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Executive Summary

Subjects of investigation:

Major General {MG) Michae! T. Harrison Sr, Commanding General (CG), US Army
Japan (USAR-J) and | Corps (Forward), Camp Zama, Japan

(BXTRC)

Background: On 21 May 2013, the Depariment of the Amy Inspec} neral Agency
(DAIG) received a complaint against Colonel (COLJEXTIC) ‘!‘2’3 ”i USAR-,
alleging sexual assault and sexual harassment. On ay . nspector
General directed DAIG to investigate senior lgader actions involved with the handiing of
sexual assault and misconduct allegations against subordinates,

Allegations and findings:

1. The allegation MG Harrison failed to investigate allegations against a
subordinate military member of his command was substantiated.

Synopsis: On 7 August 2012, the USAR-J IG received allegations against

COL [PX7)NC) [ that he showed favoritism to{(®)7)(C) | to
the|(®1 Tand that he engaged in an inappropriate relationship with her.[(6)(7)(C 8
Japanese local national employad through a Master Labor Cantract { N (R
(0)X7XC) presented two courses of action (COAS) to MG Harrison: COA 1-initiale an Army
Requiation (AR) 15-8 investigation or COA 2-counsel COL[BXTIC) | parmanently transfer
out of thefB) | and direct the [ ko execute a command climate survey. MG
Harmson chose COA 2. gust 2012, MG Harrison became aware of additional
allegations against COLl‘b’m(C] iand@@ | decided not to investigate.

2. The allegation MG Harrison falled to treat a subordinate with dignity, respact,
fairmess, and consistency was substantiated.

Synopsis:_On 8 August 2012, MG Harrison decided to permanently transfor|©X(7)(C) |
out of the because he felt removing her would resoive the com?lainis about_
co showing her favoritism er to start in a new work environment.
Without Investigating the complaintsj(b)m(c’) | was abruptly moved out of the[®)_ind
into a temporary detail assignment and treated like a “summer hire." She was then
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moved to another temporary detail job and then permanently transferred to an
administrative fob in theThis permanent transfer created a longer
commute and ignored her family situation. MG Harrison assured that she did
not do anything wrong when in fac{®)X7)(C) __knew she had been moved because her

coworkers complained about her and COL{P)(")© | Atthough MG Harrison’s decision to
(BX7XC)

transfer as not in violation of the Master Labor Contract Ton was, in
effect, a disciplinary action. MG Harrison, in contrast, issued COL[®ITXC) Jan
administrative counseling.

3. The allspation MG Harrison falled to ﬂag a subordinate was substantiated.

Synopsis: Evidence established that MG Harrison directed an AR 15-8 investigation
on COLE?)C) lon 11 February 2013. According to regulations, MG Harrison shoutd
have directed COL [)'XC) |be flagged on 11 February 2013. On 17 May 2013, after

MG Harrison was confronted with uirement to flag his[E{7)(C) he
then realized he should flag COL®IC) las well. He testified that CO should
investigation in February 2013; arrison

have been flagged when they starte
decided to flag con.a days after initiating the AR 15-6 investigation and further
testified the failure to flag COL was anather mistake the command made.

4. Tha allegation MG Harrison improperly directed an investigation that was the
sole investigative responsibility of United States Army Criminal Investigation
Command (CID) was substantiated.

Synopsis: On 8 March 2013, MG Harrison recef
harassment complaint against CO [(BX7XC) |
assautted her during a temporary duty trip in July 2012.
MG Harrison decided to_reanen an AR 15-6 investigation on 7T The inttial AR
15-6 investigated COof misconduct involving intoxicated behavior with female
patrons at the Camp Zama Community Club (CZCC). MG Harrison decided to reopen
and expand the AR 15-6 investigation into the sexual assault and sexual harassment
allegations rather than refer to CiD. The AR 15-8 investigation found probable
suspicion that CO engaged in wrongful sexual contact. MG Harrison decided

to refer the sexual assault allegation to CID 71 days after recsiving the complaint when
it appeared the complaint would appear in the national media.

sexual assa sexual

ity

6. The allegation MG Harrison failed to take appropriate action by not removing a
senior officer from a position of authority was substantiated.

Synopsls: Evidence indicated MG Harmison became aware of a pattem of misconduct
by GO'Li‘WC’ In June 2012, MG Harrison was aware COL)I?)C) [receiving a letter
of concern (LOC) for his public intoxication at the CZCC and perceplions of an improper
relationship with one of his MLC employees.l(b)(7)(0) In August 2012, MG Harrison
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was aware of multiple complaints against COL[®X"XC) For showing favoritism and
b)(7KC)

engaging in an inappropriate relationship with({ MG Harrison became aware
of command climate tssues in the[(b) |in early 2013. On 28 February 2013, an -
() ‘r' i

AR 15-6 investigation conciuded COL|®X"X(C) |established a pattemn of behavior
constituting conduct unbecoming an officer and gentleman because of his intoxication
and inappropriate behavior with females at the CZCC. On 22 March 2013, the
reopened AR 15-6 investigation concluded CO behavior constituted conduct
unbecoming of an officer and gentleman, that the preponderance of evidente supported
allegations of sexual harassment, and that there was probable suspicion_of wrongfu
sexual contact with|bX/)C) | MG Harison decided to suspend COn

7 June 2013, 78 days after the AR 15-8 investigating officer recommended i, the same
day Stars and Stripes published the story about[6)(7)(C) |sexuai assautt complaint.

(B)(7)C)
Encl PETER M. VANGJEL
USAR-J Timeline Lieutenant General, USA

The Inspector General
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US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
{Case 13-018)

NAMES / POSITIONS:

Major General (MG) Michael T. Harrison Sr, Commanding General {CG), US Army
Japan (USAR-J) and | Corps (Forward), Camp Zama, Japan

(BNTHC)

ALLEGATION/FINDING # 1; The allegation that MG Harrison failed to investigate
allegations against a subordinate military member of his command was
substantiated.

ALLEGATION/FINDING # 2: The allegation that MG Harrigson failed to treat a
subordinate with dignity, respect, fairness, and consistency was substantiatad,

ALLEGATION/FINDING # 3: MG Harrison failed to flag a subordinate was
substantiated.

ALLEGATION/FINDING # 4: The allegation that MG Harrison impropenly directed
an lnvestigation that was the sole investigative responsibility of United States
Army Criminal Investigation Command {CiD) was substantiated,

ALLEGATION/FINDING # 5: The allegation that MG Hasrison failed to take
appropriate action by not removing a senior officer from a position of authority
was substantiated.

(B}7)C)
BACKGROUND:
1. On 21 May 2013, the Department of the , al Agency (DAIG)
received a complaint against Colonel (COLY®(%) USAR-J, alleging
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sexual assault and sexual harassment. Preliminary analysis indicated MG Hairison was
responsible for failing to immediately refer the sexual assault allegation to the Criminal

Investigation Command (C1D). Our analysis indicated MG Harison failed to
jate action]®)7NC)
I(b)(7)(C)

2. On 24 May 2013, The Inspector General directed DAIG to investigate senior leader
actions invalved with the handling of sexual assault and misconduct aliegations against
subordinates.

3. USAR-J is the Army Component Command of United States Forces, Japan.
stationed at Camp Zama, USAR-J. Mainiand Japan has roughly 4,000 Soldiers,
civilians, contractors and Family Members assigned to different areas, with slightly
higher numbers of civillans and contractors than military. Japanese Nationals {local
nationals (LN)) comprise over half of the work force.

ALLEGATION # 1: MG Harrison falled to investigate allegations against a
subordinate military member of his command. Evidence indicated MG Harrison
failed to investigate complaints made against his ln August 2012.

STANDARDS:

1. Ammy Regulation (AR) 600-20 {Army Command Policy), 18 March 2008, Rapid
Action Revision (RAR), 20 September 2012:

a, Paragraph 1-5c(4)d)4. "All commanding officers . . . are required to take all
necessary and proper measures, under the laws, regulations, and customs of the
Army."

b. Paragraph 5-8b, “When commanders are apprised of complaints or accusations
against military personnel, they will be expected to inquire into the matter and attempt a

resolution.”

2. AR 195-2 (Criminal Investigation Activities) 15 May 2009, paragraph. 3-3a, states
CID is solely responsible for investigating the criminal aspects of those Army related
felonies listed in appendix B. Appendix B, table B-1, Offense Investigative
Responsibliity, reflects: rape, aggravated sexual assault, abusive sexual contact,
wrongful sexual contact, etc, are the responsibility of CID.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:
(BY(7)C)
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(B}(7HC) J
[®)7(C) | COLI®INNC) a geographic bachelor while
n@ at USAR-J|PI7XC) The USAR-J
ad 105 authorized personnel INcluding miliary, civilian, and Master Labor Contract

(MLC) employses. An MLC employee, or LN, is equivalent to a general schedule (GS)
employes, but the government of Japan funds these employees.

b, [BXTI(C) ~ was anf®7)©) ]
to the[(6) JUSAR-J. COLPI© USAR-J, untit January 2011, hired

®B)7)C)""Tas an MLC employee in December 2010, _In 2013, she was[(bX7)(C) and
single. In 2012, she started staying with{{PX73(C) who lived near Camp Zamato
help care for|PX7KC)

2. Initlal compiaints regarding GOL[®/"(©

a._A memorandum for COL[FXCT |8 June 2012, subject: Letter of Congem (LQ
COL Deputy Commander, USAR-J raised concerns for CO
public Intoxication at the Camp Zama Community Club (CZCC) and percepliofis of an
improper relationshin between him and one of his MLC employees. COLPNTIC)
the letter and CO acknowledged receipt on 8 June 2012,

finvestigating officer (10) noter_In his testimony COL®NTXCI |stated that the MLC
amployes referred to in COL-.( MM 1L oC was [BYTHT)

b. The Inspector General Action Request System (IGARS), Case Number
PJ 130024, 7 August 2012, reflected that the USAR-J, Office of the Inspector General
%OIGL received a complaint from|(bX7)(C) ]
B)7NC)

