
Appendix A. Agenda for Change 

United States Air Force Academy: Agenda for Change 

Introduction 

Mission and Values 

The United States Air Force Academy exists to educate, train, and inspire so that each graduate is a 
commissioned leader of character committed to our core values of integrity, service, and excellence; 
professional growth throughout a career as an officer in the US Air Force, and; a lifetime of selfless service 
to the nation. Above all else, the Air Force Academy is a military organization designed to serve the Air 
Force and our nation. In pursuit of its goal to produce leaders of character, the Academy must establish and 
nurture policies that emphasize the character expected from commissioned Air Force officers. 

To remain relevant to the larger Air Force, the Air Force Academy must focus on the deliberate development 
of Air Force officers, providing the required mentoring, guidance, and discipline to produce future leaders. 
The Academy will not be managed as a separate entity; rather, it must reflect the values and norms of the 
broader Air Force while maintaining the high academic standards of a world-class university. 

The Cadet Wing, Group, and Squadron 

The cadet squadron is the core military organization of the Academy. It provides the structure for daily life. 
Cadet Group and Wing organizations function to facilitate the leadership training activities of the cadet 
squadron. 

It is every cadet's duty to uphold the highest standard of integrity, service, and excellence as they progress 
from Basic Cadet to Firstclassmen within their squadron. Every cadet must aspire to lead, both at the 
Academy and as a commissioned officer. Their potential to assume the responsibility of command will be 
measured by how they hold themselves and their subordinates accountable to the Academy's standard of 
discipline. 

Every officer and NCO assigned to the Academy will make it their duty to develop and mentor cadets into 
model officers. The focal point for this effort is the squadron Air Officer Commanding (AOC) and Military 
Training Leader (MTL). The AOC and MTL will lead, develop and mentor the cadets in their charge with a 
deep personal commitment that models the command relationship between the squadron commander and 
first sergeant. The universal guiding principle for all cadets, officers, and NCOs will be honor, integrity, and 
mutual respect that is the hallmark of the Academy tradition. 

Honor, Integrity, Mutual Respect 

The United States Air Force is the greatest air and space force on the planet because of the personal honor, 
integrity and loyalty of its people individually contributing their utmost to achieve a common goal: unbeatable 
air and space power for the nation. These characteristics can only be cultivated in a climate of trust and 
mutual respect: between the service and the nation; between the institution and its members; and, between 
the individuals who are the institution. In the absence of this fundamental compact, none of the values we 
cherish - integrity, service, excellence - can endure. Loyalty to these values and the institution must be 
placed above loyalty to any individual who betrays these values. 

The Air Force Academy must bolster those processes and systems that guide honorable conduct, of which 
discipline for infractions is an integral component. The Academy must ensure cadets understand and 
exercise the spirit of these values in the context of their future in the Air Force. Discipline must be 
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administered with measured judgment and in accordance with our core values. Ultimately, the success of 
the Air Force Academy depends on cadets, mentored by squadron-level officers and non-commissioned 
officers, internalizing these values and emerging from the Academy as officers of high character. The 
climate we strive to achieve at the Air Force Academy is one in which cadets take appropriate action to 
deter, stop, or report the criminal actions of a few that sully the reputation of themselves, their fellow cadets 
and the United States Air Force. 

The Cadet Honor Code 

The Cadet Honor Code is a statement of intent: the intent to hold both ourselves and our peers to an explicit 
standard of conduct. Enforcement of the honor code must be based on the goal of instilling in our cadets an 
imperative to voluntarily live by the spirit of the code rather than encouraging interpretive efforts to evade 
punishment under the letter of the code. A lie is a lie, the mere construction of which requires intent to 
deceive. Failing to acknowledge this simple moral truth reinforces an attitude accepting the evasion of 
responsibility for the consequences of one's own behavior. This behavior is unacceptable in a 
commissioned officer and is, as a result, not to be tolerated at the Air Force Academy. 

A critical characteristic distinguishing a profession from a vocation is the willingness of its members to 
establish and enforce standards of professional conduct, removing those who fail to meet the standard when 
necessary. Character is a requirement for a practitioner of the profession of arms in the US Air Force. For 
this reason, we place special emphasis on the "toleration clause" of the Cadet Honor Code. It must be 
made clear that loyalty should never be confused with excessive tolerance, and that covering up another 
cadet's criminal activity cannot be viewed as loyalty to a comrade. Ignoring or covering up illegal activity 
among our peers is to protect one who has violated his or her own loyalty to the institution and his or her 
fellow cadets. Active duty officers who oversee and provide advice to cadets about the administration of the 
honor code should assure compliance with its spirit. 

Policy Directives and Initiatives 

Leadership 

• The Superintendent is responsible for overall strategic leadership and planning at the United States
Air Force Academy. The Superintendent will initiate a strategic planning process, which will define
goals, specify measurable objectives, tasks, and metrics. These goals will be aligned with the
stated mission and values of the Academy. The Superintendent will review all USAFA Instructions
for compliance with the mission statement, the strategic planning goals, and USAF policies. The
office of Vice Superintendent will be eliminated and redesignated as Director of Staff.

• The Commandant of Cadets is responsible for creating an atmosphere that ensures officer
development and academic excellence are maintained to the highest standards. To enhance and
ensure every aspect serves the cause of leadership and character development, the Director of
Athletics will report to the Commandant. The Academic Dean, also bound by the leadership and
character development mission, will continue to report to the Superintendent of the Academy.
These two officers, the Commandant and the Dean, will work closely together in the development
of our future Air Force leaders. The Office of the Vice Commandant, under the Commandant, will
assist the Commandant in fulfilling his/her duties and act as an ombudsman for the Commandant
and Superintendent.

• In addition to other duties assigned to this position, the Vice Commandant is specifically tasked
with overseeing Academy sexual climate issues. In fulfilling the duties of an ombudsman, the Vice
Commandant will:

o Develop an effective template, along with performance metrics and databases, for the
management of sexual assault cases in an expeditious, judicious and sensitive manner
with the goal of ensuring justice is served both for the victim and the accused.
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o With the support of officers detailed to the Vice Commandant from the Office of the Judge
Advocate, the Counseling Center, and the Office of Special Investigations, develop and
implement procedures for an Academy Response Team (comprising medical, legal,
counseling, and command elements) to provide a victim of sexual assault immediate
assistance, develop the facts, and initiate appropriate actions. The members of this team
will receive special training on the management of sexual assault cases including victim
psychology. The cadet alleging sexual assault will be thoroughly briefed on the
investigative and legal process.

o Direct the Academy Counseling Center and maintain liaison as appropriate with
community counseling entities.

o Determine the appropriate policies and procedures toward separating those alleged to
have committed sexual assault offenses from the alleged victims.

o Every effort will be made to assist the alleged victims throughout the inquiry and assure
victims that their concerns will be dealt with through the command channels. We will not
tolerate criminals, nor will we tolerate their behavior. We will not tolerate individuals who
harbor these criminals. We will not tolerate any individual who shuns alleged victims of
criminal activity, nor will we tolerate retribution against these victims.

o Under guidance from the General Counsel of the Air Force, apply definitions of sexual
assault at the Academy consistent with standard, Air Force-wide definitions. Ensure all
Academy instructions, training materials, and guidance reflect Air Force-wide definitions.

• Academy leadership must communicate with the faculty and cadets in a forthright manner about
the status of cases being prosecuted, while protecting the privacy rights of the individuals involved.
This will ensure the cadet wing is aware of the seriousness of the leadership's commitment to
timely justice.

Cadet Life 

• Basic Cadet Training: Beginning in the summer of 2003, the Basic Training program will be
augmented to enhance cadet preparation for the military environment they are entering and the
interactions that will occur. Basic Cadet Training must emphasize fair treatment and mutual
respect. The orientation will provide substantial material on sexual assault prevention and overall
behavior expected of cadets. The program syllabus will include guidelines on workplace behavior -
including consistent USAF definitions of sexual assault and harassment - as well as demeanor and
consequences.

• Fourth Degree Training: During Basic Cadet Training, in order to instill a sense of responsibility and
uphold the standards of good order and discipline of the United States Air Force Academy, only
First Class or Second Class Cadets will interact with Fourth Class cadets. In the first half of the fall
semester, only First Class cadets will discipline Fourth Class cadets. After Thanksgiving, selected
Second Class cadets can be given training responsibility for Fourth Class cadets. Third Class
cadets will only interact with Fourth Class cadets in academic mentoring/tutoring circumstances or
on the spot training guidance. The exercise of discipline toward a Fourth Class cadet by Third
Class cadets will by governed by a First Class cadet.

• Billeting/Dormitory Life: Separate billeting arrangements will be established for female and male
cadets upon entering the Academy for Basic Cadet Training. During the academic year, Fourth
Class cadets will be billeted with their assigned squadrons.

• Rooms will be arranged in the dormitories to provide for squadron integrity. Within a squadron,
rooms occupied by female cadets will be clustered in the same vicinity near the women's
bathrooms. The intent is to preserve basic dignity, deter situations in which casual contact could
lead to inappropriate fraternization or worse, and to aid mentoring of lower-degree female cadets
by senior female cadets.

• No cadet will enter the room of another cadet of the opposite sex without knocking on the door and
announcing themselves, and waiting for the door to be opened by the cadet occupying the room.
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Doors shall be fully open at all times when a non-roommate or several non-roommates are present 
in the room. The Commandant of Cadets will determine the appropriate level of punishment for 
any violation of this standard. 

• The Commandant will establish a 24/7 dormitory security and monitoring system. An officer will be
on duty at all times in the dormitories. This duty officer will be responsible for good order and
discipline, and will manage a roving patrol in effect at night and on weekends. Fourth class cadets
will not be assigned such duty.

• Any cadet found to provide, purchase for, or sell alcohol to an underage cadet will be disenrolled
immediately.

• Reporting Incidents of Sexual Assault: All allegations of sexual assault will be reported to the officer
chain of command immediately.

• The Counseling Center and the CASIE program will be realigned under the 34 Training Wing and
report to the Vice Commandant. The Counseling Center will be staffed with qualified officer
counselors.

• All efforts will be made to encourage victims of sexual assault to report any incident. Specific
attention will be paid to the education of both male and female cadets regarding action they can
take to prevent or to report instances of assault on them or their fellow cadets. Annual Training is
required for all cadets, staff, and faculty. The Vice Commandant of Cadets is responsible for
establishing, monitoring and documenting this annual training requirement.

• Because loyalty to values and loyalty to institution must be placed above misplaced loyalty to
someone who's betrayed our values and our institution, shunning of cadets who attempt to
maintain high standards and report sexual assault will not be tolerated and will be dealt with by
cadet squadron commanders who have responsibility for maintaining and enforcing standards.
Cadet commanders will be held accountable for ensuring that such behavior does not occur.

• Cadet support groups will be organized by the Superintendent to address aggressively the
concerns of victims of sexual assault.

• Cadet commanders will be held responsible for the actions of their subordinates. Upper class
cadets who are aware of or observe criminal activity will be held accountable if they fail to take
charge of the situation and exercise their leadership responsibilities.

• In all reported cases of sexual assault, amnesty from Academy discipline arising in connection with
the alleged offense will be extended to all cadets involved with the exception of the alleged
assailant, any cadet involved in covering up the incident, any cadet involved in hindering the
reporting or investigation of the incident, and the senior ranking cadet in attendance. The senior
ranking cadet present will be responsible and accountable for all infractions committed by junior
cadets.

• Any false accusations of sexual assault will be prosecuted to the full extent of the law.

• All medical personnel will receive training in dealing with sexual assault and at least one nurse and
doctor will be assigned to the Academy Response Team. Rape Kits will be available at both the
Cadet Clinic and Academy Hospital.

• Mentors: The Commandant of Cadets will establish a cadet-mentoring program. Each Second
Class female cadet will serve as a mentor to at least one Fourth Class female cadet not in her
squadron or group, and each male Second Class cadet will mentor at least one Fourth Class male
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cadet not in his squadron or group. Evaluations of military performance for the Second Class 
cadets will in part be based on their mentoring performance. 

• The "Bring Me Men ... " sign on the Terrazzo wall will be removed immediately, and will be replaced
by a statement that more suitably represents the aspirations of the entire cadet wing and the core
values of the Air Force.

• An audit of Academy processes to deter, stop, or deal with sexual assault will be conducted every
three years by the Headquarters Air Force.

Officer/NCO Selection, Training, Roles 

• Air Officer Commanding (AOC) Selection/Training: AOC assignment processes will be enhanced to
ensure that selectees are superior officers who achieve commanders' list status. AOCs will be
specially selected and academically prepared to assume the unique duties of leading, mentoring,
and training cadets. All AOCs will be Majors or Major selects. AOCs will meet a central board
established by AFPC. The Commandant of Cadets is responsible for the final selection of all
AOCs. All AOCs will be required to live on base.

• AOCs will receive one year of graduate education resulting in a Masters Degree in counseling or
similar area prior to a 2-year role as AOC. During the year of study, the officer will have formal OJT
with a sitting AOC. AOCs will be considered priority status for post USAFA assignments.

• A specially selected experienced Non-commissioned officer will be assigned to each cadet
squadron as a Military Training Leader (MTL). This NCO will report to the Squadron Air Officer
Commanding (AOC) and will be senior to any cadet at the Academy. These senior enlisted airmen
will be in the chain of command, and will assist the AOC in maintaining good order and discipline.

• Military Training Leaders (MTLs) will receive specific training in the combination of skills required in
the cadet setting.

• AOCs and MTLs will be placed on orders in the chain of command to the Commandant of Cadets,
and will be noted as such in the organizational charts of the Academy.

• The duties of the AOC and MTL will be clearly defined in written instructions based on parallel
activities in the active duty Air Force.

• The primary place of duty of the AOCs and MTLs is in the cadet squadron or all other areas best
facilitating their involvement in the daily life and routine of the cadets in that squadron.

• AOCs will be commanders and will be so designated on G-Series orders. They will have
Uniformed Code of Military Justice authority and responsibility commensurate with their rank.

Broader Academy Climate 

The acaderri1c and athletic elelT'ents of the Academy will be recogr112ed as contributions to the IT':.1tary 
purpose of the institution. 

• As noted, the Director of Athletics will report to the Commandant. Those engaged in intercollegiate
athletics will be required to engage in military and leadership training equivalent to their
classmates. Off-season athletes will be required to participate in squadron activities.
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• The Academy Board will be re-chartered as the Senior Executive Board. The board members will
act as advisers to the Superintendent regarding the balance of time devoted to academic and
officer development activities with responsibility for final decisions resting solely upon the
Superintendent.

• Department Chairs will participate in an Academic Board that will report to the Dean.

• Communications among the military, academic and athletic departments will ensure that the status
of cadet probations, current status of active or inactive participation on athletic teams, and
academic progress are openly and promptly communicated across departments.

• Appropriate academic courses in leadership and character development will be made part of the
core academic curriculum. A lecture series sponsored by the Secretary of the Air Force and
supported by senior Air Force leadership will emphasize the moral and ethical standards expected
of Air Force officers. The Department of Behavioral Science and Leadership will offer courses in
military leadership.

• All candidates for Permanent Professor slots will be interviewed and selected by the Secretary and
Chief of Staff. Unless extended by the Secretary of the Air Force, a Permanent Professor will be
expected to retire in the rank held at 30 years of service. The senior officer in each department will
be held accountable for all subordinate military officers and will ensure good order and discipline
within his/her department.

• Department Chairs will rotate among the faculty within that department. No faculty member will
hold a departmental chair for a period exceeding five years.

• Officer assignment policies and tour lengths at the Air Force Academy will be reviewed and revised
by the Secretary of the Air Force. USAFA assistant and associate professors should be recruited
from the top personnel out of the line force, teach for a designated period, and then return to the
line.

• With the exception of those designated at the discretion of the Secretary and Chief of Staff, all
graduates of the Academy will enter the Air Force as 2nd Lieutenants in operational line AFSCs at
the wing level or below. Our objective is to ensure that all physically qualified Academy graduates
become fully immersed into expeditionary wing level operations, maintenance, and staff or mission
support squadrons of the Air Force. It is imperative that graduates first gain experience in the front
line warfighting mission of the Air Force before branching off into non-combat related fields. Law
school, medical school, liberal arts graduate schools or functional career fields such as acquisition
or public affairs may be pursued only after these officers have proven themselves as operational
Air Force professionals.

• Those cadets interested in cross commissioning to other military services will retain that option
under existing regulations.

• Pilot training slots will be evenly divided between Academy and ROTC scholarship accessions. In
addition, OTS accessions may compete for pilot training slots.

• In accordance with Title 10, U.S.C., all AFROTC cadets who are appointed as officers in the Air
Force in May or June will have the same date of rank with Academy graduates, regardless of their
graduation date. After twelve months, the lineal list will be published. The top officer for that year
group will be the top graduate from the United States Air Force Academy. All other Second
Lieutenants with this date of rank will be slated according to their cadet performance - either at the
Academy or in the AFROTC program. Any cadets may have their lineal ranking as officers affected
by disciplinary action during their time at the Academy or AFROTC.
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Appendix B. Statute and Policy 

June 13, 1985 

November 8, 1985 

July 11, 1986 

Air Force issues Regulation (AFR) 160-12, "Medical Services­
Professional Policies and Procedures" 

• Incidents involving rape and other sex offenses are
within AFOSI investigative purview 

• When medical personnel acquire information during
their official duties relating to these matters or other serious 
offenses, they should promptly refer it to the servicing AFOSI 
unit 

Congress enacted Public Law (P.L.) 99-145, Section 1223, 
"Authority for Independent Criminal Investigations by Navy 
and Air Force Investigative Units" 

• The Secretaries of the Navy and Air Force establish
regulations giving NCIS and AFOSI authority to initiate and 
conduct criminal investigations based on authority of the 
Director, NCIS, and the Commander, AFOSI 

• Congress intended to strengthen Navy and Air Force
criminal investigative organizations so that high-ranking 
officers would not be able-in reality or perception-to 
interfere with criminal investigations 

IG DoD promulgated DoD Instruction (DoDI) 5505.3, 
"Initiation of Criminal Investigations by Military Criminal 
Investigative Organizations," to ensure independent, objective 
and effective MCIO investigations 

• The decision to initiate a criminal investigation rests
entirely with the MCIO 

• Only the Secretary of the Military Department may
direct the MCIO to delay, suspend, or terminate an investigation 
other than an investigation that IG DoD requests, and only 
IG DoD may direct the MCIO to delay, suspend, or terminate an 
IG DoD-requested investigation 

• Commanders not assigned to the MCIO may not impede
an investigation 

• When a commander outside the military criminal
investigative organization objects to the opening of a criminal 
investigation for operational or other reasons, that commander 
shall report the circumstances immediately via the chain of 
command to the Secretary of the Military Department 
concerned. 

• The Secretary of the Military Department must promptly
resolve any problem that arises as a result of the MCIO 
initiating an investigation, and the IG DoD must be provided a 
copy of the report and resolution 
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• MCIO Commanders must report promptly, through their
chains of command to the Secretary of their respective Military 
Department, any attempt to impede an investigation or 
investigative technique 

May 1, 1989 Air Force adopted Regulation (AFR) 23-18, "Organization and 
Mission - Field Air Force Office of Special Investigation 
(AFOSI)" 

• AFOSI is the only US Air Force organization authorized
to investigate matters that fall within its overall mission." 

• Crimes that AFOSI investigates include arson, bribery,
homicide, counterfeiting and sex offenses 

November 29, 1989 Air Force adopted Regulation (AFR) 124-4, "Initiating AFOSI 
Investigations and Safeguarding, Handling, and Releasing 
Information from AFOSI Investigative Reports" 

• Commanders promptly advise AFOSI of any matter that
falls within AFOSI investigative responsibility 

• Commanders refer matters and offenses that fall within
AFOSI investigative responsibility 

• All referrals must be accompanied by all known
information on the matter to be investigated." 

November 29, 1990 Air Force revises Air Force Regulation 124-4, "Initiating 
AFOSI Investigations and Safeguarding, Handling, and 
Releasing Information from AFOSI Investigative Reports" 

• Commanders promptly advise AFOSI of any matter that
falls within AFOSI investigative responsibility 

• Commanders refer matters and offenses that fall within
AFOSI investigative responsibility 

• All referrals must be accompanied by all known
information on the matter to be investi,:?;ated." 

June 23, 1992 

September 7, 1993 

USAF A issues Air Force Cadet Wing Regulation 
(AFCWR) 537-7, "Sexual Assault Notification Procedures" 

• "It is imperative that Security Police and OSI be notified
immediately of any sexual assault." 

Air Force issues Policy Directive (AFPD) 71-1, "Special 
Investigations, Criminal Investigations and Counterintelligence" 

• If a crime is committed by Air Force personnel or on Air
Force installations, or if it is otherwise of interest to the Air 
Force, the Air Force will thoroughly investigate and refer it to 
appropriate authorities for action. 

• Laws and directives impose disciplinary action on Air
Force members and civilian employees who do not comply with 
these policies. 

• Only the Secretary of the Air Force through the Air
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March 3, 1995 

November 1, 1995 

May 9, 1997 

July 16, 1997 

Force Inspector General may direct AFOSI to delay, suspend, or 
terminate an investigation 

• AFOSI conducts criminal investigations, including
violations of the UCMJ or other US laws and statutes 

• Air Force commanders refer to AFOSI all criminal
matters and offenses for which AFOSI is responsible 
Air Force revises AFPD 71-1, "Special Investigations, Criminal 
Investigations and Counterintelligence" 

• clarifies the AFOSI role as the sole Air Force agency
authorized to conduct counterintelligence activities and 
operations; Specifies resources accessible to AFOSI special 
agents; clarifies coordination required prior to reassignment of 
persons under investigation; and includes new metrics and 
charts. 
Air Force issues Mission Directive (AFMD) 39, "Air Force 
Office of Special Investigations" 

• "The Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI)
is a field operating agency under the direction and guidance of 
the Air Force Inspector General (SAF/IG). It performs as a 
federal law enforcement agency with responsibility for 
conducting criminal investigations ... " 

• The AFOSI Commander "Reports to SAF/IG" and
"Exercises command authority over all assigned personnel, 
facilities, property and funds, and is delegated the independent 
authority to initiate criminal investigations according to Public 
Law 99-145" 

• Investigates crimes against people and personal and US
Government property. 
Air Force Surgeon General waives reporting requirements in 
AFI 44-102, "Community Health Management" 

• USAF A medical personnel were no longer required to
report" ... incidents involving ... aggravated assault, rape, 
[ and] other sex offenses ... to . . . AF OSI . . . or other 
authorities as appropriate," if the incident involved a USAF A 
cadet 

• The waiver was temporary and required review after one
year (The review did not occur and the waiver remained in 
effect until May 27, 2003, when the Agenda for Change was 
adopted) 
USAF A implements USAF A Instruction (USAF AI) 51-201 

• ". . . If the victim is willing to make a formal
complaint (i.e., report the assault to law enforcement 
authorities), the person the cadet victim reported to should 
immediately notify AFOSI. If requested, that person should 
accompany the cadet victim to make the report and will remain 
with the cadet victim at least until the arrival of the victim 
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advocate. Additionally, if the crime is recent, the 10 SPS 
[Security Forces] need to be called immediately to secure any 
potential crime scene .... " (Emphasis added) 

• " ... [Cadet Counseling Center] ... is required to
inform [the Commandant] ... of reported sexual assault 
immediately because the Commandant is the Commander 
responsible for both cadet victims and cadet perpetrators. This 
General Officer must ensure the safety of each cadet and the 
good order and discipline of the entire Cadet Wing. 
Consequently, the Commandant advises the Superintendent 
on the merits and limitations of authorizing an investigation. 
At times, this may mean an investigation is begun without the 
consent of the sexual assault victim .... " (Emphasis added) 

• " ... Clinic, Emergency Room and Mental Health Clinic
are waived from reporting cases of suspected rape or sexual 
assault against cadet victims directly to the Office of Special 
Investigations (OSI) as specified in AFI 44-102, Chapter 1, 
Section U, Paragraph 1.52.1. Instead, medical personnel will 
report all cases of suspected rape or sexual assault against 
cadet victims concurrently to [Cadet Counseling Center] ... 
and to the Commandant of Cadets. The first report should be 
made to [Cadet Counseling Center] ... and will include all 
pertinent details including the name of the victim to enable 
[Cadet Counseling Center] ... to assign a victim advocate. The 
second report will be made to the Commandant of Cadets 
and will include ONLY the following information: 1) A cadet 
has reported being raped or sexually assaulted, 2) [Cadet 
Counseling Center] ... has been notified and will be calling the 
Commandant with further details, and 3) the medical status of 
patient is stable, serious, or critical. Medical personnel will 
NOT give the Commandant of Cadets the names of the victim 
and perpetrator and WILL NOT contact OSI, SFOI, or the 
Victim's AOC unless the victim has given explicit consent to 
those disclosures." (Emphasis added) 

• "AOCs will expeditiously report all sexual assaults to
their chain of command (Group AOC, 34 Training Group 
Commander and ... [Commandant] and to ... [Cadet 
Counseling Center]. The AOC will ensure the victim is 
informed about all such notifications. Names and identifying 
information will be reported only with the victim's 
permission. If the victim is willing to report to investigative 
authorities, AOCs should report the assault to AFOSI and/or 
... [Security Forces]. If the AOC is the first person to receive a 
victim's complaint, the AOC will follow the notification 
guidelines in paragraph 2.8. Regardless of whether any 
formal complaint is made to law enforcement authorities, 
AOCs (if notified about the assault) will ensure victims are 
made aware of all available medical and other support services, 
provided full opportunity to take advantage of those services, 
and assiimed a victim advocate. Additionally, if the crime is 
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August 1, 1997 

July 1, 1999 

December 1, 1999 

April 18, 2000 

June 21, 2002 

recent, the ... [Security Forces] needs to be called immediately 
to secure any potential crime scene evidence." (Emphasis 
added) 

• "To encourage cadets to report sexual assaults and to ensure they
receive available medical and counseling services, cadet victims will 

generally not be disciplined for self-identified violations of cadet 
regulations (such as pass violations, unauthorized alcohol consumption or 
unauthorized dating, which may have occurred in connection with an 
assault. AOCs may still counsel cadets about such violations: however, 
the decision whether or not to sanction other witnesses for related 

minor offenses will be made on a case-by-case basis." (Emphasis 
added) 

Air Force issues Instruction (AFI) 71-lOlVl, "Criminal 
Investigations" 

• Rule 25, If case category is Sex Offenses-Rape, carnal
knowledge, sodomy, indecent exposure, sexual misconduct, 
voyeurism, and child molestation, then contact AFOSI about: 
Rape, sodomy, carnal knowledge, child molestation, or cases 
involving serious bodily harm. 

• Contact AF Security Forces about localized
investigations ( excluding child molestation and rape), including 
carnal knowledge, indecent exposure, sexual misconduct, and 
voyeurism on a case-by-case basis. 

Air Force revises Policy Directive (AFPD) 71-1, "Criminal 
Investigations and Counterintelligence" 

• When Air Force personnel commit criminal offenses,
illegal activity occurs on an Air Force installation, or Air Force 
security is breached or compromised, the Air Force must 
thoroughly investigate criminal allegations and intelligence 
threats and refer them to appropriate authorities for action 

• Only the Secretary of the Air Force through the Air
Force Inspector General may direct AFOSI to delay, suspend, or 
terminate an investigation 

Air Force revises Instruction (AFI) 71-101 Vl, "Criminal 
Investigations" 

• No revisions pertained to sexual assault investigations or
AFOSI investigative purview. 

USAF A revises Instruction (USAF AI) 51-201, "Cadet 
Victim/Witness Assistance and Notification Procedures 

• Updates office titles and phone numbers throughout

• Adds Memorial Hospital [Colorado Springs, CO] as
medical service provider for rape protocols 

IG DoD revises DoDI 5505.3, "Initiation of Criminal 
Investigations by Military Criminal Investigative 
Organizations" 
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April 16, 2003 

November 7, 2003 

• Commanders ensure that actual or suspected criminal
allegations involving DoD affiliated persons, property, or 
programs under their control, are referred to the appropriate 
MCIO or law enforcement organization. 
Congress enacted P .L. 108-11 requiring a "Panel to Review 
Sexual Misconduct Allegations at United States Air Force 
Academy" (The Fowler Panel) 

• Secretary of Defense appoints a seven-member panel
from among private United States citizens with expertise in 
behavioral and psychological sciences and standards and 
practices relating to proper treatment of sexual assault victims 
(including their medical and legal rights and needs), as well as 
the United States Service academies, to investigate reports that 
at least 56 cadets had been sexually assaulted at USAF A 

• The panel to begin work by May 8, 2003, and report
results to Comrress within 90 days 
The House of Representatives enacted H.R. 1588, Section 526, 
"Defense Task Force on Sexual Harassment and Violence at the 
Military Service Academies" 

• The House Armed Services Committee requires the
Secretary of Defense to establish a DoD task force to more 
effectively address sexual harassment and violence at the US 
Military Academy and the US Naval Academy. The task force 
will be required to report their findings to the Secretary, and 
should include recommendations to improve efforts such as 
victim's safety programs, offender accountability, sexual 
harassment prevention, and standard guidelines for training 
personnel at the academies. The committee also requires the 
Secretary to assess the effectiveness of the corrective action 
taken at the Air Force Academy resulting from various 
investigations of sexual assault and harassment. 

• The Secretary of Defense through the Secretaries of the
military departments, shall direct each Superintendent to 
conduct an assessment during each academy program year 
beginning in 2004 and continuing through 2008, to determine 
the effectiveness of the academy's policies, training, and 
procedures on sexual harassment and violence to prevent 
criminal sexual harassment and violence involving academy 
personnel. 

• The 2004 assessment was conducted by the Inspector
General of the Department of Defense. 
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Appendix C. Scope and Methodology 

We performed this evaluation from April 14, 2003, through October 1, 2004. Our 
overall objectives were to (1) oversight the Air Force Working Group's 
determinations reported on June 17, 2003, "The Report of the Working Group 
Concerning the Deterrence of and Response to Incidents of Sexual Assault at the 
U.S. Air Force Academy," and (2) assess Air Force leadership accountability for 
sexual assault problems at USAF A spanning the past decade since 1993. In 
accomplishing these objectives, we evaluated the adequacy and effectiveness of 
the policies/ requirements that govern sexual assault incidents at USAF A, 
including: 

• whether USAF A policies/requirements for sexual assaults complied with
Federal statute, and DoD and Air Force policies, and;

• whether USAF A policies/requirements for sexual assaults adversely
affected incident reporting, investigation, victim assistance, or crime
adjudication/remediation; and

• whether AFOSI thoroughly investigated sexual assault incidents involving
USAFA cadets.

We collected and analyzed all applicable Federal statutes, and DoD, Air Force, 
AFOSI, and USAF A policies/requirements that have governed sexual assault 
reporting, investigation and adjudication over the past 10 years. We also assessed 
each criminal investigative case involving a USAF A cadet that AFOSI opened 
over the last 10 years. We reviewed each case for investigative thoroughness, 
timeliness and outcome, and to identify any barrier to reporting, investigating, or 
adjudicating the case. Where appropriate or beneficial, we interviewed the 
responsible investigator(s), office manager(s), and headquarters staff to ensure 
clarity and complete understanding. 

In assessing requirements, we compared statutory and policy requirements with 
actual practices to identify non-compliance issues. We also compared the 
different statutes and policies to identify differences in statutory, DoD, Air Force 
and USAF A requirements that might lead to confusion or inconsistent application 
of requirements. In assessing actual practices, we collected any formal guidance 
related to the practice and interviewed proponents and users as appropriate or 
beneficial to ensure clarity and complete understanding. In any instance where 
USAF A policy or operating practice governing sexual assault reporting appeared 
inadequate, we identified and interviewed the proponents and others as necessary, 
and reviewed historical documentation to determine the justification for the sexual 
assault systems and processes in effect at USAF A. Based on the overall results, 
we then assessed the individual Air Force Working Group determinations for 
factual accuracy and completeness, and whether we agreed with the working 
group's conclusions and recommendations. 

Our evaluation included reviewing: 

• support/assistance programs available to USAF A victims, including;

- the Victim/Witness Assistance Program; and
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- cadet counseling services;

• confidentiality afforded to cadet victims at USAF A;

• medical support/protocols used for sexual assault investigations involving
USAFA cadets;

• unique or academy-specific procedure that USAF A uses for judicial
proceedings or non-judicial punishments in sexual assault cases;

• the extent to which USAF A uses "victim amnesty," or similar programs in
addressing victim violations related to or involved in sexual assault
incidents;

• USAF A grievances systems or redress methods that relate to or have a
bearing on sexual assaults at USAF A;

• training on sexual assault, sexual harassment, equal opportunity, or other
related areas required for USAF A cadets;

• security available for USAF A cadets when on academy grounds and in
dormitories; and

• USAF A systems, processes, or methods used in remediating sexual assault
incidents.

In assessing leadership accountability for sexual assault problems at USAF A, we 
identified leaders, managers and others that made decisions, or were authorized to 
make decisions, on matters related to sexual assault problems at USAF A over the 
last 10 years. We then conducted formal, on-the-record interviews and, whenever 
possible, collected documentation to corroborate the oral testimony. Overall, we 
conducted more than _ interviews during the evaluation, including 144 formal 
on-the-record interviews to assess accountability. The interviews included current 
and former Air Force officials, as well as current and former USAF A cadets, as 
follows: 

• Three Secretaries of the Air Force;

• Four Chiefs of Staff of the Air Force;

- Two Deputy Chiefs of Staff of the Air Force;

• Five General Counsels of the Air Force;

- Two Deputy General Counsels of the Air Force;

• Two Surgeons General of the Air Force;

• Four Inspectors General of the Air Force;

• Three Commanders of Air Force Office of Special Investigations;

- Five AFOSI Detachment Commanders at USAF A;

• Two Judge Advocate of the Air Force;
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- One Deputy Judge Advocate of the Air Force;

- Three AFOSI Judge Advocates;

- Four USAF A Judge Advocates;

• Three Superintendents of U.S. Air Force Academy;

• Five Commandants of the Cadet Wing of U.S. Air Force Academy;

- Three Vice Commandants of Cadet Wing of U.S. Air Force Academy;

• One Dean of Faculty of U.S. Air Force Academy;

• Five current and former staff members, Sexual Assault Services Group,
U.S. Air Force Academy; and

• Current or former USAF A cadets.
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Appendix D. Prior Coverage 

General Accounting Office Reports 

GA0-03-1001, "Military Education: Student and Faculty Perceptions of Student Life at 
the Military Academies," is a report responding to surveys conducted at the military 
academies dealing with perceptions of student life. The survey did not query students 
and faculty on specific incidents of alleged sexual assault at the academies. In terms of 
sexual harassment, about half of the students at each academy responded that their 
academy's emphasis on the prevention of sexual harassment was about right. However, 
female students were more likely than male students to report that the prevention of 
sexual harassment is generally or greatly underemphasized. Twenty-five percent of 
female students at the Military Academy, 21 percent at the Naval Academy, and 37 
percent at the Air Force Academy responded that the prevention of sexual harassment is 
generally or greatly underemphasized. The results of the 1994 survey of students on 
sexual harassment issues showed that the majority of women students experienced some 
form of gender-based harassment that interfered with their performance or created an 
intimidating, hostile, or offensive environment. 

GAO-NSIAD-99-27, "Gender Issues: Information to Assess Service members' 
Perceptions of Gender Inequities Is Incomplete," is based on various surveys and studies 
of perceptions of military personnel, articles in service-orientated publications, and 
discussions with experts in the military personnel area. The GAO identified two major 
areas where studies indicate that servicemen and service women perceive inequities: 1) 
career opportunities (including assignment policies and other factors that may have an 
impact on career advancement) and 2) physical fitness and body fat standards. Although 
this report did not focus on military academies, it did highlight a relevant perception of 
active duty military males. Men fear that women will claim sexual harassment if they are 
pushed too hard when it comes to job performance. 

GAO/NSIAD-95-49, "DoD Service Academies: Comparison of Honor and Conduct 
Adjudicatory Processes," in this report GAO reviewed the adjudicatory systems used at 
the academies to make decisions on student conduct and performance. This report (1) 
compares the honor and conduct systems at each academy and describes how the various 
systems provide common due process protections and (2) describes the attitudes and 
perceptions of students toward these systems. 

Although the honor systems at the academies have many similarities, there are some 
prominent differences among them. The honor codes at the Military and Air Force 
academies include no-toleration clauses that make it an honor offense to know about an 
honor offense and not report it, while at the Na val Academy failure to act on a suspected 
honor violation is a conduct offense. Differences also exist in the standard of proof that 
is used in honor hearings, "beyond a reasonable doubt" used at the Air Force Academy 
versus "a preponderance of the evidence" used at the other academies. A large majority 
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of the students questioned the reasonableness of many of the minor rules and regulations 
in the conduct codes. Also, many students perceive academy handling of conduct 
offenses, the application of rules and regulations, and the imposition of disciplinary 
actions as inconsistent. 

