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STANDARDS:

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

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

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

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

frequency of his communicati i “".Zi(C) Those reconds not only reflected calls

between BG R b 7)(C) .., _Iso reflected that BG Roberts had 241 calls
i XC) ..onth period, and 936 calls between him and

him
E%)G)(g) bverasux-morﬁpemd ﬂmwﬁsmdudedcaﬁsmademﬁwlatemmng,mhe
early moming, on weekends, and on holidays.

2. With re the CID Agent's Investigation Report, dated 11 April 2013,
reflects 1 ad that she and BG Roberts engaged in a consensual, aaxuﬂ
Mmmmgmmmmberzomwl%

BG Roberts w=e 1 as the DCG, USA ajbX7Xc) cmmm
empioyea.[b) )  |explained that she ang 5t Roberts maintained regular contact with each
other during rt in lraq (from September to Decomber 2011).

a.[BYXTHC] |stated that during the course of their  * ~ “ship (December 2010 to June
2011}, while BG Roberts was assigned to Fort Knox, she stayed at BG Roberts's on
Fort Knox, KY. After BG Roberts moved to Fort Jackson. SC. inmmzxﬁjﬁmm ]
travellad to Fort Jackson to visit him. Ontwo __ i i, BG 85 _ d with hey
guast housing on Fort Jackson.

b. When BG Roberts travelled to Norfolk, VA, in a temporary duty (TDY) status [[EX7 1]
stayed with him for two to four days. A review of BG Robarts's TDY vouchers indicated max
BG Roberts was TDY in Hampton, VA, from 21 to 26 July 2012. Hampton was approximately
18 miles from Norfolk, VA

e IBY7)C) statadBGRobmsmneverphymallyabuswetmrdsher She ended the
rel; 1ip Decause it was *not going anywhere.” TheiasttmeshasawBGRobeﬂswasm
Decembper 2012.

3. With respect tdPXNC) | during a DAIG interview[BXTXC)  Jestified that she met
BG Roberts when he became the CG, USATC, on or abolUTWiarch 2012. She visited
BG Roberts’s quarters approximately 40 to 50 times, but less than 5 times while he was there,
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The visits were to resolve maintenances issues with his quarters. She did not recall conducting
business alone with BG Roberis. She never met Mrs. Roberts and had no knowledge of

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

a. During the DAIG interview [PX7X©)  jwas informed that DAIG had phone records that
nged Detw____ her and BG Roberts. 50 percent of the calis
wers made in the lats evening, eaﬁymommg weekends, and on holidays. The evidence
indicated that on Saturday, 4 August 2012, two calls were m=de after 0200, and on Saturday,
26 August 2012, there were 11 phone calls made betweer, ;.- BG Roberts
throughout the day starting at 0830 and ending at 2325, one call 91 minutes.

b. Wherf®XXC)  lwas asked the of phone calls piaced at 0200, 2300, and a
total of three calis made on Christmas|dX7yC} ified “i don't know." When asked the
purpose of the calls made on the weekendt, _. y testified that she did not know and iater
stated that it could be "to talk about motorcycles or work-related issues.”

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

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:
1. With respect to {b)7XC)  jthe evidence established that BG Roberts, a married senior
official, engaged in an inappropriate, sexual relationship with a Givilian government

employee, that began in December 2010 while BG Roberts was serving as the Deputy CG,
USAREC.

afPO |servedin thﬂr— c; Jand was effectively under
BG Roberts's chain of command. Based OW of a sexual relationship
with BG Roberts, the evidence , while married to someone eise,

wrangfully had sexual relations with KBX7X! a subordinate employee. The sexual
relationship between BG Roberts andi(b)(7) ) ]m improper.

b. BG Robests continued apa _.._ of irs rig i rwhilee__ingasthe
CG, USATC, The evidence estabiished that _ _ _ pber- nomxmedanon—and—oﬁmlsbomhlp
with [EX7XC) _Jwhile maintaining constant contact withpoK7XC) | both while he was married
to someons eise.