(1) (BT Jalleged COLshowed favoritism to[P)7)C) __land
angaged in an nappropnate relationship with her. [BX7)C) |initial IGAR
reflectad that she wanted the 1G to investigate her complaint. She also stated that she
spoke to thef(b)(7)(C) Imuitiple times, and thay both
said COL|®(7)C) no issues and refused to take action, She further stated other
members of the 1), [went to the Equal Employment Office (EEO) regarding[BX7)C)__]

(2) [BXNHO) — |three-page letter described[®MIC) liack of
ualifications, her misconduct on the job [EI7XC) |
BNC)
[R)(7)C) [She stated the sfiuation
created an unfair[[b]_Jwork environment and that this was a 'blatant display” of
favoritism and manipulation. She also stated there was “widespread” perception
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cOoURNTT Iand ®YX7XC) _|had an inappropriate relationship, that he took her on all his
TDYsasa personal ade, and that if anyone complained about{(PX7XC) | they were

repdmanded, She provided 31 pages of documents, which inciuded a-mail
communications from COustifying |®XANC) |w0rk petfonnance.w
(BUTHE)

(3) The IGARS record of[PX71C) complaint, reflected COLEINC) |
and COLIP® Jpresonted two courses of action (COAs) to MG Harrison: COA 1,
investigate using an AR 15-6 investigation and COA 2, CG counseling, transfer of MLC,

and command clitate survey. direct an AR 15-6 investigation,
MG Harrison chose COA 2. COLU®®  |completed the IGARS record as a USAR-J
“assistance” case. The IG Office informed|(b)(7)(C) |of what actions were taken

based on haer complaint. The IG considered the maltier closed, absent new allegations
and or issues that maerited further investigation.

(BX7HC)

¢._In an e-mail, 8 August 2012, subject; COAs.pptx, COL[?(C |solicited
CoL input on his COAs in the event they had the chance to brief
MG Harrison. An attached power point ¢hart, undated, titied “CQAs,” refiected two

COAs and their respective pros and cons. |

(h)S)

d. In a Memorandum For COUCXTXC) | Headquarters and Headquarters Company,
USAR-J, undated, subject: LOC, arrison indicated he was very concemed about
the command climate in [RX] particularly as impacted by CO relationship with

He was aware of varied and numerous allegations of perceived and
improper favoritism and special treatment forw Although the allegations were
not yet founded, the widespread and negative percaption led to a decline in morale in
the@and a detrimental view of the by many in the Camp Zama community. (n
the memorandum, MG Harrison Indicated he was counseling COL[®)(M(C) Ind that he

was initiating a transfer of [bI(7}(C) | Her transfer was not punitive but was designed to
allow[PH7HC) |10 develop her skills in a new environment. He directed COL (v
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have the[lt) Isection complete a climate survey. The LOC concluded with the
statement, "Further aflegations may result in a more formal investigation.”

[0 note: MG Harrison issued the LOC to COLPT© on 10 August 2012 ]

. In an e-mail, 28 August 2012, subject: Whist d Documents-
Discussion today with DC, Lieutenant Colonel (LTC)l“’"”(C’ I G-1, USAR-J
informed COL about documents requiring his review, including: Command
(CMD) Policy Memorandum 11-11, titled “Whistleblower Policy and Protection for Local
National (LN) Employees,” 16 March 201{_a listing of 15 complaint statements; an

raised by an MLC employee to CO nd separate complaints from three

[©) IMLC employees. In an e-mail, 29 August 2072, COL[PXN(C)]asked one of his
subordinates to print out the documents and prepare a binder and stated “This is a very
ciose hold issue.”

10 note: LTCIP® Jindicated he received the[BX]MLC complaint documentation
from the Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) office on 20-21 Augyst 2012 The
complaint documentation contained 73 pages of materials, and LTQ®® _lincluded
them as attachments to his 28 August 2012 e-mail. According to the CMD Policy 11-11,
handling/disposition of MLC complaints are the responsibility of the USAR-J G-1]

(1) In one of the complaints, aMamement Analyst detafled [L)}7)C)
iatiag [B)THC)
{BTHC) a statement retec a en

COUPI® Twas assigned as |(P)7)C) wrongdoing “escaiated.” [B)(7)(C)
i)
ofher p

traveled with COL Ylon temporary duty (TDYs) to Headquarters Department of the
Array, Hawaii, and ut an official purpose other_than saying

laces in Japan, witho

ghe w .- gide and was there {g take care ot il (b)(7)(c
(BX7HC) which led to
many complaints by peopie outside of[(R)(/ ] The complaint stated that COYPINC) |
directed the 0 counsel everyone for gossiping and o avoid having a fermal
complaint againsf®>X ) _ Jand CO

(2) In another complaint, a G-3 Administrative Assistant desctibed [BX7)C) |

(BUTHC)
- R .
BITHC) ﬁ .
TOVs 85 his translator bul did not perform transiator duty {®X7(C)
mXTICH
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| pe—

) |

—

LI7HC) COL™™ " Telationship with [BI(7XC) _ jwas "noticeably inappsopriate”
cause they soCialized regularly outside the workplace. COL|®X7X©)  favoritism

toward [BX7XC)_Jclouded his judgment and affected the

(3) E-mail communications from the USAR-J Garrison EEO established that four
[B1_MLC employees visited the EEO office on 1, 3 6, and 7 August 2012, with
complaints about COLPNMC) lowing[BX7ICI_ [BXTHC) |

(BXTHC)

(

BXTIHC) The[, Employees were worried about retalation. The EEO oftice made
garmison commander, aware of the complaints. COL [BX7) lthen briefed
Their intent was to brief COL [2X7)(©) ’n detail during the regular EEQ

| August 2012.

updats on

3. A memorandum for record, from MG Harrison, created 27 November 2012, reflected
that he decided not to investigate the ailegations presented in August 2012 under AR
15-8 because none of the allegations, even if substantiated, merited a potentially drawn
out investigation,

a. MG Harrison stated that the allegations did, however, crystallize issues
concerning a damaging widespread and negative perception in the .ection. A letter
of concern for CO moving[P)X7)C) | and directing a climate survey offered
the b&sped of addressing and correcting the situation immediately. in his view,

COL[®T%) |had an absolutety “stellar” career up to that point, and the letter of concern
had a strong effect on him.

b. MG Harrison further stated that later in August his SJA brie i itional
?::ffffa Efought to the EEQ office by[t) |MLC employees, Heg™"
(&)5) to not direct an investigation as a result of the additional allegations. The
allegations were largely duplicative ofeX7(C) lakegations and concerned|(®) |
workplace matters that were no longer an issue pacause
He gave the allegation aboullegedl
as "an unsubstantiated anonyriious complaint.” He considered the matter closed absent
naw allegations that merited further investigation,

10 note: COL[™"*®)|stated that he prepared the memorandum for MG Harrison on
27 November 2072 in preparation for[27i(C)
MG Harrison. in November 2012, [0
being remaved from the (8] assignment m August 2012, and was due to be
permanently transferred. COL[®)7XC){further stated that MG Harrison “fully endorsed
it."}
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4. COLUPXO) Jtestified:

a. He and COL{®7XC  Heveloned the COAs regarding the 7 August 2012
complaints received against COU™™C) ¥or favoritism and inappropriate reiationship,.
They discussed the comp

laint and their concern was ¢ the allegations were
BITIC) | The complainant assessed™"®  [as a sYbs;anfgm
> and the previous COL &) &)

b, COL|®C [and MG Harrison looked at the IG complaint and the subsaquent
complaints thaf came through the LN whistieblower program, COL®TIS) Jtestified that
(B)E) :

5 LTC stated that he received the complaint packet from the EEO office

on/about 20-2T August 2013. COtold him to review the materials and provide
him a summary. He felt the complainis warranted further inquiry.

6. CO testified:

a, Cog‘i?.’;m !infomed him about an incident invoiving COL[PT® ] raising his voice
to{®7)C)  Tatthe CZCC in the June 2012 timegffamg. He informed MG Harrison about
it, an larrison expressed concem. CO believed he told MG Harrison he
was going to issye COL{®XC) h letter of concern.

b. MG Harrison made him aware of the 7 August 2012 complaint against
co Prior to that he had indications COL [PX7NO)] had issues regarding drinking
atthe CZCC.

c. Regardi 2012 complaint against COEXTET ] he was not aware

of the COAs the' developed. He did, however, recall directing the [BX7)]
climate survey.
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d. Regarding the 28 August 2012 MLC complairts against CO "' | he recalied
reading the documentation.

7. MG Harrison testified:

a. He first met co when COLBTCT lwas a lieutenant in the Old Guard
during 1984-1985. He and rj(b)ﬁ)tc) were assigned to the 25" Infantry Division
during 1997-1999 and again in Afghanistan during 2006-2007, b BYC) hever
worked directly for him. During that time he never observed COY™*™®) EX;I;I;
anything out of character or unusual. When COL as a major (1998-1999), he
ingested some of his child's medication and tested postlive on ffrinalys'ts test. He was

aware that CID investigated the incident. He sought out COLIPATC For the[B1N]
assignment, personally recruiting him for the job.

[0 Note: COL[PMC)  lurinalysis tested positive for amphetamines ]

b. col USAR-J IG, made him aware of the 7 August 2012 complair
made againg{ the]®) for favoritism and unprofessional work habits involvin
and CO & did not experience or observe COL [PITIC) hbuysing alcohal in any
of their previous assignments; however, he did speak to COL|®"X) bout his drinking
while at USAR-J.