GAO/NSIAD-95-58, "DoD Service Academies: Update on Extent of Sexual 
Harassment," - Similar to our previous findings, the majority of academy women 
reported experiencing at least one form of sexual harassment on a recurring basis in 
academic year 1993-94, while the highest percentage of men indicating exposure to some 
form of recurring sexual harassment was about 11 percent. The proportion of women at 
the Naval and Air Force academies who reportedly experienced some form of sexual 
harassment a couple of times a month or more often represented a statistically significant 
increase from the 1990-91 levels. Again, the most common forms of sexual harassment 
were verbal comments and visual displays. The comparison of the 1990-91 and 1994 

results appears in appendix I. In our 1994 follow-up survey, we added a question on 
sexual harassment tailored after the wording of the DOD definition of sexual harassment 
issued in 1988. This was suggested at the Senate Armed Services Committee's hearing 
on our January 1994 report. This new question focused on the incidence of more overt, 
physical forms of sexual harassment in addition to verbal forms. Responses to this new 
question indicated that between 36 percent and 42 percent of the women at each academy 
have been subjected at least once or twice over the year to (1) physical, gender-related 
behavior that interfered with their performance or created a hostile environment or (2) 
unwelcome, deliberate physical contact of a sexual nature. Also, from 11 percent to 22 
percent of the academy women reported encountering sexual advances that were tied to 
some aspect of their academy careers. Responses to the questions added to the 1994 
survey are shown in appendix II. Academy men tended to perceive an improvement in 
the atmosphere for reporting sexual harassment, with significant declines in the 
percentages seeing negative consequences as likely to accrue to those who report sexual 
harassment. The responses of academy women, however, showed no such change in 
perceived consequences. 

GAO/NSIAD-94-95, "Military Academy: Gender and Racial Disparities," reports how 
well the Military Academy treats women and minorities. The GAO had reported 
separately on disparities at the Naval Academy and the Air Force Academy. This report 
addresses 1) differences in performance and experience indicators between man and 
women and between whites and minorities for the classes of 1988 through 1992, 2) 
perceptions of the fairness of the treatment that female and minority cadets receive, and 
3) actions the Academy has taken to enhance the success of women and minorities at the

Academy.

Male and female cadets differed in some of their experiences at the U.S. Military 
Academy. For example, women consistently received offers of admission at higher rates 
than men, but also consistently experienced higher attrition than men. Women's 
academic grades were lower than men's, particularly during freshman and sophomore 
years, despite generally higher academic predictor scores. In contrast, women's physical 
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education grades were somewhat higher despite lower predictor scores in this area. 
Although reviewed more frequently for Honor Code violations and for failure to meet 
academic standards, women were recommended for separation less often. A GAO survey 
of cadets, staff, and faculty revealed perceptions that women were generally treated the 
same as men. Some male cadets, however, viewed women as receiving better treatment 
m some areas. 

GAO/T-NSIAD-94-111, "DoD Service Academies: Further Efforts Needed to Eradicate 
Sexual Harassment," - Statement b 

The academies have not met the goals of DoD's Human Goals Charter or its policy of 
providing an environment that is free from sexual harassment. Although relatively few 
cases of sexual harassment were formally reported, responses to our survey indicated that 
nearly all academy women reported experiencing at least one form of sexual harassment 
during academic year 1991. The most common forms of harassment were verbal 
comments. Our survey also showed a relationship between students experiencing a high 
degree of sexual harassment and those feeling stress. The academies generally have met 
and gone beyond the minimum requirements DOD has established for sexual harassment 
eradication programs. For example, the academies have published policy statements on 
the issue and have conducted prompt and thorough investigations of reported incidents. 
Among the additional actions taken by the academies are more extensive tracking and 
monitoring of incidents and providing more options for reporting and dealing with 
harassment. However, the inspectors general have not conducted reviews at the 
academies that included sexual harassment prevention and education as an item of special 
interest. Moreover, none of the academies has developed usable trend data to assess the 
effectiveness of its sexual harassment eradication program. The Military and Air Force 
academies have not conducted routine, systematic program evaluations. A disciplined 
evaluation approach is critical to determining whether current efforts to eradicate 
harassment are working or new efforts should be tried. In reviewing the efforts of other 
organizations, we also identified several approaches to sexual harassment prevention that 
may prove effective at the academies. 

GAO/NSIAD-94-6, "DoD Service Academies: More Actions Needed to Eliminate 
Sexual Harassment,"- A GAO survey found widespread sexual harassment at the nation's 
military academies, with between 93 and 97 percent of female students reporting some 
form of sexual harassment in 1991. The most common forms of harassment were 
derogatory personal comments and suggestions that standards had been lowered for 

women. GAO found a strong link between harassment and stress. The academies 
generally have complied with the minimum requirements the Defense Department has set 
for programs to eliminate sexual harassment. Inspectors General have yet, however, to 
expressly review sexual harassment prevention and education at the academies. 
Moreover, none of the academies has developed usable data to assess whether their 
sexual harassment eradication programs are working. In reviewing the efforts of other 
organizations, GAO noted several approaches to preventing sexual harassment that may 
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prove effective at the academies. GAO summarized this report in testimony before 
Congress; see: DOD Service Academies: Further Efforts Needed to Eradicate Sexual 
Harassment, by 
-· before the Subcommittee on Force Requirements and Personnel, Senate
Committee on Armed Services.

GAO/NSIAD-93-244, "Air Force Academy: Gender and Racial Disparities" -
Performance indicators for male and female cadets showed mixed results----each group 
fared better in some comparisons and worse in others. For example, women have not 
fared as well as men in their admissions qualification rates and their physical fitness test 
scores. Women also had higher attrition rates than men did, and proportionately fewer 
women were in the top 15 percent of their graduating classes. Men, however, received 
proportionately fewer admissions offers than women and had lower academic admissions 
scores. 

A GAO survey of cadets revealed perceptions that women generally received treatment 
equal to that of men. However, a higher percentage of men than women perceived that 
women were treated better, and a slightly higher percentage of women than men 
perceived that they were treated worse. Over the past few years, the Academy has taken 
a number of steps that should help women succeed at the Academy. However, it does not 
have a consolidated database to analyze changes in student performance indicators. 
Neither has it established criteria for determining when performance differences are 
significant. Finally, the Academy has not documented specific actions it has taken or 
plans to take to implement prior equal opportunity recommendations 

GAO/T-NSIAD-92-41, "DoD Service Academies: Status Report on Reviews of Student 
Treatment," is testimony before the Subcommittee on Man ower and Personnel, 
Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Senate by 

National Security and International Affairs Division. xx stated that 
in the area of harassment, they found that sexual harassment occurs more frequently than 
is reported to officials. In response to survey questions about the types and extent of 
harassment experienced, significant numbers of female respondents at all academies 
reported personally experiencing various types of verbal and visual (graphic) harassment 
fairly often, once or twice a month or more. 

GAO/NSIAD-92-57, "DoD Service Academies: Academy Preparatory Schools Need a 
Clearer Mission and Better Oversight,"- The schools' missions are not clearly defined. 
Their mission statements refer to preparing "selected" individuals for academy 
admission. The schools appear to be pursuing differing goals regarding specific 
subgroups such as enlisted personnel, females, minorities, and recruited athletes-the 
primary groups the schools now serve. For example, about 50 percent of the students 
enrolled at the Air Force prep school were recruited athletes; this is about double the 
percentage of recruited athletes at the Army and Navy schools. 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has limited information on the quality of the schools' 
programs. Program reviews of the prep schools conducted by service academy faculty do 
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not assess the schools against a uniform set of quality and performance standards. DOD 
lacks the tools and information it needs to assess whether the schools are cost-effective. 
GAO'S review indicated that the Navy, Army, and Air Force preparatory programs cost 
about $39,800, $50,900, and $60,900, respectively, for each student entering an academy. 

Air Force Reports 

Report of the Panel to Review Sexual Misconduct Allegations at the U.S. Air Force 

Academy - Fowler Commission: "In addition to maintaining an Air Force entity external 
to the Academy to provide effective oversight, it is important to ensure that the tenures of 
key Academy personnel are sustained for an appropriate period of time to provide an 
effective balance between the need for stability and the need for reinvigorated leadership. 
The Panel is concerned that the short tenures of the prior Superintendents and the 
Commandants of Cadets to three years in order to provide for greater continuity and 
stability in Academy leadership" 

"The Panel recommends that the Air Force extend the tour length of the Superintendent 
to four years and the tour length of the Commandant of Cadets to three years in order to 
provide for greater continuity and stability in Academy leadership." 

Headquarters, United States Air Force, "The Report of the Working Group 

Concerning the Deterrence of and Response to Incidents of Sexual Assault at the 

U.S. Air Force Academy." Secretary Roche directed the General Counsel of the Air 
Force to lead a high-level working group to review cadet complaints, and the policies, 
programs and practices of the Academy to deter and respond to incidents of sexual 
assault, with a view toward making recommendations as appropriate. Secretary Roche 
also tasked the Working Group to review cases of sexual assault that had been reported 
from January 1993 to December 2002. 

The Working Group found no systemic acceptance of sexual assault at the Academy, 
institutional avoidance ofresponsibility, or systemic maltreatment of cadets who report 
sexual assault. Instead, the Working Group found considerable attention to programs 
intended to encourage reporting, avoid incidents of sexual assault and support victims. 
However, the Working Group also found the focus on sexual assault issued had varied 
over time and lessened in recent years, and a number of culture and process matters are 
problematic. Collectively, they produced a less than optimal environment to deter and 
respond to sexual assault or bring assailants to justice. They demonstrate work that needs 
to be done to ensure that victim support and institutional value are consistently addressed. 

Air Force Academy Honor Climate Assessment Task Force, "On the Honor Code 

and System," August 2001, - Based on evidence developed during the assessment, the 
Task Force identified two overarching fmdings. First, while the lecture format of honor 
instruction at the Air Force Academy adequately covers the rudimentary aspects of the 
Honor Code and Honor System, it fails to intellectually engage cadets in grasping the 
centrality and criticality of honor in discharging- or failing to discharge - the daunting 
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responsibilities and authorities attendant to a commission in the United States Armed 
Forces. It is not enough, not nearly enough, to lecture only on the principle and virtue of 
honor to young adults; this vital building block of character must be understood and 
internalized as central to the credibility and effectiveness of the profession of arms. 

Other DoD Reports 

Defense Manpower Data Center Report No. 96-014-In March 1994, the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense asked the Secretary of the Air Force and the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Personnel and Readiness) to develop a sexual harassment policy action plan. 
This plan was provided in April 1994, and included among its elements (1) the 
establishment of a Defense Equal Opportunity Council Task Force on Discrimination and 
Sexual Harassment to review the Military Services' discrimination complaints systems 
and recommend improvements, and (2) the conduct of a Department-wide sexual 
harassment survey. 

Based on the data collected in this study, there is evidence that sexual harassment is 
declining significantly in the active-duty Military Services. Between 1988 and 1995, the 
percentage of women reporting incidents of sexual harassment declined nine percentage 
points. On the other hand, sexual harassment remains a major challenge that all the 
Services must continue to combat. 

Report No. 96-075 Management and Administration of the United States Air Force 
Academy, February 23, 1996 

This audit was requested by the Senate Subcommittee on Personnel, Committee on 
Armed Services. The objectives were to determine whether the operations of the United 
States Air Force Academy (Academy) were within the intent and scope of United States 
Code, title 10, and DoD guidance; to evaluate the economy and efficiency of the 
operations of the Academy; and to follow up on position management recommendations 
in a previous IG, DoD, audit report. 

The Academy was generally operating within the intent and scope of United States Code, 
title 10, and DoD guidance. The Academy also had begun implementing the 
recommendations made in the prior IG, DoD, report. However, the audit did identify 
conditions warranting management action. 

The Athletic Association unnecessarily disbursed about $30,000 for lodging and meals 
for the football team; inappropriately received appropriated funding support; accrued 
significant overtime; accepted travel benefits from private companies; and did not 
distinguish between contract personnel and Government employees. 

The Academy also incorrectly designated about 150 civil engineering positions as 
military-unique and authorized 33 positions that were not essential for the 
accomplishment of its mission or for the maintenance of the quality of life of the Cadet 
Wing. In addition, the Academy designated three positions as military-unique, although 
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the duties and responsibilities of those positions could be accomplished more cost­
effectively by using civilians. 
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Appendix E. Case Reviews 

During March 20 through July 16, 2003, we reviewed 56 AFOSI sexual assault 
investigative case files, which is the total sexual assault cases that AFOSI 
identified as involving a U.S. Air Force Academy (USAF A) cadet opened over 
the last 10 years. 1 The cases involved incidents that occurred between August 1, 
1991, and November 17, 2002, and reported to AFOSI during January 7, 1993 
through February 21, 2003. To ensure appropriate emphasis on current policy and 
conditions, as opposed to historical conditions that might not truly reflect current 
policy and requirements, we also segregated the cases and reviewed those opened 
over the last 3 years (18 cases). In addition, to relate actual cases to the results of 
a survey that we conducted during May 2003, to assess current climate/culture at 
the academy, we segregated the cases and looked at those opened after May 1999 
(20 cases). The post May 1999 period would coincide as best as possible with the 
cadet class years involved in the survey. 

Investigative Case Statistics 

Three (5 percent) of the 56 AFOSI sexual assault investigations were closed after 
investigation because the victim withdrew the complaint (1 case) or recanted the 
allegations (2 cases).2 The table below shows overall characteristics for the 
remaining 53 cases. 

Table 1 

AFOSI Sexual Assault Investigations 

Last 

10 Years 

Last 

3 Years 

Since 

Ma1 1999 

No. % No. % No. % 

Assault Alleged/Investigated 53 100 16 100 18 100 

Rape 23 44 7 44 9 50 
Sodomy3 5 9 1 6 1 6 
Indecent Assault/ Act 25 47 8 50 8 44 

Alleged Assault Involved 26 49 8 50 9 50 

2 These cases all involved first year (freshman) cadet victims.
3 Most of the sodomy cases involved anal rape of a female.

Five of these investigations are still not complete. Investigative work continues in two cases, and 
courts martial are pending in the remaining three cases. We also reviewed one investigation involving 
consensual sex that came to our attention during the evaluation. This case was investigated during the 
10-year period and involved a female who was a cadet when a sexual relationship began between her
and a Military Member assigned to USAF A. The relationship began in the early-1980s, continued for a
number of years, and resulted in the Military Member being discharged from the Service. This case did
not involve a sexual assault and, therefore, did not fit within the parameters for our evaluation. It is not
included in our case analysis.
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Alcohol 

Victim Only 

Suspect Only 

Both Victim and Suspect 

2 

10 

14 

4 

19 

26 

0 

5 

3 

0 

31 

19 

0 

5 

4 

0 

28 

22 

Alleged Assault Occurred 

On-Base at USAFA 

53 

34 

100 

64 

16 

10 

100 

63 

18 

11 

100 

61 

In Dorm Room at 

USAFA 

22 42 8 50 9 50 

Off-Base Away from 

USAFA 

19 36 6 37 7 39 

Victims of the Alleged Assaults4

Non-Cadet 

61 

19 

100 

31 

18 

9 

100 

50 

21 

10 

100 

48 

Cadet Freshman, 

Candidate, or Basic Trainee 

15 25 6 33 8 38 

Cadet Sophomore 

Cadet Junior 

14 

9 

23 

15 

2 

1 

11 

6 

2 

1 

9 

5 

Cadet Senior 4 6 0 0 0 0 

Suspects of the Alleged Assaults 

Unknown Suspect 

Non-Cadet 

58 

6 

5 

100 

10 

9 

16 

2 

1 

100 

13 

6 

18 

2 

1 

100 

11 

6 

Cadet Freshman, 

Candidate, or Basic Trainee 

9 16 1 6 2 11 

Cadet Sophomore 

Cadet Junior 

9 

9 

16 

16 

1 

3 

6 

19 

1 

3 

6 

16 

Cadet Senior 20 33 8 50 9 50 

No. Cadet Victim and Cadet 

Suspect Cases 

27 51 6 38 7 39 

No. Freshman Victim and 

Upper-Class Suspect Cases 

6 11 5 31 5 28 

Based on the information in Table 1: 

• Most (53 percent) AFOSI sexual assault investigations at USAF A involve
rape or sodomy allegations, as opposed to lesser crimes such as indecent
acts.

• Most alleged assaults (64 percent) occur on-base at the academy and a
large proportion (42 percent) occur in academy dormitories.

• A large proportion ( 49 percent) of the incidents involve alcohol use and
these incidents usually involve both the victim and suspect using alcohol.

4 Includes two male victims. Victims were 96 percent female and 4 percent male. 
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• The largest victim category is cadets (71 percent), and first year female
cadets (including candidates and basic trainees) are (1) much more likely
to be sexually assaulted, or (2) much more likely to report a sexual assault
after it occurs, or (3) both more likely to be assaulted and to report the
assault.

• Cadet seniors (36 percent of the suspects) are by far more likely to commit
a sexual assault than other cadets, with the odds about equal for the
remaining three class years.

• Most (51 percent) of the sexual assault investigations involve victims and
suspects who are both cadets.

• 11 percent of the sexual assault investigations involve freshmen cadet
victims and upper-class cadet suspects.

AFOSI was the primary criminal investigative organization in most, but not all 
the investigations, and the incidents were usually not reported to law enforcement 
immediately. Once the incidents were reported, they were generally investigated 
on a timely basis. Table 2 below presents this information, and current 
investigation status, for the AFOSI investigations. 

Table 2 

AFOSI Sexual Assault Investigations 

Incident Notification and Investigation 

Last 

10 Years 

No. % 

Who Investigated the Incident 

AFOSI 47 89 

Joint AFOSI/Other Law 

Enforcement 

5 9 

Other Law 

Enforcement/ AFOSI 

Monitor 

1 2 

Average No. People/Organizations 

Notified Before Reporting to 

AFOSI 

4 

Average No. Days Elapsed 

Between Incident and Reporting to 

AFOSI 

127 

Average No. Days to Investigate 64 
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Last 

3 Years 

Since 

May 1999 

No. % No. % 

12 75 14 78 

3 19 3 17 

1 6 1 5 

4 4 

232 209 

79 76 



Case 

Current Investigation Status 

Investigative Work 

Continuing 

2 4 0 19 0 

Suspect Unknown and Not 

Identified Through 

Investigation (Case 

Closed) 

5 9 2 12 2 

Investigation Cleared 

Suspect 

1 2 1 6 1 

Case Referred to 

Prosecutor/ Academy for 

Action 

46 87 13 63 15 

No. of Suspects Referred 

for Action5 

48 13 15 

As can be seen in Table 2: 

• AF OSI was directly involved in most of the investigations, but in one case
only monitored the civilian police department investigation.

• On average, more than 4 months (127 days) elapsed before the incident
was reported to AFOSI, which likely contributed to the investigations not
identifying suspects in 9 percent of the cases and producing insufficient
evidence to prosecute/act in another 19 percent of the cases-over the last
3 years, the delay was more than 7 months (232 days). 6

• Investigation cleared the suspect in one case and resulted in referring
48 suspects for prosecution or other action.

Table 3 below presents information on the resulting prosecutions and other 
actions. 

5 Two cases each had two suspects. 
6 After this much time, a sexual assault examination on a victim or suspect likely would not produce any 

useful evidence. Similarly, any physical evidence possible from a crime scene examination would most 
likely be lost, and even witness memories likely would have diminished substantially. 
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Last Last Since 

10 Years 3 Years Mav 1999 

Prosecution/ Academy Action7

Court Martial/Trial 

Conducted 

7 15 3 23 3 20 

Acquitted at Trial 2 29 0 0 0 0 

Sentenced to 5 71 3 100 3 100 

Confinement or 

Probation 

Court Martial/Trial 3 6 3 23 3 20 

Pending 

Article 15 Punishment 4 8 0 0 

Accused Resigned or was 

Disenrolled from USAF A 

15 31 4 31 5 33 

and/or Discharged from the 

Military 

Required to Repay 2 20 2 50 2 50 

Education Cost 

Honor Code Sanctions 10 21 0 0 1 7 

Imposed 

Insufficient Evidence to 9 19 3 23 3 20 

Prosecute/ Act 

Table 3 

AFOSI Sexual Assault Investigations 

Prosecutions and Other Actions 

As indicated in Table 3: 

• A large proportion of the investigations result in courts martial
(21 percent) and/ or disenrollment from USAF A (31 percent )-over the
last 3 years, these proportions increased slightly overall to 23 percent and
31 percent, respectively.

• The large portion of the remaining cases result in Article 15 punishment
(8 percent), or honor code sanctions (21 percent)-over the last 3 years,
these proportions declined to O percent and O percent, respectively.

7 An individual case may have more than one action, e.g., a court martial or trial that results in 
confinement time may also result in discharge from Military Service and disenrollment from the 
academy. We have categorized actions based on the most serious action in the case, beginning with 
court martial/trail, e.g., the 7 suspects shown with court martial are not among the 15 suspects shown as 
resigned or disenrolled from the academy. NOTE: Actions are based on information in the 
investigative files. As recognized in the Air Force IG report, Academy records are inadequate to 
determine all actions in the cases. 
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• 19 percent, however, do not result in punitive action because the evidence
is insufficient-over the last 3 years, this proportion increased slightly to
23 percent.

Investigative Case Reviews 

8 Information on alcohol involvement in the cases is shown in the pre� 1) 
9 Our initial review identified a possible third case (Investigation No .

In completing the protocol and assessing the individual cases, we noted several 
instances where a victim or witness statement indicated a sexual assault ( other 
than the one under investigation) had occurred. Our case assessments, therefore, 
included reviewing statements and other case information to identify all such 
crime indications and determine whether additional investigations should have 
been initiated. If so, we determined whether the additional investigations were 
initiated. We also assessed each case for indicators of ( 1) alcohol or drug 
involvement, (2) barriers to incident reporting, investigative work, or prosecution, 
and (3) investigative timeliness and thoroughness. 8 In assessing investigative 
timeliness and thoroughness, we focused specifically on investigations opened 
during the last 3 years (cases opened during calendar years 2000-2003, or 18 of 
the 56 total investigations), since these cases would best reflect investigative 
performance under current policies and procedures. Because we identified 
problems with investigative timeliness and/or thoroughness in several cases, we 
assessed these cases to determine whether the timeliness or thoroughness 
problems were sufficiently serious to have impacted case outcome and, if so, 
whether the investigation should be reopened. In each case, we also conducted a 
follow-up interview(s) with the case agent to afford the case agent an opportunity 
to provide clarifying information or explain the investigative deficiency. 

Additional Investigations Should Have Been Opened. Statements and 
information in two cases indicated that sexual assaults other than the ones under 
investigation had occurred and should have led to additional investigative case 
openings.9 Information on these cases follows: 

• Investigation No. : During interview, the victim� 
non-cadet who resided in the Colorado Springs area) indicated that

bl 

. 
had sexual relations with other cadets the previous year, when • would 
have been only 15 years old. AFOSI did not pursue the possible statutory 
rape crime. (NOTE: In following up on this matter with AFOSI on 
May 27, 2003, an AFOSI/HQ representative 

b6 

- advised that. did 

........ where an 
additional investigation(s) should have been opened. In this case, the victim (a cadet in her junior year 
at USAF A) stated during interview that. had also been raped during. freshman year and told her 
AOC, but the AOC did nothing with the information. In following up on this matter with AFOSI on 
May 27, 2003, however, the AFOSI representative provided a copy of agent notes that we had 
overlooked in the file indicating the case agents did follow-up and a second interview indicated the 
previous rape occurred during high school before the victim attended USAF A. This additional 
information resolved the issue in our initial case review. 
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not believe the victim clearly indicated the sexual activity or the cadets 
involved. However, the investigative file did not indicate that the case 
agent asked the victim questions to resolve or clarify these issues. As a 
result of our findings, the matter was referred to the AFOSI legal office 
and this office has recommended that AFOSI locate and re-interview the 
victim to ascertain if any rape occurred during the timeframe involved.) 

• Investigation No. : During interviews, two witnesses
indicated that the subject had also sexually assaulted them. AFOSI did not
pursue these allegations. (NOTE: In following up on this matter with
AFOSI on May 27, 2003, we learned that as a result of our findings, the
two allegations were sent to the AFOSI legal office for comment and/or
recommendation.)

b2 

Barriers to Reporting, Investigating and Prosecuting Sexual Assaults at 

USAFA. Our case reviews identified various barriers to addressing sexual 
assaults at USAF A, as follows: 

• We identified barriers to reporting sexual assaults at USAF A in

25 (45 percent) of the 56 cases. The primary barrier to reporting a sexual
assault was the USAF A policy adopted in July 1997, under which USAF A
personnel were prohibited from reporting a sexual assault to law
enforcement without permission from the victim or USAF A
Superintendent.

10 
Other reporting barriers that we identified involved

victims who were hesitant to report or delayed reporting a sexual assault
because they (1) feared getting into trouble for underage drinking,

(2) feared their assailants and believed the assailants would commit
additional acts/abuses against them if they reported the sexual assaults, or
(3) were embarrassed for allowing themselves to be in places or situations

permitting the sexual assaults to have occurred.

• We identified barriers to investigative work in 6 (11 percent) of the
56 cases. These barriers were all beyond AFOSI control and included

( 1) USAF A staff giving "rights advisements" and advising suspects to
retain legal counsel before AFOSI was notified, which limited investigator
ability to gain cooperative relations with suspects and, thereby, attain
possible confessions, and (2) USAF A staff advising victims that they did
not have to talk to AFOSI, thereby delaying reports to AFOSI and

potentially causing losses of physical and other evidence essential to
identifying suspects and solving the crimes. As shown in the previous
section (Tables 2 and 3), AFOSI did not identify suspects in 9 percent of
the cases. In an additional 19 percent (28 percent total), the evidence was
insufficient to result in prosecution or action against the suspects. We
cannot hold conclusively that these consequences resulted directly from

10 This policy was set aside in May 2003, under the Agenda for Change 
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delayed reporting, but the delayed reporting certainly would have been a 
major contributing factor. 

Investigative Timeliness and Thoroughness. Investigative work in 
5 (28 percent) of the 18 cases opened in the last 3 years was untimely or not 
completed thoroughly. These investigative deficiencies generally did not impact 
the case outcomes. In one (20 percent) of these cases, however, case outcome 
may have been impacted adversely. In our view, 

11 

nothing would be gained from 
re-opening investigations in any of these cases. Information on these cases 
follows: 

• Case Number (Victim: -; Subject: - b2 
The timeliness or thoroughness problems identified were. 

(1) The victim alleged that other cadets rode in the auto,
with • and subject. The other cadets were not pursued as
witnesses. During follow-up interview with the case agent -
the case agent advised that the additional witnesses were not pursued
because the victim could not identify any co-rider for interview.
(NOTE: Based on the investigative case file, AFOSI briefly
interviewed the s�ct before rights advisement and • admitted
driving victim to • dorm and kissing • but denied any sexual
activity. Subject then requested counsel, which ended the interview.)

(2) The was not located for crime scene processing or
owner interview. According to the case agent, in an attempt to locate
the vehicle, subject's sponsor was contacted because it is common
practice for cadets to use their sponsor's vehicles; however, no
sponsor vehicle came close to matching . The case
agent advised, however, that the sponsor was not interviewed
regarding the issues. (. did not give a specific reason for not
interviewing the sponsor.) The case agent further advised that. did
not ask the sponsor if �onsor had ever seen subject driving a
vehicle matching the - description. We asked the case agent if
• contacted Security Forces to help locate the vehicle .• responded
that Security Forces cannot track vehicles by type or color, and must
have the registration number from the DoD sticker to identify a
vehicle on base. Finally, when queried as to whether. tried to
locate subject friends, or USAF A staff who knew subject, to ident�
possible witnesses or the vehicle owner, the case agent stated that •
vaguely remembered these type investigative steps, but nothing was

11 We do not believe that timeliness or thoroughness deficiencies impacted the outcomes in four cases. In 
the remaining case, the deficiencies involved physical evidence identification and crime scene 
processing. The time elapsed since the deficiencies occurred would preclude obtaining meaningful, 
tangible evidence that would support current prosecution efforts. 
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developed and the investigative steps were not documented as they 
should have been. 

(3) Sign-in sheets at Vanderberg Hall were not checked to help identify
witnesses, establish date and time, or otherwise support victim's
statement. The case agent advised that C 1 Cs and C2Cs are not
required to sign out of their dorm areas and while C3Cs and C4Cs are,
past experience has shown most do not or list vague or really broad
locations, i.e., Denver. (NOTE: While touring the academy dorms
on June 25, 2003, the duty AOC advised us that cadet one degrees and
two degrees are required to sign out when they leave the academy
reservation.)

Had these thoroughness problems not occurred, the case outcome could have been 
significantly different. 

• Case No. (Victim: , Subject: -
During interviews, two witnesses (- and told AFOSI that 
the subject had also sexually assaulted them. In following up with the 
case agent-· the case agent did not remember witness -
or why nothing was done regarding • alle ations. The case� 
remember witness -· advising that attended the --
-· The case agent believed that allegation was a 
�mment." However, he did not recall following up with 
-- to clarify. Additionally, the case agent did not� 
coordination with the Denver Police Department regarding -­
allegation. 

• Case No. (Victim: , Subject: 
Unknown) The timeliness or thoroughness problems were:

(1) Bed linens and clothing (PJs) were not seized as evidence. The case
agent advised that the case involved kissing and
fondling only. As a result,. did not believe that hair evidence,
which might have been found on the items, would have proven
anything. Additionally, based on previous cases,. advised that
cadet rooms were noted for having lots of hair present. In response to
questions, however, the case agent agreed that the sheet and blanket,
which had been issued to the victim recently when • started basic
training, should not have had much hair. Additionally, the case agent
did not query the victim about whether • changed the sheets. The
case agent agreed that this was an important step, since a subject had
not been identified. The case agent believed that • discussed this
issue with the Detachment Commander (DETCO) during the
investigation, but no such discussion was documented in the case file.
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(2) Canvass interviews were not completed to identify a possible
subject. According to the case agent, canvass interviews were not
done because the victim's roommate refuted the victim's entire
statement concerning the alleged crime. However, due to oversight,
the case agent did not obtain a signed, sworn statement from the
roommate, even though the statement was the reason the case agent
did not pursue other investigative leads.

(Victim: -· Subject: 
The timeliness or thoroughness problems were. 

(1) Subject's ring was not seized and checked for blood evidence.
The case agent advised that another agent, the duty agent when the
incident occurred, collected evidence from the subject. The case
agent was not involved in seizing subject evidence. The case agent
and duty agent both handled evidence collected from the victim.
Security Forces Squadron (SFS) handled the sexual assault kit, which
was turned over to AFOSI when AFOSI entered the case. The duty
agent could not recall why the ring was not collected as evidence, but
believed the subject did not have the ring when he collected subject
evidence.

(2) Crime scene was not processed--no photo, sketch, or evidence
collection. According to the case agent, AFOSI was not involved
until approximately one week after the incident and witnesses
reported that the victim had cleaned up the blood at the crime scene.
As a result, the case agent did not believe that processing the crime
scene would have added value to the case. The case agent also
believed that the DETCO and Regional Forensic Coordinator (RFC)
discussed this issue and decided not to process the scene. The duty
agent recalled a discussion with the case agent involving going to the
crime scene and taking carpet, but could not recall who decided not to
do so. He also could not explain why the evidentiary items referenced
in RFC crime scene processing guidance were not collected.
Additionally, he could not recall if the DETCO was involved in the
meeting or made the decision not to process the crime scene. Finally,
he believed that the case agent coordinated this issue with the Aurora
Police Department, but did not know about a specific discussion.

• Case No. (Victim: ; Subject: 
- The timeliness and/or thoroughness problems were:

(1) E-mails between victim and subject indicate that the sexual activity
might have been consensual, and also tend to contradict the victim's
statement that • did not yell during the alleged assault because •
feared cadet discipline. The victim, however, was not re-interviewed
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regarding the e-mails to assess credibility in • alle ations. The re-
interview could have resulted in the victim recantin story in 
whole or part. According to the case agent a re-
interview was considered, but 

b6 

• and the DETCO decided against one 
because of a "gray area" concerning confrontational sexual assault 
victim interviews. In this regard, the case agent advised that this type 
re-interview would have been done at his subsequent duty 
assignment, but the USAF A environment is different because cadet 
victims come to the academy with strong congressional or senatorial 
backing. When questioned further regarding a clarification versus 
confrontational interview, the case agent said a "fine line" separated 
the two and he was afraid to cross that fine line in the academy 
environment. 

(2) A Forensic Science Consultant (FSC) was not contacted, even though
required in AFOSI guidance. The case agent advised that • was
unsure why FSC coordination was not documented in the case file .
• opined that FSC coordination for the case might have been
documented in case which involved the same
subject. However, that case file also did not reflect FSC coordination.

bl 

(3) AFOSI did not follow-up with the Staff Judge Advocate (SJA) after
receiving a SJA letter saying no action was pending in the case. The
case agent could not explain the omission.

(4) After receiving e-mail traffic between the victim and subject on
May 2, 2002, the case agent waited more than 2 weeks, until May 1 7,
2002, to read the e-mails. According to the case agent, the victim was
looking for the e-mails May 2-5, 2002, provided them to • during
this timeframe, • rceived the fmal ones on May 5, 2002, and.
should have shown May 5, not May 2, as the receipt date in the case
file. He could not explain why • did not review them until May 17,
12 days after a May 5 receipt date.

( 5) A month expired before the case agent asked the ADC for permission
to talk to subject. The case agent was unable to explain the delay.

• Case No. (Victim: -; Subject: 
- Timeliness or thoroughness problems were:

(1) Crime scene was not visited or diagrammed. The case agent could not
recall specifically why a crime scene visit was not conducted.
However, since the subject and victim agreed the sex act took place
and the only question was consent, the case agent did not believe that
visiting the crime scene would have added value to the investigation.
According to the case agent, the decision not to visit the crime scene
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involved the type of issue that would have been cleared/discussed 
with the DETCO, even though such a discussion was not documented 
in the case file. 

(2) Investigation did not include an attempt to locate a semen stain on the
floor. According to the case agent, the subject and victim agreed that
the events occurred, and visiting the crime scene and attempting to
collect a semen stain would not have added value to the investigation.
Additionally, the case agent asserted that (a) locating the stain would
not have proven anything, since there would not have been a way to
determine when the stain was deposited, and (b) the DETCO would
have approved the decision not to visit and/or process the crime
scene. The DETCO agreed, advising that it was • decision not to
process the crime scene and collect the stained carpet as evidence.
According to the DETCO, cadet rooms are all basically the same and
there would not have been a way to determine when a stain was
deposited on the floor. As a result, the DETCO believed that it would
have been pointless to collect stain evidence.

(3) The door lock on the victim's room was not checked to validate the
victim's allegation. The case agent did not recall the door lock being
a factor in the investigation, stating • had been told that cadets
generally do not lock their doors.

Although we understand the rationale for not completing some investigative steps 
in this case, thorough crime scene processing in an alleged violent crime case is 
fundamental and generally should not be omitted. Processing the crime scene in 
this case might not have produced conclusive evidence as the case agent and 
DETCO surmise, but would have given them an additional basis for addressing 
the consent issue in victim and subject interviews. Doing so might have answered 
the consent issue and helped ensure the most appropriate case outcome. 

Air Force General Counsel Report (SAF/GC) 

According to the SAF JGC report (page 156, section entitled, "Review of Sexual 
Assault Cases") 

"Pursuant to the Secretary's guidance to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Academy's sexual assault deterrence and response processes, we undertook an 
analysis of the investigated cases containing allegations of sexual assault at the 
Academy. The purpose ofthis analysis was to evaluate whether, in light of the 
available evidence, the criminal dispositions taken by the Academy leadership 
appeared to be reasonable. The review was performed by staff team members 
having military justice expertise." 

The reviewers concluded (p. 164): 
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" ... of the forty-three cases considered, we disagreed with the reasonableness of 
the criminal disposition of one case. We questioned, but could not form an 
opinion on, four others. Although there were cases where we would have 
favored use of formal criminal processes to resolve close factual issues, 
disciplinary action generally appeared to be within reasonable boundaries of 
discretion. We did not attempt to assess the reasonableness of characterization 
of discharge." 

Our evaluation did not include efforts to validate this portion of the SAF /GC 
report. 

Conclusions 

Based on reviewing the investigative case files and conducting follow-up 
interviews with the case agents and other AFOSI personnel, 5 (28 percent) of the 
18 investigations opened during the last three years (CY 2000 through CY 2003) 
omitted investigative steps necessary to thoroughness. In one case (6 percent), the 
investigative omissions might have affected the case outcome. 
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Appendix F. Evolution of Confidential Sexual 
Assault Reporting 

LtGen Hosmer Era (USAFA Superintendent, Jun. 1991- Jun. 1994) 

In 1993, after meeting with female USAF A cadets and hearing that many knew 
another cadet who had been sexually assaulted, LtGen Hosmer began a 
counseling program to deal with the "medical and emotional problem " 

experienced after a sexual assault.
1 

However, he did not view them as sexual 

assaults, advising instead that " ... I heard a number of the specific cases .... I 
would characterize ... all of them ... as heavy pressure from a peer, often the girl 
was a virgin, not prepared for the event, ... realized later what she'd done, and 
was traumatized ... "

2 
As a result, he directed a USAF A 

, to form a small group of nurses and 
3 

get the word out that cadets could talk to these people in confidence. According

to LtGen Hosmer, his intention was for the nurses to encourage cadets to report 
matters for investigation when they were told something that should be 
investigated as a crime.

