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• DEPARTMENT Of THE AR~ 
OFFICE OF TIE INIPECTOR G!NERAL 

· 17'0 APttl'f PSl'TAOOH. . 
WASHINGTON~ 2ato.1~ 

' . 

US ARMY INSPECTOR GENERAL AGENCY 
REPORT OF ~TION 

(Case 13-434) : 
SEP . .1 '6 . 2Q13 . 

• 
NAllE I POSITION: Brigadier General (BG) Bryan T. ROberti, former Commanding General 
(CG}, US Amrt Training Center (USATC) and Fort Jackson, Fort Jackson, SC 

ALLEGATION I FINDING t 1: The allegdon that BG ~aberta engaged In two 
inappropriate Nlatlonshipt WU substantiated. . . 

ALLEGATION I FINDING• 2: The allegatlon ttiat BG ROberts Improperly used 
govemment resources wu aubetantlated.· 

BACKGROUND: 
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4. CID~ the allegation that BG Roberts aasaultedKb)(?XC) I On 12 April 
2013, CID rafel'T9d the allegations that BG Roberts engaged in inappropriate and/Of sexual 
relationships, and improperly used government resoll'C8S to the Department r:I the Army 
Inspector General (OAIG) lqw;f for appropriate action. 

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

6. DAIG notified BG Roberts on 21August2013 nd LT b)(7)(C) 15 May 2013, thal 
they were subjects in a DAIG investigation. LTC b)(7)(C) was notified that the investigation 
centered on an inappropriate 191ationship with a senior official. BG Roberts was notified that the 
investigation centered on the allegations that he engaged in inappropriate, sexual relationships 
and improperly used gave~ re50ll'C8S. 

a. Both BG Roberts and L TC((b)(7)(C) ~edined to testify. 

bjb:: =-~a · inappropriate~· i~r:en BG Roberts and LTC )(7)(C) · )(7)(C) statement to cm:ccr stated that BG Roberts 
told her · wife a an mappropiate · 1 isF!C) but BG Roberts 
denied the affair. ~ noted, both BG Roberts · . . .. b)(7)( > · . to answer any 
questions. On 12 June 2013, DAIG b)(7)( > BG Roberts's wife, and 
she also decfined to testify. Due to the lack of any additional inYestigatiYe leads, DAIG did not 
continue its investigation of this aleged inappropriate relationship. 

7. On 2 August 2013, the CID Report of In·-FinaUSSl-0039-2013-CID043-36745-
5C28 determined BG Robects asuultedkb ~ bn ttuee separate ocxasions. The 
Commander, US Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRAOOC), imposed an Article 15 on 
BG Rob8ttS for assault, adultery, and conduct unbeCOmilg an officer. After being found guilty of 
all three offenses at the Article 15 proceeding, BG Roberts recetved a written reprimand and 
was ordered to forfeit $2,500 pay per month for two months. 

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

9. Thie investigation will foCU$ on the allegations that BG Roberta engaged in inappropriate 
and/ouexual relatk>nshipe, .and improperly uaed government resources. It wiU not focus on any 
of the offenses that were the su.bjad of the Article 15 proceedings. 

AU.EGATION 11: 1he allgation that BG Robelt9 engaged In two ln•ppropriate 
l"llldonahlpa WU aubstantlat9d. Evidence contained in a CID Report d l . . 
indicated that BG Roberts engaged in inappropriate, sexual ~ • X7)(C) 
PhOne recordS f\fther indicated that BG Roberta engaged in an Inappropriate re tons · with 
~b}(7){C) I f{t>}(7xc) lwere subOrdinate civilian employees. 

[1ovestigating Officer (10) Nots: Thete inappropriate relationships were not addressed in the 
Article 15 proceedings.] 
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STANDARDS: 

1. Section §3583 of title 10, United States Code (USC), states all commanding officens and 
others in authority tn the Army are required to show in themselves a good example of Wtue mid 
honor and are guard against and suppress a• dissolute practices and to correct. accon:fing to 
the laws and regtffations of the Army, all person~ WhO are Qu»ty of them; to take al necessary 
and proper measures, under the laws, regulations, and customs of the Army; and to promote 
and safeguard the morale, the physical well-being, and the general welfare of the offlcefs and 
enlisted persons under their command or charge. 