2. With respect toBX7XC) aithough she denied having an inappropriate and/or sexual
ralahonshspwima w evidence indicated that the time and frequency of the 935

phonem d BG Raberts in a six-month period was consistent with an
i morty was less than credible when she testified
that she could nolreca!" e §pe nurpose for the late evening, sarly moming, weekends,
andhobdayphonecals com%a!relaxedfmndshp with BG Roberts exceedad

ship with his constant interaction with her. As the CG,
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USATC, BG Roberts's constant contact with raises significant questions regarding
BG Roberts's judgment in establishing such a dose personal relationship with 8 subordinate
Fort Jackson civilian employee.

3. As a general officer, sesrving 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 exempiify
thehighestaﬁmlandprofessimalstamdsembodiedini ~;1m Values, BG Roberts

failed in these expectations by having a sexual relationship witl BG Roberts further
failed to demonstrate exemplary conduct when he entered into an i iate relationship that
exceeded an acceptable senior/subordinate relationship m@%ﬁ‘mﬁ—“&]
[BXTXC) " Jwere both subordinate civifian employses.

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

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

STANDARDS:

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

2. DOD 5500.07-R (Joint Ethics Regulation (JER)), states in subsection 2-301, that Federal
‘Government communication systems shall be for official use and authorized purposes only.
Authorized purposes inchude brief communications made by DOD employees while they are
tmvohg on Govemmwt busmess to noufy family members of official transportation or schedute

e T RS R oAt . PRNAAPY b vV el

adversely affect the performance of official duties, (2) are of reasonable duration and fre  ncy
and whenaver possible made during personal time, (3) serve a legitimale public interest, and (4)
do not put Federal communications systerns to uses that would reflect adversely on DOD or the
Army.

DOCUMENTS / TESTIMONY:

1. BG Roberts's roment collular records refilected there were 1,207 phone calls between
him andlBX7XC) | 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 caliular phone records were available, and June 2012 was the
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j s were available. C!D was text messages for
BX7XC) The text messages i XTHC pnmded by
](b}(?)(C)
2. With respect tq(bX7XC) ] BG Roberts's govemment cellular

4 August 2012 through 17 December 2012 indicated that BG Roberts and®X7XC)
emhanged3ﬂelephomcans.ﬁ§ﬁfg§) |WwCIDMBGRoﬁens’sgcmmm
cellutar phone number was the one number sl.. used to contact BG Roberts. She saved
BG Roberts's phone number in her phone as "BTRBG.” On five different occasions, she
changed her phone number to “protect his career.” She stated that she and BG Roberts
devised code words to say | love you® ntextmessagesheoamBGRobensmmned
about someone monitoring his phone. The phrasa “Roger that!!!” meant ‘| love you,” or the
symbol “HI" by itself meant that he loved her. ...,2y aiso used “ILY!!I" to say “i love you."

XC) photographed an e-mail she received from BG Roberts's govemment
e-mail account that stated, “I'm not trying to forget you." The date of the e-mail .
BG Roberts’s phone records indicated that 90 percent of the phone calls to}(bX7XC)
occurred in late evening or early moming.

3. With respect tofBX7XC) | BG Roberts’s celluiar phone records from 2 August 2012 through
13 December 2012 indicated that BG Roberts exmangedwwephonecals
The phone rooordsmcﬁcatedmatﬁﬂparcentoftmphanecausmredm late evening, n early

morning, during weekends, and on holidays. il calis occurred as early as
~ 0500 in the moming and as late as 2400 at night, [Er. AC) icated that her phone

conversations with BG Roberts were personal in . Al the time the calls occurred,
Roberts was the CG, USATC wadheMdmprokszasonmesmnm&on
i l £

2r, several e-mails were personal. !na1900tober201 e-mail, B
mfemas in a 22 October 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states tof®
“You make my heart smile. In a 25 December 2012 e-mail, BG Roberts states, “Merry
C*risﬂmstoymaboEEX?L.,l‘vemmedyoummmanf

4. Withmspecttoﬁ)(?)(C) l‘vBGDM-‘- relisdae nhnne racnrie fram 7 Anaust 2012 tn

1 Febr__ ;2013 BG | _ 5,
averaging more thanive calis perd | Is
mmdmmmewﬁlmedinmmm,mmmm.mmms anad on
holidays. &maofthep!mcallsoceurredaseaﬂyasozmnmemomngandaslateas
2300 at night. The reconds indicated that multipie calls were exchanged during the
Thanksgiving, Christmas, andeYearhohdaya O)X7XC)  |estified that she could not recall
the exact nature of those ~*~-e calls. -CiD obtained a tolal of three e-mails exchanged betwaen
BG Roberts ami@)(?gc) Jrom 29 December 2012 to 5 April 2013. All e-mails were generic
in nature.