4 
In practice, however, he explained that the matter would 

not be reported if the cadet did not want to report to police. 
5 

In addition, he 
conceded that the nurses were not qualified to distinguish between criminal and 

non-criminal sexual behavior. In fact, he said, it" ... was not her business."
6

LtGen Hosmer began this program as an informal process without prior Air Force 
knowledge or approval. The Commandant of Cadets during the period June 1993 
to November 1994 was not aware of the program.7

LtGen Hosmer also viewed the problem as a counseling record security matter­
the counseling center location permitted observing anyone entering or leaving the 
counseling center; command officials could access counseling records maintained 
in the center; and during prosecution, counseling record releases could be ordered. 
He, therefore, believed that cadets did not trust the Cadet Counseling Center to 
protect their records from disclosure. He did not take any direct action to alter or 
improve cadet perceptions regarding counseling records, such as relocating the 

8
counseling center or directing USAF A commanders not to access the records. 
Instead, he excluded the Cadet Counseling Center from the confidential reporting 

process and established the informal counseling system with nurses instead of 
using the professional counselors and mental health staff employed by the Cadet 

December 3, 2003, Hosmer Interview Transcript, p. 11. 
Ibid, p. 7 
Ibid,p. 12 
Ibid,p. 14 
Ibid, p. 13 
Ibid,p. 17 
February 25, 2004, Gen Patrick K.. Gamble Interview Transcript, p. 16; Immediately prior to becoming the USAF A 
Superintendent, LtGen Hosmer was the SAF/IG and AFOSI reported to him directly. Accordingly, there is no basis for 
LtGen Hosmer not to know or fully understand AFOSI investigative responsibility or independent authority to conduct 
investigations. 
Ibid,p. 33 
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9 
Counseling Center. He believed the cadets needed someone to talk to about their 

sexual experiences in a manner that would remain confidential. His process 

focused on the victim.
10 

When asked if he had considered repeat offenders, 
LtGen Hosmer advised that someone (possibly AFOSI) had told him about this 
possibility, so he thought this would be" ... another chance to catch them."11 
LtGen Hosmer apparently did not consider the fact that this would mean another 

crime would occur before a criminal could be pursued and, if the next crime were 
subject to the same reporting process, the criminal likely would avoid prosecution 

again. In addition, he did not establish any system, procedure, or process to 
measure program effectiveness or accomplishments. He received "aperiodic 
characterizations of the traffic " concerning confidential reports that the nurses 
received," but only the nurses knew identities and incident details. 

12

LtGen Hosmer retired from the Air Force in June 1994. 

Ibid,p. 41 
10 Ibid, p. 12 
11 Ibid, p. 59 
12 April 8, 2003, Hosmer Interview transcript, p. 60 
13 Fowler Report, p. 15 
14 Air Force Cadet Wing Regulation 537-7, June 23, 1992, p. 2 
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LtGen Oelstrom Era (USAFA Superintendent, Aug. 1997-Jun. 2000) 

Upon becoming USAF A Superintendent in August 1997, LtGen Oelstrom wanted 
to know if women had been accepted into all aspects of USAF A life. After a 6-
month study and determining that they had, he turned his focus to improving the 
cadet character development program. 77

In mid-November 1997, the Honorable F. Whitten Peters was confirmed as the 
Under Secretary of the Air Force. Upon being sworn into office, Under Secretary 
Peters also became the acting Secretary, which continued until August 1999, 
when he was confirmed as Secretary of the Air Force and served in that capacity 
until January 2000.78

In September 1998, LtGen Nicholas B. Kehoe replaced LtGen Swope as SAF/IG. 

In December 1998, the Chief, USAF A Sexual Assault Services Committee, 
briefed LtGen Oelstrom and other USAF A leaders. The briefing, which was 
entitled "We Have a Problem," was based on 1996-1997 social climate survey 
results indicating that 24 percent of female cadet had been sexually assaulted 
since arriving at USAF A. The briefing did not result in LtGen Oelstrom ta1cing 
any direct action. 

In June 1999, BrigGen Mark A. Welsh III replaced BrigGen Lorenz as 
Commandant of Cadets. 

BrigGen Welsh realized early that there were problems with how USAF A 
processed sexual assaults. Early in his tenure, he spoke with 
Chief, Victim Advocate Program, and received an overview on the sexual assault 
reporting process. After the meeting, BrigGen Welsh decided that no one was 
closing the loop with the chain of command. He was bothered that the 
Commandant heard about a sexual assault through a phone call. According to 
BrigGen Welsh, he " ... had the feeling that if anybody ever wanted to cut off that 
report, it would happen. I'm not sure that there was any way to guarantee that 
everyone who had concern, that the Commandant knew about it. And as the 
�ander I felt I had to."79 The Vice Commandant 
..... commented similarly: 

" ... One thing we found out, when General Welsh and I got over 
there, is that for actual incidents themselves that there was no real 
formal way of up channeling things and kind of keeping track of 

77 Air Force Working Group Report, p. 15 
78 March 4, 2004, Peters Interview Transcript, p. 4 
79 March 26, 2003, Welsh Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 28 
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80 Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 12 

things. And part of that probably started with the desired, you know, 

keep confidentiality when the cadets want it and that sort of 
thing .... "80 

As a result, BrigGen Welsh and decided to develop a notification 
form. 

81 
BrigGen Welsh recalled that he be an this chan e around S rin 2000. 

82

He also recalled asking then from 
May 31, 2000 to July 29, 2001, to begin drafting a notification form. 
BrigGen Welsh reviewed a draft. AFOSI looked at the draft as well, because: 

" ... I wanted to make sure that 

AFOSI Detachment Commander] was comfortable and whoever the 
colonel was who was the Deputy Chief of the AF OSI at the time who 

came out to the Academy and talked to us about this, that they had a 
chance to see it and comment. As a result, there was a coordination 
process that took a while to get it finalized."83 

BrigGen Welsh advised that he intended to use the form as a tool for final 
decisions. Once BrigGen Welsh received a form, he intended to meet with 
whomever was involved in the process to obtain more information and then 
determine how to proceed. He explained that" .. at the Academy you don't want 
lots of pieces of paper :floating around with lots of information anywhere, and so I 
don't think you needed everything to be on that piece of paper. That wasn't the 
intent."84

According to the there were two forms, a 
documentation form, and the notification form that and 
BrigGen Welsh requested. The documentation form was used to provide 
information for the CASIE database. The notification form was used to notify the 
Commandant or Vice Commandant, Victim Advocate Program Chief, and the 
Sexual Assault Services Branch Chie£ The notification form included basic 
details on the event and victim treatment, but not biographical information. This 
form was initiated to better document the victim notification and assistance 
process.

85

In late 1999, two incidents resulted in AFOSI investigations that prompted 
renewed AFOSI action to address the confidential reporting policy. However, 
according to BrigGen Taylor "The practical application of that policy was an 
issue of daily concern by OSI at the Air Force Academy."86 

One investigation 

was initiated on October 31, 1999, after two female cadets talked, decided that the 
same male cadet had sexually assaulted them both during a 1-2 week period, and 
one then came forward to AFOSI. At approximately the same time, on 

b6 

81 Ibid, 13 
82 May 2, 2003, Welsh Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 15 
83 Ibid, 12 
84 Ibid, 12-13 
85 Interview Summary, pp. 3-5 
86 December 2, 2003, Taylor Interview Transcript, p. 20 
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November 29, 1999, AFOSI opened an investigation after a former cadet 
complained about an on-and-off sexual relationship that she had with a USAF A 
chaplain beginning some 10 years earlier when she was a USAF A cadet. As a 
result of these incidents, in November 1999, the AFOSI Commander 
(BrigGen Taylor) wrote a memorandum to an AFOSI staff officer in SAF/IG 
outlining recent events at USAF A and objecting to a system that "sets a 
dangerous precedent for circumventing Air Force Policy."

87 
The memorandum 

pointed out that USAF AI 51-201 did not comply" ... with higher Air Force 
publications." The memorandum also pointed out that the temporary waiver to 
AFI 44-102 had expired, USAF A medical personnel were no longer relieved from 
reporting sexual assaults, and AFPD 71-1 required commanders to "[r]efer to 
AFOSI all criminal matters and offenses for which AFOSI is responsible." The 
memorandum also addressed the USAF A "premise behind the provision " 
authorizing the USAF A Commandant to decide whether a sexual assault would be 
investigated, stating that this premise "sets a dangerous precedent of 
circumventing Air Force policy. However, after preparing the memorandum and 
possibly forwarding it to the AFOSI staff officer in SAF/IG, the AFOSI 
Commander decided to use a different approach. He had already raised the matter 
with the current and previous SAF/IG, and apparently was concerned that the 
memorandum would not produce a desired result. 

88 
In any event, he decided to 

approach the issue differently. BrigGen Taylor contacted the Air Force General 
Counsel (Jeh C. Johnson), a personal acquaintance, and asked Johnson to initiate 
an SAF/GC review" ... so it doesn't look like AFOSI is complaining."89

According BrigGen Taylor, Johnson was: 

Johnson characterized Taylor's attitude at the time as: 

BrigGen Taylor apparently gave Johnson the memorandum that he had drafted, 
because Johnson advised: 

87 Undated Taylor Memorandum to SAF /IGX, Subject: "Reporting Procedures for Sexual Assaults at USAF A" 
88 Based on interview, BrigGen Taylor was "almost certain" that he briefed LtGen Kehoe on" ... the issue when Kehoe was in-

briefed ... " as the new SAF/IG in October 1998. 
89 Based on characterization in a subsequent e-mail from SAF/IGX 
90 December 2, 2003, Taylor Interview Transcript, p. 21 
91 February 11, 2004, Johnson Interview Transcript, p. 12 
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Johnson also recalled that his 
headed the working group 

formed to review the matter. He also recalled that 

. and people in his office .... " 

On January 10, 2000, - e-mailed the 

involvement was 
based on their mutual agreement or because " .. was the one who dealt with 
Academy issues,

Office of the Air Force Judge Advocate General (Wilder), who headed the 
working group that redrafted the USAF A draft policy, to begin working group 
meetings. In the e-mail, - advised: 

On February 9, 2000, the SAF/GC (Johnson) sent SAF/IG (LtGen Kehoe) a 
memorandum advising that his office had received questions following a criminal 
case and, in responding to the questions, had become concerned about AFI 51-201 
and other guidance. According to the memorandum: 

SAF/IG (LtGen Kehoe) apparently agreed to contact the USAF A Superintendent 
(LtGen Oelstrom), because the first working group meeting was held on 
March 29, 2000. In addition to 11111 the following individuals attended the 
meeting: 

• USAFA; 

• to the Air Force Surgeon 
General, Office of Air Force Surgeon General (may have provided input 
rather than actually attending the meeting); 

92 February 11, 2004, Johnson Interview Transcript, p. 18 
93 February 11, 2004, Johnson Interview Transcript, p. 23; The Fowler Panel criticized who was lead attorney for the 

Air Force Working Group team, for not disclosing his substantial previous involvement. This issue is addressed in Part V­
Responsibility. 

94 February 9, 2000, Mr. Jeh C. Johnson, Air Forced General Counsel Memorandum, Subject: Air Force Academy Policy 

F-24

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

b5 

b6 

b5 

b5 

b6 



• AFOSI; 

• 

SAF/IG; and 

• SAF/IG . 

Over the ensuing 14 months until May 2001, the following additional individuals 
worked with or were associated with the group, which was identified in various 

95 correspondence as the "AFA Sexual Assault Procedure Study Group:"

• LtGen Kehoe, SAF/IG;

• LtGen Raymond Huot, SAF/IG;

• MajGen William Moorman, Air Force Judge Advocate General;

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,AF/JAG; 

, Staff Attorney, Office of Air Force General Counsel; 

, SAF/IGX; 

, Staff Officer, SAF/IGX; 

, Staff Officer, SAF/IGX; 

, XOGV, AFOSI; 

,XOG,AFOSI 

LtGen Dallager Era (USAFA Superintendent, Jun. 2000-Apr. 2003) 

In June 2000, LtGen John Dallager replaced LtGen Oelstrom as USAF A 
Superintendent. 

In pre�n for a July 18, 2000, 
2000, - e-mailed the AFOSI and asked 
him to propose changes to the USAF A policy (USAF AI 51-201 ), using specific 
proposed changes " ... so we will have commonality of language and perhaps can 
mer e to an actual compromise change, not just a concept." The e-mail indicated 
that had requested the same input from the USAF A Staff Judge Advocate 

. In response, the USAF A Staff Judge Advocate prepared a July 13, 
2000, memorandum and the AFOSI Staff Judge Advocate prepared a July 14, 
2000, memorandum. 

The AF OSI memorandum provided " ... it remains the position of AFOSI that 
AFOSI must be notified of all such sexual assaults for possible investigation by 

95 January 2000-May 2001 Working Group e-mails.-
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96 AFOSI Staff Judge Advocate Memorandum, Subject: AFOSI Draft changes to USAF AI 51-201 
97 USAF A Judge Advocate Memorandum, Subject: Study Group Taskings 

AF OSI as is required by current Air Force policy in AFPD 71-7 [sic] and AFI 51-
201. For discussion purposes, however, we offer the following draft
modifications to USAF AI 51-201 as possible solutions to the issues raised by the
Academy's current policy." (Bolding added for emphasis) In essential part,
AF OSI then proposed " ... using the same basic framework of sexual assault
reporting as is found in the Academy instruction ... "to" ... allow for all the
initial victim support services to engage and continue .... " The AFOSI proposal 
continued: 

"In those cases, however, where command and supervisory 
personnel ... [including medical and Cadet Counseling and 
Leadership Development Center personnel] learn of a sexual assault 
on a cadet from the victim or any other source then these authorities 
will be required to make a timely report to AFOSI. An AFOSI 

special agent will then be permitted to meet with the victim for an 
in-person interview and to explain the investigative process, answer 
questions, and take a report of the assault. At the conclusion of this 
interview if the victim does not desire for an investigation to ensue, 
then, absent a request from the Academy Superintendent, 

AFOSI, upon receipt of a written and signed declination from 

the victim, will not open an investigation but will merely 

document the incident in the AFOSI data base." (Emphasis 

added)
96 

AFOSI then recommended specific additions and deletions to USAF AI 51-201 
based on the proposal. 

The USAF A memorandum
97

, on the other hand, did not offer changes and, 
instead, praised the unique sexual assault program, claiming that " ... USAF A 
has reviewed its policy against available statistical data, and concluded that it 
has been a success, meeting all original objectives . ... " Other salient points 
from the memorandum are: 

• "Prior to policy implementation, USAF A received virtually no reports of
sexual assault with the exception of a spike in reports in [ Academic Year]
A Y92/93 following a serious rape incident and Superintendent
intervention."

• "Following policy implementation, cases are being reported that would
never have come to light (approximately 12 per year) and our victims are
getting the support they need."

• "One of the important safety valves designed into the system ... was that
the Commandant of Cadets would be briefed on all cases and could

override the victim's confidentiality in aggravated situations."

(Emphasis added)
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• "USAF AI 51- 20 1, paragraph 2.8.1.2.1 goes one step further and requires

the Commandant to advise the Superintendent on 'the merits and

limitations of authorizing an investigation."'

• "Our experience has been that the serious cases get reported, investigated
and prosecuted (when the evidence warrants). The less serious (and

prosecutable) acquaintance assault cases are handled in a manner

that maximizes victim recovery and retention at USAFA." (Emphasis
added)

• "While it might be said that we are allowing future officers to go

unpunished, just the opposite is true: we are bringing cases to light that
would never have been reported and increasing the likelihood that

perpetrators will be identified." (Emphasis added)

• "If some cases are not investigated, AFOSI statistics of sexual offenders
based on source of commission do not bear out the proposition that

USAF A is graduating a higher percentage of officers in this category."

• "Finally, our cadets understand and accept the fact that the rules which

govern their conduct at USAF A are unlike the rules which apply in

the "real" Air Force. Perhaps in this case the rules which apply in the
USAF are the ones which need to be examined and changed."

(Emphasis added)

• "Recent results from our Cadet Social Climate Survey (AY 99 through

Dec 99), reflect that 74.8 percent of all female cadets would fear reprisal if
they reported sexual harassment by another cadet. That number has been
very consistent over the preceding two climate surveys. It should be noted
that for the same survey period, 40.5 percent of all female cadets reported
experiencing sexual harassment from other cadets. The numbers for the
preceding three years are 29, 32 and 4 8  percent, respectively. We have no

statistics regarding the number of cadets who would fear reprisal for

reporting a sexual assault, although it can be surmised that the numbers
would be equivalent." (Emphasis added)

98

• "Since Academic Year 9 5/96, DFBLC has received a total of 72 sexual
assault reports. Of these, 4 4  involved cadet perpetrators (3 cases involved

non-cadet victims), 1 1  involved non-cadet perpetrators, and the remaining
cases did not identify the status of the perpetrator. . . . 72 hours ... is
normally considered the outside limit for a reliable rape protocol (in those
cases involving rape) and ... one can assume that a crime scene will

normally have been compromised within that time frame. Of the
72 cases, ... only 8 were reported within the 72 hour window. This is
consistent with the fact that most of our cases involve acquaintance

98 In 1999, USAF A changed from conducting climate surveys in the Fall to conducting them in the Spring. A formal climate survey 
covering the period referenced was not completed until Spring 2000. The basis for this position, therefore, is unclear. 
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assault situations and are not reported until some time after the event." 
(Emphasis added) 

• " ... [I]f we consider A Y98/99, we know that 2 3  female respondents
reported being sexually assaulted since coming to USAF A, but that
DFBLC only received 12 complaints during that same time frame. This
means that 1 1  complaints were not reported or were reported elsewhere.
In A Y99/00 survey data indicates that 2 6  female respondents reported
being sexually assaulted, but only 1 6  complaints were received by
DFBLC. Again, the delta indicates underreporting or reporting

elsewhere. I am unaware that AFOSI has processed any cases that were
not previously reported to DFBLC, and so my assumption is that we still
experience some underreporting of sexual assault cases here at USAF A."

The USAF A position was based on the fundamental concept that "prosecutable " 
acquaintance assault cases are "less serious " and should be handled in a manner to 
maximize "victim recovery and retention at USAF A, " even though this would 
mean USAF A might also retain and graduate sex offenders. The USAF A Staff 
Judge Advocate went so far as to suggest that Air Force rules should be changed 
in line with the USAF A program. 

The USAF A data supporting these propositions were based largely on USAF A 
Climate Surveys, which used a definition for sexual assault that was different 
from the one used in the Air Force generally. This difference effectively negated 
any comparison based on Air Force wide data-"apples to oranges." In addition, 
the claim that AFOSI statistics" ... do not bear out the proposition that USAF A is 
graduating a higher percentage of [sex offender] officers .... " was based on 
comparing sexual assault rates for USAF A graduates with those for officers 
graduated from ROTC, Officer Training School (OTS), and Direct/Other 
programs. The comparisons, however, did not attempt to account for 
demographics. In reality, the caliber of individuals admitted into and graduated 
from USAF A should result in lower crime rates for USAF A graduates. However, 
the data showed that the sexual assault rates per thousand were 7.484 for USAF A 
graduates, 6.199 for ROTC graduates, 10.381 for OTS graduates, and 9.6 6 4  for 
Direct/Other sources. The fact that the USAF A rates were not lower than all the 
other categories should have been a cause for concern, but was not. The fact that 
the USAF A rate was 20. 7 percent higher than the ROTC rate certainly should 
have been a concern, but was not. 

On interview, the USAF A memorandum author - advised that. did 
not trust the data completely because • knew they were based on a sexual assault 
definition different from the UCMJ definition, but used the data anyway. • also 
conceded that. did not have a basis in policy or fact for the position that" ... 
one can assume that a crime scene will normally have been compromised within 
that time frame [72 hours]. ... " In fact,. acknowledged having been both a 
criminal prosecutor and defense counsel, and knew that crime scen�essing is 
necessary even after 72 hours. In explaining • statements to the -
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Working Group, he advised ... I didn't say destroy, but ... maybe, a less reliable 
process after the ... passage of a couple of days .... " In explaining that certain 
of the - Working Group members were uncomfortable with the statistics 
used in his presentation, he acknowledged that" ... OSI was primarily uncertain 
about those numbers .... "99

�king group meeting, on July 21, 2000, the USAFA­
........ e-mailed the Judge Advocate General (MajGen William A. 
Moorman) sharing his views on the meeting. The e-mail advised that: 

It is unclear as to why this e-mail was sent to the 
-· It appears to have been a "back-channel " correspondence to keep the
Judge Advocate General's office apprised. The e-mail did not include other
addressees and others were not copied for information. The

however, forwarded the e-mail to other Judge Advocate 
General officials (including - on July 25, 2000. 

On July 28, 2000, - e-mailed the Air Force General Counsel (Johnson) 
advising: 

The e-mail also forwarded an e-mail to the working group members sent earlier 
the same day proposin a modified sexual assault re orting process. 100 The 
� which an n� employed in 
.... office prepared with guidance from and• immediate 
supervisor, was" ... intended to balance many of the interests expressed by the 
AFA and AFOSI regarding cadet sexual assault cases at the Academy."101 The 

99 October 29, 2003, Interview Transcri t, pp. 16-17 & 26-29 -
100 The e-mail is addressed to who forwarded it to the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force-original says SAF 

and, in turn, to the SAF/IG (LtGen Kehoe), and Deputy 
SAF/IG (MajGen Robert J. Winner . 

101 On interview, the that she did not work on the project alone and depended on 
and supervisor for guidance. also advised that she was unaware oflaws and directives establishing AFOSI 

independent investigative authority, and the direction to her was to look at the situation as if there were no regulations and to 
balance the competing AFOSI and USAF A interests. Interview Transcript, pp. 12-15. 
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proposal, titled "Procedures to be instituted when a sexual assault occurs," 
outlined roles for the superintendent, the commandant, the Cadet Counseling 
Center, the victim advocate and AFOSI, and provided that AFOSI would not be 
allowed to: 

In forwarding the proposal for comment, - advised: 

In July 2000, LtGen Edgar R. Anderson, Jr., who retired from the Air Force as the 
Air Force Surgeon General on November 15, 1996, 103 complained (the Anderson 
Complaint) to Senator Mary Landrieu (D, Louisiana) that BrigGen John Hopper, 
while acting as Commandant of Cadets from 1994 to 1996, intentionally covered 
up sexual assault problems at USAF A. LtGen Anderson gave Senator Landrieu a 
copy of the four-page point paper that 

b5 

b6 

b5 

b6 - prepared in Spring 1996, 
describing the USAF A culture and sexual assault problems. He raised the issue to 
Congress at that time because BrigGen Hopper had been nominated to become 
Vice Commander, Air Education and Training Command, and for appointment to 
lieutenant general rank, which required congressional approval. 

On July 27, 2000, Senator Landrieu wrote to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, forwarding the point paper and stating: 

"General Anderson alleged that several incidents of sexual abuse and 

misconduct occurred at the Air Force Academy during the tenure of 
Major General John Hopper. Furthermore, several of these incidents 

were not investigated, and may have been deliberately covered-up. 

General Anderson's report, provided to the Air Force Chief of Staff, 
appears to substantiate these allegations. General Anderson has 

stated his willingness to go on record with these allegations. I 
4 believe that you will find General Anderson to be credible." 10

The Senate Armed Services Committee referred the Anderson Complaint to the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management Policy). That office referred 
the matter to the Air Force. Between August 3 and 28, 2000, the SAF/IG Senior 
Official Inquiries Directorate (SAF/IGS) conducted a complaint analysis into the 
allegations against BrigGen Hopper. SAF/IGS concluded that the evidence did 
not warrant investigating BrigGen Hopper for wrongdoing. SAF/IG 
(LtGen Raymond J. Huot) approved closing the complaint on August 30, 2000, as 
one of his frrst actions as SAF/IG. (LtGen Huot replaced LtGen Kehoe as 
SAF/IG in August 2000.) Other than relating the results to the Senate Armed 

102 It appears that this proposal is the same as the one referred to as the "Compromise Proposal" in the Air Force Working Group 
Report, p. 20. It also appears that the proposal was distributed to at least certain individuals prior to the formal distribution, 
because a copy was sent to SAF/IG (LtGen Kehoe) on July 27, 2000. July 27, 2000, Harvey e-mail to SAF/IG 

103 LtGen Anderson, together with Col Hall and the then Deputy Surgeon General (LtGen Roadman) first raised the issues to the Air 
Force ChiefofStaff(Gen Fogleman) on June 3, 1996. 

104 July 27, 2000, Letter to the Chairman, Senate Armed Services Committee 
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Services Committee, the complaint did not result in further action. 105 The 
Anderson Complaint processing is discussed in detail in the report at Part V 
(Accountability) in the section addressing LtGen Huot's accountability for 
USAF A sexual assault problems. 

Office of 
e-mailed the Air Force Judge Advocate General

(MajGen Moorman), Subject: "FYI- Disturbing turn of events." The e-mail 
advised: 

On August 9, 2000, the AFOSI sent-a 
memorandum rejecting compromise proposal, advising: 

105 An August 23, 2003, Colorado Springs Gazette Telegraph (The Gazette) news article again raised the Anderson allegations,
indicating that a whistleblower had taken a four-page report to Senator Landrieu and others in July 2000, and "[t]op Air Force 
officials and members of Congress knew of the Air Force Academy's sex-assault problems years ago but didn't take action .... " 
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On Au� 2000, the atto� who prepared the proposal e-
mailed - advising that• and the Principal Deputy General Counsel 
(Florence Madden) had met with SAF/IG (LtGen Kehoe). 106 According to the e-
mail: 

b6 

b5 

On August 23, 2000, - responded to the e-mail, asking: 
b6 

b5 

106 The Principal Deputy was apparently acting for the General Counsel who was on leave
107 The ''two-letter level" apparently refers to individuals who r ort to the Air Force Secretary directly, such as the SAF/IG, 

SAF/GC, USAF A Superintendent, and Air Force Surgeon General, i.e., the same officials
who have been participating in the matter for several years. 

ep b6 
• 
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- continued monitoring the situation and attempting to broker a compromise
between AF OSI and USAF A until approximately May 2001, but the AF OSI
memorandum rejecting the compromise roposal, coupled with the Principal
Deputy General Counsel's advice that 

b6 

robably would support AFOSI's
statutory authority, effectively ended the Working Group effort. In
explaining �on and why the matter was never elevated to the Secretary of
the Air For� advised:

In August 2000, the AFOSI Commander (BrigGen Taylor) met with the new 
SAF/IG (LtGen Huot) about AFOSI concerns with AFOSI sexual assault 
reporting. According to testimony, the new SAF/IG " ... was noncommittal and 
[his] ... guidance and direction was to let the process work through and see what 

"happened .... 109

On September 13, 2000, - e-mailed the General Counsel (Johnson) 
advising: 

108 Interview Transcript, pp. 57, 60, 73 & 75 
109 December 2, 2003, Taylor Interview Transcript, p. 29
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On October 17, 2000, e-mailed his staff attorney - and a
SAF/IG staff officer advising that: 

On October 20, 2000, the USAF A e-mailed the 
Superintendent and copied the Commandant, providing information to prepare the 
Superintendent for the upcoming meeting with the AFOSI Commander. The e-
mail strongly endorsed the USAF A confidential reporting system, claiming that 
" ... [t]hese are cases that would never have come to light without cadet 
confidence in the confidentiality of their report ... and suggesting" ... [p]erhaps 
the AF should ado t a version of this s stem for our operational bases .... " 
Specifically, the 

b5 

b6 

b5 

b6 

advised the Superintendent 
(LtGen Dallager) that: 

" ... Since I will be TDY ... next week I wanted to forward 
- e-mail to you along with my comments so that you could
prepare for your meeting with BG Taylor on the 30th of October. I
will also provide a file ... that you can read for background. Before
I discuss the specifics of SAF/GC's e-mail, it may be helpful to
review BG Taylor's concerns. First, he believes that our system

teaches cadets a process that is contrary to the existing system in

the Air Force. I would answer him by saying that (1) this is not the
only USAF A process that is different from the AF--we have created
unique systems for honor, discipline, assignments, etc. that work
well for us in our social environment. The fact that we treat cadets
differently is justified by our elaborate selection process, the
enormous expenditure of time and resources in educating cadets, the
unique circumstances of Academy life, and the political nature of
Academy appointments, to name a few considerations. (2) our
system works! The stats bear out the fact that we have had far more
reports under our support driven system than under the old
prosecution driven system. These are cases that would never have
come to light without cadet confidence in the confidentiality of their
report. (3) Perhaps the AF should adopt a version of this system for
our operational bases. By fostering reports, we foster deterrence
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since a perpetrator is less likely to commit a crime of violence it he 
knows the victim is more likely to report it. Second, BG Taylor 

feels that allowing the cadet to make up his/her mind to 

prosecute unfairly puts the decision making burden on the cadet 

at a time when the cadet does not need any additional stress. I 
would answer this concern by saying (1) this is what the cadets want 

(2) If they are under additional stress, what better place for them to

be than DFBLC getting professional help rather than the informal

underground cadet process that existed previously. (3) DFBLC does
not put pressure on anyone to report. They explain options and
counsel, but it's up to the cadet. All the literature talks about the

revictimization and loss of control rape victims feel when they are
subjected to a criminal process. That is probably a greater source of

stress. Third, he does not think our system captures sufficient

data to identify repeat off enders, especially when they are

graduated and out in the Air Force. I would answer this by saying
that (1) the vast majority of our cases are 'date rape' one on one

scenarios where alcohol is involved and judgments are impaired.

They are not the classic serial rapist scenarios. (2) Those cases that
may be serious are identified and investigated (mention case of Basic
Cadet who complained that her stepfather was her 'boyfriend').

Also, USAF A is not graduating officers who are more likely than
other commissioning sources to commit sexual offenses. [AF]OSI's

own data shows sex off ender rates per thousand by

commissioning source as follows: ROTC, 6.199; USAFA, 7.484;

OTS, 10.381; Direct/Other, 9.664. (3), the best way to catch

offenders is to increase reports. The best way to do that is to offer
confidentiality. Fourth, BG Taylor does not think our cadets are

getting a balanced presentation from DFBLC on their options

especially regarding prosecution. I would answer this by saying
(1) that this is required by our regulations, i.e., a balanced

presentation (2) we have asked OSI to talk to cadets in the past ( on
condition that anonymity be preserved) (3) that this perception is

based on a lack of criminal reporting from DFBLC which is limited
due to the 'date rape' scenarios that are common in these cases, i.e.,

they are not prosecutable cases to begin with and the cadets know

it and don't want to go thru an unproductive process.

With regard to the specific proposals, let me take them in order: 

1. OSI informed of report and decides if it is a case they would

want to handle. If they get the same info as the Comm (i.e., no

names) I guess there would be no problem. Since most of the cases
are date rapes, they would probably not be interested in many. This

would also give them a chance to collect evidence if it was a case

they were interested in.

2. OSI meets with cadet victim to provide benefits of an

investigation (conducted at DFBLC with counselor present).

This would only occur if OSI wanted to take the case. Of course, the
big issue here is anonymity. OSI would want a name so they could
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index the case. 

3. OSI informed of report and decides if it is a case they would

want to handle. If they get the same info as the Comm (i.e., no

names) I guess there would be no problem. Since most of the cases
are date rapes, they would probably not be interested in many. This
would also give them a chance to collect evidence if it was a case

they were interested in.

4. OSI meets with cadet victim to provide benefits of an

investigation (conducted at DFBLC with counselor present).

This would only occur if OSI wanted to take the case. Of course, the
big issue here is anonymity. OSI would want a name so they could

index the case (discussed below). We would not want to disclose the
name because it will deter reports. Comm does not get names now

because it will deter reports and OSI would be same. We might be
able to allow meeting if cadet could remain anonymous, but would
have to be careful that meeting did not turn into an interview.

5. OSI handles crime scene. Again, OK as long as anonymity is
preserved. SF [Security Forces] does this now anyway. In reality,

most reports are received long after the crime scene has been
compromised.

6. If cadet does not want investigation, Comm is briefed,

receives OSI input and decides whether to override

confidentiality. Supt is briefed on decision not to override and

ratifies. This is probably a good idea--provides visibility and top
cover.

7. OSI can appeal decision not to investigate in exceptional

cases. This is a big exception and would need to be carefully
worded. What is exceptional? Who decides appeal? What are the

timelines? This is a command vs. OSI independence issue and
would require a lot of trust if implemented.

8. If fmal decision is not to investigate, OSI opens a "0" ftle.

This is for OSI internal use only and does not feed into DCII
(federal) system. Again, problem is anonymity for victim and fact

that if perpetrator is known, his name gets indexed and he doesn't
even have a chance to defend himself ... . " (Emphasis added)

On or about October 30, 2000, BrigGen Taylor traveled to USAF A and met with 
0the USAF A Superintendent (LtGen Dallager) to find an amenable solution.11

Following the meeting, on November 19, 2000, BrigGen Taylor sent an e-mail to 
-stating:

" ... We have had two referrals since my meeting with the Sup. I am 
not ready to declare victory as we still are not made aware of ALL 
complaints, but I found the Sup receptive to our concerns and 

uo July 6, 2003, Taylor Interview Transcript, p. 71 1
F-36

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

b6 



looking for a methodology to get us involved while assuring the 
anonymity of the victim is protected. He said that he would get back 
with me. If I do not hear from him by the end of the month .. .I will 
give a call. I think we made good progress but only time will 

"tell .... 111

In January 2001, Air Force Secretary Peters resigned leaving the Air Force 
Secretary position vacant until Secretary Roche arrived in June 2001. Lawrence 
W. Delaney was acting Secretary during the interim time.

On January 20, 2001, the SAF/GC (Johnson) left Government Service. On 
interview, he claimed that he did not know the USAF A confidential sexual assault 
reporting policy conflicted with statutory and policy requirements, advising: 

" ... If you had told me in 1999 that this reg[ulation] is expressly at 
odds with public law or a DoD reg[ulation] that would have set 
alarm bells off for me as the general counsel of the Air Force. And I 
think I would have concluded that this is something that needs to be 
addressed. . . . My recollection is that I was presented with the issue 
as a matter of competing policy and felt that it was something that 
had to be resolved. . . . I remember • or Frank ... telling me that 
... movement was happening, that progress was being made. That it 
was a difficult issue, it was an emotional issue and that progress was 

"being made in the right direction .... 112

In May 2001, the AFOSI Commander (BrigGen Taylor) met with the USAF A 
Commandant of Cadets (BrigGen Welsh), to discuss AFOSI concerns about the 
confidential sexual assault reporting policy. The meeting resulted in USAF A 
agreeing to inform AFOSI of all sexual assaults without compromising victim 
identities when victims did not want a law enforcement investigation. In 
testimony, BrigGen Taylor stated that, under the agreement, AFOSI " ... would 
have authority or opportunity to go talk directly to the Superintendent on those 
cases where we felt very strongly, which would have been all of them .... " The 
AFOSI Commander's (BrigGen Taylor) May 4, 2001, e-mail following that 
meeting stated: 

" ... I have given serious thought to that discussion and believe that 
you and the Sup have significantly improved the process to the point 
where it might be a model for our Air Force in approaching this 
issue. I have asked our folks to get with my successor, Eric 
Patterson, and perhaps to schedule a visit with you for an in-depth 
briefing on the current program and its benefits. I would also 
recommend that a representative from AF/JA and GC also get the 
update. Many of the concerns that I have had with the program

since its inception have appeared to be overcome. I'd like to see 
ifwe can get buy in for similar efforts across the Air Force. This 
may also have applicability for our suicide prevention program in the 
vein of a limited privileged communication effort to get our people 
the help they need without mental health or criminal stigma ... just a 

m Air Force Working Group Report, p. 20 and Exhibit 94; November 19, 2000 Taylor e-mail to-· 
112 February 11, 2004, Johnson Interview Transcript, pp. 37, 40, & 43 
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3
t 11h oug h t. ... 

The AFOSI Commander (BrigGen Taylor), however, retired from the Air Force 
in May 2001, and the agreement was never implemented. Even though he alerted 
his successor (BrigGen Leonard E. Patterson) to the situation, the successor 
AFOSI Commander did not follow-up or ensure the agreement was 
imp d . 1 emente . 114

On June 1, 2001, Congress confirmed James G. Roche, PhD, as Secretary of the 
Air Force. 

On August 3, 2001, BrigGen Silvanes Taco Gilbert III replaced MajGen Welsh as 
USAF A Commandant of Cadets. 115 In assigning BrigGen Gilbert, the Air Force 
Chief of Staff (Gen Michael E. Ryan) directed him to restore good order and 
discipline at USAF A. According to BrigGen Gilbert: 

" ... I was ... summoned to the Chief of Staffs office, and he laid 
out his agenda for the Academy .... [W]e had major drug issues. 
We had drug rings ... operating in the dorms. We had disciplinary 
issues. We had already had another special investigation of the 
honor code, because there were problems with the honor code. The 
honor code -- lost its honor. The military academy had lost its focus . 

. . . [H]e called me in, General Ryan, and he said, I want you to go in 
and reestablish honor ... [in] the honor code, reestablish military 

discipline. . . . [T]here was not even an established uniform of the 
day. Everybody just wore whatever they wanted to wear. And he 
said, I want you to reestablish the military focus at the 
Academy .... [a]nd ... 'this is not going to be popular. You are 
going to get resentment from the staff, you're going to get 
resentment from the cadets, you are going to get resentment from 

the media and be criticized. But this is what I want you to do, 
6 

and stay the course . ... "'11 (Emphasis added)

In August 2001, the two-page notification form (Appendix G, pp. 1-2) that 
BrigGen Welsh re uired was changed to a one-page form A endix G, . 3 
when assumed duties as the new 

thought the two-page form violated USAF AI 51-201, because it 
disclosed too much information. 117 advised that she changed the form after 
BrigGen Welsh left, with the approval. 118 •
did not change the form due to a victim complaint, as the SAF/GC and Fowler 
Panel reported. - also advised that, during • tenure (July 2001-
July 2002), • received 27 confidential sexual assault reports, completed and 
distributed a notification form on each, and received the forms back in about a 

113 May 4, 2001, Taylor e-mail to Welch, Subject: "My Visit"
114 Fowler Report, pp. 28-30
115 Air Force Working Group Report, p. 20
116 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 42
117 Interview Transcript, pp. 5-6
118 Ibid, p. 7. The Vice Commandant, however, did not recall the action (September 3, 2004, Rivers e-mail, Subject: "Additional

Questions'')
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week. 119 • indicated that all proper notifications were made and were
annotated on the forms. • added that BrigGen Welsh supported the rogram,�
but BrigGen Gilbert did not and wanted too much victim information. 1 0 

On September 6, 2001, Gen John Jumper became the Air Force Chief of Staff, 
replacing Gen Ryan, who retired in October 2001. 

