ANDUM FOR Commander, United States Arr
Center and School, Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28310
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'SUBJECT: Findings and Recommendations Mermorandurn - 15-6/Equal Opportunity Complaint
igation: Strong Bonds Event .

. Conclusion. Based on the below investi gation, I make the following findings:

& 1 find that CH (MAJ) Jerry Squires (hereafter CH Squires) and
violate Army Egual Opportunity (EO) policy by denyin
e Opportunity to attend a Strong Bonds retreat run by and

nd her wife,
paid for by the

~ b. | find the actions taken by CH Squires and -iolalc AR 600-20.

for HHC, SWTG (A) when she fai

as derelict in her duty as an Equal Opportunity Leader (EOL)
led to notify the command of the situation pursuant to her

ﬂ iﬁnﬂ that CH Squires violated the requirements of Army Regulation (AR) 165-1 when
- failed to ponfe b and and his chaplain technical chain that he could not perform
ices fo u¢ to his endorser restrictions, -

. 1 find that had CH Squires ang
tory guidance, specifically AR 165-1 and AR 600

fed in compliance with t!ie rél&vaﬁt _
20, this likely would not have ccome



January 2018, when ent an email to ‘ val
slots in the upcoming Strong s Retreat, until she filed her complaint on 6 Februg
When i tiaﬂy mskod o mwsngum this case 1 obtained statements from CH Squires

E, F, G, N). Only one point in all the statémen /I
interviewed contains divergent statements (Ex]ubnl A, B, C),

(1) CH Squires states that he did not i‘nfaum'l—hﬂt she G?u}d mt
attend the Strong Bonds event, but instead told her that the Strong Bonds event was “essentially

full™ and that he would ensure that she was 1ii‘irmcd of the next Strong Bonds event and ensure
that the facilitator could perform services fo Fxhibit A).

(?-mted that CH Squires told her that her sexual orientation was

one of the factors that meant she was unable to attend the 9-11 February 2018 Strong Bonds
Event (Exhibit B, C).

During their conversation, CH Squires did explain his Chaplain restriction and what the
perform versus provide mandatc reqmrcd him to do, ending the conversation by clarifying that
he is unable to perform ling or facilitate a marriage related event for any same-sex
couple (Exhibit A, B, C) felt that her attempt to attend the 2018 Strong Bonds

event was being treated unequally relative to other couples due to her sexual grientation (Exhibit
ked for clarification from her supeniwr“l?xhlhu E, X). ‘
Mho Advisor, United States Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School
{(SWCE)) d of the potential EQ) complaint by the command and he reached out to CH
Squires m\&or miurmahon and determined that there was a concern with

whether this matter was handle sy (Exhibit 1I}, Contrary to EO pelicy, CH
Squires tok—«he wvas initially gathering information that if a

Chaplain is in charge of a Strong Bonds evenl and he is restricted in his ability to perform
services for a same-sex couple, then a same sex couple cannot attend that event (Exhibit [1).
~ Instead his priority is to try and provide the Soldier an opportunity to attend a futu

“an unrestricted Chaplain (Exhibit 11). My initial fmchm_,s were 1hm CH Squires andm
violated the EO policy. I Ml

= e Pﬁor to

aking lmalw action on the mvmug,atwn_

af interviews m ma,iude-

cedures in et Eam
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Retreat th ith eiths CH Squires (Exhibit R, S). lalso
discovered additional authorities applicable to the case and reviewed feedback provided by the
Chaplain Corps (Exhibits AA, BB). These authorities include a 2014 training for all Chaplains
entitled, “Chaplain Activities in a post-DOMA environment,” and the 2014 and 2015 Strong
Bonds Program Management Guide (Exhibits CC, DD, EE),

e. Additionally, an administrative search provided specific emails from—md
ires. The search used key words derived from the four emails [ previously received fro
and emails I received from the Strong Bonds attendee list. The list of emails I

received from USASOC servers included no emails referencing the Strong Bonds event between
25 January 2018 and 2 February 2018. The absence of any emails referencing this event, to
include emails | had copies of from other parties led me to inquire to SOCOM for access to

i 1 ers using the same search criteria. This information yielded 12 emails

e coordinator for the Strong Bonds event and her correspondence with
H Squires (Exhibit GG).

