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MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION (ATTN:
)
SUBJECT: Oversight Review- DC National Guard Use of Helicopters on June 1, 2020
(D-CATS Case No. 20200630-065614-CASE-01/DAIG Case 20-00022)
The DoD OIG Investigations of Senior Officials Directorate (ISO) has completed an oversight
review of the District of Columbia National Guard (DCNG) command-directed investigation
(Army Regulation (AR) 15-6 investigation). We also reviewed your September 22, 2020 Report of
Investigation (ROI) and your December 21, 2020 memorandum. Your ROI and the AR 15-6
investigation examined actions surrounding the use ofDCNG helicopters to support local law
enforcement authorities during a civil disturbance in Washington, D.C., on June 1, 2020.
On June 29, 2020, your office notified ISO of a potential aUegation against Brigadier General
(BG) Robert K. Ryan, Commander, Joint Task Force Civil Disturbance, based on your review of the
information in the AR 15-6 investigation. On July 21, 2020, we notified you that during our initial
oversight review of the AR 15-6 investigation we identified several items that needed clarification
and additional information in order for us to reach a conclusion regarding the investigation results.
Your September 22, 2020 ROI provided some of the additional information we identified in our
initial review. After reviewing the additional information in your ROI, we again notified you on
November 20, 2020, of additional points that needed clarification and additional investigative work to
resolve before we could continue with our oversight review. Your December 21, 2020 memorandum
provided additional information and documents for our consideration and review of the DCNG
AR 15-6 and your ROI.
Our oversight review determined that your analysis of the facts was reasonable based on the
available evidence in this case and the declared emergency nature of the situation on June 1, 2020.
The evidence supports a determination that the decision by DCNG officials, including BG Ryan, to
use helicopters in support of the civil disturbance operation based on the emergent nature of the
situation and broad directions from the President of the United States (POTUS), the Secretary of
Defense (SD), and the Secretary of the Army (SECARMY) was reasonable. We highlight below
several issues based on the evidence contained in the AR 15-6, ROI, and your memorandum that are
relevant to our determination and our assessment of the recommendations:
1. During his July 9, 2020 testimony to the House Armed Sevices Committee, the Secretary
of Defense (SD) testified that he, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the United States
Attorney General met with POTUS on June 1, 2020, to discuss how best to protect federal "functions,
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personnel, and property" from civil disturbances in Washington, D.C. At the conclusion of the
meeting, the SD directed the SECARMY to deploy DCNG personnel to support law enforcement
authorities.
2. The DCNG provided support to ·washington, D.C. and federal agencies based on existing
contingency plans, and their prior experience supporting large events such as Inaugurations and
National Special Security Events. Although these plans did not specifically address using aviation
assets, the use of DCNG helicopters was reasonable based on: the emergency nature of the situation;
direction from President Trump and Secretary Esper as relayed through Secretary of the Army
McCarthy to Major General (MG) William J. Walker, Commanding General (CG), DCNG and BG
Ryan to "flood the zone" and to "use everything available" to protect "federal property and symbols";
and the DCARNG State Army Aviation Officer (SAAO) advised BG Ryan that helicopters, including
Medical Evacuation (MED EV AC) helicopters, were available to support the mission.
3. There was no regulation or policy that prohibited the DCNG from using its helicopters to
support civil disturbance operations. However, we note that no specific training, policies, or
procedures were in place for using helicopters to support requests for assistance from civilian
authorities in civil disturbances. We also note the following:
a. Although the aircrews were fully trained to fly the helicopters and had read the
Rules for the Use of Force (RUF), the rules were tailored to ground operations. Also, the pilots were
not trained on integrating and using aviation assets in civil disturbance missions. As such, as stated in
our recommendations below, the DCNG should develop an RUF and training for using aviation assets
during civil disturbance missions.
b. Prior to the night of June 1, 2020, the DCNG did not ha:ve a prepared plan to
maintain command and control of aviation assets used to support civil disturbance operations. The
