotier Repoit citing
_ the 82d Inspector General, for assault on a noncommissioned officer
, in mmp iance with AR 20-1, reported the allegation to DAIG and opened a case.
denmmxr}, analysis revealed that | - . was running (for PTY in an area of
the 82d Abn Division and that he obser wd a perxon riding a bicyck inan arca designated
as closed to vehicles, 1o include bicycles. According 1o witness testimony (a road guard
assigned to the 82d Replacement Company) | : cnocked the '
noncommissioned officer from the bicycle and when asked if it appeared
was rying Lo stop the soldier and knocked the noncommissioned o
hnm thu vehicle 1o avoid being run over by the bicycle, the witness stated it appeared
intention knocked the noncommissioned officer off of the vehicle.
Amm lhc ume ine for referrals for mmnmnd(,l 5 mquny can be pm ujui more accurately
e ‘ md a review of the file. j
e 0 182d Airborne Cmpx HCdquldHu (C il of Sth"?), dated 7
October 2004. 1In lhe emai o _relays that he may have found a way not 1o
substantiate the allegation against| ~and he w }d_wp}_ sue uwmsswdy
twough SJA channcls. He stated he {irmly believed that “ o intended to
stop the bicyelist and enforee the policy, not do any harm and lhdl he would discuss with
the Corps and 82d 5JAs. He continued with saying he did not want (o substantiate unless
other options are not possible, due to the potential and what he beliéved (o he
unwarranted adverse future effects. The inspector general is supposed 1o be an impartia)
fact finder for the Commander. The facts did not point toward not substantiating and due




‘proactively briefed units (16 MP Bde and ‘325”’ M1 Bde) that had early returns on

soldiers and units early. Upon

o “inner office” oversight an a !cgauon was subswmm ed aval

the incident. Again S L
and the case file ihmouvmv review Ld Lo dsu.nmn (ht, handling 01 lus case,

Jnust beints

viewed

h. Tn August 2005, members of the ‘SOm Signal Bauniion ,rcdcp!oyed Lo F(:)rt Bragg
ahcad of their initial ieturn date. Approximately 50 soldiers from the unit were affected
by Department Army Stop Loss/Stop Movement Program (MILPER Message Number
04-032) and approximately [ifteen (15) complained to the Inspector General. The policy
dictated that soldicrs scheduled for separation or permanent change of station would be -
held no Jonger than ninety (90) days after their return from deployment. The soldiers that
returned fromy Iraq in August 2005 should have bc:x,n separated from the Army no later
than November 2005, I contacted| Corps G1, and he confirmed the
soldiers should have been separated and were hcmo improperly held past the authority of
the Stop Loss/Stop Movement Program. tated the unit, 35" Signal
Brigade, had failed (o report the return of the unit and soldiers o the Corps G1 and
therefore the information could not be reported to Human Resources Command (HRQO) so
the data could be input into the system that would reflect the new separation dates.
Although the unit was contacted, no action was taken 1o resolve the systemic issue (350
Signal Brigade did not then and as far as I know never has reported the early retumn date
of August 2005. The number of soldiers complaining w the Inspector General continued

_to increase and some of the initial complainant relayed their unit was not assisting with

eparation cven though they were aware of the improper relention. At the divection
1 telephoned] he Brigade CSM, and informed him of the
and asked for his help. His response was that he had *'.. been home less than a
week and already got three calls from the 1G. Give a brother a break.” He then stated his
unit was doing everything needed to separate the soldiers. I explained that our follow up
on the cases revealed the soldicrs were not being assisted and that more involvement at a
higher Jevel might be nee s‘latcd he would look into it. The problem
continued and along with we worked with the soldiers and t S¥
Adjutant General Section to obtain orders for soldiers. Additionally,

their

3

possible pitfalls ahead. The problems at 35" Signal Bng;ddc. d}d not xmpmv and new
complaints were being received. A the direction of | o - and
I met with the Brigade Deputy Commander with the nncm o 1m‘m m him of the degree of
the problem and to ask for his assistance in resolving the problem.. Instead of help the
Brigade XO informed me thati _was “on top of it” and there was not a
problem. He also informed me that the Headquarters had nol been back long and that
they had beento .. war for r a year and peoj }L hd\'C to take lc&ve I thanked him and left
and returned to mform D b f o that it did not appear the
35" Signal Brigade intended 1o address tim pxobcm to mdudc u:pm ting the return of
s o rerarn from Irag, one of the first issues
brought to his attention was the p:mlcm im the %‘3”’ Signal Brigade, along with a request
that he contact the Brigade Commander and ask that the correct action be taken 1o assist
with timely separation of soldiers tmn improperly held past their ETS and PCS dates.
The next tung 1 hear from the 35" ’Swna! Bnmde abmlt the Stop Loss/Stop Movement
problem is in statements written by ' (Cdr, 35" Signal Brigade) and