2. Anny Regulation (AR) 600-100 (Army Leadership). 8 March 2007, states, in paragraph 2-1, . 
that all leaders are retponsible for setting and exemplifying the highest ethical and profeasionaf 
standards as embodied in the Army Values. 

DOCUMENTS/ TESTIMONY: 

1. On 19 March 2013, CID obtained BG Rotierts's 
frequency of his commun · · b (C) 
between BG R (b)(7)(C) so~ that BG Roberts held 241 calfs 
between him X7XC) ·· ·· over a r month period, and 936 cans between him and 

Fb)(f){C) Pver a SIX period. These cals included cafts made in the late evening, in the 
e8'1y mooq. on weekends, and oo holidays. · 

2. With t b}{7)(C) the CJD Agent's Investigation Report, dated 11 April 2013, 
reflects that (b)(7)(C) that she and BG Roberta engaged in a consensual, aexuat 
~that began rn December 2010 and lasted~ SiX "Jg!!ths. ~the time, 
BG Roberts was as . as the DCG, USAREC, ~ ai<§<7XC) ] civilian 
employee. b)(7)(C) axpfained lflat She and BG Roberts maintained regular' contact~ each 
other during .is nt in Iraq (from September to December 2011 ). 

a.l(b)(7)(C) !stated that during 1t1e courted their ~hip (December 2010 to June 
2011}, while BG Roberti was assigned to Fort Knox, she stayed at BG Roberta's QUa1ters on 
Fort Knox. KY. After SG Roberts moved to Fort Jackson, SC. in March 2012,KbX~ I 
traveQed to Fort Jackson to visit him. On two different occasions, BG Roberts stayed with her in 
guest housing on Fort Jackson. 

b. When BG Roberts travelled to Norfofk, VA. irt a temporary duty (TOY} statusHb)(7)(C) 
stayed with '*1l for two to four days. A review of BG Roberts's TOY vouchers indicated that 
BG RObertS was TOY in Hampton, VA, from 21to26 Jlif 2012. Hampton wa appn:>ximately 
16 miles from Norfolk, VA. 

c. @<7XC} lstated BG Roberts was never physically abuaive towards her. She ended the 
relatioililiip 6icause it was "not going anyv.iiere: The last time she saw BG Roberts was in 
Dec:en'lber 2012. 

3. With respect tcf)(7)(C) . . lduring a DAIG interview~b){7)(C) .... )estified that she met 
BG Roberb when he became the CG, USA TC, on or abOut Mifdi 20'2. She visited 
BG Roberta's quarters approximately 40 to 50 times, but less than 5 times wtlile he was there. 
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The visits were to rnorve maintenante issues with his quarters. She dJd not r9C8I oonduaing 
business ak>ne with BG Roberts. She never met Mrs. Rot>erts and had no knowledge of 
BG Roberts being a violent person. She was unaware of any inappropriate relationships 1hat 
BG Roberts may have had with other women. 

a. During the DAIG interview.~ infonned that DAIG had phone record& that 
reflected over 900 phone cause~ her and BG Roberts. so percent of the ca1s 
were made in the late evening, ear1y morning, weekends, and on hofldays. The evidence 
indicated that on Saturday, 4 August 2012, two calls were made after 0200, and on Saturday, 
26 August 2012, there were 11 phone calls made Detweenl(b)(7~}.nd BG Roberts 
throughout the day starting at 0830 and ending at 2325, one caft ~ 91 minutes. 

b. ~--if!f? calls placed at0200. 2300, and a 
tots& of th1'8e CiiiimideOn Cttristmas (b > · · · . ·• don't know: When asked the 
purpose of the calls made on lhe wee!Cen ,·s .... , · y testifted that she did not know and later 
$lated that it coukt be "to talk about motorcycles er wcn;elated issues.• 

c.f b)(7){C) I testified that she was BG Roberts's •sounding bo&ld." She provided an 
"opportunity for him to "venr .. .. and to "<htuss changes at Fort Jackson.• She testified that 
she maintained a .. cordlal, ~ fnendsmp• with him. She did not know how she would 
de~ het ""atiooahip with BG Roberts. She later testified that she thought of BG Roberts as 
a •boss and friend.• 

ANALYSIS I DtSCUSSION: 

1. With res. pect toRb)(7)(C) . '1he e.vid_ ence. established_ · . th. at BG Roberta( a mam.·ed. senior 
official. engaged in an inappropriate, sexual relationthip with 116){1){C) _a QWian government 
employee. that began in December 2010 while 8G Roberts was serving as the Deputy CG, 
USAREC. 

b. 8G Roberts continued a pattern Of inappropriate behavior while serving as the 
CG, USA TC. The evidence estabished that BG Roberta continued ·an on-and-off relationship 
with~ manatning constant contact WlthRb)(7)(C) I both white he was marr1ed 
to someone elte. 