3. Eacts,. While conducting this investigation I have determined the following facts:

a. During the entire course of events subject to this investi gation, CH Squires was a member
or SWEG(A). ot | - b of 1516 () (oo
B, D).

= - b, CH Squires is endorsed by the Southern Baptist Convention (Exhibits A, K),

£ Asa Southern Baptist endorsed by the North American Mission Board (NAMB) of the
~ Southem Baptist Convention, CH Squires is unable to provide any kind of relationship iraining
~ or retreat that would give the appearance of accepting the homosexual lifestyle or sexual i
wrongdoing (NAMB Memo, dated August 29, 2013) (Exhibit A, X,

is not endorsed by any religious organization and is not baund by ahc rules oﬁ .
'eﬁdp?rsérfarhcrduﬁ-esinﬂwﬁmnyasdeﬁnadbyAR 165-1. | Ll ‘ -

7 Juleon B0 pleted the 60 hour EOL, Ce
= appointcd as the EOL. for HIIC,




int

out an emil to the 1SWTG(A) footpy
| February 2018 (Exhibit H).

ﬁt 1428 on 25 January 2018 garding the avaﬂabzhty |
ﬁcts for her and her wife to attend the Strong ands Retreat from 9-11 February 2018
Exhibit H).

i At 1212 on 25 January 2016, during lhe same tim

received an email from

i?ﬁmnens on how to sign up for the event and that slots were avallabl:: By 25 January :29] 8
_ only 2.3 couples had registered for the event (Exhibit [).

2018 (Friday), over 24 hours after il
y askm_vm . "H Sguires to

: did not acknowledge or answe uestion
1 At !S?S on 29 January 2018 _emax d-lo ask if she received her
'—igma;i in regards to the Strong Bonds Event (Exhibit H),

‘m. At 1005 on 30 January 201 8qmailet—m email, stating that |
CH Squires wanted to speak with her in regards to the Strong Bonds Event (Exhibit H). |

8 to 5 February 2018, both wd CH Squires received ten.
a Certified Government Meeting Protessional (CGMP), at i-edwal

ong Bonds ¢vent and cummumg 10 updaie attendance records
esponded to these emails nine times; CH Squires also mspumi:ud u

k. At 1606 on 26 Januar

E)éabif H).

il e
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t was full. Based on continuing planning for the event, I believed that peoplehad
for 7 or 8 of the 10 slots, and that 2 to 3 othe ‘Iuﬁﬁiﬂuplmmum be registering that day [ .
i slots/funding of the current event, and my Chaplain endorser restrictions [ . .. | that it is
responsibility to ensure that she would have the opportunity to participate in the next Strong
dsevent." (Exhibit A, B, Q) e

. r. There is no indication from eith
_ 1 February 2018, CH Squires provid

r CH Squires that during the meeting on
information regarding the next event or the
name of a Chaplain who was able to provide services ‘urther, there is no
evidence that an option of filling out the registration to get on a wait list was presented. The wait
list option was given to other couples (Exhibits A, B, L, Q, U, GG).

5. Due to the information CH Squires provide lieved, and
 therefore told her chain of command, that the sign up period had closed and was no longer

available to her. Which was not the case as a wait list was being established and slots were in
fact still available (Exhibits B, Q, S, GG, HH),

t There was no future Strong Bonds event scheduled or funded on 1 February 2018. (Exhibit

(1) All Strong Bonds events are initiated by USASOC, who divides the number L

of events expected to be conducted per quarter to subordinate units. Once subordinate units |

confirm that it intends to conduct a Strong Bonds event, that event is validated and planning with

tegard to the specific time and place for the event begins. For this Strong Bonds cw;cnll‘; i

ginally scheduled 9-11 February, it was an event intended for ISWTG(A). not SW

as 1 ted in December and confirmed in January that it would t: :

otification was sent out to the intended unit (Exhibit V, DD, |
dicate exactly when the two couples canceled, as the cou

and did not use | s stem (Exhibit GG). One
: tad been treated (Exhibit
s once |




ino wi at the urging of { Squires had a
iscussion wi discuss courses of action if id register for the
event (Exhibits A, N, U, II),

w. After meeting wilMo better understand for EO wlicy;,—nd
CH Squires developed multiple s and deci , le the Strong Bonds Event and

have a Chaplain that could support the cwnWhibﬁ V).