broad direction from the POTUS, and the rapid pace of events on the night of June 1, 2020, focused
the flight operations crew's attention at the Army Aviation Support Facility and Joint Operations
Center on executing the mission and not on procedures to record, evaluate, review, and assign
individual requests to the DCNG from civil authorities for using helicopters.
c. In accordance with AR 95-1, using dedicated MED EVAC helicopters for nonMEDEVAC missions required a waiver from the Department of the Army, Military Operations Aviation (DAMO-AV). However, the regulation also states thiit "[i]ndividuals may deviate from
provisions of this regulation during an emergency." Although DCNG personnel did not submit a
request for a waiver, the ROI concluded that the use of MED EVAC helicopters was '~ustified by the
unprecedented emergency circumstances that existed in Washington, D.C., and warranted deviation
from the regulatory standards governing uses of MEDEV AC helicopters, consistent with the
exception cited in AR 95-1." The ROI added that DAMO-AV was "well aware" of the use of the
MED EV AC aircraft.
4. We found no supporting evidence for the conclusion stated in the AR 15-6 report that violated AR 95-1 by deploying all available helicopters (including MEDEVAC aircraft).
followed direction from BG Ryan's chain of command, including President Trump
and Secretary Esper, as relayed through Army Secretary McCarthy, to "flood the zone" with all
available assets.
reasonably advised BG Ryan that MED EV AC helicopters were an
available asset. We provide no comment regarding any other aspects of
performance on the night of June 1, 2020.
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5. The evidence we reviewed indicated that aircrews flying helicopters on the night of June 1
were trained to operate their specific helicopters; however, they had not received training to conduct
civil disturbance missions for situations such as those underway in Washington, D.C. However, the
evidence indicated that despite a lack of civil disturbance operations training, the crew of a UH-60
helicopter hovering over the demonstrators observed that if they descended below a certain altitude,
their rotorwash would reach personnel on the ground. They ascended to a higher altitude and called
for a smaller UH-72 helicopter with less rotorwash to replace them over the scene.
6. The evidence that we reviewed also indicated that BG Ryan did not provide clear and
consistent direction and mission guidance to DCNG aviators on the night of June 1, 2020, did not
provide his clear and consistent commander's intent to include key tasks and parameters for the
operation, and did not provide his Commander's Critical Information Requirements (CCIR) guidance
or a desired end state. Although these matters do not pertain to a potential issue of misconduct, we
recommend that the CG, DCNG, review BG Ryan's actions as matters of performance.
We also reviewed the recommendations contained in your ROI and agree that the DCNG
AR 15-6 findings described below merit reconsideration because our review found insufficient
evidence to support them. Specifically:
- officials should reconsider the AR 15-6 finding that MEDEVAC aircraft were not
used in compliance with AR 95-1, when the regulation allows for such use during emergencies and
BG Ryan and
received orders from President Trump and Secretary Esper to "use all
available" assets to support the law enforcement operation;
- officials should reconsider the AR 15-6 finding that
misunderstood
or modified the commander's intent to include orbiting around crowds and dispersing crowds in the
mission parameters; and
- officials should reconsider the finding that
failed to seek approval
for the use of MEDEVAC aircraft, as the evidence indicated the chain of command directed "use of
all" available assets, which superceded the waiver approval process under the circumstances.
We reviewed the other recommendations in your ROI and recommend that DoD review and
consider extending those recommendations to other DoD units that may provide similar helicopter
support to law enforcement authorities in civil disturbance operations. The recommendations that
should be considered by DoD include:
- integrating the use of aviation assets into existing civil support mission plans;
- supplementing existing RUF to include appropriate.missions and controls for
aviation assets;
- training all appropriate personnel on the proper use and restrictions on the use of
helicopters to support law enforcement authorities; and,
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- developing a mission tracking system to record requests, reviews, decisions to
approve/disapprove, and missions of the employment of aircraft to support law enforcement
authorities in civil disturbance operations.