On September 11, 2001, international terrorists attacked the United States 
destroying the World Trade Center twin towers in New York City and severely 
damaging the Pentagon in Arlington, Virginia. 

In Fall 2001, BrigGen Gilbert started a training program review, which involved 
several exchange cadets from the other Service academies to compare training 
programs. According to BrigGen Gilbert, USAF A had digressed into a fourth 
class system. One thrust of the review was to build a true four-class training 
program and determine what cadets were expected to accomplish during each 
training program year. To make the USAF A program more like the Air Force, 
BrigGen Gilbert instituted training folders, as found in any operational unit. 121

In Fall 2001, or Spring 2002, BrigGen Gilbert also addressed the AOC quality 
and training. Ratings had continued to decline to the point where only 4 of 
24 rated-AOC billets were filled with rated officers. The issue was raised at a 
CORONA and BrigGen Gilbert subsequently worked out a process with the 
Commander, Air Force Personnel Center (AFPC) under which AFPC would take 
over the AOC selection process, but BrigGen Gilbert would have veto power. 
That process was used at USAF A in 2003, for the first time. 122

In May 2002, Col Laurie S. Slavec assumed duties as the Commander, 
th 

34 Training Group, reporting directly to BrigGen Gilbert. 

Development, briefed BrigGen Gilbert, advising that character and honor program 
studies recommended dropping gender and race programs at USAF A because 
they were no longer needed. However, BrigGen Gilbert believed the needs might 
be cyclical and decided to retain the programs. 123 

119 Ibid, p. 49 
120 Ibid, p. 13 
121 March 21, 2003, Gilbert Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 27 
122 Ibid, pp. 28-30 
123 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 46; Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 28. 

- stated, "did you hear about the honor climate assessment that General Carns and General Hosmer kind of put together?
They rated [sic] a report, I got it right here. It talks about they make one of the reco=endations is eliminating the Human
Relations Division. And it says, 'We believe that this challenge is well behind the Academy,' meaning human relations, 'and no
longer justifies its being assigned as a cadet wing function.' I was really upset that that was in that report, that General Carns
who had General Hosmer on there and some others that they would -- they were aware of the same numbers that the 
Commandants and the Superintendents were aware of. And I know the Department of Defense, Air Force spends probably half a 
million dollars. SAIC got the contract to do this and for them to say something like that. So General Dallager and
General Gilbert, they would look at this and they have got some of the smartest people in the land telling them that we believe 
this challenge of human relations is well behind the Academy and no longer justifies even being assigned as a Cadet Wing
function. I mean, that's a problem, I think, but any way, that's a different issue."
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In spring 2002, BrigGen Gilbert shut-down the "Dodo"124 and blocked the "E­
Dodo" at the computer system firewall. BrigGen Gilbert stated, " ... I found it 
had turned from cadet humor into a degrading, offensive, many times obscene 
publication that was exceptionally, heavily censored. There was a feeling because 
it was censored, that makes it okay to publish." BrigGen Gilbert explained: 

" ... The climate that we have here that I think is so detrimental ... I 

don't think it's meant to be malicious ... but they don't understand 
the impact of some of the things they do. The off color joke that 
nobody corrects. The picture or notice or whatever that they put on 

the bulletin board that they don't realize may be potentially offensive 
to someone. I ran into this in the spring of 2002 with the publication 

"'125
of the 'Dodo. 

BrigGen Gilbert subsequently worked with the "Dodo" staff to try and develop an 
acceptable product. 126

, a co of a letter was received at Air Force Head uarters from 
���ey� � 
- and who complained that the Academy had not handled the case well.
This was the first indication Secretary Roche had of a significant issue regarding 
sexual assault at the Academy. The General Counsel conducted a review of the 
matter and as a result a number of corrective measures were initiated at the 
Academy and actions taken Air Force-wide to address concerns associated with 
the case. Also, in June of 2002, Secretary Roche learned of an Academy English 
Department dinner that had occurred in April of 2002 involving a skit containing 
wholly inappropriate sexual content. He was disturbed both by the incident itself, 
and the lack of an appropriate response by the leadership of that Department. 
General Jumper and Secretary Roche immediately became involved to correct the 
situation.127

b6 

On June 28, 2002, "A Concerned Citizen" wrote the Secretary of the Air Force 
(Secretary Roche), the Air Force Chief of Staff (Gen Jumper), and several other 
addressees.128 The June 28, 2002, anonymous letter (Concerned Citizen 
Complaint) stated, in part: 

"FEMALE CADETS ARE BEING RAPED AND SEXUALLY 
HARASSED BY MALE CADETS AND ACADEMY OFFICIALS 

REFUSE TO PROSECUTE THE MALE RAPISTS. Female cadets 

are afraid to report sexual harassment because they end up getting 

reprimanded and punished by their Air Officer Commanding (AOC). 

Yes, that is correct; AOCs punish the females for reporting being 

124 In his March 21, 2003 statement to the Air Force Working Group, BrigGen Gilbert described the "Dodo" as sort ofan 
underground student newspaper that contains cadet humor. It has been at USAF A since USAF A has existed, or at least back to 
the early sixties. The ''E-Dodo" is an electronic version that is not officially connected to the Academy in any way. Some former 
graduates or people who had been disenrolled from the Academy were taking the "Dodo" name and making an electronic version 
and using it to communicate a lot of the same type of material which BrigGen Gilbert found counter to good order and discipline 
(discussed previously). 

125 March 21, 2003, Gilbert Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 37 
126 Ibid, p. 38 
127 Congressional Questions for the Record, Senate Armed Services Committee 
128 We identified the author, who told us that the letter was mailed to Secretary Roche, Gen Jumper, and each "cc:" addressee. We 

could not account for why Secretary Roche did not receive the letter. 
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raped. What is even more incredible is the current Commandant of 
Cadets has actually told female Cadets that have been raped that it is 
their fault. Let me restate that: THE COMMANDANT OF 
CADETS TELLS FEMALE CADETS THAT BEING RAPED IS 

THEIR FAULT! I hope you (sic) shocked by this because I find it 
unbelievable. (Upper case font used for emphasis by complainant.) 

Here are a couple of examples. Last summer a female cadet was 
within a few weeks of reporting to USAF A. She was raped by an 
upper classmen during her initial summer training and the junior 
officers who were present were aware of this incident were not 
allowed to speak of it during meetings with commanders. The young 

lady left the Academy shortly after the incident and returned home. 
The male cadet still attends the USAF Academy. During this past 

year a female cadet was brutally raped in a dormitory bathroom. 
Several witnesses observed the cadet being forcibly dragged into the 
bathroom, heard her screams and did nothing to help. The 

Commandant dropped all charges against the male cadet. Also, over 
this past year, there have been over 22 rapes and none of the rapists 

have been prosecuted. 

Some of the counselors who treat abused cadets are concerned that 
this might make it in the news and give the USAF Academy a bad 

name. Imagine that, counselors are more concerned about USAF A's 
reputation than the victims' healing. Female cadets have been told 
that one of the reasons that commanders do not prosecute rapists is to 

protect the Academy's reputation. 

Please do not believe me, especially since I am not signing this letter 

(Incidentally, I am not signing this letter because I will be severely 
punished by Academy Officials if they discovered who I am). Please 
request the Justice Department, specifically, the FBI investigate the 
charges. Do not allow the Air Force to conduct its own internal 
investigation because if you do, you will become an accomplice to 

rape! Let the FBI discover what the truth is and ifl am correct, then 
you have a responsibility to take swift action against any commander 

implicated in this scandal, both current and past commanders. 

I love my Air Force. I want the raping of female cadets to stop but 

more importantly I want USAF A commanders to prosecute male 
rapists and if they do not have the intestinal fortitude to take legal 

action against rapists, then they need to be relieved of duty." 

The Air Force Chief of Staffs office received the letter on July 2, 2002. Using an 
"AF/CC tasker," a staff official referred the complaint to SAF/IG with 

129 
instructions to include this letter in an "ongoing review." The SAF/IG Senior

129 On February 3, 2004, we interviewed the staff officer in Legislative Liaison, Budget Appropriations, that handled the anonymous 
letter. The staff officer advised that information relating to USAF A (some related to sexual assault) came into the office and 
were routinely routed to SAF/IG, which is why he used the term "ongoing review" in the tasker. 
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130 
Official Inquiries Directorate (SAF/IGS) conducted a "complaint analysis" into 
allegations against BrigGen Gilbert, the Commandant of Cadets. The Concerned 
Citizen Complaint processing is discussed in detail in the report at Part V 
(Responsibility) in the section addressing LtGen Huot's contribution to USAF A 
sexual assault problems. 

The USAF A Superintendent, LtGen Dallager, also received the anonymous letter 
in late June or early July and discussed it with his Inspector General and Judge 
Advocate to decide how to respond to possible media queries. Approximately 
1 week later, various USAF A officials again met and discussed how they would 
respond to media queries and other such things. It appears that USAF A actions 
related to the anonymous letter stopped once the SAF/IGS inquiry began.131

From September 26, 2002 to November 12, 2002, BrigGen Gilbert attended 
132 

CAPSTONE (a 6-week course for new General Officers). Shortly after 
returning from CAPSTONE, BrigGen Gilbert left again on a temporary duty 
assignment. By the time he returned to USAF A, the cadets were away for 
Thanksgiving and Christmas breaks. 133 

BrigGen Gilbert described Fall 2002, and Spring 2003, as "sort of the sexual 
assault piece." According to BrigGen Gilbert, in Fall 2002, it became obvious 
that the sexual assault reporting system was broken: 

" ... [B]ecause of the information that I wasn 't getting and it was 
exceptionally frustrating to me. We had built a system of feedback 
predicated on the assumption that the Commandant cannot be trusted 
and, these are my words, cannot be trusted and didn't care about 
their people. I say that because we built a system so we can go to the 
cadets and say, 'we will protect your anonymity if you come in to the 
CASIE system and the Commandant and the chain of command will 
not know anything about your report.' That was the way we 
advertised it to our cadets and that is the way we ran our 
program ... _,,134 

In Fall 2002, BrigGen Gilbert proposed reorganizing the sexual assault program 
several times. He proposed that "the program be placed under one commander, 
either the Commandant or the Air Base Wing commander, who would thus be 
best positioned to recognize when situations needed attention and could marshal 

135 
necessary resources immediately." He asked LtGen Dallager for greater 
authority over the program and proposed structural changes, including that the 

"CASIE program" be put under a commander. He proposed moving the 

130 AFI 90-301, "Inspector General Complaints," Paragraph 2.13., Janumy30, 2001, provides: "Conducting a Complaint Analysis. 
A complaint analysis is a preliminmy review of allegations and evidence to determine the potential validity and relevance of the 
allegations to the Air Force and to determine what action, if any, is necessmy within IG, command, or other channels. A formal 
analysis is not required when no allegations or evidence of wrongdoing exist and the issue can be handled through IG assistance. 
A complaint analysis will always result in one of the following: investigation, dismissal, referral or transfer of the complaint." 

131 July 23, 2002, SAF/IGS Interview Transcript, Col James Moody, pp. 2-4 
132 Air Force Working Group Report, p. 142 
133 Air ForceWorkingGroupReport, p. 142 
134 March 21, 2003, Gilbert Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), pp. 36-37 
135 July 10, 2003, Gilbert Interview (Fowler Panel), p. 3 
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organization under the Commandant, because he felt he was not getting the 
information needed to address sexual assault issues. 136 BrigGen Gilbert stated: 

" ... it was evident to me in the flow of information I was getting that 

the flow of information between counselors and AOCs, between the 
Counseling Center, DFBLC, CASIE, the Training Group, et cetera. I 
mean, it was broken at just about every juncture. And that was one 
of the principle reasons why I went to the Superintendent and asked 
for the system to be changed, because I felt it needed to be 
streamlined to make sure somehow the information was flowing to 

1the people that needed it to make the changes .... " 37 

In Fall 2002, BrigGen Gilbert also became concerned about bad statistics; that the 
�gram was not working.138

............. informed BrigGen Gilbert that the Spring 2002 
survey was invalid, and data for the past 4 years had been invalid. - also 
informed BrigGen Gilbert "you could ascertain from the data in the spring of 
2002 social climate survey, that gender relations needed some improvement."139

BrigGen Gilbert stated: 

" ... So we immediately took some aggressive steps to do that. We 
moved the respect and responsibility workshop, which is human 
relations, respect for genders and race, moved that -- in our training 
program. We increased the amount and the quality of our gender 
education programs in basic training. I upgraded the quality of 
individuals we put into our human relations program. I looked 
across the board at different areas where we could impact this. I 
directed renewed emphasis going to the dorms to make sure that 
bulletin boards and improper things were pulled down. 

And it's not like you'd walk through the halls and you'd see the 
pornographic pin-ups or anything else, but, you know, there's still 
stuff that we don't tolerate in the Air Force, but were being tolerated 
at the Academy. And I said, No, we're not going to; take it down. I 
gave that direction to the squadrons, and I would do it myself 
walking through the dorms. 

So, trying to recalibrate where we were, taking action through the 
Cadet Interaction Committee, where all of our human relations 
individuals would come and meet with me and try to get that word 

out. Cadet-X (phonetic) letters, which would describe a situation, 
we'd get all the cadets to discuss. We reinvigorated that. So we 
tried to, among other things ... take a pretty broad and aggressive 
step to address gender relations as an issue at the Academy as soon 

40 1as we found out that it was an issue .... "

136 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, pp. 31-32 
137 March 21, 2003, Gilbert Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 86
1 8 3 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 70
139 Ibid, p. 46 
140 Ibid, pp. 46-47 
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BrigGen Gilbert initiated efforts to "fix it" by requiring survey questions relevant 
to the day (because the same issues facing the Academy now are not the same 
issues they faced 20 years ago), and by identifying a methodology to administer 
the survey that would produce useful data. BrigGen Gilbert took the matter to the 
Character Development Commission requesting assistance. He began attending 
meetings personally after nothing was happening. However, nothing happened by 
March 2003, when he was reassigned.141

In Fall 2002, BrigGen Gilbert discovered that cadets lacked confidence in the 
sexual assault reporting process and could subvert the reporting system to cover 
their own misdeeds. BrigGen Gilbert subsequently issued a Cadet Information 
File, which clarified that cadet disciplinary action was secondary to UCMJ 
discipline, and that cadet disci linary action would be held in abeyance until alle
investigations were complete. 42 Additionally, BrigGen Gilbert asked his military 
attorneys to monitor AFOSI interviews in response to a concern that AFOSI was 
insensitive.143 BrigGen Gilbert stated, 

" ... Similarly, earlier realizing that there was some 

misunderstanding about how the disciplinary system worked, I 
required all the cadets to read the disciplinary regulation and I tested 
them on that, because I felt like knowledge is power, and I wanted 

them to understand it. Because we did everything we could to make 
it not only an effective training tool, but a fair tool; and the more 

people knew about it, the more confidence they would have in that 
,,144 

sys t em .... 

On December 13, 2002, an e-mail from 
was received at USAF A, Subject: USAF A Assault - Please Read. 

The e-mail was written in the first person by someone purporting to be a rape 
victim and detailing problems related to prosecuting her assault, as well as myriad 

roblems associated with sexual assaults at USAF A. On December 17, 2002, 
forwarded the e-

According to BrigGen Gilbert, the e-mail expressed a "lack of confidence in our 
system," and "there was a problem with the information in that e-mail. .. [t]he 
processes were described inaccurately; the advice that was given to the women in 

141 Ibid, pp. 48-49 
142 Ibid, pp. 22 & 36; AFCWI 51-201, "Discipline and Probation System," contained CIF 03-11, March 25, 2003, that addresses 

"cases involving allegations of assault, sexual assault, sexual harassment, or rape, no disciplinary action will be taken against 
cadets involved in the situation until the investigations are complete. These allegations will be thoroughly investigated by the 
appropriate agencies." 

143 Ibid, p. 36 
144 Ibid, pp. 22-23 
145 Air Force Working Group Report, Footnote 4 states, "E-mail from Renee Trindle to Dr. James G. Roche, Secretary of the Air 

Force, Exhibit 1. 'Renee Trindle' is a pseudonym. In addition to Dr. Roche, the e-mail was sent to General John Jumper, Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force, Sen. Wayne Allard, Sen. Ben Campbell, other US Congressmen, and two media r esentatives. The e-w
mail was also sent out earlier to numerous others under the pseudonym 'John Smith.' E-Mail from  December 13, 
2002, Exhibit 2. The author also provided advice to female cadets at the Air Force Academy on how to deal with the issues of 
sexual assault." 

•
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the e-mail was inaccurate." Bri Gen Gilbert said he immediate! en a ed with 
the superintendent and with 
Department of Behavioral Sciences and Leadership, who began drafting the 
correct procedures.146

BrigGen Gilbert was on convalescent leave in Janu 2003, due to complications� 
following what he thought would be minor surgery. 1 7 While convalescing at 
home, BrigGen Gilbert learned during a meeting that LtGen Dallager had been 
unaware Gen Ryan had tasked BrigGen Gilbert with restoring good order and 
discipline at USAF A. LtGen Dallager did not know prior to the meeting and 
described "this" [USAF A senior leadership] as a "dysfunctional family." 148

BrigGen Gilbert stated: 

". . . I felt that we, again, trying to act on the charter that I had been 

given by General Ryan and where I felt the Chief of Staff had told 
me he wanted me to take the Cadet Wing. There was a consistent 
resistance from the other mission elements, as we call them here, to 
the point where the word that was coming back between Execs, you 

know how Execs tend to talk from time to time, but from the 

Superintendent's Exec to my Exec, was the 'Supe' was going to read 
me the riot act because I wasn't getting along well with the other 
mission elements. In fact, when I was still convalescing at home, I 

still couldn't leave the house because I was in a machine that was 
moving my leg back and forth all day long, the Superintendent and 

all the mission elements basically came to my house to tell me that I 

wasn't playing well in the sand box with everybody else. The 
measure of merits seemed to be, 'Let's just get along.' I felt that we 

had some major issues here that we can't just get along anymore, that 

we need to address. That was not appreciated, so they came to the 

house and met for a couple of hours and took turns telling me how 
screwed up I was and that I wasn't coordinating, communicating, 

149
and I was off the mark as far as getting along with everybody .... "

2, 2003, Secretary Roche received an e-mail from "Renee Trindle 
" which appeared to be the same as the "John Smith" e­

mail. This e-mail caused Secretary Roche to direct SAF /GC to establish a 
high-level working group 150 and assess complaints about USAF A processes 
related to sexual assault allegations, including the following actions: 

• Review cadet complaints concerning the Academy's program of
deterrence and response to sexual assaults since 1993.

146 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 33 
147 Air Force Working Group Report, p. 142 
148 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 43 
149 March 21, 2003, Gilbert Interview Transcript (Air Force Working Group), p. 87 
150 

Air Force Working Group Report, p. i 
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• Ensure that cadets, former cadets, and other members of the Academy
community who may have constructive comments are provided an
opportunity to provide them.

• Establish a factual foundation related to the last 10 years to assist in
evaluating the effectiveness and appropriateness of the Academy's
processes to deter or respond to sexual assault.

• Evaluate how well the Academy's process to assist victims and punish
offenders has worked in the last 10 years and make recommendations for
appropriate change.151

The Secretary also tasked the Air Force Working Group with reviewing sexual 
assault cases that had been reported January 1993 to December 2002. In 
conducting this review, the working group was to keep in mind both "the goal of 
the Academy to develop leaders of character for tomorrow's Air Force, and 
ordinary Air Force processes."152

In February 2003, BrigGen Gilbert saw his first sexual assault notification forms, 
which consisted of three boxes: was a cadet involved; was the security forces 
notified; and did the victim consent to an investigation. He returned the form to 
the Sexual Assault Services Branch after having written on it, "I need more 
information than this ifl am going to do anything with regard to this issue." "153

On March 26, 2003, the Secretary of the Air Force and the Air Force Chief of 
Staff published the Agenda for Change.

On April 10 2003, LtGen Dallager transferred command of the 34th Training 
Wing from BrigGen Gilbert to BrigGen John Weida. BrigGen Weida was also 
named Acting Superinten� arrival of LtGen John W. Rosa, Jr. to 
replace LtGen Dallager ......... replaced as Vice 
Commandant. Col Slavec was reassigned shortly thereafter. 

On April 16, 2003, the Inspector General of the Department of Defense 
announced the "Evaluation of Policies and Practices at the Military Service 
Academies Regarding Response to Sexual Assaults." 

On April 16, 2003, Congress enacted P.L. 108-11, establishing the "Panel to 
Review Sexual Misconduct Allegations at United States Air Force Academy." 
The Public Law required the Secretary of Defense to appoint a seven-member 
panel from among private United States citizens who had expertise in behavioral 
and psychological sciences and standards and practices relating to proper 
treatment of sexual assault victims (including their medical and legal rights and 
needs), as well as the United States military academies, to investigate reports that 

151 Air Force Working Group Report, Exhibit 3 
152 

Ibid 
153 March 18, 2004, Gilbert Interview Transcript, p. 48 
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at least 56 cadets had been sexually assaulted at USAF A. The panel was to begin 
154

work by May 8, 2003, and report results to Congress within 90 days.

On June 17, 2003, the Air Force published the Air Force Working Group Report, 
The Report of the Working Group Regarding the Deterrence of and Response to 
Incidents of Sexual Assault at the US Air Force Academy. The report did not 
mention either the Anderson Complaint or the Concerned Citizen Complaint. 

On September 22, 2003, the Fowler Panel Report, Panel to Review Sexual 
Misconduct Allegations at the U.S. Air Force Academy, was published. The 
Fowler Panel recommended (among other things) that the Inspector General of 
the Department of Defense thoroughly review the accountability of Academy and 
Air Force Headquarters leadership for the sexual assault problems at the Academy 
over the last decade. The Panel specified that the review should include 
assess mg: 

• the actions taken by leaders at Headquarters, Air Force as well as those at
the Academy, including General Gilbert, General Wagie and Colonel
Slavec.

• the adequacy of personnel actions taken,

• the accuracy of individual performance evaluations,

• the validity of decorations awarded and the appropriateness of follow-on
· 155

assignments. 

The Fowler Panel stated concern that Col Slavec received a medal recognizing her 
performance while assigned to USAF A and indicated that such recognition 
seemed premature. The Fowler Panel also expressed concern that the Air Force 
Working Group did not address "ineffective oversight by Air Force leadership," 
which the report characterizes as "one of the most significant contributors to the 
current controversy." According to the Fowler Report: 

" ... Members of the Working Group knew about the prior 

involvement of Air Force leadership since they or their offices were 

engaged in the issues over the past ten years. Yet the General 
Counsel apparently made a determination not to include any of this 
information in the Working Group Report. Instead, the General 

"Counsel left the matter for another study and another day .... 156 

Additionally, the Fowler Panel recommended that we report our review results to 
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees and to the Secretary of 

157
Defense.

154 P.L. 108-11-April 16, 2003, 117 STAT. 609, TITLE V--PANEL TO REVIEW SEXUAL MISCONDUCT ALLEGATIONS AT
UNITED STA TES AIR FORCE ACADEMY 

155 Fowler Report, p. 42 
156 Ibid, p. 41 
157 Ibid, p. 42 
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On September 24, 2003, Ms. Fowler testified before the SASC regarding the 
Panel report. As a result of the testimony, SASC members requested that our 
review include "an assessment of the accountability of current, as well as previous 
Air Force leadership." Since the Fowler Panel questioned omissions in the Air 
Force Working Group Report and indicated "the Air Force General Counsel 
attempted to shield Air Force Headquarters from public criticism by focusing 
exclusively on events at the Academy," SASC also requested that we investigate 
the alleJ:?;ation, as well as reasons for omissions in the Air Force Working Group 
Report.T58

On September 30, 2003, the Senate Armed Services Committee conducted a 
hearing to receive testimony from Secretary Roche, Gen Jumper, and SAF/GC 
(Walker). 

On November 21, 2003, SAF/IG forwarded via fax a copy of the June 28, 2002 
anonymous letter from "Concerned Citizen" addressed to Secretary Roche along 
with a copy of the July 2, 2002 AF/CC tasker to SAF/IG and a copy of the 
SAF/IG complaint analysis approved by SAF/IG LtGen Huot. 

158 September 25, 2003, Senate Armed Services Committee Letter to the Inspector General of the Department of Defense 
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Appendix G. Example USAFA Notification 
Forms 

Co,itrol N11111ber: AY 00/01-0Q!::{,;_ 

SEXUAL ASSAULT SERVICES TRACKING SHEET 

For 

SEXUAL ASSAULT REPORTS AND NOTIFICATIONS 
Academic Year 200012001 (1 A11g 2000-1 Aug 2001) 

Who mode Sexu;1l Assaull notincation1 !Date Fin .. 
0 Bolline (phone contact) 

�-
D CASH: Rep (fare•to-foce) 

}!1-Virtim Ad \.'OC!ltC 
·7�2... ''\c, ,., n1 

'c- Jo:J 
0 Third Patly (pl<ose spocifi·) 

Name of per-son completing this report (inten-lewu): 

Information on lhnilt-d confidentiality of DFULC: If you are a "'ic:tlm ol' a tri01c, r"Jevam infortn::uion may be 
rl"lcasell to in\•tstigath•c and judid:il orriri.:!!h ir :1ppro,·ed b)' lhe Superfotcndent. USAFAI Sl.201 s!ntts th:U DFilLC 
will rcporl \\ h..il the}' know of n i;a:s� to J�TR \ V/CV and SF;\ l1 llu! vk:titn ,-rill ntain control o,·er confidenlialily 
u:1kss 34TH\\'/CC and USAF'AICC delHmin(' an in,•e:;ti&alion is rH�fded to .c;-afeguard the Cadet \Ving. 

fil H!:s vicum h::c!i beer.: no1ificd o: DFBLC co:if:der.1i. hty poliry'? (� No (circle. one} 
ft1t{!/'V 0 wer .-:cknowledgc:'.\ th::.1 \'i�:im h::=.s. been r,-llificd :ind 1m:Lcrsto.nC� th: conf:<knti�!ity r-olicy. 

(i!'ltc;\•icwc.r inifrl!�) 4 '-k t \\_\ __ (rl:,t:o: k lirnel 

USA FA J SJ -201 ... rates th:>! 1ht ptr5tm whom 1hr ,·icrim rrJlOrltd the i1u.·idcnl to should inform tht victim of his/her 
dghl l) Lo ontM,·l a Starr J1.:dge Advoc:nc (HQ USA FAIJA) for- .-�.;1it1r1ion dul! or- prot1•ctlnh r...on, harassment and 
intimidation aad 2) IO ("Oflt-aC.l A F'OS1 ti) file :3 compl.t1"int .arid begin �u, ii:,estigation or thi: iuci<ltnt. 

rf I l.1s the vic:tim h:a:;, been ir:fo�rr.c-d or t,b/ht:.r r1gh1 10 contat·( HQ USAFA/JA �nd Al�OS!?0� No (t:irde one) 
l r • ,..itr acknowledtes 1h:it 1•iccim '13\ been mfort:ied of h!5.'hc: 1igh1 lo c:o,�tJ::I HQ USAFA..,rA !!ind AFOSI. 

_ (1tllcrv:c-wer mili.!.!S) __b_j� l_. (d:r.L= & time) 

I
Vk11m 1proqpa1ion 

Gender. f Closs Yo:u: 1,,M4 .I 
A llrged OIT()titl<'l' lnfornuuior1 

Gcndc:: --'.-'I,..,_ __ _ 

ts/Vl:1.s th:::: pc1pc:tr:uor � mr::r:ibc:r o: victim"s sqi.:.adron at che cirrn:: o(chc .ass:iulc? 

Rcla:tions�ip 10 \'ic:i:n: -�"�""-- - ""':>\'ic,.,1 

CornpJeced /\r1c:mp{ed \'1;dm Unsure Ir.fo �1ot Ob.:Jined 
� D 0 0 
D 0 0 

G-1

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



::i ; r ien ,� .... :; ;1d:�1l·� .. 1cdf1.':'. th:i.t fr.:- J,:'Hti�? h'!ll�W h.1.\ C L:.':.(;t"" n 1·,rn�:.: I'\( 1r.:H;-.:�t 
_____ {m:,:n :c·.�c� mLU.!.l'S, oj�t:: &. t: .c, I 
::J V:-:-t!:n .\d\.;X:J'.iC (\'A) .:-.issigr:,d t:i ,:[t·tirn ':, �:U?i-::' ----------- • �t.: !.:.. -:·m-:, --------
v . .:.. :,i::-k.:-10·.vJ.::ge.� :;•:11 ht:",.\t1: h::i:s. L�itn r,cti icd of ir:cil.1..::1C :-md :.s�1�r.d l<l "1-;:i:n 

_____ ,:\·.�. :nmJi.s) (dJie l.:.. 11me} I 

VD ::. Tf .. \ JC\' nci:1(cd7 J\',rn�c ·- �te ,.t imc: 
]..& TJl\\./CV :td:no··.vlcO!lcS i.h:!t h!!l!ihe :b:1� br;.c:\ roufitd o: bi:i�crt: 

�_0 _5 -:..'-Ol ::.-'�":.. -::.:-:;.:t• -l:,::>l ic:.:::.::..:�.:.::::::.::::.�=/='\e:::' :,:1 n1=i1 ::cc:ls:::,=:: ==:: ===,:<=i;1=

------
=• &.=·=L 1-:::i <, ::: l:::.<..:f::.<.:_T:.:""::':..========-

=--J 
Additional Actions 

I C/ 
f6 34 TRW/CCnotif1ed7 Name __ �.:.----------- 0.1c & Time ______ _ 
34 T!!WfCC ocl:nowledies th�t he/s been notified of incident he� __.1J!!!.._ (34 TRW/CC initiols) gg_-., (dote & time) 

0 Docs 34 TRW/CC suppon the victim fidc(l!iolily OR does Wshc ;eco� th11� � -... ,= 

�· · cd� Maintain Confidentlalil n• · - ircle one) 
ICC confirms his/her rccommendo11on 10 maintain confidentialiry OR forward case 10 be inlle$tigarcd 

(34 TRW/CC ini1i1ls) tl,t,/J/IW. (date & time) 

D USAFA/CC no,if.ed? Some ___ ____: ------- D4.tc & Time _______ _ 
USAf.AfCC ac�nowlcd$c:S 1h:ii he/she h:i.s been r-.ol:fic:d of (ncident 

(USAFAICC initials) ----- (d�1c & 11mc) 

0 � USAFA/CC support 1�� victim"• desire for confidentiality CR docs he/she recommend that lhc cue, be investiptcd? 
Mt.lntaln ConfidenUallty / lu .. stlpte (ci,cle one) 
USAFA/CC cottfmns his/her recommcnd,ition lo maintain confidentiality OR fc,r,,.,ard case lo be inYC$1i&ated 

(34 11!.W/CC initials) (date & time) 
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<;_antrol Num�r. Al' OJ./02-�.2... 

SEXU,H,ftSSA IJ/J SERYICES TRACKJ}I(; FOIUI/ 
FOR. 

SEXUALASSAVLT!t$POiiTSA,NDNOTIFICA.110· NS 
A"¥ 01Jtz. (l Au12001-:-.A.ua '200lJ 

----.-- ----
lnfonnlliOG Otl limil<d confirlf�ollity o( OFBLC: If you an: • victim.of. cri1nr .......... illfGrffllli<MI nay be ..- IO 

. ln.uipi"" .,,.i j\Mftdal offiriaa If appro .. d I')' !he Supmrulldet>I. U$APAU1·201 1111c1 lh>l OFBLC . ...ill report lhe 
r,c:clfica1ioft 10 1ho �TII.W/CY on4 $FOi. 

.Y•eJ' 

U,SAPAI Sl-2,01 ilala' lhal \bl pcno11wilhwboelll<�.iffl.ffl>Ol'ledlholnd�111 mwtll>f-1.hc riaicrof�riJl,I 10 
,COf!!ad .I)• Sutr lud11'AcWQcllle (HQ \JSAl'A/JA).fo< rutllution � or� froln lllrUl-.1114 indiiilclwon .-2) · 
AFOSliollleacm4,111nuadbttln•lnYa111uionolllit laddmL · , · 

.e'lbllll•�� ..,-ot�rlptt: ..... �HQUSAFA/JA·o.od.'O<AFOSlf 
y�c£):. 

USAl'A I $1-201 alTonls dlO vlcllin Ibo Ol"ioo oCbawiol I >lelllil llt,ocall ...,...i .,-. 

' lbl.l!t" lbt M!m _ laC.;;,_ 
'· , .,  

... 
oi--� � 10 a vldlm ad�r 

. ... 
·. 

JYaglre4 J\ctfow . . . . . 

'�SFOI notified_? . �No .. ; .. "/ ..• 
a'l4TIIW/CV' .. knowll>II&� nod(IC&llon ol w·ieporltd laddc:111. 

b>ill"'• Et. I>olo .11 s,. o, 

r/ 34TRW/CC ac�1na11on_oew npc,Rf<l·lncidt111. 
, lnlllalo · Dtre {'f f'J' O I · -_ 

0 USAFAICC IC� . 'n ...:cir� 
o,,c

ol'1hc 
_

rcpatwd
lnlLJlls -· - ·,.....·-� 

'lncid<DL ... 

RETT RN TO DFBLC 
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Appendix H. Report Distribution 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness 
General Counsel, Department of Defense 
Deputy General Counsel (Inspector General)* 

Department of the Air Force 

Secretary of the Air Force* 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Financial Management and Comptroller) 
Inspector General, Department of the Air Force* 
Commander, Air Force Office of Special Investigations 

Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman and 
Ranking Minority Member 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Government Reform 
House Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management, and 

Intergovernmental Relations, Committee on Government Reform 
House Subcommittee on National Security, Veterans Affairs, and International Relations, 

Committee on Government Reform 
*Recipient of draft report
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Appendix l. Responsible Official Comments 

Responsible Official Pages 

LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer 1-2-1-23

LtGen Richard T. Swope 1-24-1-29

LtGen Charles H. R.oadman II 1-30-1-33

LtGen Tad E. Oelstrom 1-34

LtGen Nicholas B. Kehoe 1-35-1-37

LtGen Raymond P. Huot 1-38-1-55
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

The Situation; 

In early 1993 I knew of &1aual asaul� at the Air Force Academy, � a small 
number bad been 1q)Orted and investig,ited. with suitable ac:tion !akcJJ. As far as I knew, 
both. disciplinary and crlminal actions wen, proceeding appropriitely. Then, in the coune 
of a meeting with almost all of lhe women cadets in late February, I letmod lher:c were a 
significant 1111111bcr of aexual asaauJts that were not being reported, despite the victims' 
inte:rest in receiving help. They were not beins reported beeause the victims feared thmr 
privacy would not be respccled. '.Rec:en1 �ents bad confirmed their :fean, when O'Vet a 
victim's obj� counaeling records were p.rovided as evidence in a p�g against 
a SC!X1lll offetlder. They were also aware that official rcportin& CbOSistcut with policy 
and regulltiob, would Hk"ely lead to investigation and. if UCMJ action resulted, to a role 
as public wilnelS at a criminaJ lriaL Thilsc factors strongly dctcmxl official reporting. 

J alao teamed of events of a sexual but llOIKriminal nature that caused womai cadett 
emotional distress. Some of the women involved wished to have medical OIi emotional 
help from the Air Fam:. tiut Ibey were deterrod because 1hey believed their privacy could 
not be assOtod by any agency at tho Acadomy. 

This fact forced two conclusions. rust. there were cadets who needed emociODA! and 
medical troalmel:lt who were not getting it. Some few managed to find welfare agenaios 
in Colorado Springs and, on their own, obtained such help as !hoy could in their VffrY 
limited he time. Maoy received no lnlalmenl whatever. 

Secqm, tbm were SCXllal abusm who WCR not being sought because tbcir otrcmcs 
wa:e not known. The fact ihat sexual abuse was fflllllrcd to be .reported officially in fact 
had the effect of suppressing reporting. Bxistin& policy and regulation in this matter were 
11Clf-defealing. 11 sce:mcd that only the most egregious cases became officially known. 

For those egregious cues. the discipfuwy and criminal Cystctd appoaim to be 
� well, u cited earlier. My concem that all sexual abusers bo caught h clear m
tlic Academy newspapc:z- (Falcon FlF) 

1 

report of my m� with !he c:nli11! Ai:adcmy 
population, onor about l March 1993 111\d othei: documcota. 

What Actions Were Avajlable? 

The action in Slrict contbnnity with policy and regulation appeared to me to 

- explain to the women cadCl8 why reporting would be good for the Academy,
- eaq,lain that teporting was officially requmd, and dien
• onler them to do 80.

2 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

lnfomwion !hen available about reponins rates in cohort groups reinforced my own 
view, based on frank discussions wilh Ibo \VOlllal cadets, that such an order would be 
wiahful thinking. 11 would drive rq,onillg of sexual abuse fiirtbcr undergroUDd, thus 
assuriDa MIi more victims would go without care and increasing the chance of sexual 
abusers offmding again and becoming commissioned. 

1n addition, such action would prevent commanders from knowing whether prosrams 
beina dcrveloped to reduce sexual abuse wen, effective. Data on a significant fraction of 
abuse evmcs would be needed to track treodl. The number of abu.,c events rq,ortcd at 
that tiu. - too small to suggest trends will! ay confidcoce. If I explained to women 
cadets that wbeo. lhey reported an as,auit they cowd not expect privacy, ieports would 
shrink e\lllll further. 