Rased on the weight of the complaints, in his view hg needed to remove
The complaint indicated [EXe |

In his view, it was not an issue of her doing anything wrong, but he was
Thinking of how to best bring hammeny to the[®) ] He thought the LOC, as a written
counseling, would remind CO that he was primarily responsibie for creating the
right kind of environment. He thought the letter would be a wake-up call. He thought
moving [PXXC)__ o an equivalent job would remedy the perception of favoritism n and
unfair treatment.In retrospact, it did not look like jt was the best decision he could have
made, but at the time he felt it was best for the 2" jorganization. He did not consider
moving COL[PYNE) Jbecause it looked to him to be more of a personality condlict

between and[E7HE) He looked at the complaint
on the surface and should have asked more rs, He recalled that the complaint

had a comment about the appearance COLPINC [ang[®X)© — |were having an affair,
but he did not see any substantiated proof ofher than a third party saying so. He wouid
have been absolutely shocked if the allegations had merit. In hindsight, he did not think

that through in enough depth.

d. 1 would have been normal todec an i tigath uf when he looked at it, it
appeared to be bickering between[*71C) jockeying for or trying to
curry favor with the leadership in the ] e fell he clearly migread the situation as he
looked in hindsight at what happened. “My judgment was not the absolute best there.”
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e. During|®X7XC) office visit on 28 November 2012, he told her that she was not
: e job trapsfe ity for her to work

in an environment/®X7(C)

3 _ ¥
mistreated her, and she said she did not want to get anyone in trouble. He fold her if
she was mistreated or hasmed, he would do a formal investigation. She would not say,
50 he fold her his door was open whenever she decided to discussit. In her

. ent request for an office ¢call, MG Harmrison was TDY and told her tg see COL
(27 | He did not believe she had any adverse Information on COL. and he felt
tonversalion came across as a possible blackmail attempt.

f. He heard about COL[®C)_]drinking from CO on a couple of occasions
in {ate 2012 and from the assistant club man CC, in January or February 2013.
The assistant club manager did not say COLI®"XC) lvas obnoxicus, but that he was a
senior leader and liked to dance with patrens on the dance floor while drinking. On a
couple of occasions, MG Harison verbally counseled CO He toid COLECT_]
that if he had a drinking problem, he needed ta get help. HealSoTold him that as a
senior leader he could not afford to be in public consuming aicohol while he was
intoxicated. COL [P7IC) fesponded that he would be more careful and did not think he

had a drinking . MG Harrison, however, recognized toward the beginning of
2013 that COLI(MW)(CJ had a drinking problem. coaa not acknowledge it,

g. InFebruary 2013, after receiving allegations that CO had been drinking
excessively and trying to force females to dance with him, MG Harrison directed an
AR 15-8 investigation. As a resuit of the findings and recommendations, he issued
COL (PN (a general officer memorandum of reprimand (GOMOR).

8. MG Harrison’s written statement, received 12 July 2013, reflected:

a. His statement was an explanation, not an excuse. There should be no guestion
that he accepted full responsibility.

00"9 COUPT Jissuing COL[FRRTT |a LOC in June 2012, he considered

actions an isofated event and agreed with the disposition,

¢._Regarding the 7 August 2012 complain, he did not consider the evidence that

o] engaged in an improper relationship with|(b)(7)(°) compeliing. Atthe time
a formal investigation did not seem necessary. He conducted an informal review of the
complaint and disposed of the matter based on recommendations of his staff, which
appeared reasonable at the time. Me used the compiaint record provided by the IG as
the basis fgr his LOC, The core of the complaint was a perception of favoritism, which

long with[*X7XC€) conduct, resulted in a problematic working relationship between
PITXC) land other]P),_jemployees. He believed he toid COLl(b)W)(C) |to refrain from
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any contact withl®X“ |after she was moved because of the perception of an
improper relationship.

d. Regarding the complaints received on 28 August 2012, he reviewed the
complaints as part of his regular practice. He and the SJA agreed the compiaints were
duplicative of tha 7 August complaint, and he considered the issue resolved.

g, [PX7HCE) ) |

[BXTHC)
exTiC) | He did provide COLBIC) JaTelter of support that he be
retained on the prometion list for COL.
(B} (THC)
JERTRC) | Additionally the board

considered COI["""*T__T1998 pasitive urinalysis for amphetamines. A copy of the
L _)(7)«:)

board results memorandum was net filed in CO performance fiche as
required.] -

1. He never observed COLP”(C) |drinking too much and never concluded he was
drunk.

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

1. Evidence established that on 7 August 2012, g amployee presented a credible
complaint to the IG, USAR-J, alleging COL|®¥7C) Ehowed favoritism and engaged in
an inappropniate relationship. The complainant reguested in writing that[®) lcomplaint

be investigated. When COL[®I7(C) land COL [P |nresented COAs o MG Harrison
‘_lrﬂm)(s» i)

2. MG Harvison's decision not to investigate after receiving the 7 August 2012
compiaint reflected a belief that the source of the preblem in the asand
that removing her and counseling CO would solve the problem with no lasting
effect on their careers. That decision ignored the credible evidence provided in the
complaint. MG Harrison did_net consider directing the IG to conduct an IG inquiry or
investigation, nor did COL propose such a COA. That COAco
determined whether the allagafions warranted further investigation. [®(7)©)

{B)7}(C)
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3. MG Harrison indicated he moved [(®X7XC) _ |in early August 2012 because the
complaint demonstrated®1(7)(C) The complaint

contained supporting evidence that indicaled [BI7)C) _coworkers were unhappy
becwas receiving favorable treatmant By COU®™E) and that

co allowed her 1o [PX(7XC) FAG Harrison felt the
counséling letter would be a wake-up call for ul evidence indicated

COLIEHDIC)  |social behavior was b( ng progressively worse, Finally, MG Harmison

dismissed the allegation that COL [?X7C}lengaged in an inappropriate relationship
because he did not see any substantiafed proof. Without conducting an inquiry inte the
matier, MG Hamison passed judgment on a credible allegation. No investigative action
to substantiate or not subsgtantiate the allegation was taken, Evidence indicated .

MG Harrison knew COL received @ LOC in Juna 2012 far publ (l;)(Y)((-?) jon at

the CZCC and for creating perceptions of an improper relationship with .
therefore, he should have responded to the allegations in August with an appropriate
inguiry or investigation. In hindsight, MG Harmison felt his decision not to investigate
was not the best, but at the time, he felt t was.

4. When additional complaints were brought forward on 28 August 2012, the
information provided by three ML®) _jemployees added to and corroborated evidence
ontained in the 7 Angust 2012 complaint. MG Harrison decided®X®)

to dismiss the additional complaints. He considered an allegation
at COLIPUNC) [engaged in an inappropriate relationship the same as an
“unsubstantialed anonymous complaint.” He viewed the additional complaints as
*duplicative,” and becausehad been moved out of D) |the ailegations were
no longer a concem.

5. In sum, on or about 7 and 28 August 20 G Harrison received written complaints
from four subordinates who worked for the|®) _land approximately 100 pages of
material to warrant investigating COL or showing favoritism to

and engaging in an inappropriate relationship. Addif)i&nalbuhﬁ_exf'denca
indicated COLIPT ) Failed to take appropriate action regarding ™" job
performance and may have misused government tesources by takind®x>(© __[TDY
with him to do administrative work and to perform translation duties she was not
qgualified to perform. Finally, when MG Harrison decided to investigate using an AR
15-6 investigation in February 2013, there was significantly less evidence in the
complaint in comparison to the complaints submitted in August 2012, Evidence
indicated MG Harrison’s long-standing relationship with COL®™C) Jmay have
influenced his actions.

6. Evidence indicated MG Harison's actions did not change COY™MC 1 pehavior as
time passed. COL[ENTICT Jwas the subject of the February 2013 AR 15-5 nvestigation
for allegations of new misconduct involving female patrons at the CZCC.

SEMINATION IS PROHIBITED EXCEPT
D BY AR 20-1.
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CONCLUSION: The preponderance of evidence established that MG Harrison failed 1o
take appropriate action to investigate credible allegations of misconduct by COL
MG Harrison in hindsight admitted he misread the complaints.

ALLEGATION # 2: MG Harrison failed to treat a subordinate with dignity, respect,
airness. and consistency, Evidence indicated MG Harrison decision to transfer

(b)Y7)C) | was an unfair personnel action and impacted her dignity and respect.

alleged to DAIG and IG, DOD, that MG Harrison abused his authority by
moving her and that her temporary detail and permanent transfer were illegal.

STANDARDS:

1. AR 600-100 {Ammy Leadership), 8 March 2007, paragraph 2-1, states, every leader
will treat subordinates with dignity, respect, fairmess, and consistency.

2. MLC Letter 1-03, chapter 2 (Personnel Actions), 3 March 2003, states in paragraph
2a., Contracting officer representatives (CORs) are authorized to transfer an employee
to a vacant position within the same installation or activity, if it is to a same type of job
with the same base pay and allowances. Prior consultation with the local management
official or agreement of the employee is not required for such personnel action,
Paragraph 1q., Detail, states that a detail is a temporary change of permanent
employees to the same or lower grade position in the same basic wage table or position
in different basic wage table for a period of 30 days or more, but not to exceed one
year.

3. USAR-J Pam 690-1EJ, chapter 25, Requests for Personnel Actions,

1 October 1993, states that authorized representatives are responsible for. Approving
_personnel actions requested by their subordinate organizations and ensuring that the

requested actions are operationally essential and consistent with sound personnel

management practices.

4. USAR-J Pam 690-1, chapter 3, Responsibilities, 2 September 2008, paragraph 3¢,
states that Japanese Employment Support Office (JESQ) responsibilities for personnel
administration and assistance include approving and processing documents necessary
to effect personnet actions.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. A memorandum, USAR-J, 13 August 2012, subject. Detail to a Set of Duties,
reflected that from 13 August 2012 through " September 2012, was detailed
without a change to her position {itle. ara AUQUS

2012, she had to report to|(PX7XC)
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[1O Note; [PH7C) Civilian Personnel Director, G-1, USAR-S, signed the
memorandum as the component COR and Givilian Personnel Director. [DX7XC)

sighed in acknowledgement on 13 August 2012. [®)(7XC) prepared a pravioust
unsigned and undated memorandum that detailed [(0)X7)C)  jto thej(b)('f)(C) |
{BXTHO) starting 13 August 2012.]

2. USAR-! Forms 11EJ, Personnel Action Request/Official Notification of IHA

Personnel Action, reﬂectaddetail to[®X7) Inot to exceed 11 September
ipation i sfer {o the

(b)7XC) n 1 December 2012.

|(b)(7)(C) |transfer indicated she would fill a vacant position.

[10 Note: [EXTXCI_|performed one or more days of dstail at[[2){")|before being moved

to®)77 Rhen completed her detail on 30 November 2012, Ee( u}’7 1 December 2012
*_b)

she was permanently transferred to the (BY7D(C) __]position at The MLC
standards applied to both[B)7)(C)  ldetail and transfer with regard fo maintaining the

same type of job, pay and alicwances.]