Additionally, we make the following recommendation:
- The Secretary of Defense' s approval letter to the Secretary of the Interior for the use
ofDCNG assets, dated June 16, 2020, specifically states, "At no time will DCNG personnel or assets
be engaged in domestic surveillance of U.S. persons during this period of support." Witnesses in the

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) told us this was "boiler plate" language for "any
notification/approval ofDCNG" support operations and mirrored language contained in the Secretary
oflnterior's initial request for support. However, witnesses could not provide us with an explanation
of the term "domestic surveillance" used in the Secretary's letter or its meaning under any DoD
standards. Accordingly, we recommend that DoD review lind update guidance to define what
specific activities constitute domestic surveillance in civil disturbance operations.

We request that you provide a response within 60 days addressing actions, if any, you take
related to the recommendations in the AR 15-6, ROI, and those additional recommendations that we
included in this memorandum.
Should you have any questions, please contact

arguent

. amson

Deputy Inspector General
for Administrative Investigations
Enclosure:
as stated

CUI

INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350 1500

11

JUL ?020

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION (ATTN:
SUBJECT: Senior Official Case Refenal
No. 20200630-065614-CASE-01)

Brigadier General Robert K. Ryan (D-CATS Case

The DoD OIG Investigations of Senior Officials Directorate (ISO) acknowledges receipt
of the Army I G's June 29, 2020, notification of a possible emergent allegation from a District of
Columbia National Guard (DCNG) command directed investigation (Army Regulation
(AR) 15-6 investigation). The emergent allegation related to the actions of Brigadier General
(BG) Robert K. Ryan;the commander of the DC National Guard Joint Task Force, and ordering
the improper use of DC Army National Guard (DCARNG) helicopters to support local law
enforcement authorities to control protests in Washington, DC, on June 1, 2020. We also
acknowledge receipt of the approved DCNG AR 15- 6 investigation report.
We identified the following potential deficiencies during our initial DCN GAR 15-6
investigation report review:
a. The report does not discuss the jurisdictional aspects of the DCNG operations in
Washington. According to documents attached to, but not mentioned in the report, the
Department of the Interior, Department of Homeland Security, Department of Justice,
and the DC Government's Homeland Security office each requested support from the
DCNG. One request states that the DCNG will be acting in a law enforcement capacity
(i.e., "Special Policemen"), while the DC Government request states that the DCNG will
NOT be operating in a law enforcement capacity. Those issues should be thoroughly
reviewed and discussed in the report as part of a review of the authority to provide
military support and to determine whether the DCNG was acting in accordance with
those requests in addition to relevant laws and DoD policies.
b. The report fails to include detailed relevant information about specific law enforcement
requests for support that may or may not have requested or authorized the use of
helicopters in the manner discussed in the report.
c. In BG Ryan's interview, the investigator apparently did not ask about the texts BG Ryan
sent during the operation which relayed to other DCNG officials, to include • the State Army Aviation Officer, that he had "special
pe1mission" and "full authorities" to conduct helicopter flights in DC. If, for instance,
the Secretary of the Army or the Army Chief of Staff directed the DCNG to use all

·available assets, then such direction might be inte1preted to se1ve as a waiver of the
restrictions outlined in AR 95-1.
d. The 15-6 investigator was junior in rank to the senior officials (i.e., BG Ryan) who were
involved in the events.
e. Based on the potential deficiencies described above, we are not confident that the repo1t's
final outcome suppo1ts the "sole" adverse finding against
f.

BG Ryan's alleged lack of knowledge of the regulatory requirements should not be
considered as a factor to absolve him of any potential misconduct.

We request that the Army IG modify the DCNG AR 15-6 repo1t or, alternatively,
provide an addendum to the repo1t that specifically includes info1mation that thoroughly
addresses the jurisdictional aspects of the DCNG's use of helicopters (including specific details
of law enforcement requests for helicopter missions and low hover missions); the guidance
provided in written operational orders and other similar documents; the source of the "special
permission" BG Ryan highlighted in messages to other members of the DCNG; and BG Ryan's
role in forwarding such guidance to his subordinates. We also request that Department of the
Army officials review and submit to the DoD OIG an endorsement with its conclusions
regarding the DCNG's investigation and provide our office with a copy of that endorsement for
consideration in our oversight review. The Army endorsement may include any additional
information it feels is appropriate for our review.
Please submit our modified repo1t of investigation or addendum and endorsement to
ISO at
when complete. Should you have any questions, please contact
~~

~

Deputy In ector General for
Administrative Investigations
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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