F"inally, such action would � a Joss in credlbilily, confidence and trust in ex>mmand -
bocusc it would be an order ioappropriato in the cin:ulnstalltcs and � by cadets and 
other pmonnel as an attempt by command to de.f1eetrespoDS1l>i1ity elsewhere rather than 
solve the problem. 

The Comrnind Judgment 

Instead of an action conforming strictly and soJc1y·io Ibo policies and regulations you cite 
in your attadmieilt, I decided to supp]e:ment the tools available by providing a 
cdnfidmtial 'hot line', available 24 hours adly, which Jed to medical and emotional 
cuppcrtaod assuied those who came to It of privacy if they wished. This amm.gcmau 
was deslped r.o make pins on the tbl'CC c:z:ilical point,. F"nst, it would assure a larger 
proportioa. of victims received emotioiw llipport and, when appropriate, medical care. 

Second, I believed that in the bauds of an nj,erienced practitioner victims could be 
pcn;uaded to &ive medical evidence (rape kit procedure) and eventually to report 
of6cially, leaditig to an investiption. Boch proved to be ln1e. Even if some victims 
might never niport officially, 1:VttJ oilt who did was a gain. 

Third, all abuse events coming into a con1ldemial bot line would secve as data for 
followina trends, whether the victim decided to rq>art officially or not So the effect of 
preventative pro.- could tbc:n:fore be followed. 

Summary: The actiOJ11 taken in March 1993 supplemented a healthy disciplinary and 
criminal � by encouraging victims'° come forward. Until Chen, viQtima were 
detcmd from reporting ba:ause of exlstin& 'policy md regulation. Moni .rq,o,:ts by 
victi.lDf iDc:reued. the chance of obtaining infotmalion leading to criminal or disciplinary 
action, aaured.i:Mdical and emotlonal trealmenl of victims, and provided signfficant 
feedback on tho otrectivent&S of prevention programs. 

Th.is ammgcmembad 1he poteatial CO be tbc gooio that lald golden eggs, whereas 
IU"R8SOlllbly strict and literal application of policy md regulation would havo 
slaughtered it 

3 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

I bop11 that Ibis SUIDIDary of the situation. choica and actioos taken ill 1993 provides a 
ftilla' aod more balanced piclW'C than te$limony :tom my 11lll'Cfresbed memory leD or 
mote years after lhcl event, given in respame to DOI). IG interview questions that led the 
direction of conversation and na:rowed it IO 1he matter of al.1owillg viclims to report with 
confidc:oce ofprlvacy. That action only supplemented a much broader, mote complete 
campaign that dealt with other .impcialivo issues in addition to ClriminaJ miscoodw;t. The 
part of this campaign dealing wbh criminal misconduct was well established and working 
pxoperly. 

Without this fuller and lllOl"II balanced picture, the quotes that you atm'bute to me are 
mislelding and portray my decision in a prejudicial tilshion. 

DOD:1Cz Spcoifisr Assertions and Comment 

From lhe foregoing, you will understand that I rejcet yow- conclusion that I "interfered 
with criiDmal lnvcsligatlons". To bo more specific, I will addrcu your lcttcr in detail. 
What follows in Ualir.s is from the attachment to your letter. explaining your tentative 
eonclusion. 

In 1993, after mutfll6 with female USllFA. cade111 and h4aring thaJ mon 
titan half loilw qf another cad# who had bea .rexually tus4Jllled, LI Gen 
Hosm,r bega:n. a COWl!lelbJg program lb t!Ml will, the "medical and 
emotloniJl problem"� after a StmlQI cwavlt. He dim:ld a 
USAF.4. nme. an aaive duty Lietitfflant ClwMl, to fon,t a mraJJ group of 
medical profusionau (nlll'Hf) Qlfd get tM word out tlun ca.tleu could 141k 
to these people in conjidfflce. 

Your assertion that over half of the female cadeta knew of ano1her cadot who had been 
setU8lly assaulttc1 is, l belleve, misleading. The comet llllmber is less !ban ba1£ In 
context, the relevanco of this stitcment was the extcal ofbtowledge of as.,ault among 
women cadetj, not the number of wauita. The number of actual assaults cited in that 
diseussion was far smaller, on the order of a tenth tho number who knew a victim., 

Publicizirig the availability of confidential n:porting WU not left to the nunea. I 
announced lhe initiation of the confidential, 24-hour hotline in I mcc:Cing of al) Academy 
perionne1 on or about l Mardi. I explained lbe change in rq,orting obligations. All thia 4 Wal!' reported fn the �em,y De'W'spaper.

/.J Gm HO$Jtltr tlthlJtd 113 thal 1d.t inumtiml 11W for rhe � tq 
act.>W'OP coam 10 rqort mattenfor Inws.1ig'1Jion when th4y w«n told 

• 1 abQ lCl:l1ICd fr91111be-.GadclaoCm11'1� Jncide:aa, u • raull otwblcb 0.. women 
cadcls wished 1ro bo...e 111-Lclilotloaal M1PJ101t or tmalPll:IIL They wculd DOC ul: tor it, bo:ron,,tcr, for br 
lbcir privacy woald 1»1 be .prolCC!Cd. n..., criminal auau1t - Olll!)-one port of the pc,,l,lom we .had 1ro 
� 
4 Falcoa .Plyer (Tab I). 

4 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

something that showld be inlle$tlgat,d tU a crime. In praclic4, lio'Wl!'Vel', he 
explained thal tire matter W<,U/d not be reported if the cadet did ,wt want 
to rq,ort to police. 

The access to oohfideotial or private reportillgimpn,ved upon the situation faced by 
commanders and prosec:utots then and today; if the victim dealinee to tesilfy publicly, 
they have no case. The confidentiality attangetnellt improves the cb.ancet, in my view, of 
persuading the vi�witneSS to testify. The rc:sults appear to confum thia to be tnJe. 

LI Gen Hosmer did not view 11,, problem as a s6'Cllal assault problem, lnll 
tu a co1111Sdlng -d securily numer, b«:mae t»mmand officials could 
acce.u codet C01111Sellng records. He belleved the cadm � someone 
to talk to (U}()IJ/ their serual experience in a IIJQ1Uler that wowld remain 
oonfuJendDL Specffo:ally, aca:mling lo LI Gen HOPller: 

" .. J heard a number of Jhe specfJlc casu •.• l would clwraderlu ... all of 
Jhe,,, ... 1.11 MaV)I prllS$UTefrom a peu, oflor llte girlwa., a wgin, no/ 
p� for the emit, ... realiz«J whaulie'd done. and wa., 
traumaJlz.ed ... .. 

Hv own mind wa., no, tha1 she was a victiRI of abuse as muclt as she was 
a vtclim of stupidity, mul her coru:.rrn wo:s /Nil, us .the c:ircumstanca wt 
had tlwn, she d1Jln ·r feel she had any,i,/rut she could twn to pt 
appropriDJe cduM�ng, help, and what Atiw .)'Ott, b«:awse of tlle phobia 
d,a, existed on the pan of tl,e cadets about lack of priYacy in theu 
C0111Uding record,, that wo:s the con ISSlle ... 

&, wl,irn J did the conjlihntiality policy, It was not in my own mind. 
mryway, closely /i,ilrd to seittal abuse. 

Your exptanmioo soggi:Sts I was not coneamd about ffltUII assault, but was focused on 
security of counsdiq recorda. This is a misconstruction built into the DOD-IO interview 
on 3 Dee 03, becaose the questions weie £ocused on the confidential reporting system, 
not oa sc.xual abuse incidcots or c:oriunand ac:tions to pursue J)Cll)ClratOlS. "The problem" 
as defined in the interview was whatever led me 10 establish the eoofidential reporting 

5 
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LtGen Bra.dley C. Hosmer Comments 

s,ailm.' Al; i.s c,liar fi:um thq iaicn•, rlltt"prnbl•ni" WI!: th�i11W1m•ts1d.iat fear of 
loss of privacy and the ofliclal ignorance of ground trlldJ th# zesultcd. 

The n.an'OW fucus of the discussion omltted discusslon of actiOl>S in tbt ll1IICb brtwlder, 
moa rom,ktc � th:ttdtn!t wuli olilcr lmpautiveilsue1in :,d.fiicn ID mim'-1 
11*'Jru:lm. Ther;;:inotUw.�w�d.:.dtWithcriuml11�w1111"1YCll 
e:,tabfillbe.d and wcd:ios pnlpl)tly. 

My ooacan about finding uxual abusers is clear from, for example, the Acadcttl)' 
n11W1;ia1•repfflOf n!J,illl-hllllds c-.1ar1dor's 11111' on arahmltlMa'*, J !lt3', iud 
iro'ln thefi'!tmcript of'me pm;s cont'e.rtmce I gavo on 3 March, ! !.193.' 

LI Gen Ho-,. 's testimmi;y tn(;blded 1b, foll()IW/Jlg addlliQ»fff salient 
1ifllats 11f111rtlilfl ,,is aalkm, 

• i'llilcts • G.,.p,,,.-d Ml/l};jiJr/idp -111 IIOlhwwtllme,o·wif,NII/
conjidenliality, AJ-'OST 111:ely WOllld ,wt lta:ve· rw:etved the information anyway
ci11d, 1/iJ'lOllifPI hl6pm� ar -.11h111raulllJlicctltJ11Jdl't/l l;,·0,.

It is more � to say 1llal cad.m who CIIIUC forw&rd �1!1e of CMfi4tn!il.liiy,,,.,.. 
urp(l iotlport otllcially(all tblt l l:11111,,., ll1'4ld so). 'l\hilewithi:Jllltcoufidt:::itilllty � of 
them. would have reported Ill: all 

• ?7w;m;- l>C/'Sff,1(;/ q,,olifir'i/111 di-;lii.tl, tier,.- �rtldl11il 4111i mi1Mtimilat
.sm.i.l beh.ioi'. It" ... �·, ifleir-�!'

I 
Sm, 1hemus�1 Weref0tnc•i.;e ad::i" wllc, r,;partcJ.COll.fidatiul/y II) Ui.Cll� 
officially, widiout d.istinctkm, this point appears to have no bearin$ on the outC-Ome. 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

• He considered rqMat of!endm/predators, but so111eoM (He tlwugl,t po.uibly
AFOSI.) rold him they likdy wo,dd ojfn1d a.gain. Hu 1hin/d11g wa.s :herr -Id�
a11otller c]um" lO catch tlrem.

One purpoco of confidential iq,oning was to encourage victims to talk about the event 
and eventually ID report in & lDIIDDer leading to prosccutiOIIS, thus � rcpcat 
o� to the lowe5t pom"blc love). Confidential reporting was an improvement on
mandatory official reporting. which yielded fewer reports and a greater chance thal
offcndm would have an opporUmity to repeat. In either case, any COJDillllllder hopes that
the offender who is not identifiod will eventually be found and prosecuted.

Hu proceS3 fOCVJed on the victim. 1h11 perpetrator WQ.fll 't gfVffl a lOl of a/Jenllcn. 

1hil assertion is seriously incor:rcct. As a summary of the intt:rview, this statement 
511DJ>ly reflects the fact the questions ccritered on the viGtinu and confidentiality. In fact 
the peipetrator was given a g,eat deal of alleirtion. Asam. sco the prou confermeo of 
3 Mat:h and the Academy newspaper reporting on the all-hand$ oommandtr's c:all. 
Additionally, on 22 June 1993 I Issued ._ USAF A policy lctta" whic:h stated 

Allegatious of sexual aaault will be iully investigated and investiptiou 
results wi11 be�-= by the conun&JJdeo and the Staff Jwtge Advocate. 
the circmnslances of each case will dictate the appropriate course of 
action, but crimillaJ prouclllion will I># «>nsi�d in every case. 
( cmpbasi& added)' 

• He did no, I,� aformal proc&U to m«ISIIN progr"m ef!,:ctJ:ven-. He m;dved
periodic chtuacterir.atiolls o/ llw traffic C011Cenling confok,uial rq,o,u thal the
mtnQ received.. Only tM nvrsa .biew identititf and incidntt dnall.t.

I disagree with the implication that a laclr. of a fomial meullririg process rcndet'Cd the 
confidential n:porting pro"gram. invalid or weak. It is important ti> recall that the 
confidential reporting program was established on or about l March 1993. My tenure at 
the Academy concluded Qll 1 July 1994-only 17 months lat«. 

Dwins those 17 months, I met pt.riodi"11y wilh ....... and other members of 
!be.Academy to rcccive feedback on whefuer lhe�odcine effectively. 
During that time, u I ffl:all there were approximalely six � made to the hotline. Some 
involttd eveu&1 lhat proccdcd lhe cadet'• arri.v� at tho Academy. By all lndillalions lhe 
program was succeeding as envisioned. For instanco, l waa aware of two cases wherein 
cadc:cs had chosen to report under the collfidential program � was 
suoccssful in persuading those two cadeu to report fhdr cases� not aware 

• Seo<ual AaawtPolicy, (Tab 3). Sec al,o 111)' 19 •93 leaer 10 all� P-1 �
DispositlaaofSexmlA$Allh Alleptians (!'ab 15). 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

of 8:l'lj'cate whereac.Jetwho hadclt611CU to repon.undertboeonfidential prognun 
reftJsed to rq:,ort to AFOSI an 8!1Sault Iha! involved military personnel. 

Thc.Allttlu,t ,.wa3iJyQll'lythc m--lkJJe,c''lbeidentilieaaml inci&lit <ld6was a 
crucial upcet of the confidendal reporting program. At the lime that Ibo progm:n wu 
hnpl� the.&,nud��1 wei:e.�andp,imaiilyco� itboitti=,et 
res• contfdiatiali,1. 'llcrc hi4Ji;ien w·,dl!llprcad dlmussia111amtmg1l111u11dct.s 
awfff a 1992. COtlrt·illA!tlal case whl!n!m sc,,.(llffed 00lli1dentiai anihgamems had Wlcd to 
protect the identity ottbe viclhn. In that case the identity oflbo victim bad beffl 
disdlllll! whcn,tfaa inveilfpivc IDll1")scclllfoa:1cafl;tW obl.1adthc vit:lim•s rwlldl 
frJr!:i11e cadeU111a1Sdirijocl:ter cmiiMhe obJlllllions ofthe'l·ictinL This w� pie:;isulf tlm 
typo of IICtioa that caused victims to reftlsci IO report lncidenll. md to seelt medical and 
emotiooal trea1:merJl· at d.vilian liM:iiiti,;,s off"the At:� pnd., 

It is�lint to note dlat(Jfe conffdel'itw � program was designed {o address an 
immediate crisis by supplemcating ex isling practices. and it was envisioned that in time it 
wolllcUit rcpillll!l4 by a _.,fo,mlllilliltl, slr!IICllllil,<l prop if 1h�11fQ1atior1,,,...ai,tcl. 
Thitil.'rn fo.::vwllll ocdllmll v.hcilfiV succieelior worleld i.i.th Headqr:ancmMr force 
and pron:tulpted USA.FA lnsm!ction 51·201, Cads P'ictim!Wlbtess Awtance eu,d 
NotiflJXlJj.rm Pr�. {Jul)' 15, 1.997), 

• He did not tab any dind actio11 to allllr or improve tM cadet plft'Cef)tions
ltg1m .. cow:s ... ccr:rlli'l/ltd ils tWi:lnls, ,...., dit,·� USAF.A
Gc>mm .... s norllultrcts zlW n,c,m& lie exc!utlal his ,..,.ding -'tr fro• 
INI co,,foientlal reportlngpractia o,rd established a cmmseling $Jf$1em with 
lltll'Nll 4ul#ld of uswg 1M l!"l,monal a,mi�� IPltl mental M<llril "'!ff 
,a,,;pfojllildliy thcm41,, .. ,coi.lf#itig cc.,... 

It was not possible tb alter or Improve lhe oadets' perccptio!IS because tbmr perceptions 
weft llllcd ori.k ,�n w tlllfllvcstl&ldv,, am.lp»1cculiilll. isuns, Yldous 
md'!'lllln c,fihDMadcff\J lilacr,;h• w'crc cfrf,1114 io vieiN a <:ndc\"1Gllumclzll·ccmc, 
l'eCOrds, reports of investigation, and olhor sensitive documc2111. For OOD-IG to sugest 
that hhoukl have denlDd. US.APA comraandaucoeu to tccon:k m� in the face of the 
mosHliictamcllllllc11dc-.,·qu2li.,:hrd trTJll,i; mulipta invc,,Hj1lhc, isflielL Sud\ 
�,l,\;Wli ..,...,r.rely;ml rigbtiWy, bcc11i:bar� as gtim � of XUibolity, 
and could correctly be constratd as unduo comIUllllld influence and impeding criminal 
inv-tion:S� 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

serlo\1$, th®gb outgoing 1111d open �nality. It was clear to me that she had the ability 
to tap into the cadet � and help establish the program. 

• He did 1IOI t/tink: to establub a mulildlsciphMry n!tpame to the probkm,
primarily be=e hL did not tlliidc he 'KW deali11g wllh a criminal prob/en,. He.
thoughJ U war a medical and emotioMJ problem.

This repeats the earlier ICri.ously incom:ct statelllent. Ap.in, context is critklal in 
Ullderslanding my decision. The stem of this exchange with lbc DoD-10 inlaviewer iJ 
the question (page 30) '"What. wa.; your thought process that you n� to }){It in place a 
confidenti-.1 process?" In the discussion that followed. I cb.aracteriied my challenge­
which in this c;ontc:xt meant my iguoranc,; of giuund bulll. befori: the meeting with the 
women cadets which led to offi:ring cadets confidentiality- as caused by c:motioDa1 111d 
medical matters, not criminal.' The Falwn Ffyer, lho 3 March preas confcrcncc, 111d the 
22 IWIC Policy Regarding Sexual Misconduct cited above show my views of the criminal10. aspect of these events 

I was well aware of the criminal aspect of the reporting issue. We had a working. 
funetioniog criminal system that yielded results via the UCMJ and. c:adct di$ciplinuy 
syst.cma. However, that 5ystem appi:at'Cd to achieve results at the expense of the victim 
and her needs with the result that reports of sexual assault were Sllpp1CSSed. What 1 
discovered when I met with the female cadets II that they were not coming forward to 
report crimes because they wete afraid ofbeing forced to testify, ehid of being 
ostradzed, and atmld of the impact 1lpOt1 their cadet and Ait Force careers. 
Consequently, they were going oft'base for �e <Ji: attempting io msnagc without. 
As tboir commander, I had troops that were not bema cared for by any mlliwy system or 
organizatiou. And I was presiding over an Academy that bad an UDdercuuent of criminal 
acli vity about which l Md tittle or no valid inforination since, in essence. tho system in 
place - existing policy and n:gulation - $Uppiessed vietim reporting. 

By adding a layer of confidcnliality onto the �grcporting system. we aeatcd an 
overall multidisciplinary .ri:sponse. The Academy bad a criminal s}!Sta:IJ. and a belpillg 
agency in the Cadet Counseling Center, but it was shy one area that was supplied by tho 
confidential reporting program. 

• OtJ,,r ditm with hi.r new program. h« did not know how 10 l'ffStabwll confiderit2
in tlie Gaut C01111Selillg C.11ter, after IAI ct!lltff' WDI' re.q1llnd to rdea4e a cod4t's
records during a crlmillal prosttulion or adminJstrative dlsclpline proca,.

nie cadets' disttutt oftbe Cadet CoW1SCling Center'• ability Ii> protect their privacy was 
battd OD fact. a-stablishina their confidaiu either l'Cq1lircd that cadets knowingly 

• (Tab s. P9 30). 
,. Tllbt 1 .• 2. and 3, rapectively.
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

� a falsehQOd-not possib.lb- or that the Superio.lc:mknt illegally !Welt authority he 
did not have 10 [oi:bid access to io.vestigaton, prosecuton, and subordinate commanders. 

The Superintend� was, and is, the commander of a DirCC1 Rcponing UniL Al such. I 
made an &S$CSSllleilt of all the facts before me. consulted with my Staff Judge Advocate, 
and discuued the matter wlth subordinate commanders, as well as the AFOSI detachment 
commander, and membera of the Academy leadership. I then made a QOlQllland decision 
that tho bea.efits ofa confidential lQPOrtiog program outweighed any drawboclcs, and I 
implemented the program. 

LI Gen HO.fml!I' C011cedm tho1 he did not request Air F°'" permission 
before ilnplemntillg tb new program at USAF A. and that tha'e was 1IOI a 
papet" troll of appr'(tl'tl.h:. 8(/'({fl,fi', he claim«/ tltaJ h4 ,poa Wilh then 
Stcretary of iM Air Fcwce, Dr. SM/kl Widnal� oftoi and thought she wa., 
co11fjortab/e with what he MW domg. 

As IIOted above, I did not aeelc. Headquarters Air Force permission whca responding to 
what was clearly a crisis situation at the Academy. I did not believe 1 wu violaliog 
policy or lnterfcring with solutions to this pressing problem. I did discuss the matter with 
the actirlg Sec:n:tary of the Air Foree, Mr. Michael Donley, telepbonicallyon diJietent 
occasions and face to face in the Pentagon.. On or about 11 t.fa.y 1993 [ provided him 
wilh an in-person update when he visited the Aca4emy. These discuuions included our 
findings and intended actions iocluding the confidential reporting program. 1bese 
discussions left inc with the clear impression that Scaetary Donley bad no objettions to 
the proposed actions. In fact, in a m:cut letlcr to lllD Mr, Donley staici that he met with 
SAFIMI, DP,JA. IG,PA. LL. and the APA Group todiscuatheAFA assault 
investigation. and that later I provided him with updates al which Gen McPeak was also 
pxesent." 

I discussed the program that we had implem.cnted with Doctor (not yet Semwy) 
Widhall in or about April l 993. This wu a courtesy to the Secretary-designate, co assure 
r.hal silo knew enough aboW the subject if the mattQ' came up in c:onfumation hearings or 
other pertinent discussions. The confi� rq,orting program was implemented al the 
Academy on or about t Mln:h 1993. Dr. Wid.oall did not assume her duties as the Air 
Force Secfflar)' w11il 6 August 1993. Thu,, seekiog hc:r "pennission" would not have 
been appropriate. I expl.ined to he:r the issue that confronted the Academy and bow we 
were working t(! resolve iL After her confll'nl8tion, l lcq>t her reasonably informed of 
what was, by !hon. an cstablbhed program. 

In the s.me manner, I kept 1he Bollrd of Visilon (BOV) infonned of developmmlll and 
actioni tabn. by the Acackmy. The attic.hell talking pap« was provided to the BOV and 
discussed doting their meeting in Oetobtir 1993. Thia n:presoora an update of• flow of 
infonnatioa that started not later than M•)' 1993.11 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

Such COIDIIH:Zll.1 confirm that the actions we took at the Academy were well blown 
among key otli<lials in W ashinston. 

We we,-enotable to _elk hi.rpublfc�o/ 
oonftdentiaJlly w/1". his creati011 of on � COll111ding progrtllff 
w/webt mu:slll WOllld ga the word wt on t/J, strritJt tJuu catku could talJ.:
UJ (/urn, i1I C<Jlf!lden«. 

Any insinuation that the program was "undisclosed" or secretly implemc:ntod ignores the 
6lcts. As. noted above, this wu one of tho most highly publicized program roll outs in 
Acadeui.y histocy. Funbermore, the nurses were not cxpeeted to Kget the word out", 
rather I unveiled the program to the c:atire Cadd Wh\g at an .All-Hand.s,.Meeting on or 
about 1 March 1993 and 1hat� was followed \)y, press eonf'eraM:c, &rticlcs in the 
Falcon Flye;f and a variety of other modi.a.I' 

Addilicmally. l would lilce to direct your attmtioo to a number of documents that l have 
attadlod to thii mponse. The tint is a 28 May 1993 lett« that l provided to all of the 
Cadet Collll1l8Dders that states that earlier r had briefed all of the Cadet Commandccs 
about the alleged SClual assault. that I announcod a. "major effort to fix the proble!m" and
thatlmadepumultoflheoffi:ndmamajorfocusof11 Next.lwould ' uesttha1
you review the ex1nlct of a memo lhat was sent to me b � a 
member of the Law Faculty in J 993. m her memo she states perspccllve 

... t/w Houln4 was wd1 sl4/fal, wdl-publtcized. 1111d we Md built-ill 
controls ngardi11g tk /qal sll'fflgth of <UI)' catt8 that would be rtJpOrted, 
inchmbig: 

�ed It) fmp/em'111 tlte $e;av.rl,wault HotliM. .... 
·ne4 fanak ojflcen from SG, tu Behavioral Sci.-·

qxutment aitd � Law dqxutm,mJ w handk hotliM questions. 77,i.r wa., 
not simply a $1fUU} group o/nuna. 

b. I.Ack of Publicallon: We pttblicized the Hotline tlvouglwul the cad«
wing, tilcludt1'g Fairr;hi/d Ha/1 tl3ll tlle two donllttorl4 I penonally saw
ftyen md to JM walls bl Flllrcbikl &11. lllll/ I personally p/lloed JIJJU$ hi
IM Jl}1IOllro,t br which J 111Wil a: .fR«/OU AOC. CS-04. I .f/JOU alJquJ
the HotJIM at die Str#I Smarts-progranu I gave ,wry stltlfatv. Finally,
allfmtale attomey, i,r IM Jaw dqarim• informed allofihelr studenu
thal 1/uy wa-e awiJ!aJ,/efor conjide'Jtiial convusalion.r wilh cadm if they
1uM/ 01')' quations concenrJng smuu assau/L

c. My colleagiit 111 Jh« Law Department.-----.
all&Wff'edHotJIMca/ls, W"INOII the Hot�

"'(Tobi 1,2, hDd 9). 
.. Lelll:rlOCadccc-nctm, 2! M.)-93 (Tab 10). 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

available ro answer any legal q11ations regarding criminality of actions 
reported. l was a/so a close penonalfriend of Alma Guzman, and we 
�e regularly about the types of calls they were receiving ... 

2. Multidisciplinary raponsJ�: 

a. Street Smarts: Besides tM Hotline, 
• and I developed a Street Smaris program, in which we spoke 

o young men and women about mpe, sexual assault, and keeping 
safe in an unpredictable environment. We organized and preMllted a wry 
candid, i,iformative program that covered campus safely, dating. and 
rights and responsibilities afyoung men and wome� We gave it four 
time.s w several hundred cadets over the heJ,t year before I PCSed tot.he 
Pentagon ..• 

b. {Mentoring Program) ln.addil.ion, my colleague,--­
and I realized that. although there were many more �e 
Academy than there had been a decade earlier, we wereSlill separated 
from the cadets by the r1JJ1k and social strllcture that existed. We decided 
to provide l1W1't! contact betweenfema/1 officers and cadets. We published 
a directory to distribute to fenrale cadet:,, Including biographical 
information OIi ow:r 9()Jemahi offiw:s who wanted to patticipate, ihat is, 
to be available to li.sttm to women cadeb and answer any questions they 
may have. -did tl'lefootworkto contact the women and put 
together th� 

c. Besides the Sexual Assault Hotline, tl" USAF.A Memor Program, and 
the Street Smarts preseraatiom, DFBL (at your directicn) spearheaded a 
committee to irlcrease respect and dignity among all cadets. I abo 
<>rg11nlzed a Women'., Leadership Symposium bi.April 1994 (at which we 
melllioned the Hotline), bringing in mperior civi1ian and military role 
models from across the cou11try. 

--memo demonstrates the extent to which the actions taken in 1993 were 
�ipliruuy supplement to the standard tools available throogh policy and 

regulation at the time. 

Contistentwlth my desire to ensure that the c:ntire cadet and AjrFo:rce cotnil1l1nity .know 
of the pn,gtam I made ctforl$ fO begin the process to formalize the program through the 

·], . 
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LtGen Bradley C. Hosmer Comments 

Pm:agrapb 4 ofI>oDI SSOS.3 establisltc:$ the policy regarding initiation of criminal 
investigl!tions; That �h states: 

4.1. The commanders of the military criminal investigative organizations 
and their subordinate commanders shall be authorized to initiate criminal 
investigations. The military criminal investigative organizations shall not 
be required to solicit nor shall they solicit from commanders outside the 
military criminal inve,tigative organizations requests or authoriutions to 
initiate investigations. This does not pn:clude discussions with 
commanders concerning initiation of a criminal investigation, aa set forth 
at subsection 4.6. However, in each case the decision to initiate a criminal 
investigation remains with the criminal investigative organization. Any 
commander or the Inspector Genera.I, DoD (10, DoD), pursuant to DoD 
Directive S 106.l (reference (a)), may request the nu1itary criminal 
investigative organi2ations initiate criminal investigations in addition to 
investigai:K}.11$ initiated by the investigative organizations. 

4.2. Only the Secretary of a Military Department, or as specified in 
subsection 4.3., the IG, DoD, may direet a military criminal investigative 
organization to delay, suspend, or terminate an investigation. 

4.3. Only the 10, DoD, may direct a milibn'y criminal investigative 
organization to delay, $USpend ortfflllinate an investigation being 
conducted at the request of the IO, Doi), pursuant to reference (a). 

4.4. Conunandcxs outside the military criminal .investigative organizations 
'f 

shall not impede the use of investigative techniques pennissible under law 
or regulation, which tho military crimlnal investigative organizations 
co.nsider necessary. 1\, 

\ 

4.S. Where military criminal investigative org;uuzatious Rqllire resoJ:
personnel, or facilities not under their command or control to accomplish 
their mission, coordina1ion is required through normal command and 
resource processes. 

4.6. The military criminal investigative organizations sltall advise 
appropriate commanders of the initiation and status of investigations, in 
accordance with the provisi� ofDoD Directive 7050.S (refen:si.ce (d)). 
DoD Instruction 5505.2 (ret1:mtce(e)), and applic;able regulations of the 
Military Department concerned. 

Upon review it is clear dlat this policy is intended to imbue commanders of military 
criminal investigative organizations, such aa AFOSI, with the ability to initiate 
investigati0l15 whenever they deem appropriate, and that once suchjJivest
initiated, 

igations are 
then no other commander outside the investigative organintion may impede 
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that investigation. The conficltntial victim reporting program initiated on or about 
1 March 1993 did nothing to contradict this policy. 

First, no Academy commander, including the Superintc:odeot 811d Commancwtt, ever 
required AFOSI commanders to solicit rcqucs1B or authodzatiOJI$ to initiate 
investigations. Flllthetmore, in those jnstances where AFOSI c:ommanden advised me of 
their decision to initiate a case, I wholeheartedly supported thtm. 

Second, there was never an instance where 1 directed AFOSl to delay, susptad. or 
tc:rminale an investigation. Rather, on 22 Jun 1993, I issued a policy letter that restated 
my diRction that allegations of sexual assault would be fully lnvestigatcc12>. 

Third, at no time did I ever direct AFOSI to delay, suspead, or klnlinate an investigation 
conducted by the direction of any Inspector General. 

Fourth, at no time did I ever impede the use of investigative m:hniques permissl"ble under 
law or regulalion, which lhc milit.wy criminal investigative oipnizations considered 
neceuaiy, In fact, when AFOSI desired to coilduct an unprecedented nuinber of 
interviews (in the hundi:eds) of male cadets In an attempt to solve an alleged tape in 
February of 1993, lrcadily agreed dcspiie the disruption that tb.c intemew, causccl to the 
cadets' daily education and training regimen. 

Fifth, in cvtty insUnce where AFOSI required resources, perllOJ1IIC). or Cicilities not 
under their com.mllld or control to acicomplish their mission I c::nsured tbat they rccclved 
them. For example, in response to the alleged rape in February of 1993, I more than 
tripled the size of the Academy's AFOSI detachment In an etrart to solve lhc crime. 

Finally, lwa tully apprised ofdlenngc ofAFOSI investigations, to include leltllll 
mault cases. I aneoded the typical investipnve and military justice updates conducted 
occasionally by AFOSJ and the legal offico. 

The nm kries of �ons and instructions refei'eliccd in your leuer highlight the 
inte:rdependencies and responsibilities between AFOSI and � For instalice, 
paragraph3.b.l(a) of AFR 23-18 eatablisbcsAFOSI authority and policyrqarding 
criminal investigations. That paragraph states: 

3. Elements and Objedives. AFOSJ is the only ageocy in 1be US Air
FOfCC authorized to caay out ccrtllin ra:p<lllSibillili:s for the Scc:rewy of
the Air Force Inspec:tar Gcoca1 (SAF/10). Specifically, these are:

a. Orgamzaliooal. Otganizes. activates, or dcactivata mtlts wd« AFOSI
control and issip a territory for eacli unit to investigate.

b. lnvcstigalive Operatioos.

Ii (fab3). 
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(I} Conduct, inxcstigations within the US Air Force. Investigations 
include alleged major crimes against people, personal property, the 
federal govc:mment or its property �ording to rcgulalioos and laws 
and as authorized by agreements (AFR& 124-11 and 124-12); These 
crimes include: 

(a) AtiOu, bn"becy, homicide, coun�g, sex offenses. 
unpmonation, improper use OT divemon of federal government 
property or employees, forgery, robbery, housebreaking drug abuse, 
and other crimes that violate the Unifbnn Code of Mililary Justice or
other federal laws and directives.

Paragraph 3 of AFR 124-4 etltltticrates commanders• respons.ibilities to iuchlde the 
=1>onsibility to "{p]romptly advise AFOSI of any �that falls within A.FOSl 
inv�ptjve �l>ility (sc.o AFR 23-18)." .Paragraph S(a) of the same AFR states 
that 

Commanders ref er mallerS and off cnses that lal1 within AFOSI 
investigative rcspoDS1l»1ity to the AFOSI units designated In AFR 124-6. 
AU memls must be accompanied by all known inlbrrnation 011 the matter 
to be investigated. 

From tholJe quoted paragraphs DoD-IG has fubioned a policy detennination that a 
commandei-is wifhout discretion when confronted with a sexual assault and must make 
an immed�e referral to' AFOSL I contend that this policy detmmination i.s in error and 
mi steads the entirety of the cited regulations. 

Paragraph 2(a)(l) or AFR 1244 allows for commanders "responsl'ble for the �ty. 
discipline, and la.w � of a command or installation" to ref« a matt«to AFOSI 
for an investigative detennination. That reftffll is not autQmatic. nor is it immediate. Ai 
noted above, paragraph 3 of AFR 124-4 requires a "prompt" re.fcrnil to AFOSl Tho 
reason that "prompt" is not synonymous with "immediate" in this contc:t is to give efl'cct 
to paragraph S(b) of AFR 1244 which provides that 

CommandCJS do not need to refer mattetS which, while falling within tho 
invcsti&im.-o scope o( AFOSI, .are such that proper action Cll1\ be taken 
widtout additional AFOSI inquiry or an investigation is nol otherwise 
deemed warranted ($CC AFR 124-1). In these cases, tell AFOSI about tho 
maaer. 

The authon otboth thoRl!port 0/1/111 Wor.iing Group and the Fuw/er Pa,sel recognlzcd 
that 1he Academy's definition of sexual assauh covered some acu !hat would not 
normally bo considered crim.e4 of11c;,tual assault in the Air Forco or ill the civilian 
crlminaJ justice $)'$1CllL C®.soquen!Jy, a COOlma:nder when confronted with A� 
assault wa expected to cxi:teise discretion in ascertaioing the facts of the assault and. of 
n�ty. reporting to AFOSI would not have been immediat.e. 
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As noted above, and in my i� on 3 December 2003, l made a reasoned command 
decision to implement a confidential JICJ>(lrting system for anyone wanting private access 
to medical or emotional support, including victims of sexual assault. This allowed 
victims who would otheiwise not �rt their assault to receive medical and emotional 
assistance, and then allowed---and.assistants the opportunity to 
pers�e the victim to make �o AFOSL Once again. I am not aware of 
any instance where a serio11$ sexual assault, $11Ch as l1IPC, uncovered via the confidential 
reporting program, wu not referred to AFOSI. It: over a decade later, DoD-IG has fowtd 
such a case, I would welcome receiving the details. 

You have referred to my attention the provisions of AFPD 71-1, Special lnvestigatwns 
Criminal Jnvestigarions aild COWtterimelligem:e, September 7, 1993 to reinforce the 
responsibilities of AF0SI and commanders. First, I no� that the AFPD was not in effect 
when the confidential :reporting system wa:i establish«xl on or about I March 1993. 
Second, my thoughts regarding the AFPD provisions were captured in my response to the 
similar provisions ofDoDI 550S.3. 