2. With respect i)(7)(C) ] although she denied having an inappropriate andlor sexual 
relationship with 8 Roberts ihe evidence indicated that the time and frequency ot the 938 
phone calls b 7 c BG Roberts in a six-month period was consistent with an 
inappropriate re1ationship. b){7){C) ·mony was ie9s than credtie when she testified 
that she coufd ,.not recal" urpose for the fate ewming, eany morning, weekends, 
and holiday phone cab X7)(C) ·cordial. retaxed friendship• with BG Roberts exceeded 
an acc:eptable · ·· ····· ip wtth his constant interaction wtth her. As the·CG, 
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USA TC, BG Roberti'• constant contact withFb[f) I raises 1rignificant questions regaldin. g 
BG Roberta's judgment in establishing such a personal relationship with a subordinate 
Fort Jackson cMtian emptoyee. 

3. Aa a general officer, serving as the DCG, USAREC, and then the CG, USATC, Fort Jackson, 
BG Roberts was expected to demonstrate a good example of virtue and honor, and to exemplify 
the highest ethical and professional standards as embodied in ~ Army Values. BG Roberts 
failed i:n these expectations by having a sexual retation8hip wftt@X7)(C) . . . I BG Roberts further 
failed. to demonstrate exemplary conduct when he entered into an M~ate relationship that 
exceeded an acceptable eenior/9ubordinate relationship withFb){7)( _l_ _ )(7)(C) I 
~both subordnate civilian employees. 

CONCLUSION: The preponderance of aedible evidence established that BG Roberts faled to 
demonstrate a good example cf virtue and honor, and failed to exemplify the highest ethiCal and 
professional standardt as embodied in the Army Values. The allegation that BG Roberts 
engaged in two inappropl iate relationships was substantiated. 

ALLEGATION I 2: The allegation ttlM BG Roberti improperly used government 
rnources was aubltantiatad. Cellui. phone records and &·man messages indicated that 
BG Roberts misused government resources to facilitate personal relationships with women 
other than his wife. 

STANDARDS: 

1. Section 2635.704 d title 5, Code of Federal Regulation$, Use rA Government Property. 
states an employee has a duty to protect and consenre government property and will not use 
such property, or allow its use, for other than authorized pul'1)08e$. 

2. DOD 5500.07-R (Joint Ethics Regulation (JER)), states in subsection 2·301, that Federal 
·Government communication systems shal be for Official use and authorized pwposee only. 
Authorized purposes include brief communieations made by DOD employees While they are 
traveling on Government business to notify family members Of Official ltansportation or schedule 
dlangts. They also ilclude personal communialtions from the DOD employee's usual 
wortcplaoe that are moat reasonably made while at the WCH1(place. Authorized ~ may 
Include personal communications from the employee's~ only when they (1) do not 
adversely affect the ~nee Of official duties. (2) ere d reasonable dl.ntior'I .m freqUenCy 
and whenewtr possible made duriig pelSOilaJ time, (3) seFVe a legitimale public interest, and (4) 
do not put Federal communications systems to uses that would reflect adversely on DOD or the 
Arrrr'J. 

DOCUMENTS I TESTIMONY: 

1. BG Roberts's government cellular records reflected there were 1,207 phone cals between 
him andf{b){7)(C) . I between 2 August 2012 and 1 February 
2013. 