2 0 NOV 2020
MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL D EPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
INVESTIGATIONS DIVISION (ATTN:
SUBJECT: Senior Official Case Referral - Brigadier General Robert K. Ryan (D-CATS Case
No. 20200630-065614-CASE-01/DAIG Cas~ 20-00022)
The DoD OIG Investigations of Senior Officials Directorate (ISO) acknowledges receipt of
your September 22, 2020 Report oflnvestigation (ROI) which serves as an endorsement, with
exceptions, to a D istrict of Colw11bia National Guard (DCNG) command directed investigation
(Anny Regulation (AR) 15-6 investigation). Your ROI and the AR 15-6 investigation examined, in
part, the actions of Brigadier General (BG) Robert K. R yan, Commander, Joint Task Force Civil
Disturbance, who allegedly ordered D CNG helicopters to support local law enforcement authorities
during a civil distw-bance in Washington, D.C ., on June 1, 2020.
On June 29, 2020, your office notified ISO of a potential allegation against BG Ryan based on
a review of the information in the AR 15-6 investigation. On July 2 1, 2020, we notified you of the
results of our initial review of the AR 15-6 investigation and identified several potential deficiencies
in that investigation. Your September 22, 2020 ROI provided additional information regarding the
deficiencies we identified in our initial review.
Our oversight review of your September 22, 2020 ROI and the AR 15-6 investigation
identified additional deficiencies and additional i.n vestigative work that is required before we can
continue with our oversight review. Enclosed is a list of the specific questions that we request you
fully address before we continue our review. Our questions are focused on the jurisdictional matters,
tasking of the DCNG helicopters, use of MEDEV AC helicopters, and the disapproval of adverse
findings against B G Ryan. We recommend that your office provide a modified report or addendum to
your September 22, 2020 ROI that thoroughly addresses the attached questions.
Please submit your modified re ort or addendum to the DoD OIG Investigations of Senior
Officials Directorate at
. Should you have any questions, please contact .

arguen
. amson
Deputy In pector General
for Administrative Investigations
Enclosure: ·
As stated
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DCATS: 20200630-065614-CASE-01
DAIG Case 20-00022

ENCLOSURE
Additional Questions
Brigadier General Robert K. Ryan
The Department of Defense Office of Inspector General, Investigations of Senior Officials request you
provide responses to the questions below.
Jurisdiction Matters
1. Between 30 May and June 4, 2020, the DoD received the following requests for assistance from the
District of Columbia National Guard in support of Civil Disturbance operations in the District of
Columbia:
a. On May 30, May 31, and June 7, 2020, the Department of the Interior (DOI) requested DCNG
personnel to serve “in a civil disturbance and security role,” and requested DCNG personnel to be
designated as “Special Policeman” so they could have “law enforcement authority to act on Federal park
land.” This request was for support to the U.S. Park Police in securing the White House complex and
portions of the National Mall. The Secretary of Defense approved the requests in a letter dated June 16,
2020.
b. On May 31, 2020 the D.C. Homeland Security and Emergency Management Agency
(DCHSEMA) requested that the Commanding General, DCNG, provide 100 DCNG personnel to assist
Metropolitan Police Department (MPD) personnel with traffic control during the protest, and stated that
DCNG elements would not be involved in any domestic surveillance or law enforcement-related
activities. It appears that the Secretary of the Army (SECARMY) verbally approved this request on or
about June 1, 2020.
c. On June 1, 2020, the U.S. Marshal for the District of Columbia requested that the DoD
authorize DCNG support to assist “in protecting Federal buildings, national monuments and other
Federal property, and maintaining conditions necessary for the orderly functioning of the Federal
Government.” It appears that the Secretary of Defense verbally approved the request and that his
decision was included in a written response dated June 17, 2020.
We reviewed each of the above requests for DCNG support and have five questions specific to the
requests and the DoD’s responses:
•
•
•
•

None of the agencies requested DCNG aviation support. When did someone first mention
providing aviation support in response to these requests, and who raised the idea?
Who made the decision to provide aviation support to accomplish the missions described in
these requests?
How did the decision-maker communicate this decision, and to whom?
What was the specific need for helicopters in response to the requests the DoD received?
CUI
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•

What agreements, if any, did the DCNG or the Army prepare for helicopter use, and what
documentation exists to memorialize these agreements (ex. MPD request on June 1 – discussed
below)?