Your letter cites AFR 160-12 for the proposition that medical J>C(50nnel � required to 
report cmain smous incidents to AFOSI. Paragraph 53 states: 

Incidents involving suspected child abuse, homicides, S\licides, attempl.ed 
,uicide, robbery, aggravated assault. rape, other sex offenses, intentional 
prescription drug overdose, and na:cotic overdose episodes are within the 
investigative pwvieW of AFOSI. When medical personnel acquire 
iDfonnation during rlwir offwial duties relati,ig to these matters or other 
seriow offenses, they should promptly refer it to the servicing AFOSI 
unit... ( emphasis add«xl) 

One of key tenels Qfthe confidential reporting system was that victims would be able to 
contact personnel qualified to a<isist victims . in obtaining a wide variety of medical, 
emotional· and pS}'l:hological support. rt would have been totally inconsistent to establish 
a sexual assault hotlini: where. in the recip. ient of the call was requ�;f "!fc:r the matter 
to the AFOSL Consequently, . I elected to place--...iian · sistanui outside 
the ambit of the military treatment facility. By �ffici duties as more 
analogous to victim liai.·soos--· ui�, · ·· . 160-12,paragniph. S3, wercnot 

applicable. Tn this marm.cr, . · . · tan.ts were able to defer the
victim'11 deci$ion to report to 

tso··E· 
� M. range 

.. 
of support opportunities had 

been prcgcnted to lhe victim. Once tho victim's immediate needs were addressed and the 
victim was apprised of other avenues of support, then the victim was encouraged to make 
an official report to AFOSL 

The liceess fthi IICh ill underscored ma chart attached. to a 3 Nov 04 Jetter from 
LI Gen (ret.) Raymond P. Buot » That chart nweaJs that during 

reporting yean &om academic year 85-86 through academic year 91-92 

.... l.clta (Tab 14). 
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only one sexual usault was reported within that ICVal year period. However, once the 
confidential reporting program was instituted tlu:nt woro IS sexual asaults reported in 
1111lycar alone., Clllily,somctl1inghllMlablllilJed that enOIJllllllllll,scu:al a.q<;:f1Jlt'lkdml 
llh.tport and to l'IIDlllive r!h10tional aadph;ilical a.ssistana 

Thi final ilem of'j!tilkly'guidance 1c1·"'11idl your kttcr1*md� AI'F{Wlt. ffl-7. 
That Maday regulation .:ep.ca:utcd the procedares for reporting saual assaults prior 10 
the eslablisbmfflt of the ooafidcintia1 reporting propam. It was this rc:plalion and its 
unyielding reporting requilanmts that drove fi:ma1e cadet viciims lo elect to suffer a 
..i assault in lillllot:fa!hcr !bat tiae notorietymdflalmuvcnc,s th;it Rllllkd 
Jlirdj reporting.: 1.._tlllt ,,verwh Matisfaction,wB.11m'rtgulation dlatW.-
10,iJ.�velop the �ilniiillll) confi :,qpor1iog pro ..... 

This Academy regulation was approved by the dep1lty Oll'll\lnllndant tbr the Cadet Wmg. 
As the Superintendent and bit SQperiot cammandar, l could have ORb'ed waivca or 
dcviatloas &om the regulation or even rescimo11 of the regulation. In cffi:ct, that is what 
aallimcl when llilllialdldmtial �pugram was dlifiJl•I.. The fonnre ...... 
oaiCulrecl when mJ� cstabliUUIAFA lnstrult!cit51'40l, Coe/el 
'f'k1,1nhi/fi1ncss It f tiiN!f m,d No1!flotidor,:hoccd11res. (11ilf1S. J 997). 

ln miolYing this crisis sitll1Uion I was faced wi1b a multitude of regulations. I bc:licved Kt 
that time, that I10!hing in tbo8e xegulations pl'ffilllm! a commando::r neponsible for good 
omei- and dilc:iplme of a military CJJSIU!lzanon hm applying di&creti-011 IU'ld simple 
CGIIIIIIOn sense ill lbo lbnrrnlation 0�11Uollill11i1L l mainrn!!iitlllltamc bdicfradly. 

Air For.0e C/dtfofS1aJ}; G,•iiJ/1:Pdmid S('Crct�i1' Nia/I did nol illow 
;he detai!!s o/*'wi�NJl(Jftllrc. Ge11 Md'fltlkrflltlia "J didn'l 
hww that he had a special confulemiallly deal, "and that In wm not 
awan thaJ some $1/XMQ/ a.umda aJ US'AP ,( 11/ffit nct being HIJ(>71MI to 
DOSI. 

0-},kPcak ...,...._,. \1/iduallJIIIIYIIClt.havc knowirrt..._ of the Nllllldladll 
nportiDg prnpl!Dl; ......... they, md s.ni:.r,, D{,nlc:,1 wa•urc of the JIN(llllia,\lµc 
1DmydiscussiaMSwihilicm a1variou!l-afler1he�W11� 
Again, I am unaware of any KXDAl assau!u, tbat. wen:: not reported lo AFOSI after the 
implffllClllldkm of the prop-an. Al the same time, it was clear to mo in Mm:h 1993 that 
prior 1io, the implementation oftbe program tliere WCl't sexual IIWlults lhat were not 
nipamd to AFOSI ar&D:8ny entity litUSA'M. 

Gen McPW:iilao said ,!wt ,.,.Lt 0. Hosmer ,.,,.,..,,,10 him, i/1-
were .. tiHl,it,i,, a major,at/lii,.d'icisim,, he..._.,...., COl!SU!ted 
wflb him (McPeak). 

AIi � earlier, I made c;ommand decisions baed upon what WU in the best interest 
Qf',c-ade1 victim;;,_.._ dcclsion·s ....... foH whhin 111odiandan aITordedmilimy 
OOillltrnndcrs :uili!'wldiia 1he paramciliiia(Ga applicabld:ialhnll AF pc liciet. Al I:)1_�vc 
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not bcca granted a copy of Gen McPeak:'s testimony I am not aware of the context of bis 
respoose. However, it is clear to me that on this point Gen McPcak has been 
misinformed about the method by which the confidential reporting program was 
established and the policies under which it operated. Since there was no break with 
existing DoD or AF policy, there was no requirement for me to seek higher level 
approval. However, the publicity surrounding the program rollout provided ample notice 
and detail such that ifin 1993,Gen McPcak or his staff disagreed with my.decisions they 
had the opportunity to reverse iL The confidential reporting program was a topic of 

23 conversation with CORONA participants and the Academy's Board of Visitors. No 
objection was ever raised. In fact, the program was praised for addressing an obvious 
need. 

',!; 

According to former Secretary Widnall. Lt Gen Hosmer stopped 11)1 to see 
her 3 to 4 months before she became Secretary, and he did tell her how he 
was dealing with sexual assaults as tlsAPA. She also knew that he had 
met with female cadets and was trying to approach the problem from a 
perspectiVe that addressed character development, leadership and 
training. However, he never asked her whether he could deviate from Air 
Force J}?licy, and she did not recall ever discussing the program in 
"technical terms" with anyone, including Lt Gen Hosmer. 

I share Secretary Widnall' s reccllection on this point. As discussed earlier, I spoke with 
then Doctor (not yet Secretary) Widnall in or about April 1993 as a COW1�y. There was 
no need to brief her regarding the "technical terms". She merely needed to be familiar 
with the problem and the program in case the matter came up in her confim;tation 
hearin·gs or other pertinent disclissloils. The ,confidential reporting progrilin was 
implemented al the Academy on or about 1 March 1993 and Dr. Widnall did not assume 
her dillies as the Secretary until 6 August 1993. Thus, seeking her "permissio.n" would 
not have been appropriate. 

Conclusion 

It should be evidc:Dt that iii the spring of 1993 I faced a complex human problem that 
required a decisive and inventive approach. In implementing the confidential reporting 
program I intended to augment or supplement the regulatory· and policy-based approach 
that was inadequate to the needs of the victims and to the Air Fon:e, I have no doubt that 
the evidence shows that the actions taken w'ere consistent with coinmand responsibility 
and operated within the existing policy, regulalory and legal framework. 

The program was implemented and developed with full engageQlenl of the Academy 
leadership and senior Air F� leaders were Bjiprlsed of our efforts. The program. by 
any objective measure, was effective and improved four critical factors: 

••�••••••••••••••�•••••••l••••••••••••••••�•••••••�•••••••••••••••••••••r
2S Board ofVisitors materials (Tib 7' 111d Dooley Letter, 2 Nov 04 (Tab 6). 
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S.nt By: B 6. Z HoHer; 50:, 2Be 0084 ; HoY•l•04 16:30; Page 1/1 

• care and welfare of victims,
- identifacatioo and J)W'Sllll of perpetratoa,
- command awarencas of the scope of the sexual assault problem, and
• �lopment of aexual llSS&Ult prcvaition proBJ*lnS.

My bottom-line conclusion is that implementation of this multifaceted treatment and 
prevention program was an �tial supplement to Air Porco policy and regulation and 
com:ctcd deficiencies in the Academy's se1tual usault prevention, trcalmClll and 
response. 

M noted above, t have been unable to obtain DoD-IG transcripta that l believe would be 
lienefi.cial to my posilioll. Consequenlly, I qain request tull disclosure of transcripa ancl 
any other documents .relatod lo Ibis mattlll'. Finally, wbllt, l appreciate the opportunity 10 
respond to your tentative conclusion, I would request that I be granted an additional 
opportunity to lCSJ)Ond if your conclusions vary from those in your letter of 
28 September, befOR you publish your rinat report. 

Sincerely, 

� II�---..;::,�---, 
\ EJradley C. Hosmer 

Lt Gen. USAF Ret 

E1hibit List w/Tabs Attached 
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Mr. James L Pavlik 
Asilstant Inspcetor Ocneral 
Dcpl&1mcnt 
400 A.nay Navy 

ott>crense
Drive 

Admgtc:ill, VA 2.2202-4704 

lS November 2004 

Deer Mr. PavUk 

Yow: fieldwork, initiated from !be ... Repdrt of the Plild to Review Seill.llil 
Misccmduct Alloptiona II lbe U.S. Al.r Jtm,cic Academy" (Fowler Report). allcp ibll I 
bdpcd create a confidcmial sexual miWt reporting l'rom that al.lo allege I 
cin:umvented Slalllle· and policy and intedered with =:10VOllipliO::\OCJ also 
allege I failed to notify or seek rovjcw of the Seaetafy of the Air Force (SECAF) oc the 
Qiicf of Staff (CSAF) pri« IO program iiDplomer:l .. tiOG. InclUlioa of the illfOl'IDlliOII 
lhal folloWt in yout fillll delibei:ltioDJ will ensure you bilvc a � c:omplete picture of 
ihc malt« and motives as I bow 1hc:m. I rcqucat thb ri:spOnse be included as part of the 
fmal report for public view. 

To adcqualely asses, the role I and my fellow gcileral officen played. one moat 
first develop a dcir piclule of what·lhe USAFA was faaiftg hi. the spring of 1996. I will 
attemp1 ro act dris mancr bc::forc you as it appcarcc1 ur� in 1996, u wclfu 1bc Air Porte 
JJKl&c Advocate 0enm1. tbe Air Force SlqOOll OebenL th& s� o1t11e 
0SAPA tnd odw:i' 9ellior Jeadeira. Most of this r� bl!=kgroimdh .i.c; ecboed in tbe
"lteport of tho Panel to Review Sexual fdiscoaduct Allegationi • the U.S. AirFon:e 
Atl6om:/' publishecl in Scptcmber2003 and llio mown ts Ibo "Fowler Repon." 

The Problem: Silence from Vlc:tlma ot Sexuai Assault 

In the Clliy i990a, it 1)ocan_ie .-tily apparm1 tbe normal appnllldl to addressing 
seir.ual IIAlull allegalions was not ,ernng tbe 1l!eCda ohicmns or 90Ciecy. Cadecs Wffllt't 
reportina and� offeodeo wen:: not beins c� 1o � � IIJCU' doos. 
Why? In 11:rge. mcasum. it was because ti-, cadcls did not truat ilivMipton from the Air 
Poree Offi<:c of Special ln)adplionl (� By iq,iutation at leaat. APOSI 
inVdtlJ*lors - mown to be inlim!daling and calk>us with re� to tho plight of 
alleged victims. For vl/:tlina who aoiight (ll)Chologleal help to deal with tbe tnw'nl of 
scxual uuult. they fiat had to oven:milD an matitutlomil bamor to rq,ionioa a fellow 
cadetu well uperoawctllipotweaknen in:needlngthetidpot_a� beaJtb. 
profasiooal. ()l)CO tbe vlC1iml Riported u· .iioplioG o1 � � Air Foree policy 

,.1o1, 
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ClCll!tlpelled mo, mcnw lica!lh � ic mpctl'.l lhe mAtMt to Ebe, X'FOSL So, in a 
1� ·lbij· AFQ-sra rcpuwioD, ,imetbd:bu¢d i11 �ty or--91, � •n 'lmhealtbY 
�lc!icc. tmr.il ,�bd CClnfi&oo!:i io l �I a� ne!thei the USA.FA DCl!I:' HQ 
trs/&I aiuld kDoW CM ktipe of sexiw wlllll pn>ba .i the lTSAFA, nID¢h lea 
m'tlcsf:i�,fhote� �lit�t4punlied:. ln ldailioo e;adets-who lud.'l:ltcti 
vi<:lmiid � 00! �g •!lie help !hey� ·11 &.din; wilh l.r'.Q � cd,e,:J.111 

� �IS. 

tn �� io,fhbslhtlliGn, � Rrldlq C. Hosmcrpu:t inroplacc.1 � 

EID 
1!1'/l! lhlll. mi:luckd eomulcntiality f« Ibo alleged \il=il dw WU oontliQl:d by· 

In hi, wtimOlly boforo de Fa .la' ptoe1, General Ho;mer testmed 
h6 fild fn,qUcnt cllo\/eifftlons abodl: Ille po!Jt.y '11ith lhea, Afr F011ec Sc<.Rtuy Sbc::ihi B. 
W1dnlll. He :cur,ium:dli'Cd my� irom Air POl'tlC � >JWi: Qt lhc 
A,::i&tny'& Sec:Lin'ly Police dw Om� pl'.tlhlillm m �ntswilh hi&•� 
U�� s'1e:m, lhe USAPAOQll.l'J'n�thc policy. 111 t!»S aSn,�iafCliinil:c� 
Aetf0111 � (PA 1) COM!ltulg ,of cad,m, facLilty 1icchtef:f �td lilO'muo. Too PAT 
� thlt In m.po1141111· w a �xlUil umil:t, ilie victim's confide:lltw!ty and 
ci:si'" ·ise mpe,:ted. Ind tl'!ll a ma,jor im� lo 1"Cp011ing �! IUIUJI WU I ]Id: o/ 
IIUJI in tfie·iy:stem. � Sein �ao repaned 1hed!Jscc¥cryof1.Clidctld'.w iiSUQlt 
u�ad wpport growp.. It �lied ti .an �lllld mi:itUIJ aid IOcia)' � 
\'icwn&dJd D00: \l(lll1 toti:plJltjncldcntc tob.W emf,ou::emcnt, f'�, lhefowk{)ti:po(l 
indie&id .OOU!t5:i:l(J(I dld rux cnoow:'lgc vic:till!'IS tG repart mme.t ilD ·!he AFOSL fa mu 
w� comuel� wen: gh'C'lll ·ttie. de flctlo role of dctc:µoinlng whcflicr • \'lctim lb.owtl 
� • Krlowi � or not. Thi:i dymmlc: ln'lctfi:red wilb lhc limt:ly bv�:ptlon !W.! 
�QQlil, of !IQ:aal. J+Hilla. ,_ 

CcmlWcnllalky wUh c--.der Ovemcle 

l � into Ibo plaure u lhe..AlrFo.ttc WJ!«UW Gemn1 fa ID April 1�. � 
pmp;mn bulltbyGc:iiicdl,�� Wi:ia;c m:c·roc.�w:wiri mrdl 1.996,J� 
bd'ot;.lbc Kbobat'I'ow'm bornbi111, �� thu.l ?Lt imm!lclow: ei!To:t hug darlna:: 
1JilJ. pi::tiod. G:mctlll.y, � dwid l'nclc&d. iommlttfO!I otpolicir.:11h11 enihtod 
eommM!krs ill die, fwld to lawfully execute lhcit wiped :ra-porwml'ltiei. Ju an amcu 
withoverlS}'UD,�perlm!o,comilwidpcw:tlnr,is.lcmpbMiud.bllilding�ve 
�cal rooJ:t "'�in th.=.harub orC;Q� M.licli ofi:w.dfart �llll 
proYiticn 
�-

er 50UD.:I palicfes, imp�wfon al' c[fectMS mi!Wli &Dd prniiEilg �. 

. .
b.,./ . . . - ....., .. ... ·. ·· .· 
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placed oo the Commandant lbc iaponsibllity of decidms which cases must be 
investigated by law enfcm:cment reprdleia of tbc victim', wiibca. 

ID effect, I W:orbd to eDS11R1 a tcisoncd Air Pm::e commander makea the call in 
ba1mchls the lleVedty of t11e lllegalions, the i11te1a1s of muctaDt and _poua"bly 
.triofnatiud al1cged victi1J111 and the meds of soc:icty. Anyone who'• cblt Wilb sexual 
ISSIUlt c:uilS knows d\ese inte:e,ta are not always congruent. 'Ibi1 is a fat "Y rmm
� investigation and cattinly not a program deaigne,d m interfere wilb 
AFOSrs in� inv� dw!a'. In� COIDl1lli'.lden reaufarly mab 
clecilioos on what lbowd be referred to .A1USI, Sccwity Fon:es invcstiptorS, civilian 
law cnforcemmt QC' cornrnmdrt:-dim:ted iD\'elligatOIS rcpnling lllegitions of all types. 
The objective at die USAFA was to get cadets to malce timely report& of sexual assault 
and noc. bury them. 

Inaeucd reporting ol sexual wault.1 at the Acadellly iDdic:atcs the program 
WOlhd. Prlor to the extensioll of gieater Clll.'e for the vicwn, reporting of sexual au.ult 
at the Academy w11 DQQW&1a11. During me Fowler Panel'• invcili.ption of &eltual 
USIWI issues attbc USAPA, former� TIUie Fowler,� her view 
that if the Air Fci'ce did away with confidentiality ,q,orting. the scatistics on sexual 
assaults mi&bt look good in lhc � but thai would likdy be because we drove the 
problem underpouild again. All exccrp1 from the panel's September 2003 final report 
reflccta 

) 

ill' view: 

•11,e PaMI Ji1lds tJw problonl a.uodatetl with tJi. foT11Wr Academy 
poliq of C9l!fJdei,lial rqonin1 IHI¥ not� CQlt#d by alwwing 
fr,rprivikptl � bill were ON rMIII of a C<1ll/id,tnlial J 
poliq which, OWT tiJM, wa, poorly imp� and llichd rupo,uibk 
goi,,man« l1Nl tM!nllltL 1M Panel.fiu'tlw flNb that tM Agc:oda for 
Change ldction which eliminat«l � repomng swiltir the 
pa,41,lum too far in 1M opJHMite dilw:don and crealu a sipf/la;ml ri.sl: 
. that victims wiJl ,wt COIM f,inwmJ al all OM Ul/14 lou IM ba,efiU 
o/lonkd by profunc,t41 C0"11Hllng." 

2 
consistcidly taken the same position.� u lhc Surgeon 

Geiienl'• • ·� expert on the mental health aspects oha:uaJ auauJt duriJl8 the 
period of my invol\icmi:mL Addidooally, I am riot aware or even a single coniplainl Iba! 
IOlll6one ·or lbme proccu lnledmd Wilh AFOSI's preroptivc to investigate a pm:ticu.lar 
- Instead, 11111 confident cases of ieituaJ ailsault at the USAF A wm= i11vesugated 
widlout hnpecli.meDt during my tcuwe as the lllspcclor Gena:a1. I never lard ocbcr'Wi,c, 
and I was in a position to tnio.r about it. Bucci on the above Q.d subsequent reviews, 
iaelDding the Naval Academy'• dcci6ion IO model the con: of its program on oars, I 
believe we-succeeded. 

.) 

l'te=3of6 
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oecdcd. to take. and much of it wu � on tbe expert advice received fron 
IIIIA major elemmt involved 1rlining the entire USAFA popalation on ways to 

prevent seiual asAUlt. 
As part of my rcspon111Jility for oveneeing the AFOSI miaioo, I discuued the 

iuuo of confidential ieporting widl Commandant O'ICCride on "IIIOle than one occasion 
with my AFOSI commander, Bdg _Oen Prancii TaylO£. I undcritood his concc:ms and 
cloln for every alleption of 1CJ1ual asaauJt to be wilhia the pume'!V of AroSL He 
c.xpccued � lbtl cases would bo impeded &om rcachina AR>SJ for investigation. 
I found lhia coaceril rooted not in the new proccsa but in ill impl«nnmbrion 111d • 
common AFOSI fnlslrali<m that vlctiml of ICXual auauh fn,queady delay in �ng. 
The USAPA proi:css I cndoned wia inMlnded to accelerate vic:cim ideodfication and the 
proceu of inYati.gadng sexual � and it did. Bef� the USAPA proc:iesl was put in 
pl� no rq,om of iciUial usault were being made. A!tu die new U$Af A ps:«ca waa 
put intQ i!ncfice, repom were� illd inffllipticina were comileeed,. iCime due to 
Commahdant ovcnick of victims' wishes. Thiu, I concluded Brig Oen Taylor's cooc:em 
did not waaaat a complete n1vmal. Aa � du"g deeper, I lcamcd that part of lhe problem 
lay with die training and c:apabilitiel of individual AFOSI apis aa&isncd to the USAPA 
detachment. I l1:placed the lcadenhip ll dlis dstxbmcnt and bniugbt a female agent Oil 
board. We oondi!Cfed tnining on sexual assault victim intetmption. J also ctllsed 
APOSJ to lnstltute I commabd-wido reporting a)ll1et1l ,o Iba& lelllitivc casa. would be 
repotted to higher ec:hciom fula' and overall AFOSJ activitica "WQUld be � viiible 
from my levd u well u the AFOSl c:ommandcr'a. 

Final Thou.glats 

I urp you to teeumine your tentative cxmcluaiona, not because of pride in my 
awa reputalion. but became the _offer of limited confidentiallty ·wid) commandm- override 
WU absolufaly nocaaary at the USAPA. Look ll lhe pioblcm of lilenc;c at the USAPA. 
Thii WU ID era wim fmiwe caikc, limply Wfflll 't repoitins anytlling. and lhat' S the 
most dangerous ailUalion plllible. Wo recogn1zcd the problem 111d took aclioa that wu 
ablolutdy lawful lllld ill line with prac«ica tlic<:eAfully cmployod ac:rosa the Air Force. 
We foc:uscd the IOlutioD cm I seuicx �I judgment 

When I wu presmted with the USAFA process during my tint week u TIO, I 
challCl'lged it from all IDpcl,. I loobd at how the problem it (Ol"ia not) addrased at 
oollcgea md uniYCilitics IICl'Ois our nation. I spokt with my dMighter who bid recently 
pduatecl from college.. I COIJsidm,d the unique en�• the USAFA. I wei&hed 
heavily the AFOSI dmta'. I aoogbt legal lldvice. CJearly, the ilatua quo wu :not bclping 
J'OOI out aunc. I remain COIIVioccd the ill$Cdion of a scuooed c:onimandec into the 
USAPA's contidmidality .pr()IJ"IID. wu ilot only law(ul, but above all amart, effective and 
� acroc, tho military. 

When you look at the evideoce :::f1r' by subtequent commiaioas. working 
groups, tepOrtS of c:xpms lite - and .actual nwnben of cue, investip&ed 

hpSal6 .ti.. " · . , • o• r•_,r- • -' • � 
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10 ,Qdnba- 2064 

Mr.. J'.a= L Pavlik 
AS!lisrmHmJJe<:tor General forTov.esligal:ive :Policy mid Cmrsigh!
�c)(Dcf'cnse, 
400 kmy Nii\?' D ·•v,o 
MimgtOD. �22202-4704.

Deu Mr. Pnvliii: 

I re.::eh!ed }IOUI' letter cl� September �·�lhe-�.ve �j,j"ons ofyam
Jiel.ch� ;fwthG:� 1;1{1hc AJ:t Fmile �ill.TC DJ -.-I.la) immilt Ill ih� Air .FllfCC 
A=Iemy. 1 � v;iill. yo1111 C011cl�with·ODQ �on.� 5llbmil. lht.� Jium mf
�live MI r:tc1i11 � 

IC in.fad. On 3� 1996,J.inilifl� &���� Fog!�(��of�o:f 
Ifie. UruttdSialtlAfrFptk Gcw:al �R. � (Swe1: � �tttra! ShmiAI:r 
fonric:) . -• VJWS 1 - u��SGtf 
(Dtpt!fy �s!l!'ge(m Gc:rnml mid �.l'a�:r.ft:drall �mili:'AJ¢t1Cf). Tho O.Etiec
otdi.ei � Genaalw:is fiilly·11,;wm din.t!l,o'�'�tpwti

11 
�:ii[ �Ai;lld�y P>� 

roaird in.u:ibe:tWr-m] Md .. • ��. . We.� rotJl'lopi.g�� of'lh� 
.� wmcil-

lltls
l!d

bldl'
idodilicd:1!$-ii.resulto!lf��iDtfoli.fQ tl5eAcndlmy�g 

�i����- \liitaalWeoombiltia'IOWNi�oo111DQ�an 
a thevicitim� tiDcludnl ilmtth; �imr: 

1. n·m.nllt,PWVidoa�·lid. for tho��filr lmm:cdlm mcdli::aJ.gif a�
necd.r, .am.ct 

2.
ffl�l;fID 
Bind.lip �polic:ytlm:Uim� �gof.� � to �ies 11.00

fu� A.i:$1=iny Ji:admhip 'l'lUlltll'llll® o!lho rail. � aflhc:i � km (;Wncll. l) 

---p ....... ., .... _.,
,,,

:mpj,WI. m te �Y lhol we fell v.ms hi�· 1. r;>h� to. USAFA :1"'liljd -..� . fol 
ffiO ·di\yi wft] I Di:uiil� Ibis� J spob; mtb. ffio ti;fcpb.on:.:i. mad 
mmtdbiari."ll:1·1:D;:pwtl'l��1h"c SASC� 111IPrtn idd�� , ·, and Mqi:ts�llt 
·fhc�.Mcit1.ilimd 
fo � � 2). WCl .

"'
��

. 
OJil 

F�oUow-up 
th;ifo;]rciwii:ig �

mrm.osit4Grneiti 
Qll.J: 

Stt:iti.Mrl. � 

I. A bmd for !ill addlli(!,Jili] �mist ,A.­
ps>� - ii!.miued mJ pliin, :wm, 

would be, estnhllshcd M � � 
11!Bi1c to dwuthl:r �i:nt lll. �- . oi!d •• 

2. A��WQl1ld be:�d¢ to lheiAcil.de:myoo��,lO'ltci � 
v. , &mi wt:ih Tb) Cl!dd. Ca�s �i11 i¢i1� ar�wly .-� �,1 !loo that
ihh�

0.CI 
mJdstwoold;b: IQ 

�' 
tl.U'.ed work· ' __ _i���l!ddn:$16e ciid¢ 

,mi!!l � " . l1'0in WilfDl'd'� !',fcd\t8l. �'Wl!! 
!Clitio'tfie�,m:IJ\io� {Qr!g!. '·ID��

_c � 

Jywila 5 
mm mJIITIUITTN!lilmg ful.t=lly ...... i 10 � mjf m-, 
�lishmllllip1eMalJ'1111] EvaJU!itioh � on, eacle!vk:mm o.l� � 
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Xtfu!Mt. OuF. • t.C.1997,lWMa 
Swope,(SAFJJG)_Jmd · 11 · t 
re,:cl',,.'Cd; II oric.lilig fiOIII . �,\ttaich: 3 . . • . . 

co�<ri.vii �f;i�1bci 1SW1H1.rm:ippo.tit1oibc mdivid�hnd inequesl w
aiJli,oit of a ulver. Followi,lg 1ho bric&; � met with tho�" support groop of 
� Tbbmce@ili wu hold iD a100m with tho cudllim dmwn ml was QOJDJ)05Cll of 10-1s 
fmnale � Tho �wa, my� The groupve.ry cleady arti.culaled. thiit: 

l. WU a fluated leader and that be WU � to provide support to them. 
2 The culture of the Acadcmywu punitive to tbnictim and lacJcofc:oafidcatiality iD 

reportma resultod in� than lither than supportina their emotiODBI and clinical 
needs. 

3. They .&It, bod"mn lb, !bat the)' wm J)l)t � 111d, � l®gbt support from the support
group mthcr that Iq;ixt incidents to appropdatc � 

4. 1he single official ·supi,ort syslan they had coofidence in wu the student coumel.ina llCllter
(DFBLC). 

.Af. the eoJJdusion of tho d'Y It tho Aradr.my, tbae 'WU agRmleot that tho� WU 
oil tJie right tnck and tbii the .AF/SO llaff' would work the waiver pac.kage (AUacb. 4) fur the 
Academy to support 1bcir amat practice. 1bG waiverwas to bo iDciudcd in an USAFA 
lmlniction (Allach. S). Tlie � plirpo9e of thia USAF A lnmuction was to: 

I. Ensure victims of .-11111 .-ult am provi.dod immediate and oontiiluedmcdical. coumcling
and olher IICCOl8llrY aupporc llll'Vieca 1o mis in i\111 rocovay. 

2. &covtqe �to� QSIIWtS to law �t authorities. so timely and effec:tive
lnvestipiiom could 1,e undcidakm to IUpport appropilde dlaciplmal)' actioa., 

3. Promote an enviroJlmmt in� c:adeta.may diaclosc the &ct of aa a.mult md coopente 
vmb iDvcmpdvc dlbrls without f= ofreprilal or intim.idation" USAFI SJ-201, July IS, 
1997.pA. 

lwint to"teilerale smin,ly 1bat the waiver wai speclficllly !Biped to pt support for die vic:dm 
and not to m»ci tqiortina. 1bi: RCj,ucilt WU for I 'wpivCI' to tiring tho ICldemy in JiDe with tho 

UJimedim 

nadonal suiDdard of C011fidmtia)ity for .-11111 assault victims, to min, that Ibey get the 
support they JJCCd ilod 1o dcmomilraie that leadcnhip It lbe Acadcmy 1mdcnt.ood the 

: .. ·. requlnment to iltppoit the vicd!n, the Academ.y 111d the Air FOICe. 

LtGen Charles H. Roadman II Comments 
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1. Was granted for a single year and required renewal to� in eff'e(it
2. Required iq,orting to tbe DFBLC and the Commandant of Cadets
3. Reqwml the .DFLBC to report to Security Police Ofticc ofluvestigatioos �I)

We we dealing with a false dichotomy in settiag up the issue as patient confidentiality v� Jaw 
enfQR:Clllent. .'fhl, 2000 data from the USAF A Smlal Amu1t Policy working Group (Attach. 6) 
supports the conclmion that reporting is ditectly linked to victims feeling of safety and control. 
During the 1986-1993 ti.me of mandatory reportingw/o confideiJlialitythm: were no reported 
assaull."J. Olicc tbe confidentiality ofieporting .was implemented infomially, ln 1993, dle number 
of eases teported .increased. Once the formal confidentiality policy WIii imtitiltfld, in the fiill of 
1996.111c � became consistent. to think that there were ao assaults in tho 19ses-1991 
� is notQriidi1>Jc. Only withiepomog and contidentiiliiti can tile Commandc:r begin to grasp 
the magnitude ofthcproblcm and begin to introduce the cultural and gender 
training/accountallillty to change tbe environment. If a culture does not l'ClnOVC the barriers to 
report assault and drives the support underground, there will be neither investigations nor 
prosecutions for cleat eriminal behavior. lf victim support is provided and reporting is 
encouraged. then. there is an inc:relised probabiJi11 of (lbtainingthe ·� forcMic materw and 
buildi.iig a case for prosecution. The USAF A policies� designed to promote the suppo� of 
the individual, the defining of the magoitude oft!M; problem and subsequent prosecution of the 
criminal cues. 

Conolmi.om: The bold fate type is the allegations stated in the ktti:r dated 28 September 2004 
from Mr. James Pavlik (Attach. 7) 

L "Lt. General Roilclman ignored dear wanunp tbac the USAF A aexul usauJt problems 
were rooted in the calt11re, locia1 di.mate md sen�er problems,;" 

This is not comet. Rather than.ignore the warnings, I help:d misc them. to the CSAF's 
attention. pointing out the cultural and sysiCl!lio causes. After that, as Smgeon Genetlll, I 
endeavored to fix the prt>blem. If I did not succeed in this effort, it was not for lack of a good 
faith effort. The facts clearly dembnsttate my personal involvement, and that ofmy staff; in 
worldng with the Superintendent lxl enersize the SASC. ™ regular visits to the Academy by 
the comultants. and the robusting of medical iesouiccs to provide assiSUll:tl.:e and guidllitce as 
requested by the Superintendeilt further illustrate the extent: of the effum that were put forward 
to resolve the problem. 

1. "(He) entered hato an agreement and granted a policy waiver designed to withhold
liemal unnlt reporting front criminal investigators"

This is not conect. The expressed purpose of this USAFA Inslruction wu to 1) ensure victims of 
sexual assault are provided immediate and continued medical rounsclli),g and othec neccssary 
support services to ll$$ist in ftiU �very. 2) encourage cadets to m,ort assaults to law 
enfon:cmcnt authorities so iimely aild c�vc inVC11tiptions Q8Q be�= to support 
approprlaCc disciplinary action, and 3) promote an eilViroiuneili in whfoh cadets may disclose the 
fact of lin amult illld cooperate with investigative efforts without fi,jg- of reprisal or intimidation. 
To the best of my iecollcction, prior to effecting the waiver, I ooiisultcd with other medical 
� and coordinated, in writing, with the Air Foo.:c Io.,ped.or General, to whom the 
commander oftbe OSI teported, and the Air Force Judge Advocate General. 
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3. '"The waiver was IHinmeatal to eubliq USAJ'A Co fonnalize a confldmtlahenal
.....it reportblcptoput -,,.ed to dmua'Yeat boda statatoJy and policy
reqlllmieml. ..

Tb.is is not cortect. . The '18iwrwas not designed to cln:umvc:nt lll)'lb1ugl The waiffl" WU to 
fomwize a confidential NIJ)Qltiaa systmt to inoleue the protw,ility of prompt iq,orting and 
prompt Datmeotof lhc vfaim aod to coc:ourago, duough COIIIJ.SCtiog. the JepOmDg to law 
eoforcement. This brougbl lhe USAFA info alignment with West Point. the Naval Ac:ademy aod 
most student coumeling services. 

4. "U C.enl ...._ 4Jcl IIOt med Im clbl.lpdOA to ...UOr ... follow-ap oa die 
wahv Ile putecl te ea,lll"e die ,pecide eoaditioa, that lte laehlded la a.. 'lnllffrwere 
�-

It is flue that IQ)' system did not identify that the waivu bad gpiRd after a year. Fo.r that I am 
respoas1'ble. Evec)1hNiil 1hc waiver was inoJudedin the subscquemAFAI Sl-201 (15 Jilly 
1997). I Meeiwid � iliput mmi IQ)'� Coosultmi( an ibc po� beini made on 
s6xuaJ assault. Col. Hall� 1bit sbc wu iii c:oalatt widaDFBLC bctwceli IW/ and 1998 
and tbal cadet vidiins MIC comhig forward aod receiving Clm.. The ielalionship between the 
10- medicil groiq, inadal bealtb providen aod the coumeJins center was positive and 
functioned cft'ectively ua·dlnical support system. Ji was appilrellt that confidential rq,orting 
abou1d be cmwnued. 

In summary-The infoanatioa I n,celved,. includina that contained in briefings at the USAFA. 
cau.,cd.tne to ooncludo dllit a Wliffl' of tho reporting ffqUirancnl was called for, In Older to 
facilitate1deotificatim Qf tho Jncldclllt. paticot treatmc:nt lllld promote colleetJoa of forensic 
evideace mid� Ibis is aot an issuo dlat gives.rise to an ·easy" and� answer. 
Howm:r, I wcighad all� infomwion and made a dccisioll intended to lildber 1ha inicnlts 
oftbo paucotlvk:tim aod die Air Fon:e while at tho SIIUe time promotinJ lhe cods of jumc:e. 
Thus after� die ieoc:anmeodati<>n to waive the requiranent, I in fact implemented the 
waiver. 

LtGen Charles H. Roadman II Comments 
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OCT-18-20134 1?:56 DCl>-ICi CIRJ 7036e48'T.l8 P.02/02 
18/18/2894 16: <16 617-495-8561 NIITU»IAI.. SEa.RilV PR PAGE 82/112 

Dear Mr Pavlik: 

In� flO )WI' laifa' ot28 Seplm1,c:r 2004. l waaLl lib 1o tl:umk yvu for J)IOYidi.ag 
11'111 wiib.adYiiice DfJtificlliall. of one ottbe ��hi the drift rcpott ottb,s 
DoD� Gcumal rmcemingtbe � ��lltt. Uniti,d States 
Afr Fon:e Academy. 

While I lll'Pttdatc bdq afforded tbCI oppgrtm,jl;y "lo ciona:t any &citual 1:11:t.Of' tbat 
lmpacU !be ICDlalrVo coidosloa DI" '°pOvidc .,, addltlooal lnbmation"' for 
consldamoil Won, finaJbing tbll concJusiDo IDd muioa tbll repc,11, it is impoaible ID 
do � \rif,bolJt a .Ot.1f1Y ot tbe cmn iepott ibdudmg all 1111i1i.aa cc tcltimony � 
my tmare u 8uperintiadelit of 1be Ullited Stal8I Air Force Ai::ademy. To data, I have 
not 1'ceo � • Q!:ipy ot chi Clllii1' � no, giva-.. to Ill evidcaoc i:devml to 
my tann u S11pennteodmt. 

R.egardin& 1he excerpted pcdioil of 1M dm\ ,.,rt attached ro your 23 September 2004 
�. ti., COIIClusloos dmm &om. 1be cited facts ve cbtJ;r em,oe(lllS. 'Ibeiefore, I 
llrODsl:v dlsaaree with the ullimate coadusion JaJdel'ed Jn tbe report that I Cffllted, 
� 1o, (JJ' abldcd "a olinfidcldial ICltVal lllllliult plQpll1I tt.t chcimjYOJIOd both 
Jtatutory Uld policy requiremem and. tha'eby, lntertind with criminal iawstiptiom." 