[IO Note: CID requested phone and e-mail records dating back to June 2011 , but August 2012 
was the earliest date that the celUar phone re<X»'ds were available, and June 2012 was the 
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F?i:81atI'""r"n.~:.c10~------

4 August 2012through17 December 2012 indicated that BG Roberts 1))( XC) I 2. With respect td{b)(?)(C) . I BG Roberts's govemment oellular~Nllc;mJ& from 

ex.changed 31 telephone cans. Hb)(7)(C) lstated to CID lhat BG R 'I government 
cellular phone runber was the one number she used to contact BG Roberts. She saved 
BG Roberts's phone number in her phone as ·BTRBG. • On rrve different occasion&, she 
changed her phone number to •protect his career: She stated that she and BG Roberts 
devised code words to say ·11ove you• in text messages because BG Roberts was worried 
about someone monitoring his phone.. The phrase "Roger thatlW meant "I love you,• or the 
s:nbol .. ·!1r by itself meant that he loved her. Tuey a1so used "IL vm· to say ·11ove you.· 

Fb~C) latso photographed an e-mai she received from BG Roberts's government 
·e.:.mail accooot that stated, ·rm not trying to forget you.· The date of the e-m~I ~ ~­
BG Roberts's phone records indicated that 90 percent rA the phone cals toF'IB@::J 
oceurred in late evening or earty morning. 

3. W~ respect td(b)(7)(C) L BG Roberts's cellular phone records from 2 August 2012 through 
13 Deoember 2012 indicated that BG Robefts ~){7){C) jexchanged 241 telephone calS. 
The phone records indicated that 60 percent of the phone calls occ:urred in late evening, in earty 
. morning. during weekends, and on hoidays. ~calls occurred as ear1y as 
0500 in the mom1ng and as late as 2400 at night. ~Indicated that her phone 
conversations with BG Roberts were personal in nature. At the time the cak ocam9d, 

BG. o~~ the CG, USATC, and he had no .profes. · sional reason for his... communication .. · 
· · _ ~~ The e-mail fMdence from 25 Jtl'\e to 25 December 2012 fr · ovemment 

e-ma1 , indicated the correspondence betWeen BG Roberts )(7)(C) was officiat 
in n~eral e-mails were personal. In a 19 October 201 e-mai. 
refers t~ as Ff ><!>f I In a 22 Od.obef 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states t . )( C) 
-You make my heart sm1 • n a 25 Dec:ember 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states, •Merry 
Christmat to you also~ .. rve missed you VfJty mueh.. Bryan." . 

4. Will respect tokb)(7)(C) I BG Roberta's oellular phone recon:Js from 2 August 2012 to 
1 FebrUary 2013 inciCated that BG Roberts artc1Rb)(7){C) · pxdlanged 936 telephone calls, 
averaging more than five calls per day. The phone recoids indicated that approximately 
50 pel"Ctd of the phone cah ocaJ'J'ed in .late evening, in early morning, on weekends, and on 
holidays. Some of the phone calls occurred as ear1y as 0200 in the morning and as late as 
2300 at night The r8COfds indicated that mt.dtiple exchanged during the 
Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year holidays. (b)(7)(C) • that she could nat recall 
the exact nahn al those e!!2ne calls. ·CIO · a · ree e-mails exchanged between 
BG Roberts andFb)(7){C) :Jfrom 29 December 2012 to 5 Apnl 2013. All e-mails were generic 
in nature. 

ANALYSIS I DISCUSSION: 

1. Over a seven--month period from August 2012 to February 2013, BG Roberts ueed his 
government ce!Jular phone to make m0f9 than 1,207 cans to ttvee women. The evidence 
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estabhhed that BG Roberts used his government cellular phone to facilitate inappropriate 
and/or sexual relationships with women other than his wife. 

2. The JER stat.es that Federal Government communication systems shan be for •official use• 
and •authorized pul'pOS8$• only. According to the JER. 'authorized purposes• may include 
personal communications from the employee's workplace only when they (1) do not adversely 
affect the petfonnance at official duties, (2) ate Of reasonable duration and frequency and 
whenever possible made during personal time. {3) serve a legitimate public interest, and (-4) do 
not put Federal communications systems to uses that would reftect adversely on DOD or the 
Army. 

3. E-mails and text messages from BG Roberts's government accounts were not for 'official 
use• but \Nlere personal, and sometimea intimate in natt.e. The evidence inc:ficated that 
BG Roberts attempted to cooceal his unauthorized use of government resources by developing 

code wordo witlllib:Xl I or had J<bX7J!CJ j:harge her phone rnnber. The 31 
cans :c) . the 241 Calls tob){7)(C) l8fld the 936 ca1s t~ not 
a re · use government communication systems. The evidence ~at the 
cafls did not serve a legitimate public inteA!J&t and ~ed adversely on 000 and the Army. 