2. Regarding authorized uses of DCNG aviation assets (helicopters) we have the following questions:
•
•
•

How did the use of DCNG MEDEVAC helicopters on June 1, 2020, fall within authorized uses for
DCNG MEDEVAC assets?
What Federal buildings, national monuments, and other Federal property were the DCNG
helicopters protecting during the low-hover incident at 5th and E Streets?
How was the use of the helicopters at 5th and E Streets “maintaining conditions necessary for
the orderly functioning of the Federal Government”?

3. According to BG Ryan’s testimony, on June 1, 2020, the SECARMY, BG Ryan, and several other DoD
personnel attended a lengthy meeting/briefing on demonstration events occurring in the District of
Columbia. We have the following questions about the meeting:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

What did attendees other than BG Ryan hear the SECARMY direct BG Ryan to do?
What did other attendees understand that SECARMY authorized BG Ryan to do in response to
law enforcement requests for DCNG support?
What direction did the SECARMY give during this meeting, or after it, on using DCNG helicopters
for law enforcement support?
Did the SECARMY’s direction in this meeting differ from how BG Ryan described it in his
testimony? If so, why is it different and how does that difference affect your determinations
regarding BG Ryan’s accountability?
What briefing(s) did SECARMY receive in this meeting, or after it, on using DCNG aviation assets?
Who gave this briefing? What did the briefer tell SECARMY about the type of helicopters
available, their quantity, and their capabilities for law enforcement operations? What else did
the briefer tell the SECARMY?
What direction did the SECARMY explicitly or implicitly give to BG Ryan or anyone else that
authorized using DCNG helicopters to support law enforcement operations for demonstrations
in the District?
What preexisting plan or other directive did the SECARMY use for directing the deployment of
DCNG helicopters?
What specific uses did SECARMY authorize for the helicopters?
To what specific geographic location(s) within the District did the SECARMY direct or authorize
BG Ryan to deploy DCNG helicopters?
What guidance regarding DCNG interaction and cooperation with civilian authorities did the
SECARMY provide to BG Ryan?

4. BG Ryan testified to the following regarding SECARMY’s directions: “[The SECARMY] gave two
specific tasks. And the first one I clearly remember flood the box. Yea, flood the box. It’s in the order.
It’s a fragmentary order ….” None of the orders included as exhibits to the DCNG report, however,
CUI
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appear to authorize the helicopter support DCNG used on the night of June 1, 2020. We have the
following questions regarding the tasks or orders BG Ryan said the SECARMY gave him:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What documentation memorialized the SECARMY’s “flood the box” direction to BG Ryan on
June 1, 2020?
Which other attendees heard the SECARMY give this direction to BG Ryan?
What did other attendees understand “flood the box with everything available” to mean?
What did the SECARMY mean by the phrase “flood the box”?
What directives, orders, or plans set the boundaries for “the box”? Please provide a copy of any
documents that establish what “the box” meant and its parameters.
With what DCNG assets did the SECARMY authorize BG Ryan to “flood the box”? Where is this
documented?
What was the second task the SECARMY gave BG Ryan?

5. DAIG stated that
told crewmembers the following: “Fly low, be loud…Fly low over the
crowds…Yea, so the circumstances authorized. So these circumstances authorize the aircraft to loft at
low altitudes could be based upon the scope of the mission I gave you.” We have the following
questions about this testimony:
•
•
•
•
•
•

To what circumstances and scope of the mission was
referring?
What agency(ies) requested DCNG helicopters to support their demonstration-related
operations?
What agency(ies) requested that DCNG helicopters fly low over demonstrators?
What documentation memorialized the low-fly mission request(s)?
What did
mean by “loft at low altitudes”?
If the aircrews went beyond what they were directed to do when they conducted low-hover
over demonstrators, on whose authority did they do this?

6. We reviewed the law enforcement requests submitted to the DoD for DCNG support for
demonstration-related operations. None of them mentioned aviation assets (helicopters). We have the
following questions about
and
:
•
•
•
•

What led
and
to believe that part of their mission included “deter
criminal activity”?
Who determined their mission included “deter criminal activity”? Based on what requests and
authorities?
What tactics and maneuvers did
and
understand they were to implement
to “deter criminal activity” with DCNG helicopters?
What training do DCNG aviators receive to “deter criminal activity” in a law enforcement
support role? Did
and
perform consistently with such training?