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION:

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

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

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

BG Roberts attempled to conceal his unauthorized use of government resources by developing
code w——- -‘%m:%’;{‘w T orhadhange her phone number. The 31
calls tquoA/ AL) calls to|(b and the 936 calls tojbX7}C)  jwere not
are usé of government commumcation systems. The evidence establishe atthe
caﬂsddnatseweabQMmdepwhcmtemstandmﬂededadvemdyonDODmdmeAnny

4. The JER further stipulates that authorized use of govermment communication systems
includes personal communications from the DOD employee’s usual workplace that are most
reasonably made while at the wo?glaee The 1 207 govemment celiular calis exchanged
between BG Roberts and [(bX7)C Joccurred at varying
times throughout the day, evening, night, weekends, and holidays to facilitate sexual and/or
inappropriate relationships. The evidence indicated matthephonewlsexchamed were not for
authorized purposes, excessive, and not a reasonable use of a government communication
system,

5. BG Roberts had a duty as a senior official to protect and conserve govemment property.
BG Roberts's use of government resources to further his relationships with women other that his

wife was inappropriate.
CONCLUSION: The allegation that BG Roberts improperly used govemment resources was

OTl....t MATTER: AR 380-67 ...apanment of the Army Personnel Security Program),

7 October 1988, states, in paragraph 8-2, that any derog: 7 information of the natura specified
in paragraph 2-24 of the same regulation, be refered, by the most expeditious maans, to the
commander or security officar of the individual. Paragraph 2-4p lists as one criteria “[fjailing or
refusing to answer or to authorize othérs to answer quastions or provide information required by
a congressional commitiee, court, orqencyhﬂwcoumofanoﬂiaa{my%eneverwds
answers or information concern relevant and material matters pertinent to an gvalyation of the
individual's trustworthiness, reliabiiity, and judgment.” On 16 May 2013, ;M@—
refused to answer questions in the aforementioned investigation. This refusa
as establighed in AR 380-67.
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RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. This report be approved and the case closed.
2. Refer this report to the Office of The Judge Advocate General for appropriate action.

rs)( 7C) ) i

MTXC)
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LIST 1Bl
EXHIBIT

A Authority/Compiaint
A-1: Directive
A-2; Complaint
A-3: Legal Reviews

B Standards:
B-1: Title 10 USC, Section 3583, Requirement of Exemplary Conduct
B-2: AR 600-100, Amy Leadership, dated 8 Mar 07
B-3. Title 5 CFR, Section 2635.704, Use of Government Property

C Dotuments:
C-1: Witness information Chart
C-2: Tricare-Health Care Coverage Letter-Marital Status Information
C-3: CID Report of investigation — 2nd Status/SSIH0039-2013-CID043-36745-5C2B,
13Feb 13

C-4: Agent's Investigation Report, 11 Apr 13

C-5: Affidavit Supporting Request for Authorizafion fo Search and Seize, 14 May 13
C-6: Telephone Records %L___‘___J
C-7: Telephone Records BXTHC)

C-8: Telephone Records ofp~n+nC) |

C-9. CID e-mail requesting phone records

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

C-11: ( ) Report of Investigation — Final/SSI-0039-2013-CID043-36745-5C2B, 2 Aug 13
C-12: Report of Proceeding Under Articie 15, 7 Aug 13

C-13; ,_ Officer Record Brief and OERs for the period she served as the
Roberis I
C-14; -mau 16 May 13, subject: Subject Notification, from LTC®*™©  Kedlining to
testify and FOIA Request
C-15: E-mail, 21 Aug13, subject. BG Roberts, from attorney representing BG Roberts
declining to testify

C-16: E-mail between BG Roberts and [EX71C)

C-17: E-mail between BG Roberts and
C-18: E-mail batwegen BG Roberts and
C-19: AR380- _70ct88

D Testimony: f BKTNCY ] FOIA: No

E Notifications:

E-1: LTCIOXIC)
E"Z: % P o \wuuiecn
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