3. On an LN Counseling Form, AJ Form 2444EJ, 6 March 2011, (BX7XKC) B
Deputy G-3, USAR-J, reoorded_-(b)('f' (C) initial and mid-year counseling.i—
stated that{EX7XC) | had been very résponsive to taskings, and he was pleased with
the execution of her tasks and duties.

4. )n an e-mail string, COLand MG Harrison, 8-9 August 2012, subject: Letter
of concem and Form 41 and sampte, COL|®7C)sent MG Harrison a draft LOC and

sample Form 11EJ to initiate transfer of an MLC employee. |

(®)3)

5. In an e-mail, [>7 Chief, JESO, 25 June 2013, subject: RE; Request
for information, [EX7HC) lresponded that MLC, paragraph 2 of chapter 2, was the
(b)(TXC)

specific authority for[eX7)(C) | transfer. did not have to concur with the
transfer. [BX7IC)  [as The COR could sign the personne! action as requestor and
endorser. She was not aware MG Harrison had to give his approval in[(b)(7)(C)

transfer or that he was officially involved in the decision process for MLC personnel
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actions, Aithough|®)7}C) initials did not appear on the personne! action record,
she supported the fransfer action.

8. In a series of e-mails,[BY7NC) __110-26 June 2013, subject; Official matter
stated that MG Harrison gave verbal approval to transfe He
was not aware of any other LN personne! actions in which MG Harrison gave his
approval. {®){7)(C) first choice was to send|(bi7)C) ]tdrgb_)(':_)e_pecause the

leadership there was strong, and he felt it was a good place for her to hone her skills;
howaever, COL.(")(” bjected. !(b)(7)(0) was informed there were complaints made
[ éi ; e

regarding[BX7IC)_Tand he n fo fransfer her out of®) | He was also informed an
investigation was ongoing and having her in the command headguarters building would
hinder the investigation. He told {&X7)(C)

there was an | igation regarding a
complaint someone mads to the |G about her and COL®X"(©)

7. [BX7HC)  estified:

a. COL
secretarial support

g provided administrative and

it lne _ Her responsibilities did not
chanae whan CO became]®)7 [but COL [)X7)(C)]was very high maintenance.
COhoug € was very important and actéd Tike a king. He often asked her to

qet i colfee or lunch during duty hours, and if she didn't he got upset. The([®X Jand
Hxv)w)

e

tried to promote her and told her she was the best[(EX7)(C) She went
on long TDYS to provide administrative support and to be an inferprefer for bilateral
events. She could not translate for technical meetings because she was not a
professional military translator.

b. The work environment inas not very good. Civilians who worked in the
for a long period and knew their jobs had time on their hands and loved to gossip._The
female employees hated each ather and talked behind each other's backs. CO
tried to make it better, but it did not help.

c. On 13 August 2012 [®X7)C) _ ltokd her someone made a compiaint against
CO for showing her favoritism, and she had to move because she was the
lower ranking empioyee, [(EX/XC) old her shie was the victim and did not do

anything to deserve this. They gave her eight hours to move out of her gffice and repart
to [B17)] She was aiap toid she had to be moved away from COU®'"©) |because of the

investigation. COL told_her this was how the military work&d and that it was
MG Harrison’s decision. GO told her he went to speak to MG Harrison about
how great she was doing in the at she lgved her job, and that she would probably

resign if she was ordered to move. COL®™® ltold her MG Harrison said that if she
chose to resign, it was her decision.
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d. She reported to[PX’) and they treated her like a summer hire. They did not give
her a computer, or 2 place o sit, and they had her folding and cutting paper. She feit
disgraced and.complained about it to[EXNE)___ ] [BINC) then found her an

opening at|®X7)(C)

e. In September and November 2012, she complained to COL [P0 |about her job
situation. She did not believe COL[PXDC)| had the authority to move fiar around,
COLIGXNC)  jold her they had to reassign her so they could hire someong fo replace her
in(b) e decided to speak to MG Harrison because she thought COwwld

not change his mind about her job. She felt COL [®X7)IC) Idisgraced her because he said
he could fire her. COL[®XTO) lsaid that in front of [EX7)(C) |
[} USAR-I, He also told her she did not do anything
wrong. She toki COL[PINT fhat COL [N Hid something to her, but she was too
scared to say. She knew COL told MG Harrison she was going to file a
complaint, :

f. When she met with MG Harrison, she said there were positions on Camp Zama
that she qualified for. MG Harrison told her he did not did not have the power to move
people around and to apply for the positions. She felt if she applied she would get the
jobs, however, she did not get the positions she applied for. MG Harrison told her that if
she had a complaint against COU®N"MC)_|he had a responsibliity to investigate and to
come back anytime. COL[B7XC)Jwas with MG Harrison in case she mads a complaint,
When she wanted to have a second office cali with MG Harrison, histold her
(&) Februai 2013), she had to make her complaint to the IG. She felt MG Harrison and

CoLPIMC)] ignored her family situation. Her commute to the{®X7XC) was longer

becatise she was staying with her parents to help care for her grandmother.

g. She felt COL{PY7XC) |visited her on 15 February 2013 because he knew she
would file a complainl. She feit he only came by to say something positive to her to
cover himseH for the investigation.

h. She did not feel safe working back on Camp Zama. She felt someone would
. attack her. She felt after MG Harrison was suspended people iocked at her as “that
girt.”

(IO Note:|(R)7XC) concem was passed to the acting CG, USAR-J,
MG James Boozer, and the garrison commander for action they deemed appropriate |

8. CO estified:

a. |&iNC) ame to his office in September 2012, 18 November 2012, and late
Novembar 2072. She came to see him in September 2012 to ask about getting her job
back in[®), .| He told she could not return to[l)) | because decisions were
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already made about t. He recalled there was “strife” down iwith her co-workers

and things needed to settle down. Me never told e coukd fire her. He did not
have hire and fire authority. He would never take that tone with anyone,

(BI7HC)

(2) In their sacond meeting red flags went up because she tried to blackmail him
by saying if she didn’t get her job back, she had things that were embarrassing o
USAR-J and USARPAC about the[2X”) | He tried to find out what it was, but
never said what it was. He told MG Harrison about it.

b. He met with®(WC)  on 15 February 2013 at thef®X")(C) lto
review her options.”She wanted fo return to|®) _] but that was not a feasible option.

She did take her English test and was qualified for the job there. After speaking to her
and her supervisor, he left, thinking was happy about her job.

9. MG Harrison testified that moving N3 sordance with the MLC rules
and regulations. The JESO informed him thaf®("(© '3ob at the[2)7) | was equal to

or had more administrative responsibilities than her job af|2")] According to the ML.C
rules, management had the right and authority to move employees around as required
for any number of reasons, 1t did not have to be related to discipline or misconduct. He
was the decision authority for the move, “The buck literally has 10 stop with me on that

one."
Harrison's written statement, he did not believe any adverse action agaj
®NTXC) | was necessary or appropriate. | . |
{ ) {He made the decision

To transfer in tis case because 1 deall with a signiticant issue of command climate in
the and he viewed it as a critical issue for the command. He did not recal! another
instance of an involuntary employee transfgy following an IG complaint in 2012,
Regarding removing CO! rom thel®) jposition in early 2013,

MG Harrison stated that COLPX7)XC) |continued to serve as an excellent and he
had no reason to question his arformance at the time,

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:
1. On 8 August 2012, MG Harrison decided on a COA that led to[®X7XC)___ |transfer
out of®A7")| His decisio on a single complaint, rather than a result of any

investigation or Inquiry.|©)X7i(C) only counseling record indicated in March 2012
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over a year after beginning to work for the- that her immediate [(EX7)C) __jwas

pleasad with her performance. MG Harrison made his decision with{®® |
[ 2 complain

and without substantiating any facts in the complaint.
N . howed favoritism toward [[PX(7XC) | and that he engaged in an
inappropriate relationship with her.

2. Although nifially[®X7IC) _ ]fel{®X7C)  Jwould be best suited working her detail at
|(b)(7) ®)}C) _ Jexperience there was negative. In her testimony, she felt as thouar
gwas a ‘summer hire.” [BX/)C) _ found{®X7)C)  |a new detail position in
80 in the course of a few days [C)/(7)C)  |was essentially shuffled out of two USAR-J
offices.

3. Although[PXTET_|detail tof2”) Jand subsequent transfer to the
{BY7XC) | met the requirements ¢ MLC Letter and USAR-J Pam, It was
inappropriately presented as a permanent reassignment at management direction to
enhance her experience and skills._ MG Harmison and others in the command, in effect,
concealed the actual reason[BI7XC)_|was transferred by tefling hes she was not in
trouble and did nothing wrong. MG Harigon felt that removing [(X7(C) ] from{®)_|
would diffuse the conflict with her coworkers and prevent any more allegations of
favoritism. new the actual reason she was moved was related to coworkers
complaining that COL|I7(®) [showed her favoritism,

4, The transfer action was unfair and inconsistent with sound personne! practices.
While there were allegations that|(b)(7)(C) _|had performance problems and was
unqualified for her position in the{® [ the complaints were not investigated. The

into ancther job was based on expeidiance and not on her
(OX7HC) Evidence indicated [B)X7)C)_] potentially had performance
problems ranging from|
(BXTNC)

| F[®X7XC)_ |had performance
problems and was fechnically unqualified Tor The job working directiy for thel(b) her
supervisor had a responsibility to hold her accouniable. MG Harrison's decision to

move [(BXN(C) brevented that from happening. The decisicn to move|(b)(7)(C)  [was
not fair 10 her or to USAR-J. Her movement prevented any potential

problems she may have had from being addressed or corrected. Additionally, it was
unfair to move[BX7XC)_]and only counsel COLPM©) |with an LOC because the action
inferred[BX7)C)__Jwas the source of the problems in the [(b) | without investigating the
matter.