7. DAIG’s September 22, 2020 response to our previous questions states that OPORD 005-2020, titled
“Coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) Response Support,” was the base OPORD for the operations conducted
on June 1, 2020. OPORD 005-2020 refers to District of Columbia All Hazards CONPLAN, 2 Jan 19, and
CUI
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District Response Plan, 1 Sep 14, but neither is mentioned or included in the DCNG investigation report.
We have the following questions about this issue:
•
•
•

How do these documents affect the investigation’s findings and recommendations?
What specific OPORD was created for the civil disturbance operations DCNG conducted?
What does this OPORD authorize concerning use of DCNG helicopters to support
demonstration-related law enforcement operations? Please provide us with a copy of OPORD
006-2020.

8. On June 1, 2020, BG Ryan briefed MG Walker on aviation asset use. We have the following questions
about that briefing:
•
•
•
•
•

How and from where did BG Ryan receive the information he used to brief MG Walker on DCNG
aviation assets?
What specifically did BG Ryan brief to MG Walker?
Where is this briefing to MG Walker documented? Provide us with a copy of all documentation.
Who else attended the briefing?
What direction did MG Walker give to BG Ryan, during or after the briefing, about using DCNG
helicopters to support demonstration-related law enforcement operations?

Tasking to DCNG Helicopters on June 1, 2020
9. The exhibits to the investigation include a statement by
and an e-mail from
to
showing they (
and
) were coordinating with the USSS to
get clearance for DCNG helicopters to enter restricted airspace over central Washington, D.C., as early
as May 30, 2020. BG Ryan testified that he was not aware of the reason for these requests. We have
the following questions about these clearance requests:
•
•
•
•

Who directed
and
to request this clearance?
For what purpose?
Where are these requests documented?
Did USSS or other civilian authorities request that the DCNG obtain restricted airspace clearance
on June 1, 2020? If so, who made the request and for what purpose? Please provide copies of
all documentation for this request.

10. We found no indication which law enforcement agency(ies) the two aircraft identified in FRAGO 1
deployed to support. We have the following questions about this issue:
•
•
•

As each request from Federal and State agencies for DCNG support was approved, what FRAGOs
did the DCNG generate with the updated Mission/Execution?
How were DCNG aviation units and personnel updated on new requests, missions, and required
tactics and maneuvers?
Who provided these updates?
CUI
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11. FRAGO 1 tasked the UH-60, reportedly a dedicated MEDEVAC helicopter, with conducting general
transportation support. Why did the DCNG leadership, specifically
, not initiate an
exception to policy from DAMO-AV, IAW AR 95-1?
12. DAIG identified the following two requests for helicopter support in the ROI:
- One request involved picking up an FBI agent from Hains Point to “deposit him in furtherance
of his mission.”
- The second request was from the Metro PD for a helicopter to observe an area around the
Capital One Center for large crowds and possible unlawful activities.
We have the following questions about these two requests described in the ROI:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Who approved these two requests, and when?
We found no evidence of requests to DoD from any Federal (FBI) or local (MPD) law
enforcement agencies for aviation support. Why did DCNG conduct these two missions? At
whose request?
Why were the helicopters used?
Who decided to use helicopters and under what authority?
What uses did the authorizing official approve for the helicopters?
Were these uses within the regulatory standards governing uses for MEDEVAC helicopters?
Provide all supporting documentation.

13. The investigation included only short statements from two soldiers stationed at the Joint Operations
Center (JOC), where DCNG coordinates operations with civilian law enforcement agencies and from
which requests for aviation support were sent to Davison AAF to be passed on to air units. We have the
following questions about DCNG JOC coordination:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Who spoke to DCNG JOC personnel about using DCNG helicopters?
What was the context?
What discussions did DCNG JOC personnel have and with whom about the availability of DCNG
helicopters, how DCNG helicopters could and could not be used, and how and by whom
requests for DCNG helicopter assistance were generated?
What did law enforcement agency representatives in the JOC ask for from the DCNG on June 1,
2020? What is the timeline for JOC requests for DCNG assistance on June 1, 2020?
Where is this documented?
Who did DCNG JOC personnel contact to relay law enforcement requests for DCNG support?
What did they relay?
Who approved or disapproved these requests?
How were records of specific requests for helicopter support created at the JOC? Please provide
us with copies of these.
What details did JOC personnel recall of an original request for helicopter support that led to the
low hover incident at 5th and E Streets in downtown Washington, D.C.? Who made this
CUI
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request? What was the law enforcement need for the helicopters? Please provide copies of
this request.
Usage of MEDEVAC Aircraft for non-MEDEVAC Mission
14. The Army opined that there was no violation of AR 95-1, given the circumstances in this case, and
has recommended that MG Walker reconsider his finding that the regulation had been violated.
Although the reports indicate that BG Ryan and
did not know AR 95-1 requirements, the
Army concluded that the emergency exception would have applied had they been aware of AR 95-1.
Our questions about this follow:
•
•
•
•
•