x. On 4 February 201 copying CH Squires, sent an email
discussing the waitlist they were generating for the event (Exhibit GG),

QT

of an informal EQO Complaint (See
tDACH is made aware

¥. On 2 February 2018, the command is made a
Egual Opportunity Complaint Form). Additionally,
of the potential of an EQ Complaint by CH Croom (Exhibit V).

z -did not inform the HHC Chain of Commangd that there was an ECQ) matter that
needed to be addressed, in accordance with her dutics as an EQL (Exhibits D, 11}

aa. On 6 February 201 8_~= first contacted by

ires about running the
SWTG(A) Strong Bonds event by phone. CH Squires tell

hat a same-sex couple

was discovered on the registration and does not provide any details regarding the conversation he
nad i IR

r potential EO complaint (Exhibits A, X).

ab. On 6 February 2018, [ < « forma EO C;ﬁmnpiaima(‘Exhib.iw‘B, 1l and EQ

= _ Complaint Form).
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e

n: Strong Bonds Event

 &f. Inthe “Chaplain Activates ina Post-DOMA environment,” training vignette five

- describes the following event: “You are scheduled to lead your unit’s Strong Bonds couple

training event, and durin g the registration phase (30-60 day window) you learn that a WW G
‘couple bas registered for this event. Your Endorser has issued guidance that wmmmﬁum‘m e i
“trust” in their endorsed Chaplains, but also acknowledges that their doctrine does not allow their M
ordained religious professionals to affirm a same-sex marriage or relationship as morally or n '
theologically in line with their teaching. What would you do next?” The approved answers i .
provided are the following: contact you endorser to get clarification and guidance; notify rlm i
commander, your executive officer, your Command Sergeant Major and the garrison chaplain of e
 the situation; the process of seeking an available Chaplain as the Strong Bonds event trainer for
this event (a Chaplain who is capable of leading this training without restriction from his/her
endorser); if you are restricted from leading the training, make the effort to explain this to the

Soldier in your unit, while communicating your respect for them and their service in the Army
(Exhibit CC).

ag. In the Strong Bonds Program Management Guide for 2014, chapter § is titled Instructor
Mitigation. This chapter details how Chaplains should seek out unrestricted Chaplains to act as
facilitators for their event. In this chapter it states, “Units must attempt to mitigate at the local

level. If Gam'sons cannot mitigate at the local level to include mitigation funding, elevate to the
next level” (Exhibit DD).

ah. In the Strong Bonds Program Management Guide for 2015, chapter 5 is titled Instructor i
Mitigation Guidance. The update details a process in which it states, “the senior mission ‘ i
chaplain or garrison Chaplain will mitigate any Strong Bonds Instructor issues regarding w0
accommodation of this public law” (Exhibit EE), ‘

4. Findings. Bascd on the facts above, | make the following findings:

~ a. Ifind that both CH Squires an”nuwingly took action to den
‘and her spouse their right to attend the 9-11 Fe ruary 2018 Strong BondgJiuent

ﬂfatthera is a preponderance of the evidence to find that CH Squires and
i iﬁﬂﬂWﬁﬂ discrimination. | make this finding for the following reasons:

1}_'-1.§d not respond to
she failed to answer the question asked,
who responded to a similar question by




(it ‘\Hu il
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“lj I” ’ [ ‘mh i “-ﬂ
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i
o

ueanonmpreventlmﬁ'ommgim
with her. '!‘Insisbasednnlhcf"am
was seeking other registrants but at no ti
mind CH Sqwmmhuldammnuon fo

having the knowledge on 25 January tha wished to attend the event.
ctions effectively prevented I from attending the event, and in dm:ag s0,
ifferently than other members of the command

in attending the event and the evidence supports the conclusion that this was due to her
sexual orientation.

the 30 January 2018 email was sent indicat ii ere were four more slots, in spite of

2} CH Squires was copied on all the email traffic betwee
While it is unclear whether or when he read those specific emails, the evidence

supports the finding that he was or should have been aware of the issue based on those email
communications. CH Squires’ acknowledges in his statement that he had been copied on the

cmails betwee d that an 29 January he was at work ‘playing
caich-up’ and so presumably had access to those emails. He knew thm—icﬁlred to

attend t vent. As such, CH Squires was either aware or should have been
aware o esire to attend the Strong Bonds event on 3() January 2018, and despite
this: |