SiAllaly, 

-t:.J a.,rn--.... 
TAD J. OBISl'ROM 
Lialicimrt OemaJ. (Rl:t). USAF 

TOTA.. P.1!12 
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LtGen Nicholas B. Kehoe Comments 

October 11, 2004 

Mr. 1ames L. Pavlik 
. � Inspector General for Investigative Policy and Oversight 
The rnapector Geneta1 
Departntcm ofDefmiao 
400 Anny Navy llrivo 
Arliogton. VA 22202-4704 

Dear Mr. Pavlik: 

Thank you for the opportunity to romment on your September 28, 2004 lettlir and 
extract& 1mm tho DoD/10'1 Ccmgreesiooally requeatcd evaluation of the Air Fon:o'a 
respome to . seKt'l81 assaults at the Air Fo.n:e Academy. I willC®Jmeot briefly 011 the 
caatents or t1ie· attachmmt. but'woutd lib to start with two points, tealizing that )'OU i® 
simply tulfilliag YQut respaosibilities u requested by the Congress .. First. it is quite 
disccmcerting to bo asked to iocall speci1jc ucts and circumstancca relatod to events that 
occurred .• sewrai years earlier. Cleady, memories fade with time and 1he recollection of 
facts is m,quentiy inaccw:ate in context or incomplete. Second, it is difficult to provide a 
co� iespollBe with the limited information provided in the attachment and 
absence of the iuppomng� 

Presented u Fact: General Taylor mised issues iegarding tho uoique USAFA 
sexual assault reporling program to his bou, SAF/IO (Lt Gen Kehoe). Tho AFOSI 
Commander' m haw raised the issue to Lt Gen Kehoe previously � his initial in­
bdof II SAF/IG in l�a. but not " ... aa llOPleithing that I thought he � to do 
something about ••. UDtil 1999 or 2000 'Ml.ell we reengaged cm il? 

Comment: I do not refute tho statement that Gen Taylor raised the issue with me 
in 1999 or 2000, although as I stated in my interview, I do not i:eca1l specific dates or 
dewU of any diaiogUa we had. Baaed on my open and-� working relationship 
wi1h Oenmal Taylor, it is likely that he would have a4vised me that he had appiolclted 
the Air F<m:o Geneta1 Counsel about tho policy conflict at .·the Academy and that he 
thovgbt it. waminted attention. However, tho statement_ that the. issue may_ have boe:u 
railed durina my initial in-brief as SAF/10 appears spooulativo at best. F.ither 1bffl: i, 
ovideil.co that it was talsod then or theie isn't. This would preS11D1e that Genciral Taylor 
knew of the problem in 1998, but did not think i1 warranted attffllion at that point. I do 
not recal l my such soo,iect being raised during my in-brief and appa:reat1y Ouu,ral Taylac 
did not either. 

Presented as Fact: On February 9, 2000, SAF/GC sent a memorandum to 
SAPiI.G (Lt Oen Kehoe) asking hiill to spc:illSOr a ievi�. 

Oumneat: 1 (;()llCllr 1hat sudi a rnernona><h!m was soid, li1iliough I have not seen 
it and did not reoall the meinorandum or Che subsequent review until presented with 
several related emails ducing my interview with the DoD/10. Notably, when I first 
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mived at the interview. I via, piepared to ,ay that I was not familiar with the cases of 
sexual assault at 1he Academy that had been reported m tho media. To my knowledge, tho 
Air Force 1G had not beon involved in any eomphdnta or other special investigations 
mated to smia1 assaults at the Academy, That said, a statement your people Jiulde during 
my interview :reminded me that. &hortly before my retirement, tho Socrctary of the Air 
F0r<:0 had asked the SAF/IGtorevi.ffi aspects of the cases of a number of alleged sexual 
assaults at tho Academy. Wbile l do not roctll. illitl.$1:ii!g $UCh a ieview, it ia likely that, if 
asked by tho Secretary to do so, I would have written the terms of :reference uaed by tho 
colonel who was tasked with conducting the review. As far as l bow, this review was 
ongoing at tho time of my departure. As a point of emphasis, it is notable that the 
SAF/GC memorandum . was presented in the context of a policy conflict at tho Academy, 
il.ot oopg sexualaS&8Ult mvestiptfoos. Moreover, Mille the SAF/GC :memorand1DI1 
�ated that w.1'110 spomot tho miiow, it 7,ra81 di!!ited by a ienior executive
seMoe ropresemanvo froo 

. Presented as Pact: In a FeJ?ary 16, 2000 email lo SAF/IG (Lt Geii Kehoo)AIIII 
supplied infonoation to prepare Lt Gen Kehoe for 

tel�the � to the USAFA Suporlnfondent (Lt Oen. Oelst.tom). . COtllliwat: Although I do not recall this ilpec:mo email or the $peclfic details of a
call to . Lt Geil Oelstrom. it ia ll108t likely tbat. I did since he would have BppOinted the 
USAF. A. member of the review. 
pointa 

eup .. I would lik ely have paiaphrasocl. wn tho talking 
provided b) • IA.gain. the � . of the points provided were a 

policy comlict that needed to be iaolv� 110t·tbe handlios of specific cases. 

Presented •• Fact: From lanuaty 2000 ·in,til appraximato)y August 2000 
� group that included AFOSJ, SAF/GC, AF Surgeon General 
(AFISG), l!DdUSAFA representatives, whiclnvorked to resolve tho issues. As evidenced 
by a series of emails, Lt Gen Kehoe was kept abreast of . the working group's efforts 
duringtbe review period. . . . 

Coimneil.t Although I caimQt. teeall specific details of any upckrta, it is . evident 
from 1he emails llhown to me during my interview and fi'.om normal opcmiting procodurea 
in SAF/10, that I would have beeii kept abreast of the review group's work. As a matter 
of fact, you should check on whether the OSI, per se, was represeoted ori the review 
group. Although and hi, successor had an OSI �kground and 
� OSI 1¢ the Air Force hii<fquarters level, they tedmioally womd for SAF/IG, 
not AFJOSi 1111d reported indixectly to the IO tbrougb. the.it supervisor. Unless 1here is 
evidence to the contrary, the above statement mould read "SAF/IG" in lieu of"AFOSI." 

Presented as Fact: Lt Gen Kehoe was either the addressee or courtesy copied on 
at least seven cmaib. covering the At Lee wu:rking gioup activities between February 
2000 and August 2000. the last elMil Wi$ in Augliat 2000 .wt reflected r Lt Gen 

et wi 1..../::;,._ 
� ilie ! :i!e Academy sexua1 iiuault�Q. Th.e rneeffiig occumc1 UV !l!!rmil; thi 'NOtkiDg group review. The two ·agn,ed. that a workable compromise ··, . 

· · between AF/OSI ad USAFA . could :ilot . be · reached and should be resolved at tho "two-· 
digitlevel" . 

COJ1UDOt: I met wiL. bu eevml occui0.1)8 � 
the acting deputy General Couosol. While I caimot recall discussing specificdetails 
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n1ated to tho policy review group. I do not Jdbtc, � it happened. Howewr, it would 
have been wry ummw. to N8Clb. a OQIJCbiou aa wbc to.nit be dooe if the wo& of tho 

. reviow group wu .ml oagoms- Your IIVlluaiiaa lhould dearly ddemline the ·at1tue o( 
the review grvap It the pomf of the mereilcod mtietiaa and apecify whc the fflliew 
aroup "°'eluded its wodc, and 'MJClher � final repod wu iuued. I do DOI ieca1l ovor 
flNm8 II report Of ,pec;ifio recammeadllli- ftom the JIMOW group, 'MlidJ. wvuid have 
been J10DDlll pniclico at the coneludOIL of their wo:dt. 

Praaated u Fact: Tho APOSI Commmdot auumod. lhat " ••• tho IO. tilt GC, and 
the CC (USAFA Supodnimdmt) v«>ald have to lit mid dilcuu tho way forward." Ha 
bolieved that once they made a dociaioCl at that level " ••• they would infonn me of what 
d.llt decialoa -wu." The APOs'I Commmder did not mow if the ''t\w-digit level" 

· �- OCllUD'od, but ho :oover �ved any � Lt Oe,a. Kchoo bopia. t.lmiDN
leave in lllte August 2000, and 1hen tedred wilholJI resoJ:vJns th.I i'8ue.
. . Comment: I fliinlt the � 'Will· mow 1hat I .WU QQ tom r:J permiulw TDY
daring much of Aupat. 2000 too. I do not pi:fflot 1fJ.i, u 111 excuse. but _limply to explain
m,y limited direct � an thil or odm ls8UOi during tbit 1imofnimo. I w totally
comfortable wilh)ny_dep'Uty haildliD,g mgold,g wliifc. daring my a1-ce. la. addiiioa.
when all WU Slid md done, rud1be:r the SAFIOC llOl' the SAP/IO would have had lllf

· amhority to � a aolutitio on thil iuue. The Supedntmdwrt of the Air Fcm:e
.Aead.timy 'WOlbd dhectJy foe the C2lief of Stafl' � any conclvaiom or NOOlllil"CIW'ffl.('111
nm tho moiew group would have been prweiited to 1be Secrelmy or the Oaief' of Staff
for rwolutioa with the Ac:ademy imper:inteod,at.

Prea1111.te4 A1 Fac:t: On intervi_., Lt Geo. � did not teea11 the AFOSI
ComtwiDdor expn,uing C<1i11cema about the UDiquo USAFA NlCUll1 assault iq,mtlng
policy, oi dtJtaila .&cu tho� gioup.

Comment: Thia .statemmt ui conect l!lml I WIii llhown 'one or IDOftl emaila
afffliDg w tho wowng group. A1 that point, I did ieca1l tho cadsleoce of the group, but
not apecifi.CI related to it doh'bmtimo or liDy apocifio OCll.vonatioil with,Oeo. �. 'I1urt
u r.etiectod in my repllea to the Do'D/JG. My xecollecti.ons of tho spocifios of the review
pup were at the time ofthi intervl.ew llllil atill � me vquo It best.

ApiD. I thaolt yoo for the opportunity to comment oa. tho podim _of )'Ollr 
CJW!uatim related to my i.nvo1vommt in thil matter. I lincerely hope that my iaput is • 

. helpful and coostmctive additioo IO )'QUI' eva1uatiao "'l)Olt. 

Sincetely, 

vlcLt�4� 
Nk:holu B. Keboo 
Lieuta»mt Geoienl (USAF-BM) 
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Nove,:nl,u 4, 2004 

From: Lieuteoant Geneal (Ret.) Raymond P. Huot 
18 S111Jivan � 
Lmnglon.MA 024:ZO.lltS 

To: OIG/OOD 
400 Anny-Navy Drive 
ArUna,oa, VA 22202-4704 
� Mr.1 ... .L. J>avlik 
Amsan1 JG for Investlptive Policy 11111 Oveniglu 

Subjocc: Response to DOD/JG tallative �Joa lc:tte:r and attacbmeDt, dated 28 September 
2004, addreued IO me, L&. Gm. CR¢) Raymond P. Huot 

l>eat Mr. Pavlik 

Ai per your ffllUClt. the .u.ched . ctoc:urnria ii my preJ.imjoary response to your teatathe 
omiclllliom 6ooi � draft iq,ort for amsidentioa. I request the right to respond again wbca 
you b:avo provided me'Witb all documeDu I have Rquaied and tbm apin wbm provided widl 
your fi.o.al report. 

I� that this respome 1111d aD IWic:hillents ho iocluded u part of tbe final icport for 
public view if your fiilal c:oodusiom are lllldiqcd ftom your taltltivo conclwioos. However, 
if the f"JDdjqp will ho differe:nt, I request aaochc:r oppartUDity to submit a -respome, or, at 
mlotmnm. reaaou wbdhcr ihe provided respo.nse will ho made public. 

Aa per my request for an ex� to propody rapood. I m:eivcd a 20 Octoba 2004 
letter fiom John Parymao allowing 14 daya fiom receipt of additional infoanatioo tbat l iequost. 
Iofonmdcm - last received on 26 �2004. 
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Rgponse JO DOD(IG ""'!•i!e a,pclusjon twr and au.achment, 4p1 28 September 2004. 

,.,,........., tom 4, 0eq, (Bet.) Raymonde Huot 

1bi, h1:Corrlllitimt1s�im.� to11.:28 SGpte�200lletter�1111� �toil 
fwm. • dnlftJ>QDJro �� ia. mspo�e w tukmg: .f:romlheSeoaJi, Am�� 
�Ute io mclude .. I.ii us�11fqft:b!:! �ti:lhilltycf alm:ill ;n well iu J)miow A!r 
:fi'dm:c lca.dfu'hip." Tl'le DOOOG J* Ind !ltuld!mecl {bc:reiM!t�nefffled. In *'· "wui rc,porn 
DD m, inv.ol�t.� the Air��� 6om A:�3µ$1 �toll!!:IQll'·:2004 dm a 
1Clltalfve.�nc1at1cm(l'C1)m!hoQ)"'«ldli!Cfttill!: ''O!.lr�uii,-o��h�t)lt)u,Wt!l 
�i!llH1yfcii'amhJg,mnmbilliagr.o, or- �ns11 mnlide:illat �pg!·� 
pn:i.pn aw clmmlvffltcd � 111.tUtoqrand PQI� rcquimn,::zip ,;md, �,. fnllci&tid wllb 
aimliw ln:�cBIIOJL$. .. Ilic� dl_111, IIIJ�y IIIF,POni� TCco,o� with 
:ii!l�gitiom tMtt ''LtGca RUDI dli:lnoi. Wltfy 11:Js. �JU !tmties u SAF/ro hi &cldi11,g tbc 
� i!!n'i!Coaoc:med:Citliieo Omi)lfinl, (:)(bll rupoMtbility» 1.p,rombnt A.OOC 
'W:cttios Group mcm'bcr. M � 1ho C;UQ , wi;tli ll\f!I p c:a�«.SAFOO, LI� fl'I\Qt '1$0 d,d 
nofmci/:!i h!;s oblfptlpo io im'r.s11� amd RIIOl.vc vioblmm i:rh. r , pnlic,)'. pmccdW:c:, and 
rcgukliac." 1· Sll'Uagly bclii::Ye lh&t thc .. l't.;tii oo Ml $i\Ppott tl:io.z oom::la.,,io.115,. 

2:000 .Amllr.sonlffopper Clmipl:d11 t 

With regm 10 !ho Jl!ly wo:l �plaint :Imm LL Gen. (Itel.) Edp: Aodcmoa, .I�., lhc lwi, cfhQ, 
C:Olllpl-1al. �Y�.clcm;ir focmM I'm. 0tcn Mt}. Gm. lobA Koippei: 11:, !!!ICUOIU � Gm. 
Happer 1 (m� u: Ccnim•lllwll of,�i:, from 1994 � l�. 111a b mlocted in Scci. 
�·s 1d(ct ID Sen. Wmlcl; u..ooud in� w.cod roomo� 00 pRg!l: l of lhin draft: rq,on 11114 
iQ tho 27 Snly 2000 S'cm.. WfmJ::t Al!d 1.ovil:J. lc.lUil' w ASD (FMP) IV:hkh �'Id: °Tilclom is 
mfumimon ·� tommlttte t«clvcd IOlll Lt. (lc:q •. l;;dp.:f �'IJ!lt Jr;, USAF, ·�ln,g ibi;, 
lX!i'lil.li:tlilon of �l- GeA. Jcbi,-B'DjllDCl".1t .. USAF. fa� pmmOllim to, Lh:ut.alilll Ocacml. 'the 
�� wow'd .app� =LY.ing the De�t's vicwi ai:I. � me:roud m,1ahil jlri« to 
consi&:rlag �nemlatiooafM,I: G��:· "fbb'!7 JulyWll �wi!: lllcl�th.1i 
Will (1:,�w·lbc Afi'lvt® wpmw·� u Gm_�- mypiroccu:mr. AJ!!Oldl 
lo the dttft� � CQrD,pl� camp:1luot aoillym of Ota. A.tdcncn's c0� wu lo. my in­
box wben I� die SAFJ!G �ticm. Of nee, J �not !he SAFIIG whc-4. Lltlll compl:aiat'.s. 
�oo � f�ncit part c.f �s� o.ri. l\ow � � ·,>J.S to be hadled, CUld nae 
if:Kii111kd f.li my� While ��.IO'i�plot1wlll$ �!r.l& � .. wl, ifmlly 
acmow.lcdgc my RSpOmibilit� !L'ld ·®lici i!l 111ppiuYlll_g lhi11 CCI p.laip.l: :lillll:l}m.. 'fho fufk,wiflg 
WSCWil; Dll51De� 

:1Jwin,g:mym5Cllliiiom wifh·�SAFIWS mw;sli§_9tlDJOff:ttt,, . lie _ _ . 
w-!JDC 11w Geo.�� illfcdmg, . .a;idnsl:Gci;H�i b� � 
��eai tfhUd lo CkJL Nll!�a·� ion·� d�c fro� tltt: !w fnt.ec�y duijng 
Gm.lluppcr'a,·�a.s ,��·� Tu!:,lm=ti� O!l'i:ca,iwu ini"om:.m � 
tlbi.lh= �e::,/m_twbl� Aod�1oom� ™. - -di,,;,l�ti� •itprmi. died 10 
!do! by,beii 1!!!!11!1 iiffn May-.Jli:Jli; 1996, L1Jld, th.attfilJ � hAd bc.:n :aflegmty 
pro\'ldcd:fJy Gm. An'da.sQill m tom Ait fQl'(lc Chier of Swf', Oi!a :FogltllWI.. In tile s.ummer,� 

l'lpl 
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1996. The lnvestiptiDg Oflicer documented md also infonned me that, in bis telccom wilh <kn. 
Andmoll. ID ally Augusc 2000: 

1) Gm. AIMleaon dcdilllod '° discuss !Im complaint ln pmcn with SAFIIG.

2) Oc:a. ADCleno.o inf� him that he had no ,-maJ knowlodp of tbo iafonmtioo
aJGlalaed ia tbcs complaint.

3) Whal asbd if .be would psovide Ill umcdactcd copy of the complaint so lbat the
Jnvadptioa Offic:er caald pc the names of,tbcs female Clldcla listed (daoy wae blacked
Old in the recllCled venioa). Oen. Anderson llid he would talk to bis anomey and get
back 10 him; DO IIIIDt$ were ever provided.

4) Om. An111rioa. offaed iao n:uon" why he bad walt.cd uoti1 this time to rH11PP this
issue-lour )ad aftei' be W illepdly pcovided this .:..ne Iufomudon to dleu Air fol1XI
Chio{ al staff, Gca. �

With that bacqround. Croaimy perspective at the dnie, it lppc:ued that Gell. ADdcnoa'• · 
axnplaiot - filed wilh 1be C'JtpiaS pwpoMI of attempt.ina to delay or bJoct Geo. Hopper's 
promotion. 

0u pap 2 o1 die c1nA report, die IUderJieDt on lines J md • stata: � t11aa rela1illg t1ie 
malt& to the SASC. (tqlldiaa Gen. Hopper) fudhcr � was not llken oa die complaiaL,. 

This i1iip1iet lluil die oely � die Iavesdpdog Officer ex� wa Oc:a. Hopper'a 
lavolmaeiat. 1bia wu clarly 112l. die c;ue. The following cmn,cts from the 28 Aupast 2004 
C«lip\l:iDt Allll,m in pcnilli:nt 

u ht o44Jdaa IEt fM q«i/k CIIU refua,ca, fM dodona,r /"""'°1'JMll "1 Got. 
� al» cOlllaiiu NWrol opilUOfll or concbuioru reg""""6 1/N 
�"'""""''*'-"""�=uottJw� 111, 
rndet,a tkwl'1pil,d by tJw 10 plYNida adt11Jional iJfomJa/lon ,qannn, .,_ 
o/1"'-� 

a. The tlocu,Mnl 11111a 1"'11 ,aofonn,al. saw:IIOMII program u41ed OI UUFA
to addtt,a w Mtllb o/l:tlllds HO had bun� While�-, n«
how lliMI a Jm>l1'0I" In� dnif,wd ro ,p«i/kall, oddrtu Jh6 Mtllb qJ
COMti ""'° l,o41Ma, assa,,lld, Ihm wn a """"1er of �,,_sand
ti6f!IICla in'*" IMeTecodm -1d '° '"' -� 1'lliu uw:b,dd:
,-DFBLC, Menial Heoldt CUiiie. Cwir for Charodu �
� 03L u,al Of/b, and s«wily Police. ,. (11,e ill�
rj/lrir indwW nllliwniu atU1CNnDI# and �on ntfkCl/nt tf/foru
a,wl� tooill# pouitlklll'idiin, and� 11ru incl""6d 1M
loiat VlaaR and Witnw � Prr,grr,111 (Vlf'Af) � whkh
had bull ,q,tli:,td In"'- 11 Aprif200(J VWA hiit,�liodl•2Dl,J

b. 11,e __-, obo '**' thal NIIO ON lia., wbiPi,au ,upti,uibilhy for du,
appn,pria# lwrltdlint- lnilUtlgatio,i 4ild trNlnfffll (btdividaal vlcti#I fJlld
�)(/ 1M btt:idatl." W1dle 4i/!ert111 QJ!ica' ,{tot b«cnN itrvomd 

. 
. , 
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Academywilh it. �ir. AirdenM fri CQllld notncall any qf tk � (A.tda. 
28}. H� � lh4t '"""1ly. � $1/bordinate.r brcught problenu to hiM t.MY.•
(lhtJ bro,,gl,J a�� andh4believdthaltliis was probably
t/'l#.i/1 ihi,ca1e ,,.�,, 28}. � G:wrc,lc()(IC11tndtnat tJwpiJJicyletter tliat. 
thM TIG; Lt. Gm. � in .htn 96 ma, have been tlrnol"tim tiiat had 
bunp�t!ll beingworf,ed 

tssw 
or� al tM timt: o/hfz dist:� will, Lt. Gen. 

� (Ak:li2*� . had no m:olkdi6fi of any 
dm\/er.fOIWli Jjf d report from Got Mder.wit dealing with ffJlllOl a,ui,.,/u at the 
Acadi!inyC{Ald, 29), 

<;e,t. indetson's ��oradJrFo,:ce,S11Tgt:0n G,:,atrol, 6. 
Re� did� that lvboi! ,.n wi;.mvolve,h41iib � 

den. (m} 
lfritlt. Ow .. 

. . Atademy1il .� ,z wortDlikpollcyfor me 111:wJJ{ng �ITPotfS . . . . . of sauaL 
�If and rapt at th4 Actllkmi (AtchJO). •. . . . . 

Althollp � lengthy, I includechhe above from the IDvestiJ1Bting Officer's report
to cl�ly show Iha& tbe lnVC$tigating Off"acer wcrat 

quotes 
well beyond Qaminiag Oe;n. ff�;• 

involvement in this complaint analysis investigation and �viewed the etr� taken after the ·dale
of t1ie complaints made in 1996. c1eai:1y u � that wiiatever'aysttmic pro&1� exii� . 
prii,-19% luid �addressed.. I wai �are of ao tj:,inplaint repidlng � <>Ver sexual · ... ·
assault handling at the AJr Force Academy froml996 to 2000 and the evmu faced by Gen, .. 
Andenou Mn! iill �1996 and aJJi,eari,cl to have bcien addtC$scd iii.multiple �views. Allot the
fflil.U � we�pre-1996 and there had beat an ext.ensive reriew .of the proce$SCS by LL 
GC11. Swope in 1996. Under the policy lini!I� in USAFA wtrucitlo1iS1-20t. Cad« 
V'�s � and Notifia,iiOII Promiuru, lSJuly 1997 and ieaffumed in lbe..
IS Allril 2000 of IIJ� tJ$AFAI; the Cof!Ulll,Ddinc aix.t the were cl� •.. •
� to have 

�on 
the fioal 11,y as ttnvbich cases would be forwaidcd 

s� 
to OSlfO( inve:stiptio!i 111d· 

� cases �ere of a mini>r natun::.sucb lliat tbe vic;tim iiquest for�tiilli� coulp. be .. · . 
resJ)CCted.. . 

In iny view, the f;iCt chat 0ea; •� did not. choose IO illclude a �y of 
8 huie 96 repoi( as a lllit. of bis� was also si� bi ill.is iepott. wbicluhe had 

0m.
.· ·.

=.�-.a111rr· rw�:·Om�=�Smgeon 

==�����1aJi::ii:�==ci= 
<rf blck� wv$ .head �b=u """'°lill'lis!itd IIO� lhUc .illcnr:!AI �· {Wettl . onbe!:n .lOiterate.specifia · ); · . .•• ea · ·ilie �!em." and · 

.. 

"Th Additiooall . c. Leadmh ·.··· .·. ; i·pin . ·atOS

. 
AFAi

1 . 
nwm;actlve. .lyconccmed. . .  · .. .. lime 96 ll'IClllCir'and .. and. . io tbe 

A�y�i. . lU1d Forceciuef · Air of Staff, Geri. Foglemaneoes 
.o 

on to stace
has:

thit, 
· .. 

in b(ir-S-7 J:UllC 96 �with !hes� "Wcagtieed to �Yaietbe SASC{Seitiaal
�t�CQmmlitceJ.andrecontigwe�gi:oupa.s·fJt.lPi' .. ; cimidctalionwill bepvai
to �plow� oonsultanl/CiaiteriF<icus 

imer 

..,. the cultme; . , .. coodderation '. will be given 
abc)ut bow best to twc up cffom with �mil$ •· ;.: this initialivc 

. 
will begin tlli� �. 

· . · . bdi. om . thebe . beex� ginrung. • . •oflhcOfficer, . the� . · · 
acadeuii. 11ia.._·

· · �my.thc � .. . · . ·008. wiih mvc.ti ·pm '· ·· ·• •
.. . .... ...... ,. . 

. author oru; 
. 

qeiL .· . the.·.. 

.. 
APdmoli'ii . CX>inplaint;. .

· .
. 

. .... •····. I

.

.

.

·

·

· · . · · .

·
. · · ·

. · . . .
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l 
AFOSJ/Confid�UaJity Policy 

With� to my discussiom with the OSI Commaruler, Brig. G� Frank Taylor, the draft 
report does not properly chmctcril.c my involvement .. I'did 11cit .. ignore th<: AFOSI ccmccms." 
Fust of all, as I re<:all, Frank ml I discussed the issues surrounding the COllfidential reporting 
policy at the Academy. I acbowlcdged Frank's points from theOSi perspective, but also 
Ullderstood that lheae were essentially theume points that had been previomly debated before 
Air F«ce leadership changed .!he policy several ycan prior at thc Academy to one allowing . . �.Uty. At the l1ieetllla wub Ftank. 1 believe: that I .asked that be wub the . . 

adjustment(s) 
Superintendent work 

Comawidant l>fCadets antVor the IO discuss OSI c;onc:ems and consider 
to �i p.rocedum ihpproptjate. AA I recall, it was shortly after mcetlng 

wub Frank lilylot that I called tho USAPA Superinteadem. then U Gen. Dallager, and 
discussed the Academy's exis� p:ocedwes � osrs COOCC1ns.l .( askt.d Gen. D.allagcr's . ass.isWICe in this uiattcr ill �ini QSi's concerns as be aod bif �f adchcssed those issues 
wilh the . . lied Air Force A�y Sex� Assault Poli<:y Ollwl& Group (I was not a f 
meinbei of thisWoddng Group- AFOSI WU a participant). : 

As 
. 

· · · · . · . .· · 
tbad

. . · 
·

the. SAF. ... 11 ·.c.. noalitborit. · ..·.. ov.·er. . the . S uperillt . • since � �Air· F. orce.A'*'em ywasa . . . • endent . .. . . . · ��Unit . {D.itU) &o the Air Force Chief of Staff. I did� my legitimate 
aulborifyio dilcct the� of AFOSI to wild diledly with thc USAF A . . . .

· Cortirnindant/S . . uperintendeot.· _ · · . be . met with those con ..• cerm ..• 
.

fact. . B.�.-· G cn.Taylor didexactllbaL In November 2000, the Air 
. 
Foree . Academy Lt. Gen. Dallager ·

m . . . Su�teodeot, . . y 
and, as The Panel to Sexual� 

. .'° .. ··.� .. .. 
.· Allegalioas at lbe'.Air Force Academy rq,ort 

(Fowler Repon) n:flec:ts, Brig. <Jen. Taylorreponcd to� group lhaibe . . .
. "found the .. Su.·per1n. 

· 

Review 
. 

ten.

· dent . rece.· .ptive. '°. ou . rconcerns.·· . . · " • Brig . G e 11. Ta 1ylor also
· · Brig. . . . . . met wilbthe 

Cc>mmeucl•n� of Cadets, lhen Gen. Mark Welsh. inthe . May · :mc>I . .. timeframc . to further · modify reporting from · the Academy's .Cadet Counselin' Cciota· -fD apeemept which. jf 
implemented comctly. would likely have adequately addiesKd =e. Gen. Taylor's concems, . 
Tluoughout Ibis process, I do not recall that Brig. Gen. Taylor e aillle back to me to express 

. any added COliceins Otto seek my further i.nteivcmtion or involvemc:nt Additiorially. wilhin the 
GcDeral Counsel led Air Force Workirig Group CODceriiliig the Dc:cerrcoc:e or aad Re$pomc to 
lilcident of SexualAssault . at .the lJ.S. Air Force Academy (AFWG I°" Air Force General Counael 
Working Group) (I will discuss more oo my involvement with this poup later), I openly · advanced onecoosislelil Air Force policy to deal wilh ieltual A�� across our Air Force,. 

The isJue of confldentialityiD rq,ortjng al the Academy w-., llld � cvt:Q today, a hi,ply 
debited and very oootJovenial. topic. The 26 June 1996 letter writtcn by then SAF/10, Lt. Gen. 
Dick Swope. to the Academy · 

Superint • . endent was significant io myfview in tbllt it establisbcd the 
basis and nitionaJe for the policy which · existed during 0\051 of my� as the SAP/JO. 

. 

1be following is an emaa fiom that Jeuer and is releVlllll to the clispmion 1h11 follows: 

"Our rework oftbe 01 /Academy Opero11'ng Instruction/� pnmised on tbe 
fundamarlal piwipl• that both 11w Air f'.°'" and tM victim luw, important, 
blil &01MtimU tt1mptdng ilitt1Tit1 In tbe qftennath_ if a assault. Both 

. l1*rut1 Mtd to be met to tbe liJrgut extent posiillle. . Untie 
31::· 

· ly, tM Air 
For« 1w an ilnpt>rtOIII ifitmit ill. mainlaining tMl'Ole, g . order and 

L 
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ducipliM at theAcadi!my, in pr«eai#g cadeu from crime;, and in eliminating 
thou CO<ku who art unruitable for comniisskming. Additwna/ly, the Air FOl"Ce 
and the Academy have a critical inlerest in eSlablishillg a ,upoNlibk policy 
that is understdndoble, defensible aiid accepiabte to the A4erican people and 
call al4a sun,ive media scrutiny. This policy must satisfy tl/e public expectalion 
that the Acodemy en/OTCt!$ high srandards of candMct and dau /IOI toluale or 
appear to condone wrongdoing. Ori the other hand, we lffl4lt acca.rnmcdote the 
signijicanJ ph')lslcal and mwtwilal needs <i sUU(ll auau/1 yu:tim.r. The polky 
s/wuld ent;QUrtJge victims ,o·:,tdc tMdical � and ptofeuional support, 
mu.st tUflll'e vktiltu can repon auaulls in an atmosplwn�e from ll1ldue 
publicity or rqriial, and nu,;st prot«i victim pn"vacy and djgnity. 

To mffl the Air Puree's intereit1, we 1Hfin11 all :ruual tumulu shr,u/4 In 
reported to llu olftcer prillUll'ily ruponsibt. for nulinJainillg mon'lk, g<Xld 
order and di:reiplm• willutJ tlu tddd wlag. ln our opi1UIHI, that ulftcer i• tlu 
COIIUfUltldaal o/Cllllds. Reporting 10 a single officer ptomotu consistency 
and placu tJie responsibi/iryfor folloW-i!n decisi<JM on lhe offeerwho will be 
lwld�lefor those decisions. T1Jis amuigemmt pnserns the chabJ (Jj 
command and virllullly mirrors repar,ing requlretfienJ, in operational units 
si,ch as squadrons and groups. 

Wtt blllieve J/re establishnuRt of II single notificatu,n poilit at a hi&:h level 
within tlu Academy ii an abrobui necnsity. 

In addition to protecting Air Force iitumu,. the 01 establishes policies tc 
nq,port victims and� barrlm to nportlng 1uuol ClUtlll/J,. "( emphasis 
added) 

The PMioil in bold WU a key piece in my view regmli.og OSl's involvement. By having lhi, 
provision, the Commandant of Cadels abould have been infomied of all scxual assault incidents. 
A$ per this inatruction. the Comnlaudam of Cadell advise.$ �c Superinteodcnl rcguding the 
''merits and limitations of authorizing an [OSQ investigation" and then lhe Commaildant and/or 
the Superintendent could authorize a breach of the c:oof'tdentiality policy. This process was 
es.mitiaily formalized in USAFA Insttuction Sl-201 and blown as ''oven:ide audlority." 
(USAFAISl-201, Cadet Yu:tim!Vrunas�OIJdNotificaJimi Procd#n1, para. 2.8.1.2..l, 
1997 and 2000 versions). 

'hi.·� if the Cadet Counseling Center (or other SOIU'CC) reported a. situation which was 
potentially a crime, the Commandant would be notified and would advise the Supcrintcndent. 
The Commandant and/or Superiutendcot would exercise his ovemde authority to have OSI 
conduc:t an investigation even if the potential victim did not want OSI involved. It was, and 
remains, my view that jf the information flow to the Commandant had been properly executed in 
a thoroudJ and timel,y manner. the Ajr Fotce's rmpcmsibmty to have os1 investiptg an wssible 
qiminal agjyitig fflmld hm been md while allowing the policy of c;onfufontiality to encourag� 
l!QfSltial yjctjms 

'· 
to come forward IQ report and get apm;opriate medjc:al and professional support. 

The 13 July 2000 USAF/JA leucr attached to !his complaint analysis added 10 my view that this 
system was working as planned: "Our experience 1w been that the serious C2SCS get reported, 

heel 
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iavutiga(ed 8Dll pmsc,culed (when the evidence warrants}. The less serious (and Jess 
prosecutable) acquiataace assault CAM:$ 81'e handled ina IDUUlCI' that muimlzes victim recovery 
and retention at USAPA." Unfortunately, as iuveatigative activity in the 2003 timefnme 
revealed, the Cadet Coumdlag Center reporting to lhc: Commmdaor of Cadecs WU not oocurrinJ 
u i.t lhould have IJem. 

Office of The Judge Advocate 
Geiii:ril; tJSAF, � Washmjto;;, DC, prepired an affidav_it wilh 17 attac:hrnmts 
(A� 12.) wbidl. I ba'wl included as a ·part of my response. wbo was a 
mant:ia' of Ilia 1996 H<2 USAF� which rec:oiDmendcd the establismaerJt of the Air 
F01CC Academy', Umiled � :m.· included a sllCdoa in bia affidavit wbic:b is 
relevant. Althougb the affldmt includes a more Jmgthy cliscu.uian. l highlight the following:: 

"Thu mii#u·� tow tatlatiw � that W HIIOt sluuu 
� fl* ffWIIJng. contributing ltJ or abldlnr a COllfoknllal anau1, 
pfOtl'tRli t"'1I �w:nkd bodl natMtory and policy requJn,,,n,u. Fint. it 
m11st be IIIIMnWOd dtat lh4 propos6lforworded "1 LG Swope in 1996 to the 
U.ttFA -P fio,,, novel. W1lai tM j,rocus propoud was"' mah the 
� t!wfocal po;,,, Jo; .wtUOI assault co,nplaint.s. In dds role, the 
Con'rlndndani WOflld 1¥ the� eqwiwllut of any Knit commander (CM 
"lllliJ" at dw, USAF.A. bebtg the codd corps. vice a� Group or W-1111). 
Unit C� thro,,glioru w lnilhary S.rvicu have the ruponslbUity 
IUldu the Unlfoi,J, Cotk of Military JIIStice to 1i,ai,ttqilJ diS'cipliM and 11w 
""1horily to d&poi# ii/ muctinduct. � proposed changu from CM 1996 
rnww formoll1 ntfllliml the Commaitdmrt of CMeu to nram the same 
tkdJio,u a,ry � m:civing a report of su.val -11 or misconduct 
woilld have to llli:lu: to dispose of it lilnudf or lwrulf or refer it /or 
invutigadoil ,o eltlw Sfflirlty Forces or the OSL 1M propo,al dul not p,uport 
to re� 11w � of any respon.nbilitia inlrercn1 ;,, command and it 
wtUjidly �,,,. any Cd# wat?'tllllmJI' crimlilal imudgailon would be 
referred for lliW#I� tJ,ro.,gh cr.erclse o/lM Commandant's override 
outNirily. 1,, di al/Nlor, w wurtJn, group r«ognir.ed "1W were plllling tlM 
� in a ii-,� po,ilion, OM that MitiMld be depo,dmt on 
good iillemal � withbi the USA.FA, huJ/OIINI tlau to be tJw best 
soUllion .inlailabl& 

TM Woriillf a,.,, m:o,nlud that ""'every WtUlil o.ua,Jt TCf/"lra "fi,muJl 
crimf.ital � (OSI or otltenvise): the lfflll "seJAIOl amlldr covus a 
wuk. vamty of «Jiflblit rangtn, in severity from an iunwJnted 1'11«:hbig- a kw 
on tlN chuk- io/t!jtdMe rope. In prai:ti«, an4 i,y Air Fvrce 1Mtr"'1ion. only 
•rldta crima ttlClilld hlnwfol/m.wiJldll lM pulidietion of OSI: � -"'my,
"""cwc',uiwiM,ij '"'*-bodily liarin (SH AF/ JI-206. Aldi z, nue 28, 
Said. (>J/,wu). Mbiot' sawiJ asMlldt offe,uu -rdfall within the 
Jurudlcdon if� Forcu or be hondkd by a COlnlliallder. In� the 
Wmtillg G"rr,,ipfti/ljairdcipaud that the� would OVff7'ilk the 
daira cf 11111 QI/Mi ifflaiewr the meril1 cf the inddDlt requlrd criminal 
bwdtigation. Farjto,a bdrtg an attahpt i'o ctmunvoit 'llr, law, ii MW an 
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aJtonpt to regulariu a process anak,gous tc, comm.and and correcl the proce.11 
existing in 1996; a process that we understood provided forabsdu/4 
confidenlialily and consequmtly allowed cadets tc, control the inllestigation of 
,� miscotlihlct. The proces, we proposed mirrored that .of the rest of the Air 
Foir:e. 