CONCLUSION: The prepond-erance of evigence established that MG Harrison failed to
treat a subordinate with dignity, respect, fairness, and consistency. By directi
BRI |job transfer, without investigating complaints involving her and thel(bt)(-”
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MG Harrison unfairly moved her out of a position that brought her status, responsibility,
and positive counseling from the MG Harrison failed to treat with
dignity and respect because his actions resulted in her abrupt move out of the (b7 land
feeling disgraced by the treatment she received while performing tempoarary detail work
and uitimately being permanently transferred to a less prestigious job in the

D

ALLEGATION # 3: MG Harrison failed to flag a subordinate. Evidence indicated
MG Harrison failed to flag COL[BXTIC]_Jafter directing an AR 15-6 investigation on him.

STANDARD: AR 600-8-2 (Suspension of Favorable Personne! Actions),

23 October 2012, paragraph 2-1, Rules for Initiating the Flag, states. A separate flag
will be initiated for each investigation, incident, or action. The commander (or general
officer staff head) directs the flagging action.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. Department of the Army (DA) Form 1574 (Report of Proceedings By investigating

Officer/Board of Officers), reflected that MG Harrison appointed an AR 15-8

investigation to begin on 11 February 2013. At enclosure 1, the appointment letter |
i (BN7NC)

(BX7HC) [0 conduct an informal investigation 1o allegations thal

(BX7XC) Teommitted violations of the Uniformed Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).

2. DA Form 268 (Report to Suspang Favorable Personnel Actions (Fiag)).
17 May 2013, reflected that COL|®X7C) Jreceived a non-transferrable flag effective
17 May 2013 because he was subject of a commander's investigation.

3. [BE)
(BATYC)
[FE) | That tiiggered recogrition that CO™7®) [had 16 Be Tlagged as well

4. CO testified that:

a. He directed investigations against officers several times for MG Harrison, and he

r should wn to flag the subject of an investigation. [P)7)C)
FA7e) COL they realized they had to flag COLERICT [BINC)
They fooked into 1t and knew they had been doing it wrong. He was never told to flag

anyone, and they had been deing it wrong since he had been in USAR-J. The Special
Troops Battalion would normally responsible for flagging actions.
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BINC)

b. MG Harrison and[®X"iC) Pacific Director, IMCOM, discussed the
[BX7)C) That discussion made MG Harrison reafize
that COLP "7 |0)0) [needed to be fagged. COL{®N7)XC) |ooked into the matter and
knew “we had been doing it wrong.” He was never told that they should flag somebody,
and they had not flagged anybody under an investigation since he was Deputy
Commander.

5. MG Harrison testified on 28 May 2013: COLas flagged “about a week
ago.” He recognized that COLhould havepeer flagged when they started the
investigation in February 2013. MG Harrison admitted that was another mistake they
{i.e. the command) made.

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION: Evidence established that MG Harrison directed an

AR 15-6 investigation of COL[®7XC) bn 11 February 2013. According to AR 600-8-2,
MG Harrison as the CG, should Fiave directed COL be flagged on 11 February
2013. On 17 May 2013, after MG Harrison was confronted with the requirament to flag
) JRI7NC) | he then realized he should flag COL/PX® [PFEf e
testified that COL®NNIC) | should have been flagged when they Started e i
in February 2013. MG Harrison further testified that that was another mistake the

command made. MG Hasrison's decision fo flag came 96 days after the AR 15-6
investigation was initiated.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of evidence established that MG Harrison as the
CG, USAR-J, failed to flag COL[PI™© Jwhen he directed an AR 15-6 investigation into
his actions at the CZCC.

ALLEGATION # 4: MG Harrison improperly directed an investigation that was the
sole investigative responsibility of CID. Evidence indicated in March 2013,

MG Hairison directed an AR 15-8, rather than CID, to investigate a sexual assault
allegation.
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STANDARDS:

1. AR 195-2 {Criminal Investigation Activities) 15 May 2009, paragraph 3-3a, states:
the CID is solely responsible for investigating felonies (offenses punishable by death or
confinement for more than 1 year) listed in appendix B. In appendix B: CID is solely
respansible for the following offenses listed in appendix B, table B-1: Rape, Rape of a
Child, Aggravated Sexual Assauit, Aggravated Sexual Assault of a Child, Aggravated
Sexual Contact, Aggravated Sexuai Abuse of a Child, Aggravated Sexual Contact with
a Chiid, Abusive Sexual Contact, Abusive Sexual Contact with a Child, Indecent Act,
Forcible Pandering, Wrongful Sexual Contact.

2. AR 600-20 {Ammy Command Policy), 18 March 2008, RAR, 27 April 2010, paragraph
8-2, Sexual Assault Policy, states that every Soldier who is aware of a sexual assault
should immediately (within 24 hours) report incidents. Paragraph 8-5, Responsibilities,
states that unit commanders will report all incidents of sexual assault to CID in
accordance with AR 185-1, paragraph 6.

[0 Note: AR 195-2 incorporated and superseded AR 195-1.]

O Note: According to AR 800-20, paragraph 8-4a: Sexual assault. Sexual assault is a
crime defined as intentional sexual contact, characterized by use of force, physical
threat or abuse of authority or when the victim does not ar cannot consent. Sexual
assauli inciudes rape, noncensensual sodomy (oral or anal sex), indecent assauit
{unwanted, inappropriate sexual contact or fondling), or attempts to commit these acts.
Sexual assault can occur without regard to gender or spousal relationship or age of
viclim. “Consent” will not be deemed or construed to mean ihe failure by the victim to
offer physical resistance. Consent is not given when a person uses force, threat of
force, or coercion or when the victim is asieep, incapacitated, or unconscious.]

3. Department of Defense (DOD) Instruction 5505.18 {Investigation of Adult Sexual
Assault in the DOD), 25 January 2013, stales military criminal investigative
organizations will initiate investigations of all offenses of adult sexual assault of which
they become aware . . . that occur within their jurisdiction regardless of the severity of
the allegation.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. In an e-mailf D) 116 June 2013, subject: FW: Meeting Request,
|BX7)C) _ |stated that she sent her complaint letter to the USAR-J IG office on
7 March 2013,
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T1O note: [(EX7HC) }.)riginal five-page complaint lotter was dated 14 February 2013.
She madeSéveral changes and additions in her cevised letter dated 8 March 2013;
however, the general content and allegations were unchanged. [n both versions
®)7)C rote “attempted rape® on page 4; however, on the 8 March 2013 version,
she hined through rape and wrote sexual assault, making the verbiage say *attempted
sexual assault” instead of attempted rape.)

2. Inan IGAR [PXN(C) ] 8 March 20
letter, 8 March 2013. In her letter|®X7)C)
and sexually assauited her. [(R)X7)C)
10-21 July 2012, while she and
Mid- Planning Conference.

aflached a five-page complaint

(D)7KC) |
alleged COLxuatly harassed

stated that the assAURTOOK place during
(bX7IC) were TDY to Hawaii for a Yama Sakura

[}/O Note: Yama Sakura is an annual bi-lateral training exercise between USAR-J and
Japan Ground Self Defense_Eqrce faor contingencies that required US forces 1o deploy
to Japan. COL andayed at one hotel in Waikiki, while the rest of
the USAR-J confingent stayed at a different hotel.]

3. In an e-mail, 8 March ubject: [B)7IC)__|Meeting, COL{®'"X® jnformed

1
MG Harrison that COL[®X®  |met withPX7)XC)__ {that day. [BIG).EXNC)
(B)S).(XT) pen and inkea an important change that indicated sh a victi a .
‘allempted sexual assault” rather than an “attempted rape.” [PiE)
)

(X5

4. In a memorandum, USAR-J, undated, subject: Memorandum of Reprimarxi,

MG Harrison stated that he feit given the strong corroboration of communications
between COUC) and [BXNC) ] her sexual assault allegation was “profoundly
troubling.” COL[®X7XC) |put himself in a position where the allegation may be
considered credble due to the extensive unofficial contact he had with her. “Indeed, an
investigating officer held a probable suspicion that you sexually assaufted your
administrative assistant.”

5. In an e-mail, Major (MAJ)[P7IC) Public Affairs Officer (PAO), USAR-J,
30 May 2013, subject: RE: Request for information, MAJ{®)?  Jstated that on
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16 May 2013, a Stars and Stripes pews reporter queried the command about the
investigation regarding]®)7XC)  |sexual assault complaint. On 28 May 2013, USAR-J
responded to Stars and Stripes that the matter was under investigation.

6. [PX7XC)  |testified:

a. She provided her five-page complaint (etter to the |G in advance of her meeting.
When she met with co# on 8 March 2013, he told her he passed her
_%n_glainumﬁ_ﬂarrison PITIC)

{bX7XC)

(bXTIC}

¢. She did not receive any responses to her complaints and falt everyone was
scared of MG Harrison. She felt the media was fair to everyone $0 she contacted the
Stars and Stripes. She felt the Stars and Stripes pushed USAR-J to do the right thing.
After she spoke to the media, the next day CID contacted her.

(B)THC)
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BITHC)

8. LTd®NC Deputy SJA, USAR-J, testified:

a. He was not aware of the allegations made against COLP™™ Jin August 2012;
however, he bacame aware of them in October/Novembar 2012, Regarding thie sexual
assault allegation made in March 2043, LTC [®©_ |did not have input jatg _
the decision 1o merge that allegation with the already initiated AR 15-6 investigation.r&

{E)3)

EH)C)  [made
Stalements abo 1 o the if she did not
get her job back. But, she did not seem fo express any trauma or negative effect from
any kind of assault. Regarding whether the CMD had any discretion to investigate
sexual assault aflegations, LTC[®TC) Feit the CMD had an obligation to investigate
any allegation. |

{0)(5)

The

evige ave [T Teredibility but did not indicate non-consensual activity.
COL [P Jfat[BXTHC)  |was very credible, but was not telling all that she knew.

b. LTChought he contacted CID on 17 May, but did not meet with CID
until the afternoon 20 May 2013. He felt referring the matter to CID was the prudent
thing to do. He felt it was possible the Stars and Stripes query influenced that decision.