4. The JER further stipulates that authorized use cl govemment communication systems 
includes personal communications from the DOD employee's usual workplace that are most 
reasonably made while at the woe. The 1,207 Soverrmient cellular calls exchanged 
between BG Roberts and@X7XCL__ . . locaned at varying 
times throughout the day, evening, night. weekends, and holidays t9 facilitate sexual and/or 
_inappropriate relationships. The evidence incficated that the phone cah exchanged were not for 
authorized purposes. excessive, and not a reasonable use of a govemmant'communication 
system. 

5. BG Roberts had a duty as a senior otrtcial to protect and conserw gowmment property. 
BG Roberts's use of government resoUteeS to further his relationships with women other that his 
wife was in~. 

CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG Roberts imprcperty used government resources was 
~. 

OTHER MATTER; AR 380-67 {Depaitment of the Army Personnel SeaJrlty Program). 
7 October 1988, Qtes, in paragraph 8-2, that Sf'IY derOgatory information of the natur& specified 
in paragraph 2-24 of the .ame regulation. be referred, by the most expeditious means, to the 
commander or security officer d the individual. Paragraph 2-.4f> fists as one cril8ria "(f)ailing or 
refusing to answer or to authorize others to answer questions or pmvide infonnation requited by 
a C()l'9Maional cornmtttee, C<Mt, or agency in the counse of an official inquiry whenever such 

answers or i~ concern releVanl and Rlllerial maltels pettinent ~f lhe 
individual's trustworthi~n, ~labiity, and~~" ~ 16.May ~13.~ ~ . . 
refused to answer questiont in the aforementioned investigation. This ·. .. meets critena 
at estabfl8hed in AA. 380-67. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. nus report be approved and the caae closed. . 

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

r )(7)(C) 

..__________.! r_)(7)(C .. )_· .... -r~ ~ 
Investigator Investigator 

~/l!te,jdl 
PETER M. VANGJEL . 
Lieutenant General, USA 
The Inspector General 
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EXHIBIT 

A AuthoritylComplaint 
A-1 : Directive 
A-2: Complaint 
A-3: Legal Reviews 

B Standards: 

UST OE 9fflBITS 

B-1 : Title 1 O USC, Section 3583, Requirement of Exemplary Conduct 
B-2: AR 600-100, Army Leadership, dated 8 Mar 07 
B-3: Title 5 CFR, Section 2635.704, Use of Goverrment Property 

C Documerrt.: 
C-1: Witness Information Chart 
C-2: Tricare-Health Care G<>Yerage Letter-Marlal Status Information 

• 

C-3: CID Report of Investigation - 2nd Status/SSl--0039-2013-CID04~36745-5C2.B. 
13Feb13 

C--4: Agent's Investigation Report, 11 Apr 13 
C-5: Affidavit Supporting R~~uest~i~or~Auth~~onza~·::tion::Jto Search and Seize, 14May13 
C-6: Telephone Records~ 
C-7: Telephone Records 1rb"'"')(""'7

),.,.,<C.,,,.,> ,..._ _ __.... _ _, 

C-8: Telephone Records of b)(7)(C) 
C-9: CID e-mail requesting '""r-o-ne_r_e_co_rd..,..s---
C-10: BG Roberta's Travel Voucher to Hampton, VA 
C-11: CID Report of Investigation - Final/SSl-0039-2013-CI0043-36745-5C2B, 2 Aug 13 
C-12: Repgrt of Proceeding Under Article 15, 7 Aug 13 
C-13: b){7)(C) Officer Record Brief and OERs for the period she served as the 

(b)(7) for Roberts 
C-14: -mail, 16 May 13, subject: Subject Notification, from LTq(b><7

){C) ~eclining to 
testify and FOIA Request 

C-15: E-mail, 21 Aug13, subject: BG Roberts, from attorney representing BG Robert& 
declining to testify 

C-16: E-mail between BG Roberts and (b)(7){C) 

C-17: E-mail between BG Roberts and 
C-1 B: E-mail between BG Roberts and 
C-19: AR 380-67, 7 Oct 88 -----

0 Tutimony: fb)(?)(C) FOIA: No 

E Notifications: 

E-1 : LT~ 
E-2:BG~) 
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