As far as the 'liability of the USAFA process, I am awan that Commandalm did 
�ire their ducretion to ovmide the wlw;1 ofcatkts who desired 
confidenliality and these cases were referred w OSI andjully tnve#igQ#d. 
Additionally, JA penoN&d at the USAFA infonned me that the ciJses abolll 
which the ()$[ upressed concnn w.ire often ddizyed ,wt because of the 
Acadimy'' inierilal process, bui thefaib,re of me· compli,iitisnl to come fon,,ard 
in a lilMty fashion to make a npi>rt to� In nl1flll'KIT1, I ionclllded the 
USAFA P'°"'' iUel/was 1t4t the underlying caiue of 0$1'1 t:xpri!ued com:nm 
and the Cffleermt. while wdid, were a bit 01t1mtated bi!:CiJU# the OSI war 
crltJciring the pro«si rather thai, the execution o/thl p�u." 

Although the Air Force has now eliminated the oonfidcntiality policy at the Academy, the issues 
over what is the best policy for DOD aod the Air Force cominue IO be debated. During my 
session with the Fowler Panel, Connet Congresswoman, Tillie Fowler, expressed her view that if 
the Air Force did away with confu:lentialiiy reporting, the statistics on u,tual ll$SiillltJ might look 
good in ihe future but that would likely be because we drove the problem underground again. 
An exceq,t from the panel's September 200:3 final report� the pari.el'a view: 

"t'he Panel jwb the prob/mu auociaud with il,e/()Trflff kademy policy qf 
confidmtial reporting wen not MCU.Sarily calised by olliMlngfor privileged 
conimunicatioM, 'but KWNI the result of a conf"ukntializy policy wluch, m,u time, 
was poorly implemmled and locud responsible gove11U111a aitd qvenight. The 
Panel farther finds that .the Agcoda for Change reaction which eliminated 
confidential reporting swing, rhe pmdulwn too far in ,he opposik direction and 
creates a #igniflcans ri.u that lliclim.f will not cotM.forward at all aitd di#$ Iese 
the beMfits a/ftmkd by p,efessiorlOJ c011Meling." 

Q m consistently llm1 the same position (Attachment I). ln her 3 November 
20041etter9tatcs: 

"I have and continu to rt:niain a nrong advocate of the we of at leasJ limiled 
conjidentialilyfor victlins of suual asiaMII. Confidential tq,orting i.r the 
standard al vniversitiu, college.t alld the other military tlCt1tkmiel (West Point, 
Annapoli.r) .•• 1'he goal of the USAFA policy waJ to obklin the tlWI of the cwku 
aitdm«Nrage them to report. I bellew, based U/J(Jll mJ � OYer iM 
ye,:m and thru vista ti) USAFA. that the p(!lfcy formalized in 1997 was 
lksigMd to acctmtp/ishjiut that. Tiu: goal of this program ha, ,,_, been "' 
stop rq,orting or intpde. criminal bsvdtigatioir# in any way. In fact, the 
opposfte is true. .· Once we get illdividlliils to come in/or help, we c:wi encotm1ge 
thein to giJ/orwardw the criminal invutigarivasystem. (!they won't report in 
the first p1oce, !ff are unable w cmuluct Q(IJ type of investigution ... As ca.dds 

Pl,IC 10 
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wtre plY1VilW limitd a,nfidelllialit,, llwir � i,a kaduihip went up 
aNl ihiy JelJ comfortlJble � 01l»lllt6 and, tlterd,y. oblalnins tMdkal 
help. At 1M sil1ile a-. tM Ccmmaiidanl of Cade# retaJnd the rok of 
a,mmander by bdng·� ,,, ref,r rqx,rts of G#t1Mltfor climina1 invtsdgalion 
nffl· witMid 1M COIIJalt o/lM victim (command Ollff'riJeJ. •• At IIO tbM - the 
policy of co,filkntiallly ""°1*4 OI USAF A dai,ned to- cimanvenl law or 
policy ,,, ro ilile,fen witA i:rimlnal invadgalicnl. The polky, in daip and in 
fed, ot least tlvoMgh 2000, � caden to rq,ort sailill-1#, th.erdry 
opmmg the pouibi1iJy of a crinrittid imiu11,atlon. •

My purpote in thia disc:u$lion 1$ to cleady poiDl out that I did not "ip,re AFOSI caocems" as 
the draft repod � -ci1ber iD 2000 oc in,ubaequeut ac:tividea of the Air FM» Working 
Gtvup, the FowJcr PiDcJ. or in odlcr inl.emal womng cUscussiona. l. like many otben, wu 
involved in ayiag to find tbe ri,tit mswer for our Air Force and Air Farce Academy. 

On page 9ofthedraftrcpott. iD idaaiccto lnfonnatioaoontairxd in a 13 July2000 USAF.A/JA 
letter, it ill iu:ipoltliJl to bCite that the USAFA/JA leu« was specifically� aocl 1he data 
lhereilfWu bcma mnimi:d by tll ed Air Po!= Acadciaiy 8"ua1 Asiault .Review 
CommiUt,e. 1'llua. .from tbc SAF/10 p,::opec:tlve, 1hls lntonmtiora was available to md bc1ni 
� In III appn:ipiiae poop outaide lbe I& FGit:e Academy. Additiooally, I would noce 
the followma: exceipts from tut same letter: 

•w, now ltal'efour.,_n of data lo m,l,,ate 4"" I dtbtk It u ,afe IO M1Y tlte
prova,iJ hol�at a lilccm •.• Prior lo policy� USM'A �
viniNl/ly ""reporu of #JQW autadt ... Ff1llowj111 poliq � co:tu 
are bein8 rq,orted lhal WOllld-,, Jtav, ccow to liglu (� 12 per 
,--J an4 -- vit:timl an gdtinr the-,,por, IM1 nntl. Our/ffllDk COtktl ml 
'us dtai� -.ra lot lo dvm'11U/tMy WOM/d n,wrhaw c­
fo,ward wlt/toMt h. 

Q,ic of tlte intpo11alll ,a/a,, Wllvu dalgned illlO tlte 171't111 and ra:og,iiT.f.d "1 
LI. Gt,;. Swop,'1126J111W l996� cona,ni,rg la tMpn,grt111t-,
that t1te Commandant of Cadm -1J lie brief• on al/ cara""" coaJtJ
UYO'nM tlut viitlm'1 cioll/fdotJloli Ill� lilJlatu:ltU. USAFA/ SJ.201,
parajrr,pl,2.8.J.2.J godOM stopt,m/luand ,.,a IMC� I<>
adtd# tMStl/w� t1it 'tfw mm/land �tl/RUthorlt.iligan
�· Owr�klb,at/Jaltu#IIMa-..pl�
m� w � (wls• 11N mlfllff INn'llllt.J. TM 1-""°'"

(iuul'proe«tdlllih) � a""'1t Cllffl an luaulktl"' c aamtwtllOI
lflllXIMiu1 mti,,, � ,uu/ ntnlloa. Ill mFA. "(-,1-i, "'1tW)

1bb letter g,c,es oo to discuss USAFA's MZUVities in comparing the Alr luce Acadany wldl 
otbei- urvice academiea. 

"Both NUl4jlolil and Wat P/Jinl wen rdllClanl lo� #.7QIQI ontlllll 
#l1ditla for ,nvw_ by qvr mm, 8""'11, .and askd dtat a,ry d¢a thq provi;kd 
be 'cloH hold.' USHA Im avm;,ged rwo to 13 #Zllal nriseontl,,et cwu 
t11iiula1l;. roitgilig /r(Jfff inappropriak SUIIIJl coillaCt to st.UMll MSIJlllL /11 1999, 

' .·,;. .. ,.. - .. . :·.· ..... ,. 
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IMnt WMl 10 .-:h cr»U, two ofwltidi WN Hriou.l _,,,to_,
c,rp,d,ion of 1M lllilbhipmen bwolved.. USMA '1 Cenur for Profwit)t,ql 
Mililary &Ilia JtaUd thaJ they recd� vcr, /� casu of COUJs nportlng st:%1UI/ 
a.uaultdue to 'fearqfnprisal, ptmlslunart(dw toakohol uu). ortlwbdk/ 
thal nothing will be doM. '" 

Addruoallly, the letter .iucluded tho following: 

"I om unaM101W /hat AFQSJ Im p�l#d air, tasu tJraJ wm not pmolously 
rq,orkd to DFBLC. and so MY auvmpti«, 16 t"'1t we mil� "11M 
linderreportlng of smial assalll.t CIUe.i htrt '11 l!SA.FA. A., a poim of bttm!sl. 
the 1999 e4ltlon of Mllilary P,,chokJ11 (Vol 1 J, No. J) is MIIOUd to the topic o/ 
KJaMZl nartlRlllffll of active 4vly ""1ltary IMtrlHn. I will bring a copy to our 
tneeti"S, A«ortllns to tht .na,,,q •. �.o/fonak mililary penonnel had 
upukncetl al lean one instance of ll1!'NQntm ,a-re/4Jed behavior in the past 
12 mant1u. 1'lu figun - 7"'*1/ar lltedir Pon:& When tlte paru,n � 
for IUSWOIIIU ,-i anMtioft (i.«., llli"iwllr#d � to itlrokt, fo,,dle. or klu) 
th4 ftguru were 42'1, for DOD alld JS'I, for iheMr FtNre. W1tffl tltatfil,lru 
are corrdaled with tome of tht dilla plO'lllded by AFOS/ tind SG, it-111 
appear thlit DOD, USAF. and UlitFA aU irurror 1M llllMrryo,tmg problem 
that u pfW!'i/Oknt at tht 1talionaJ lewL .. 

My point ID going lhrough all of Ibis ii ro point out !hat my staff 1111111 were well aware that the 
Air FoLl:e had be,m engaged and WU still active!Jciiglged in woddag lhis tough problem. from 
my peapec:tm. progreas had bem made, and WU still being made, IO improve the aitullion Ill 
USAFA. 

Ev'a\ now, with the Chief of Staff 111111 Secretary'.s "Age,:tidl for Change" in place. cdy .Ille fulure 
will tell wbelher that effort 1w the right answeri or wlaetber mae or different dl'orts need to bo 
UDClcltakcn. 

Coacenaed Cldzm Com'plaflit 

Rcpding the "Coacenled Citu.ea Complaint," by wty of background. JGS Redvccl thia 
c:omp1aint approximately two years alter woilting the Hoppel"� As menrioaed earlier, during 
those two )'Clrl, no other case c:onc:aniDJ Air Pattie Academy sa:Ull asauft problemsnuues 
was broqht to light lli.ywhae acrosa the SAFOO complaints llffla (JGS or IGQ). Odiet � 
� the Academy - woibd by S'AJfliGS. Thia u si� la !hi& bolwcca 1999111111. 
2003, SAFIIGS iuvcstiploa were iavolvccl in � staff and cadets 11 ·tbc Air� 
Acadeiny. In ooe case that involved I minor assault lhil wu not sexual in 1111:in (1 female cidet 
WIS dragged into a men's llfrlne.111111 given what caclels'releired ID u 1 "'swidy"-duilked into a
lalriilc'llid flushed), 28 Individuals at the Air Force� wa:c illlcivicwed � party 
and cadels of bodl sacs). Ia this particuhl: cue, lboOud of Sexual Aislult Services was 
inlerviewed, explailled that the jncideau being eumiDcd waeuot sexual. waults IOll � did 
nof offit any intomwioa. ab<MII sexual as_sau.lt JX'(ib� at USAI'� la IDOda aiic .involYiai an 
inappropm1e &glisb Depctmc:llt Dimn&·In. 13 llllcrviews were conducted No illucs/ploblam 
regarding sexual ISSlults were nised ia any interlliews or discuss.ions. Although portioos of tlw 

I-50

FOR 0� USE ONLY



LtGen Raymond P. Huot Comments 

dining-in were alleged to be offensive because of their 5eltUal nature, aone of the witnesses came 
forward to the investigator to claim there was a problem with sexual assaults at the Academy.

The complaint analysis on the "Coacuned Citiun Complaint" was, in fact, foc:u.sed oo lhe
Commandant of Cadets, Brig. Gen. S. Taco Gilbert. The other broader allegations were not
individually broken out and investigated based primarily on the Investigating Officer's rdiance
on the Air Force Academy's report of thc.ir � to seJtual assaults over the period August
2001 to August 2002- the same period covered by tlle 11D011ymous complaint. That infonnation
was included in au Aupt 2002 Air Force Academy response to a Congressional tasking from
the office of The Honorable Pally Mwtay. That USAFA response. which was in the complaint
analysis, states: 

"16 ltOlal 08M1UlU wen np<>rtd "' have occurred 0/ USA.FA/ram 1 Altg,ut
2001 to .1 Augaut 2002. 0111 of the 16 ca,Q OM in\/Olved a civilian victim. 
&ch uf these �l'Omd sexual tJ.Uall.[a. well!' iJl'JJUti,ated to the fallnt l!Jrlcnt 
possible according to USAFA Instruction 51-201. In 10 casa the victinu 
wishu to ,vnaJn QIIQtlymous, did not prov[ide} anJ perpetrator idmtffeCDlif)fl,
and did not wish any law e,ifort:ffllDIJ invt1stigalion. In 1 case the victhn 
conunUd to completion of a rape lat, bur did not provide perpetrator 
information, and did not wish any law e,iforcem4nt invmigation. Fiw: (5) cast/8
wereforwar,kJ to AFOSl/or investigation, Old of the ftvt one -forwarded 
without viaim conunt by the Superintauie[ntJ dw to safety of the C«kt W-,ng.
Out of theftw: ca.1U forwankd to AFOSI. one KW tktemuned to ht! a false 
report. 1\Mo casu 1'Ullltaf in IDck of evuw,c:e to proceed with formal charges,
OM ofwhJch llW tM case/orwarrkd without victim consmt. One case 
progreued to an Article J2 hearing wiJh a mbuquent nconi1natdozion by the
/,rvestigating Officer that the GovenuMnt will not be abu u, prrNt! the ca,,r at 
trial. 11te perpetroror wa.r recommended to S«rt!lary of the Air Force (SECAF)
for administrati11e disfflrollmml 1')' the Superinunde[ntJ, with an 01hu Than 
Hanorable di8charge. Aldwugh IMperpetrr;llor tkparted USAFA. lhil a:ue is
still pettdingfinal disposinctl from SECAF. One C4te. widi tM civilian victim,
ruullell in ,i court martial ciNtvlcrion (Au:h 3:J4). 

FTOM the above information. w evitknce show$ thal Acadt!my ojJidah 
p1'Q/1U'l7 followt!d proceduru for investigaring those 16 rape and &exUOl assatdt
incident, wlsicJ, were/onnally reported ovu rhe prcviOIU ft!OF'," 

The draft report cites couccms regarding who the Investigating Officer did nor iniaview 
regarding the allegation that. the Commandant of c.deta tells female cadets th� raped is
"lbeir fault." A subcr:z: very dwrou. gh S. AF/JGS lrlvcstlgatioo (ROI euca11111USAFA 

amwas completed and rcviewed/<XIIICUIJ'ed with by DODIIG, which 
verified that theic was no wrorigdoing on Brig. Gen. Gilbert's put in this case. Additionally, at
the time of the 2002 investigation there was rio other specific information which would have 
indicaled a need to try to ferret out broad-based allegation& n:gardillg: "females were amid to 
report fOI" fear of being punished by lheir AOCs; AOCs punished female cadeta for rq,omug 
being raped; aud, couniielon who tn:atcd abused cadets were mon1 conoemcd about USAFA 
gelling a bad name than with the vicdins' healing." None of the many layers of review of this
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complaint analysis questioned eidler of these mas -not the legal advisor helping the 
investigating officer, not the JGS Ditector, ®t the Deputy SAF/JO, not myself - SAFIIG, and 
not the DODJIG .. On the last point, SAF/JGS sent a copy of this ClOlllplaint analysis to DODJIG 
on 21 August 2002 for their review - six days after my approval. DODJIG never came back to 
me or IGS citing the issues in this current 28 September 2004 draft report .. 

AF General Couasel Working Group 

As noted in the draft report, I was a member of the General Counsel led Air Force Wmking 
Group Conceming the Detemmt:e Qf and Re11ponse tf1 Incident of s� MUl!lt at the U.S. Air 
Fon:e �y (AFWG or Air Force General Counsel Wod:ini Group). The dwter of this 
Wodting Group was focused oo "policica, programs, and practices� and to "provide 
recommendations for change." This focus was driven by the Secretary of the Air Force, Dr. 
Roche, and Olief of Staff, Gen. Jumper, who made it very clear that they w� to be sure that 
appropriate changes to Air .Force Academy policies, �s, and ptoced- were 
accomplished as soon as possible - before the Air Force Academy fall session began. Bady in 
this process (February 2003), Dr. Roche direded that SAF/IG investigate any former or curreQt 
� cadet's .Uegatiom that their complaints of sexual aw.ult had heal.� by the Air 
Fm:o Academy or AFOSI officiit.ls. Additionally, at my recommendation, Dr. Rocll.e difcctcd 
that a highly CJtpericaccd. band-picked AFOSlteun review all investigations conducted (and 
complaints reported to AFOSn by the AFOSI Detachment located at the Academy from January 
1993 to Decembef 2002 .. DOD Jnspedor Genen.l and I agreed chat DOD IG would conduct 
COOCWiellt oversight of SAF/IG effoda. Additionally, DOD-JG agreed that they would conduct 
investigation$ if any complainants refused to ducus$ their allegations with SAF/IG. 

Ba.,ed on the above, my .pirticlpation in the AFWG was primarily focused on being the 
"functional head" who represented OSI �� As sudl, my AFOSJ Commander, Brig. Gen. 
BricPattem,n, and my atatf � SAF/IOX. supported wodting level meetings with this 
Wodclng Group. At the senior lcYel, the Air Force General Counsel. Ms. Mary Walker, provided 
for senioc-Jevcl meetings and discussions approximately three times during the existence of this 
Wowog Group. During those discussiom, I advocated unifonn SeJ;Ual assault reporting and 
procedures across our Air Force. My opinions and inputs as a "prominent AFGC Womng 
Group member'' were noted as just that- inputs. It was quite clear thal the SAF/GC,. Mary 
Walker, held light conttol of all .infotmlliio.n, l'OC:Omnt�. and iDpuls to SECAF. (su also 
Attacbment Z. and ii.� 8) The paper .report itself also demonstrates this fact u only 
Ms. Walker signed the document. 

During this process, l instructed the 1G staff widlin all my 1G dixec(Qrates (IGS, IGQ, IGX, and 
IGI) to provide any information that was deemed pcrtineat or requested by the AFWO staff. 
When asked by the DoD lG during their interview of me on this investigation whether or not the 
AFWO had been provided th zcomplaint (Hopper report) txthe Concerned Citizen
Complaint (Gilbert report), I honeslly not know. Ia fM:t. l waa surpriSed to find out they did 
not have those� Since that time. 1 have discoveml that my earlier assumption that the 
AFWG bad this iilfonnation wu ·correct. 

htcl4 
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� affidmi: cieady show, that Air Force Gcncra1 Coumel'1 WOlking 
Group bad thae reports and dlll lhedmfl report is fldUal.ly incorrect apin. The following 
� of '!hat affidmt me pcrtlileat IO lhe Lt. Oen. ADdcnoo complaint (lloppcf �),

I 

�Aa to LI GM Hiull'utl#fpl/tdlun to odvi# tli, GC', ll'Ol'kusr iro,q, of tll, 
200IJ compldat olf,llul � GM Hopi• ad 1111 2002 t1110ll)IMUI «N#pl4inl, 
t1u,t i,if� IHl.nli•.btown µno,ttdq too,, GC or i:oiaHJd to 
siz,iflkal _.... �Acr. WllnQII' Gn,q,. n.,t1,, Woniag Groll/I «tiag 
for'th Gt;/aiW to .i:I o,e lt iiliol.11/111/,u,on 0,, 
.lltlltiJlN -� 11,/,i .h tU io mou/41n tliopp& 

LG Bwt',& � 
· 1'figj b!ow(l!li, "lc{ilid,G fl�r comploin: � and.

oj,ptil1!Jld liid«hio,i: Ml' o, p-Jr$11(' J& lh{omwlion.. 
(A1.1Dc.iimoi181 ffett· - . ihe: GC limi acfUlll �ge 11{ tlu: 1002 
"11onym1NU -�i,i�a, cvl�l:d .uy . 1-'Ul'· lft«lfir: t:mail lJ'J IM. Ge 
(Artackrncnt 7}• (-,,1,asu MM4) 

"ne oc· Woriiir,J Grrillp � owan </tlw LG Hopper co,nplaini analym ONI 
a sdd«' IMiilba' af,. Wo,tiw Group clton Ml to pum,, iJ b«:aru, tit, 
"charter• did not btilwl. an ttiromlnatton of what wa.r J:nown In tM 
H� (Atlaaliiwlllr 3 on4 17) II u strikui1ly odd that llwe who mode 
tM OOIUdolu � 11111 to,,.,- 'IMl# 1WU lnoWll toth, Headqilanen, and 
in fact dhrqaided ii"°' brow,hl to lhdrt:oll«tive ottaltia,r, an IIOW MJIUII 
that ffrhq'd o111y moll'II abocil,,., w lioppercomploint onalym, t11,1r 
approach -14 _, lrun ,1/Jft,r,,,l. 1J h detlT that If ""1Y 1'faa/l .ti> b, fow,4 
ii liM ht �/onifllkltitin cfilw dttlrler t!{d# Wonilfl Gl'OflP and 1M � 
Ml ,o)liriw what wa, btoWII In dw H�ri. rathn than in dte/aUMtt of 
LG iliMit 10 pnMtlc u,/ont,illlott (in/"""""'7,c tJiat -., personally inolffl to tJ,, 
? +wVar tlw GC)."

'.(.:•' :. . . . . 
"Wlilk l wa,;,. rlwfniid o//ftt lo brief th, TJAG, I hap,-d to 11111 mioal 

··� im,z· rfi;h:for � fllhiir J!Wl1if16� '1itd k>f;lk tb.:"cppdftiiility to._
fn;Ief )llm pusaltDl'ly oi1 rlsdOOO �14.illt c� ln�vittg W H� -

� \IIOrkln�... . .!&ht l!!rndJ.1'14f! Q(!' �Chlefqf .S.�}f"INJ. ,� .
,i,,�4/ort:ai1dlftft/'�nt,ili,d to:l:!Mw «n11:ml!,atd11thal t� wa:smi ii�� 
I ,aw l,Jm 11w hJstary f the 'ffi poinktl out iM rdlWllll doaimail6 in 1/te
rqort. lncllllUIII tk • --�. andgaw lum 
,111y anaSIMIII ofJM siinifti:aitu of it wis"'2-11ls tire ongoing n:lli,w. 
(Attaclrntenl 8) .. 

#IAJei' lhol daj dr th«� I� l<1 bci in IGS and .saw 1M Hopj,d rrrpol1 
"""" copi,d. W1iM I awil iiboNt ii I war ,old th« 1M cople4 t(/fflJ for IA. 
� m,/ri!IW·� ilnil l�llwywn 1;dng prq>ftlfor� CV 
anti CVA. &ue4 on II,{&� W1V1i / � 10,,., � lft!llt,wal 11p 

eariiu� ,o-'TJAG wlllt 1111 onall lo hotlt MG Fiicu anti 
'.:; Rwu indkallnl'thal l • eopW <I tire Hoppa n:pon bdni _. and 
aded if iMn were o,ry.follow-a,c tasmtgsfor-. I r«eiwd an email hoci: 

,_l, 
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from MG Rivu telling Intl that OC had been advised. but he didll't blow about 
CVandCVA" 

Regarding the "Coocemcd Citizen Complaint,' affadavii refcrenca and attaches an 
e-Diail which clearly shows that the Air FOtCC General Counsel. Mary Wallccr, an. 
wm boch aware of this report. The following is an excapt fron: ffidavit: 

NRecently, however. I discOV("4 an email from the OC c'ffld7 
.showing that both - on notice af thi.r complabtt. (AttDcluwnt 7) -
describu the MIiin of the complmnl in detail and tlw GC forwarded the n,port 
to the SECAF. although ii u unknown wlmher the SECAF ever recdved IM 
mraiJ. I MW told the emajl was /H»kd to a public web site ratM.r than to the 
SECAF'll -'1 account. H 

A portion of the draft report ''Couclusioos" appears to imply that fOJ some reuon I may have 
deliberaldy withheld the Aadenoo Complaint (Hopper complaint) or the Concerned Citizen 
Complaint (Gilbert compWnl)- or information therein - from the AFWG. For the record. let 
me clearly state that I did not. in anyway, wbcther negligently, willfully, or intentionally 
withhold those reports - or information COlltaiQCd in those reports - from the Air Force General 
Counsel Working Group. I would gladly submit to a polygraph regarding Ibis poiac. 

Additionally, I would submit that the statement in tbe draft report conclU$iOM which sta�: "As 
was the case with the pn:deccssor SAF/IG, Gen. Hu� abo did not meet bis obliptioo to 
investigate awl te$0lvc violations of law, policy, proocdurc, and regulation" is simply not 
supported by the fads. I. like many other,, worked very hard to do lhc right thing regarding 
sexual assault issues and reporting at che Air Force Academy. 

In fact. I would note that in addition to SAF/IG's superb efforts in investigating individual cadet 
or form« c:Mct complaints and AFOSfs involvcmcD1 in investigating cases over a ten-year 
period. I succeeded in instituting a prograin to conduct comprebcnsivc compliance iospcclions of 
che Air Force Academy- somelhing !hat bad been dropped in the early 1990a and something I 
felt was ao absol111e nec:cssity to provide the Air Fon:e Academy with pmpcr ovmighL Thi& 
program will inspe<;t all 11$pccl$ of the Air Focce Academy on a regularly scbcdulcd basis. In 
addition, based on my n,commendation to the Chief of Staff and che Secretary of the Air Poroc, I 
dirccled lhat a Special Iotcrest Item on sexual assaults be implemented across the U.S. Air Force. 
This SIi mandated that all major commands (MAJCOM) Inspectors General review sexual 
assault policy and proced11ICS implementation compliance as a part of all scheduled unit 
oompliancc inspections. 

Conclusion 

In summary, J stroagly believe that the information provided �cin dearly show, !hat I met my 
responsibilities as the Air Force Inspector General in dealing with the AndCJSOD and Conccmcd 
Cilium Complaims, in suppo11ing APOSI investigations of sexual assaults at the Air Forcc 
Academy, and in supporting the Air Force Genenl Counscl Wortin& Group. Quite frankly, the 
draft report language smacks of attempts at sensationalism in reporting rather than an objective 
analysis and statcmcDl of facts. As supported above, many of the facts and the cmirc conclusion 
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of the DODIIG see out in lbc dnft rq,c.t c.: iDaccunto. The dndl.rq,ort lboald be amended 
acrcordiqly. 

1. Lcutr 6Cllll ....i ooe 1uacbmea1. 3 November 2004 

2. Affidavit ol 17 anadunenu. 1 November 2004 
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• 
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON 

16 Nov 2004 

MEMORANDUM FOR nfE INSPECTOR GENERAL OF TI1E DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE 

SUBJECT: Repon of the Evaluation or Seltual Assault Problems at the United States Air Force 
Academy 

Thank you for the opportunity to review a dr11ft copy of the subject report. Your work 
validates the direction we set and, for the mosl pan, the actions we have taken as a result of the 
Agenda for Change, the Air Force Working Group Report and the Fowler Panel Report. We 
have implemented uuly sweeping reforms at the U.S. Air Force Academy, many aspects or 
which are beyond the scope of your i:eport. 

I appreciate the decermlnations or non-responsibility that you have made and trust that 
you will provide the necessary assurances to the Senate Armed Services Committee reaarding 
those individuals. 

Regarding your determinations of responsibility, I will give careful attention to your 
report, together with the responses of those individuals u.nd any other relevant infonnation, in 
determining appropriate corrective actions. 

Your report supports and sll!tains the misperception th.u the Air Force only responded to 
the Academy's sexual assault prd:-lems once those problems became public. The facts are clear 
and incontrovertible. Immediately upon receipt of an email from a cadet victim, albeit using a 
pscudonym--wceks before significant mediu or Congressional iniercst materialized--! ordered the 
Air force General Counsel to do an initial i,westigation. Thi� was followed by my direction 10 
form the Working Group. 

Your rcpon is written from an investieation-cenuic mindset that may not take in10 
account fully the complexity in balancing the legitimate, somctimca competing inlcrests, 
commanders and others must address in caring for victims, ensuring appropriale factual 
determinations and responding to criminal conduct. Without commenting on any individual 
case, ( must observe that the repot1 appears to ignore that, in the main, Air Force people were 
wrestling with very difficult issues and were motivated by a desire to accomplish the best for 
victims and the Depanment of Defense (DoD). While there were errors in execution, it cannot 
be overlooked that they were trying, years ahead of the rest of us, to address the very issues that 
we arc now, collectively, attempting to resolve across OoD and the nation. 

l must also observe that l"-"n: is a repeated conclusion throughout the report that law and 
policy documents were circumvented by the existence of a program of confidentiality at the 
Academy. This is an area where reasonable minds c:in dis.igrce. While lhece were certainly 
errors in execution, ii is our view lhar confidentiality could be lawfully instituted then, and could 
be now, admittedly in very complicated and organizationally difficult ways. The more 
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significant issue, however, is whether it is !he best resolution of the comple1t issues. I believe the 
problems with confidentiality al the Air Force Academy should be carefully considered as the 
DoD and Congress address this issue. I look forward to a department-wide resolution, l!fld will 
implement the result with dispatch. 

Reprding the recommendations in your report: 

( agree with l, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. Several of these recommendations have already been 
accomplished by the Air Fon:e, or their accomplishment is in progress. 

Regarding recommendation 2, I signed a memorandum in April 2004, making clear the 
Commander, Air Force Office of Special Investigation (AFOSI), has direct access to me on 
criminal investigation matters. I understand the reasoning in your report 1111d agree in principle 
with your recommendation. Specific organizational details have yet to be worked out. 

I do not agree with recommendation 3 as stated. Our experience has shown that the 
cum:nt procedure best solves the initial concern of many victims about talking with criminal 
investigators. Ar the same time, it ensures that AFOSI inve.sligators are immediately notified and 
participating in the response processes. Further, the "non-credentialed agent" position on the 
Academy Response Team is a unique development opportunity for OSI agents, providing an 
unparalleled opportunity to work with and learn from victims who may be reluctanl to involve 
Jaw enforcement authorities. Finally. the process we now have in place is so effective in 
supponing victims that the formal involvement of criminal investigators is nonnally delayed 
only a matter of hours. 

Regarding recommendations 4 and 5, the climate, culture, and our mechanisms for 
dealing with sexual assault at the Air Force Academy ace vastly different today than one year 
ago. We have new leadership in whom the cadets have confidence and trust; a renewed focus on 
character and officer development; a concctlon and rehabiliration system that relics upon the 
Uniformed Code of Military Justice; comprehensive sexual assault prevention education; and a 
compassionate, multi-functional victim response capability. A blanket amnesty prOJralll was an 
essential part of turning around the previous Academy climate, and in restoring trust and 
confidence between cadets and Academy leadership. The goals I had for the amnes1y component 
of the Agenda for Change have been largely accomplished and I am prepared to implement your 
recommendations. 

I agree with recommendations 6 and 7. The Victim and Witness Assistance Program is a 
lcey component of the Defense Department's sexual assault response capability. It must be 
properly managed, and, owing to its focus on supporting victims rhrough the investigation and 
criminal prosecution phases of sexual assault response, the Staff Judge Advocate is the 
appropriate management official for the program. On this important foundation, we have 
expanded our victim support capabilities wilh designated liaisons who facilitate access to 
services--even after the investigation and prosecution phases of assault response are complete. 
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FinalJy, my staff forwarded separately a list of areas they believed warranted correction 
in the report. I have reviewed this list and concur with their judgment. Given the very short time 
allowed for comment on this report, any omission from this list should not be taken as 
acquiescence, and I reserve the opportunity to forward additional comments if appropri111e. 

o/;21.-
J,ames 

,, 

0. Roche 
�kretary of the Air Force 

TUTFl. P.84 

J-4

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



Appendix K. IG DoD Speech to Corps of Cadets 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE 
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704 

USAFA LAUNCH OF THE THREE SERVICE ACADEMIES SEXUAL ASSAULT AND 

LEADERSHIP SURVEY: "SETTING THE BAR FOR A 'HIGHER STANDARD
"' 

Remarks as Delivered by Inspector General Joseph E. Schmitz of the Department of Defense. 
U.S. Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, CO, Monday, April 19, 2004. 

Thank you General Rosa for that introduction, and congratulations to all you 4/C Cadets 
for earning your "prop & wings" over the weekend. 

As we conduct this Sexual Assault survey, I would ask that you not think of it as just an 
additional burden caused by a few "bad eggs." This survey is about an exemplary conduct 
leadership standard first codified by Congress in 1775. 

Allow me to read verbatim "Article I" from the 1775 Navy Regulations, drafted by John 
Adams and enacted by our Continental Congress on November 28, 1775: 

[ quote] "The Commanders of all ships and vessels belonging to the THIRTEEN 
UNITED COLONIES, are strictly required to shew in themselves a good example 
of honor and virtue to their officers and men, and to be very vigilant in inspecting 
the behaviour of all such as are under them, and to discountenance and suppress all 
dissolute, immoral and disorderly practices; and also, such as are contrary to the 
rules of discipline and obedience, and to correct those who are guilty of the same 

1 according to the usage of the sea." [ close quote]

During the 1990s, as the Army was dealing with a major sexual assault scandal at 
Aberdeen Proving Grounds, the U.S. Congress reenacted this exact same leadership 

standard for the Army and the Air Force -- and for the Navy, although Article I of the 
Navy Regulations had been continuously on the books since 1775. 

When Congress reenacted this long-standing Navy leadership standard in 1997, the 
accompanying committee report explained its purpose and significance: 

[quote] "This provision will not prevent an officer from shunning responsibility or 

accountability for an action or event. It does, however, establish a very clear 
standard by which Congress and the nation can measure officers of our military 

1 Rules for the Regulation of the Navy of the United Colonies of North America," November 28, 1775 
(http://www.history.navy.mil). 
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services. The [Sena1e Armed Services) committee holds milila1;1 officers to a higher 
standard than other members of society. The nation entrusts its greatest resource, 
our young men and women, to our military officers. In return, the nation deserves 

2 complete integrit moral courage and the highest moral and ethical conduct."
[ close quote] 

Always remember this "higher standard." You are not just students at any college or 
university: you are leaders of character in training -- members of the greatest military 
power in the history of mankind. One of our former Comrnander-in-Chiers had 
something to say about such power and greatness, which I commend to you today in the 
context of the survey you are about to take. 

President Theodore Roosevelt admonished once that "the main source of national power 
and national greatness is found in the average citizenship of the nation. Therefore,' he 
said, "it behooves us to do our best to see that the standard of the average citizen is kept 
high; and the average cannot be kept high unle s the standard of the leaders is very much 

3 higher."

Last year, Senator John Warner, Chainnan of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
(who, by the way, has also served a Secretary of the Navy), told me that the challenges 
facing the service academies associated with sexual assault "go to the heart and soul of our 
Armed Forces. Please get it right." 

Since then. we have been working closely with General Rosa and the other two Academy 
Superintendents to "get it right." 

You may have read press accounts of what ou and we have been doing here at the Air 
Force Academy, and what we have been doing back in Washington with Air Force and 
Congressional leaders. This survey is your opportunity now to tell it as it is - to help 
your senior leaders with straightforward feedback in an anonymous forum. 

The survey is both voluntary and completely anonymous. I would encourage you to be as 
honest and detailed as you can be in answering the survey questions. If you would like to 
speak with someone anonymously, you can also meet one-on-one with any of my staff 
members who will be administering the survey over the next few days. 

1 Senate Anned Services Committee, 'National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998' (Report to ccomp11ny 
S. 924), p. 277, quoted in the Introduction, "The Dcclarat.ion of Independence and the Con.stitution of the United States of
America·· (www.defcnsclink.mil/pubsniber1,,.pdf). 
'T. Roosevelt., ""Citizenship in a Republic" (delivered April 23, 19!0), reprinted in AMERICAN IDEALS: THE STRENUOUS
LIFE, REALTZABL.E IDEALS 509 (Charles Scribners So , New York 1926), quoted in the Introduction. "The Declaration of 
Independence and the Constitution of the United States of America" (www.dcfonsctink.mil/pubs/Libcrtv.pdf). 
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Again, please remember that this survey is not just about a fe\ bad eggs. Jt is about an 
exemplary conduct leadership standard that the Congress and lhe nation expects of you. It 
is a standard that ought to be 'very much higher" than that of the average citizen. 

Our goal is to provide General Rosa and the other two Superintendents with the most 
accurate information we can so that he - and the - can make important decisions about 
how best to train you to understand better and to conform to that "higher standard." 

Thank you very much. 
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