9. COL®TIC) ltestified:

a. This was his third assignment to USAR-J. He rated COL|(")(7J(°) He sat on the
monthly Sexual Assault Review Board to review reports of sexual assautt within the
CMD. The board was composed of key staff, such as the SHARP coordinator, SARC
representative, PAQO, CID, Chaplain, and medical and legal representatives. Sexual
assault reports were considered a commander's critical information requirement and
reported to the United States Army Pacific Command, They had an increase in sexual
assault reports in 2013. They have had cases of senior NCOs taking advantage of
young Soldiers, usually invoiving alkcohol use.

b. Regarding """~ |complaint of sexual assault on 8 March 2013, colfPre ‘
became aware when the [G tokd him about it. '

¢. CO did not believe he was involved in the discussion 1o merge the
sexual assault allegation with the open AR 15-8 investigation. At the time, he did not
see a problem with merging the two. He did not know then that sexual assault
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allegations had to be referred t¢ CID. He recalled MG Harrison may have discussed
using CID a couple of times. When MG Harrison decided to refer the allegations to
CID, COL escorted COL®XNIC) |o CID for his interview and brought him back.

d. He became aware of the Stars and Stripes query because the PAQ told him
about it. He informed MG Hamison. They discussed it and because they had an open
investigation, they would not respond to the allegations. They would slow roli their
response because the Stars and Stripes was not aiways favorable to them. They hoped
1o finish their AR 15-8 investigation before the story came out.

10. CO estified:

a. Regarding the allegations|(®X7)}C) _jpresented on 8 March, CO (EX7(C)
testified tha‘just showed up’ with a five-page typed statement and
supporting documents. He thought|®X7)C) {had called or e-mailed his assistant
before coming in higfBXTXC) | met with[PX7HC)_Jto discuss her
complaint. COL{®"HC) | 1ol they would Took | mpiaint and get
back with her. On page 4 of{EX7{C) | complaint, COLl“”W’(C’ | saw the word “rape,”
and it really got his attention. He explained the difference between sexual harassment
and rape. said she was not raped and inked out the word “rape” and wrote
"sexual assault.” He did not know why she used the word rape, but he wanted to be
clear about it. He asked[®X7(C) _|to explain the July 2012 incident that she calied
sexual assauit. [PX7)NC) |wanted her complaint investigated and felt the CMD
inappropriately move! I!er from her job. COL[BNE_did not discuss the matter with a .
SARC representative, but in hindsight he felt maybe he should have. He felt[BXNCI |
was credible.

b. COLFTICT_] thought he spoke to COLF™ bn 8 March 2013. COLO ]

sh {BXT)
|

BXTHC)

(BMT)C) JCOOPATT ™ Tthaught there were several different leveis of
sexual assault, from someone massaging your shoulders while you are sitti
desk after you told them to stop” to someone “ripping your clothes off,” COL®TA®
{estified that he never characterized anything as horseplay. He prepared a {ofmial
memorandum through the SJA to investigate the allegations. He did not think anycne
asked his opinion about merging the allegations with the opaen AR 15-6 investigation.
COL[ETX®) " lthought COL[RXD pbtained the IG documents from the SJA.

11, COLPINC]testified that, regarding the oomplainlpresentcd to the IG on
(BT 1di '

8 March 2073, fie and COU®I") the same day, within a matter of
minutes. COL[PXMCT Jprovided him(®7X) five-page complaint letter and
supporting documentation.
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12. MG Hatrison testified:

a. The trend of sexual assault complaints had gone up and the common
denominator was alcohol.

b. When he received the allegation of sexual assault, he called CO in and

asked what his options were.

(BX7HC)

amson thought to himself that he probably
call CID. MG Harmison thought they had a good AR 15-6 officer, and he dismissed the
thought of CID. “My gut told me to call CID, and | just simply did not do that.” He
thought he could get a similar result with the AR 15-8 investigating officer. He thought
he mentioned o CO “Shouldn't we cail CID?" As time passed he recalled on a
couple of occasions he asked should CID be looking at this? He made the decision,
unprompted and un-pushed to call CID.

¢. He did not feel his relationship with COUPX |nfluenced his decisions. He was
very comfortable in making tough calls.

d ay 2013 he told his Deputy to contact CID. He recalled it was
LTC[®™®)  |who made the cali or contact with CID. CID initiated their investigation
on 20 May 2UT3.

HO Note; CID initiated their investigation 73 days afte{P" = Jfiled her complaint

e. [P genta copy of her complaint to the Stars and Stripes. The Stars and
Stripes wanted a comment, and USAR-J PAC told them the matter was under
investigation. He testified that the Stars and Stripes query did not influence his decision
to call CID. He testified that it was his “gut” feeling to make the call. He thought about
the message from the Chief of Staff, Army (CSA) about how CDRs handle sexual
assault cases and he thought about whether he did everything he was supposed to do.
*“The green light came on.” And he thought he needed to call CID. The Chief's
message had a big Influence. He could not say the Stars and Stripes query did not
keep him up at night and it worried him. If the story went out, it would be a major biack
gye for the Army and “I hold nobedy responsible for that but me.”

13. In his written statement, MG Harrigon stated that on 17 May 2013, after receiving
ar e-mai from the CSA, he decided to refer|PXiC) allagations to CID without
delay. The CSA's e-mail (to all Amny general oificers emphasized the seriousness of
sexual assault and the need to properly handle such allegations,

[IO Note: On 16 May 2013, the CSA sent a message fo the Army stating:
“Commanders, non-commissioned officers, and law enforcement must ensure that
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svery allegation of sexual assault and sexual harassment is thoroughly and
professionally investigated and that appropriate action is taken.”

ANALYSIS / DI SION: Evi established that on or about 8 March 2013,

MG Harrison.i(b)(s) Wirected an investigation of a sexual assautt
allegation using a previously opened AR 15-6 investigation. According to AR 195-2,
CID had sole responsibility to investigation sexual assault offenses. On 22 March 2013,
the AR 15-6 investigating officer found there was probabie suspicion of wrongful sexual
contact in viclation of Articte 120, UCMJ. Even MG Harrison's GOMOR issued to
COLBY?YE] bn 9 April 2013 described “probable suspicion" that COL[PINC) Jsaxually
assaURSAERIC) | Despite that, MG Harrison took no action to involve CID. Given
MG Harrison’s testimony that he felt he had a good AR 15-6 investigating officer to
investigate the sexual assault aliegation and that he had COL[®TXC) |

MG Harrison may have fell the matter was properly investigated apd resolved. The
Stars and Stripes query on 16 May 2013 presented the likelihood[®X7XC)  |complaint

of sexual assault would be in the national media. COL®X"X®) |made MG Harrison
aware of the Stars and Stripes query, and they discussed how to respond to it. On

17 May 2013, one day after the Stars and Stripes query and 56 days after concluding
an AR 15-6 investigation on[(®X7)(C) _|sexual assault complaint, MG Harrison directed
that CID be notified. Although the CSA’s message on16 May 2013 emphasized
aliegations of sexual assault be professionally investigated, it did not say by CID.

MG Harrison testified that his “gut” told him that C1D should look at the allegation and
that he made his decision unprompted. The timing of the Stars and Stripes query and
the likelihood of national media exposure suggested otherwise.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of evidence established that MG Harrison failed to
refer a sexual assault allegation to CID in a timely manner and instead directed an AR
15-8 investigation. ‘

ALLEGATION # 5: MG Harrison failed to take appropriate action by not removing
a senlor officer from a p f authority. Evidence indicated MG Harrison did not
take action to remov ®X7)C) lfrom thel® _|position after an AR 15-8 investigation

susbstaintiated COL|®X7HC: [for misconduct,

STANDARD: AR 600-20, paragraph 1-5c, states: All commanding officers and others
in authority in the Army are required: (1) To be vigilant in inspecting the conduct of all
persons who are placed under their command. {2) To guard against and suppress all
dissolute and immoral practices, and to correct, according to the laws and regulations of
the Army, all persons who are guilty of them. (3) To take all necessary and proper
measures, under the laws, regulations, and customs of the Army.
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DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

(B,(7)(C;

2. in an August 2012 LOC, MG Harrison expressed to COL[®/7/C [that he was very
concermed about the command climate in the and directed him to complete a
climate survey.

Climate Survey, reflacted the urvey was completed on 19 December 2012. The
survey included respanses from 54 of 81 personnel from[[B)(7] The survey results
indicated: 21 percent of personnel felt they were not treated with dignity and respect; 10
percent felt that sexual, racial, or other offensive comments or materials were tolerated
in the work area; 26 percent felt that civilians were not treated as valued members of
the section; and 17 percent stated they wers harassed by higher ranking personnel
while on duty. Master Sergeant (MSG)EquaI Opportunity Advisor (EOA)
signed the report.

a. A Memorandum for Ref(g)rd: USAR—J 3 January 2013, subject: Command

b. A Memorandum For Deputy Chief of Staff,[) ] 11 Februan 2013, subject:
Focus Groups with () ] reflected that focus group session from (), lwere completed on
29 January 2013. The focus group results indicated there were more chiefs than
workers, too many laysrs to get documents signed, information staffed, cra decision
made; people preferred being TDY, and when they returned there was no structure;
there was a lack of guidance; everything was a priority; there were long-term projects
with no end in sight; widespread throughout all three groups, people were not treated

with dignity and respect; and people d at daily and verbally assaulted.
MSG[EX7, [signed the report and COL®X)(C) pproved it.

c. Inane-mai, COdicated he signed off on the climate survey on
22 Febiuary 2013 and inTormeo MG Harrison there were issues. He indicated

MG Harmison did not read the survey and that COL|[P)X7)C) |sent the report back to
MSGEX7] for information about the focus groups. Fe did not know if MSG [217 foriefed
MG Hamrisen_on the report, nor did he know what follow-up action took place. In an
e-mail MSG[®?) |stated she did not brief MG Harrison on the details of the survey,

3. Subsequent complaints regarding COU®™

a. On 30 January 2013, %?L briefad COL[BITIC) |that he received a complaint
BXTNC))

alleging misconduct by COL ) [mvolving his behavior with females, while
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intoxicated, at the CZCC. COLP™™ Jinformed MG Harrison, and MG Harrison
directed an AR 15-6 investigation. COL[®(? [received the appointment order on
41 February 2013. The appointment order alleged viclations of Article 133, UCMJ,
Conduct Unbecoming an Officer and Gentleman, and stated that COL{®)7XC) |was
recently involved in inappropriate conduct at the CZCC by fliting and physica

grabbing enlisted, civilian, and local national females. It also alleged that CO
grabbed a female from behind, grinded on a junior enlisted Soldier from behind, Tonded
a female, and was drunk and disorderly in a public place. -

[10 Note: CID is also investigating COL[?""*'_|alleged sexual assault at the CZCC ]

b. Ona DA Form 4858, Developmentat Counseling Form, COL recorded the
results of a counse!i gave 1o COLon 8 February 2013. The counseling
reflected that COL[®X7)C)] said he was aware of his actions when he drank alcohol,
COL[EX™C) }old him that on 18 January 2013 he was jet-lagged and took vitamins
before akending back-to-back birthday parties. He admitted keeping someone on the
dance floor by pulling on her. COL|®C | felt he did not have a drinking problem or
need the Amy Substance Abuse Program (ASAP). CO indicated he did not
need to drink and had gone throu ar-long deployment without drinking.
assessment. If this type of incident occurred
tus as a leader and the integrity of the CMD.
o leave the CZCC by 2300, except when attending
leadership, and to avoid public intoxication.
signed the counseling form on 25 February 2013.