Did their actions violate an applicable standard?
If not, then provide a fulsome analysis why you think their actions did not violate AR 95-1 or any
other applicable standard.
How should this matter be resolved as it pertains to BG Ryan and
?
What was the emergency communicated to DCNG that warranted use of MEDEVAC helicopters?
Who communicated to DCNG an emergency need for helicopter support? Where is this
documented? Please provide us with copies of any communications that describe the
emergency conditions pertaining to this emergency exception.

15. DAIG “noted” that DAMO-AV was “aware” of the situation concerning the use of MEDEVAC
helicopters for non-MEDEVAC missions. However, the DAMO-AV POC indicated that they did not
process any subsequent or after-the-fact requests or approvals for DCNG use of MEDEVAC helicopters
on June 1, 2020, and that they did not conduct any post-event analysis or otherwise create documents
that would be useful for this investigation. We have the following questions about this issue:
•
•
•

Who at DAMO-AV was “aware” of the non-MEDEVAC missions?
How did DAMO-AV document being “aware?”
If DAMO-AV did not document being “aware” of the missions, and there are no documented
approvals for using MEDEVAC helicopters on June 1, 2020, how does this align with the approval
process outlined in AR 95-1?

Disapproval of Adverse Findings against BG Ryan
16. DAIG concluded that
ignorance of and failure to brief BG Ryan on the regulatory
requirements governing MEDEVAC aircraft use meant that BG Ryan was unable to explicitly determine
whether the emergency situation warranted deviation from AR 95-1, and stated it was “arguably
unreasonable to expect BG Ryan to know the nuances of regulations governing aeromedical assets.” A
number of Army directives, however, require proper marking and place significant restriction on using
medical assets for operations, and an Army general officer with aviation assets under his command
should have gained at least general knowledge of these requirements through training and experience.
Our question about this follows:
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•

How was BG Ryan’s lack of knowledge and direction regarding, and failure to question the use
of, MEDEVAC assets under his command reasonable for an officer of his rank, position, and
experience?

17. The investigation indicates that DCNG air assets were deployed on very short notice on a mission for
which the aircrews were not trained or equipped, and for which no prior plan had been prepared, in an
environment in which every action was subject to intense public and media scrutiny because of the
possible use of force against U.S. citizens. The investigation also seems to indicate that once the air
mission launched, it proceeded without any significant involvement or supervision from the chain of
command. The investigation found that specific flight maneuvers were left to the aviators flying the
aircraft, and that tasking of aircraft on the night of June 1, 2020, was handled exclusively by junior
officers at the JOC and Davison AAF. Our question about this follows:
•

How was the limited level of command and control BG Ryan exercised over his aviation assets
on this occasion reasonable for an officer of his rank, position, and experience?

CUI
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Whistleblower Protection
ǤǤĊĕĆėęĒĊēęĔċĊċĊēĘĊ
Whistleblower Protection safeguards DoD employees against
retaliation for protected disclosures that expose possible waste, fraud,
and abuse in government programs. For more information, please visit
the Whistleblower webpage at http://www.dodig.mil/Components/
Administrative-Investigations/Whistleblower-Reprisal-Investigations/
Whisteblower-Reprisal/ or contact the Whistleblower Protection
Coordinator at Whistleblowerprotectioncoordinator@dodig.mil

For more information about DoD OIG
reports or activities, please contact us:
Congressional Liaison
703.604.8324
Media Contact
public.affairs@dodig.mil; 703.604.8324
DoD OIG Mailing Lists
www.dodig.mil/Mailing-Lists/
Twitter
www.twitter.com/DoD_IG
DoD Hotline
www.dodig.mil/hotline
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