4, Initial AR 15-6 investigation, In a Memorandum For USAR-J and | Corps (Forward),
28 February 2013, subject: Report of Investigation ~ COL[P7XC) |cOL provided
the results of his AR 15-6 investigation.

10 Note: The initial AR 15-6 investigation in February 2013 looked at co
inappropriate behavior with female patrons at the GZCC and was unrelated to B |
O]

The same AR 15-6 was reopened and expanded in March 2013 to investigate
gexuml assault and sexual harassment allegations [B)7XC) ] made against CO

a. In his findings COL[2\" [stated COY®™C) |was a highly respected senior
officer with unquestioned operational capab d superior leadership in his
professional capacity aCOL as a frequent patron at the Sports Bar and
Firelight Lounge at the CZCT. COL®ITIC) [was known to consume alcohol there and
on several occasions was judged to be mioxicated by numerous patrons of the CZCC.
He was reported to be significantly uninhibited and overly flitatious with female patrons,
repeatedly and aggressively asking them to dance and infringing on personal space.

He confimed COLI®(C) lwas married, but his behayi ot consistent with a
married man. There was a common perception COL[1 i behavior when
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intoxicated appeared to include attempts to “pick-up” various femalss. CO
behavior compromised his character as a senior officer and a gentleman and

esented compromised judgment for an officer of his caliber and stature.

hehavior, when intoxicated, was prejudicial to good order and discipline
for Soldiers assigned to USAR-J/l Corps (Fotward}, and the Camp Zama Comwnunity.

b. In his recommendations COL stated that the findings established a pattern

of behavior constituting conduct unbecoming an officer and gentieman, as defined
under Article 133 of the UCMJ. He recommended that COL|®I7XC) Feceive formal

written ud administrative disciplinary action in the tarm of a GOMCRto be

co
filed in CO local military personne! records jacket, that he be referred to the
ASAP, and IRathé not be extended beyond his date eligible for return from overseas.

5. Reopened AR 15-6 investigation. In a Memorandum g AR-J and | Corps

(Forwardl| subject: Report of Investigation - COL{®™© 122 March 2013,

COL|BX?) |provided the results of his reopened AR 15-6 investigation.

a. The investigation included allegations of sexual assault._sexual harassment, and
unfair labor practices. In his findings, COiated CO frequently
requested[®(DC)  |to meet or dine with him dunng off-duty hiouTs and weekends, gave

her a teddy bear gilt, and gave her love letters. described numerous
occasions when COLPXTIC) Jeonsumed substantial amounts of alcohol and drank until

he passed out. She described CO repeated, unwanted sexual comments to
her daily, even after being told to stop. COL ade frequent personai phone
calls, sent her t(b)(?)(C) es, and left voicemall messages (o her late at night or during

early morming. reported an instance of alleged sexual assault during & TDY
in July 2012 while they were at a p!ar,(rgi)?{)(cf) nference for Yama Sakura 63. [®)7)C)

felt she was being punished for COL wrongdoing when she was moved from
the|(b)(7)(0)

b. COLIEX Jeoncluded that COL[ETTIC_ hctions reasonably constituted conduct
unbecoming and officer and gentleman. The preponderance of evidence supported
allegations of sexual harassment in violation of Articie 93, UCMJ. There was probable
suspicion of wrongful sexual contact in violation of Article 120, UCMJ. He found

®XT)C)
[ ]

estimony to be compelling and forthright for the most part, and the swomn
[Trom COLI®XNC) [did not address any of the specific allegations against him,

CO Hid not present compelling gvidence contrary to the allegation of sexual
assault, COL{EI7 Jrecommended CO receive a GOMOR to be filed in his
official military personnel file, referral to the ASAP, and that he be administratively

removed from the[(t)_|position and reassigned to the continental United States. He did
not recommend proceeding to court martial.
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[10 Note: The AR 15-8 did not specifically investigate COLMW inappropriate
relationship, however, CID indicated to DAIG it will address the re ationship between
COLBIC Jand[PH7XC)  |as they investigate the sexual assault allegation.]

8. In an e-mail string, 4 March 2013—(b)(7)(0) requested an interview with the 1G,
B0 ktated that MG Harrison denied her office call and directed she go directly to
the IG to file a complaint. On § March 2013,[BX7XC)_Jrequested an office call with the

[RIC] )_' : 8 March 2013, On 7 March 2013, she sent a copy of her complaint to

7. [BXC Jmet with COLIPYX©) |on 8 March 2013 to discuss her complaint._ On
8 March 2013, COL|®XNCYBIE).EITNC)

{b)(5) \legations of misconduct against CO not involving
[EX7C | MG Harrison decided o merge the allegations w 158
investigation.

8. In a memorandum for COL{®(®) subject: Memorandum of Reprimand,
undated. MG Harrison stated 1@l on mumiple occasions over the last 18 months

coL [P |was drunk and disorderly at the CZCC. MG Harrison felt that given strong
corroboration of communications between COlj(b)Uz{)‘;(’n(Cl) her sexual
assault allegation was “profoundty troubling.”" COL put himself in a position
where the allegation may be considered credible due 1o the extensive unofficial contact

he had with her. “Indeed, an investigating officer heid a probable suspicion that you
sexually arsaulted youf(®X/xC) | The memorandum reflected that
col®"1®| self-reported o rather than MG Harrison command directing it

[10 Note: The GOMOR was presented to COL{®'"X“) jon 8 April 2013 ]
9. CO testified:

a. MG Hamisan contacted him on/about 11 February 2013, regarding allegations
against CO for unprofessional conduct. His investigation focused on
COL[PYE) Joument behavior, and he wanted 1o obtain first-hand accounts from
witnesses.

and assault allegations{®7€)  |made against COL[PXTM® | He was limited to
(BY7XC) estimony because what she described ottTiTed in relative privacy, and
OLIEITRC) |on advice of counse!, decided he wouid not submit te an interview.

b. On 13 March 2013, he received direction to investii ate the sexual harassment

DT Igefinitely wanted the matter investigated. The SJA gave him a copy of
NN |G complaint, as did®X7XC) [P |fett it was an unfair labor practice

or her to be moved to a job ten Minutés from Camp Zama, which she considered a
demotion.
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. When he interviewed she spoke about sexual assault. He was not
aware of anyone getting her fo change her statement about rape. EX7XC)  primary
focus was on getting her job back, not the allegation of sexual assault. [he most
important thing to her was to regain her professional reputation. One of her greatest
concerns was transportation to Sagamihara Housing Area. Because she did not have a
car, it was easier for her to care for her parents by taking a train to Camp Zama.

HO Note: [P estified that she stayed at[®C ] house near Camp Zama
because BN Jgot sick and her|®7XC ~ |needed daily care.]

questionable behavior by COL [P | There was, In his cpinion, conduct unbecoming
office e preponderance of evidence established a pattern of behavior by

d. Regarding the initial AR 1;-6 ':;restigation, he testified there was cerlainly
an =
COLthat, in his opinion, was conduct unbecoming an officer.

e. Inthe recpened AR 15-8 investigation, he did not have any physical evidence
regarding the sexual assault. Without corroboration by anyone else and because

CcO id pot respond, he was compelied 1o believejdX7iC) testimony. He
recognized at being much smaller than COL | Was In a very

vulnerabie position. He took her testimony at face value. lieved what
aid had occurred because there was not any contradicting testimony.
f. He did not know a crimina) investigation was needed, because he was working
with the legal advisor.

g. [BXDIC) |indicated she was unhappy with MG Harrison’s decision to move her,
and she intended to go the US Amy Pacific Commander, CO told her that was
valid, but asked her to give the CMD a chance address her compiaint. Regarding
whether she could speak to the media, he told her she could speak to anyone she
wanted to. He did not prohibit or coerce her not to speak to anyone.

h. While not included in the AR 15-6 investigation, he questioned what happened o
but whatever happened was inappropriate. He felt CO a married
senior officer, should have never been in m in the middle of the night,

aspecially, because she was one of his empioyees.

[10 Note: COL[EXTT | was responding to a question whether he believ
expianation of what happened in the hotel room in July 2012 was accurate. i3
response was a personal opinion, not incorporated in the AR 15-8 investigation.]

i. He felt the sexual assault allegation would be difficult to substantiate in a
courtroom. He received no pressure regarding the investigation. This was the first time
he investigated allegations of sexual haragsment and gexual assault.
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(B)7)C)

10. COL

2 linformed him about an incident involving COLFYC aising his voice
tof X7 fatthe CZCC in the June 2012 timeframe. COL [P7Clinguired but could
n in any first-hand information about the complaint. COLPI7XC) [counseled

COL{EXTC) |regarding public intoxication and issued him a LOC on 8 June 2012 tie
em. C
ib)(3)

testified:

informed MG Harrison about it, and MG Harrison expres.

m.
believed he told MG Harri ing to issue COL[®TXC) [an | OC
B |¢b1£5) | Since

he did not have first-hand evidence, the LU med appropriate at that time.
MG Harison was concerned about COL|®(NC) E)otentiafly having[®X7C) |

He never saw COL|®7)(€ jntoxicated, and he did not think

(BHTHC)
T .

b,_Qn or.about 30 January 2013, COIJ(W) ave him new information about
co behavior at the CZCC. cou.‘f_:tbmm Jknew COLFYTC) lwas worki

MG Harrison directed the

through some issues like [5)7)(C)

He spoke to Comman ¢ Major!‘"ﬂ' 7 [United States Army Garrison-
fw COL|PN7C) |behavior. He informed MG Harrison and counseled
(EX7)(C)

-b iInvestigation.

whether to remove COL®ITYC) lirom the |3}, | position while the investigation was in
progress. He thought Harrison was waiting on the outcome of the AR 15-8
investigation. He also considered what impact removing him would have on the training
exercises.

c. He further testified thai Ii and M @] rison spoke a couple of times about

11. MG Harrison testified that he did not suspend COL[®'7(® [ Aithough he thought
about it, he did nof think it was necessary.

[10 Note__On 22 March 2013, the AR _15-6 investigating officer’s report recommended
COL™M |pe removed from the[®] logsition. After the AR 15-6 investigation,

MG Harfison kept CO in thel’®) | position for 78 days untit removing him on
7 June 2013.]

12. in MG Harrison’s written statement, he stated that he removed COL[®N© }on
7 June 2013 because he was scheduled to represent USAR-J at a highly visible
exercise planning conference in Hawaii. He feit it was inappropriate for him to attend.
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ANALYSIS | DISCUSSION:

1. Evidence indicated starting in June 2012, COL[®X® Hemonstrated a pattern of
misconduct of which MG Harrison was aware.

a. In June 2012, MG Harrjson was aware of a LOC CO B)7C) | issued to
coL for CO public intoxication at the CZCC and perceptions of an
improper relationship with one of his MLC employees,[(b)(7)(C)

b. In August 2012, MG Harrison was aware of multiple complaints against
CO or showing favoritism and engaging in an inappropriate relationship with
®X7C) | yet he chose not to investigate. He, instead, issued COL|®XIC) Jan LOC.

¢. On 28 Fehruaoy 2013, an AR 15-6 investigation, which MG Harrison directed,
concluded COUP™C lestablished a pattem of behavior constituting conduct
unbecoming an officer and gentleman because of his intoxication and inappropriate
behavior with femaies at the C2ZCC.

d. On 22 March 2013, the reopened AR 15-8 investigation concluded
coL behavior constituted conduct unbecoming of an offices and gentieman,
that the preponderance of evidence supported allegations of sexual harassment, and
that there was probable suspicion of wrongful sexual contact with[EX7XC) | The
investigating officer, a senior 06 CDR, recommended COL he removed from the
position and assigned back to CONUS. MG Harison had aniple evidence to
[Y7C) had become self-destructive. A reasonable, objective analysis of

conclude C
COLIBNNC)  |conduct would have led most senior commanders to lose trust and
comﬁﬁCOL ability to function effectively as theDC) |
2 MG Harrison's assumption that removing [2)7XC) puld resolve the hostile work
environment in the [El(was flawed. The clima&;ivﬁﬂected a negative wo
O)N7)C)
Jtha

environment in February 2013, six months after was removed from the]8!"
s climate survey and group sessions reflecte e leadership of the 31-person
) Jwas not fostering a positive climate. COL [PXTXC) Jnformed MG Harrison there were
issues based upon the survey results. Although MG Harrison, in his written statement,
indicated climate in the as a “critical issus for the command,” there was no
credible evidence he took action to review the details of the command climate survey
report or follow up on the results.

3 Evidence reflected that as early as December 2011 and into February 2013,

COas going throughf®7iC) ] twas
fikehr WG Fiarrison was aware of Thfs since COL| )\ | Was also aware.
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4. G se indicators from multiple sources, MG Harrison chose not to remove
COLPX7XC) Jrom the [0)] position because_he felt it was not necessary at the time.
MG Harrison decided to suspend COL[PXC) bn 7 June 2013, 78 days after the
AR 15-8 investigating officer recommended R, the same day Stars and Stripes

published the story about [(bX7)(C) sexual assault compiaint.

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of evidence established that MG Harrison failed to
remove COUPITC_From the ()] position contrary to the recommendation of an

AR 15-6 investigating officer and after being made aware of substantial evidence that
raised serious concerns about COL ness Yo remain In a critical leadership
position. His decision to finally remove COL ame 78 days after the second AR
15-8 investigation concluded and at the time Wnon the sexual assault complaint was
presented in the national media. '

(EY7XC)
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BXNEC)
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(BX7)C)

(BIIHC)
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(EXTNHC)

OTHER MATTERS:

1. USAR-J was not flaaaing Soldiers under investigation in accordance with

AR 800-8-2. COL®® |was flagged 96 days after the AR 15-6 investigation was

initiated and only after IMCOM queried USAR-J about flagging the[DXNIC) |
Additionally, COLFUT_Jtestified that USAR-J had not praviously flagged

individuals under investigation.

BN7HC)

3. The allegations against CO are being investigated by CID and DAIG is

monitoring._The investigation by CID regarding the allegation of sexual assault by

COLIPME remains open. CID has indicated it will address the relationship between
nd(b)(T)(C) '

COLI®ATHC) n their investigation,

BUTHC)

5. Current DOD policy does not authorize SARC assistance to LN employees in
USAR-J. According to the DOD Directive 6495.01, SAPR Pragram, paragraph 2a(4),
and the DOD Instruction 6495.02, SAPR Program Procedures, paragraph 2, only
military members and selected non-military members, such as DOD civilian employees
and their family dependents 18 years of age and older stationed overseas and eligible
for treatment in the military healthcare system are offered (limited) SAPR services.

(BIT)HC)
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{(BX7HC)

8[PMC " Jsubmitted a grievance through the MLC grievance syster for her transfer
which she claimed was a violation of the Japanese Labor Act. The grievance is ongoing
9. The aflegations made against CO in

at USAR-.
August 2012 that he showed favoritism
and engaged In an inappropriate relationship wi re not investigated.

Additionaliv, the avidence indicated CO misused government resources with
regard to{ ) Inerforming personal services for CO

-
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

4. This report be approved and the case closed.

{b)7NC)
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{b3{7)C) (B)7)C)
ColonelH8” Investigathr
{nvestigator
APPROVED:

U

PETER M. VANGJEL
Lieutenant General, USA
The inspector General
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LIST OF EXHIBITS
EXHIBIT [TEM
A Authority/Complaint
A-1. Directive

A-2: Complaint
A-3: Legal Reviews

B Standards
"~ B-1: AR 600-20, Ammy Command Policy, 18 March 2008
B-2: AR 195-2, Criminal investigation Activities, 15 May 2009
B-3: AR 600-8-2, Suspension of Favorable Personnel Actions,
23 October 2012
B8-4: MLC Contract Letter 1-03, 3 March 2003
B-5: USAR-J Pam 690-1EJ, 1 October 1993
B-6: USAR-JPam 690-1, 2 September 2008
B-7: AR 20-1, inspector General Aclivities and Procedures,
29 November 2010, RAR 3 July 2012
B-§ DOD Instruction 5505.18, 25 January 2013

C Documents
c-1: USAR-J Organization
C-2: SAR-J Summary
C-3: COL[®(C}ORB
C-4: [(BXTX ersonnel data
C-5. Photographs
C-6: LOC, 8June 2012
C-7: IGARS, 7 August 2012
C-8: E-mail, COAs and power point chart, 8 August 2012
C-9: LOC, prepared 10 August 2012
C-10; E-mail, LTC[PIIC) ] 28 August 2012
C-11; MLC Complaints
C-12: E-malis from EEQ regarding MLC complaints
C-13 MFR, MG Harrison, prepared 27 November 2012
C-14: MFR, Climate survey|(®) |3 January 2013
C-15: Memorandum forf®) February 2013

C-16: E-mail from COL[®BC) feganding [Bi7burvey
C-17: Complaint regarding COL{®X7C) [for C2CC hehavior

C-18: DA Form 4858 Counseling on COL[®)(N(C)

C-19. Extract, AR 15-6 Investigation initiale abruary 2013
G-20: _E-mails frornl(b)§7}(0)
C-21; [BX7)C) complaint, 14 February 2013
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C-21A: IGAR|®X7XC) | 8 March 2013
C-218: Complaint, |P}7)C) |8 March 2013

Cc-22:
C-23:
C-24:
C-25:
C-26:
C-27:
C-28:
C-29:
C-30;
C-31:
C-32:
C-33:
C-34:
C-35:

C-36
C-37
C-38
C-39

D-1;
D-2:
D-3:
D-4:
D-5:

5

D-7.
D-8:
D-9

E-1:

E-mail from COL [(®X?) | 8 March 2013
Extract, reopene 5-6 Investigation
E-mail from COL |[®"XC regarding flag
DA 268 Flag, 17 May 2013

E-maif from PAQ. 3¢ May 2013
Memorandum fo Detail
USAR-J Forms 11EJ Personnel! Action
LN Counseling Form

E-mall string between COLand MG Harrison
E-mail from|®X7)IC) | IESO

E-mails from

£-mails from LTC[27)1)

E-mails between COL" " | and [BITIC;
Restricted Microfiche data, COL [PX71©)

Memorandum for 1Q, AR 15-6 Investigation, 17 May 2013

DOD Directive 6495.01, SAPR Program, 23 January 2012

DOD Instruction 6495,02, SAPR Program Procedures, 28 March 2013
CSA Message on Sexual Assault and Harassment, 16 May 2013

Testimon
(B)THC) (FOIA: Yes)
COL®HN© (FOIA: No)
COL {FOIA: No)
(FOIA: Yes)
R ] (FOIA: No)
COL|PHIC) (FOIA: No)
coO (FOIA: Yes)
MG Harrison {FOIA: No)
MG Harrison (statement} (FOIA: No)
Notifications
LTG Wiercinski

MG Harrison {subject)
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