(a) Sent an email to members of SWEG(A) soliciting attendees and stating there
were still four slots available:

{b) Sent a number of emails 10—hu event coordinator, regarding

the details = S Jonds event without mention of a possible issue arising out of the
request by ‘ Wi

(c) Claims that he made attempts to meet with

31 January 2018. His attempt on 30 January was at 1500 and

~ and CH Squires made no attempt to further contact her througt

~ supervisor. Beyond this, there is no evidence that he attempted 1o email il
~ schedule a time to meet, inform her of the need for a meeting, (o encourage her 1 sign

‘waiting for hlm to meet with her, or let her know ﬂmt h'L wag zwmlahic m hns o

m pc:rsan on 30 am!
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is the only Soldier in a same- ‘
was in a same-sex marriage. CH Squires sit i
reason for his different treatment of her relative

_the event and who CH Squires was aware
: tus in & same-sex marriage as the
e soldiers interested in sttending the event,

— & had that the actions taken by CH Squires and re in direct violation of the
2014 and 2015 Strong Bonds Retreat SOPs that outl

EETCSsive lenpthy a Chaplla'iﬁ needs ; | ‘
1o attempt to include the Soldier in the Strong Bonds Retreat they have signed up for. Thisis
problematic for several reasons:

,, (1) Had CH Squires or racticed any of the technigues in that
fraining this very likely would not be an issue; |
(2) It highlights the fact that had CH Squires resched out to technical chain 1
dership they could have provided this information as simply as this investigation did. Both he,
SASOC Chaplain’s Office and the USAIFKSWCS Chaplain’s Office provided me with the
14 Strong Bonds Program guide and clear courses of action and guidance on the pre :
 handle a situation where 2 chaplain who is not permitted 1o perform services
- could properly ensure that the Soldier's needs were addmssed“\vhilc staying i
iance with their endorser restrictinns ed with the same period of even ‘
umber of times previously ould have sought to communi
command and with the individual as

vith th quickly as possible (Exhibit v), |
Bund@;MmimE,_ il a same-sex couple registers for a Stro Bonds re
in egq?diiiate with several levels o command until they fine

xhibit DD). hey wo




‘ebruary, after the EO complaint has already uires also misrepr
when discussing the matter with the I0; including claiming that he was the chaplain |
e Soldiers being served by the Strong Bonds event and so he should facilitate the event, when
fact, the event was for ISWTG (A) and not SWEG (A), his assigned unit and he claimed
knowledge of how many couples were signed up but had this knowledge when sending 1
email on 30 January 2018 soliciting additional attendees. | .

7 c. 1find, as stated in part above, that after the publication of the same sex benefits -
~ memorandum (Exhibit M), there have been a number of applicable authorities, to include
~ training guides, Strong Bonds SOPs, memorandums, and other guides published through andin
~ conjunction with the US. Army Chaplain’s Corps to address questions and uncertainties that may

have arisen with regard to how Chaplains whose endorsement restrictions would not permit them
1o perform serviees to same sex couples could remain in compliance with their endorser |
Testrictions and the Army EO policy (Exhibits AA, BB, CC, DD, EE). At no time during my .
investigation did CH Squires reference these documnents or acknowledge their existence. Further,
I find that the U.S. Army Chaplains Corps does not have clear records or systems to explain how
it disseminates information and training that has been developed to the thaplains ip the field

~ which means there is no means o check on CH Squires training in this field (Exhibit U, V., Ww

: (1) In the 2014 Strong Bonds Retreat Program Retreat Guide, there is a flow
 describing the steps to take if a same-sex couple signs up for a Strong Bonds retreat. The :
~outline that the preferred option is to find an unrestricted Chaplain that can fill-in for the
and every effort, to include going outside the organization can be taken to facilitate find

restricted Chaplain. The chaplains [ questioned could not recall what s :
g they may have had | e passage




EIBJBCT Findings and Recommendations Memorandum - 15-6/Equal Opport
Investigation: Strong Bonds Event

Corp has a professional developm:nlmmomdumttntﬂwycmdmﬂmnmgaupemd:mﬂy
during the year. USASOC ususally holds these trainings on the 3 Wedne |
Although no records are kept with regards to attendance of the training,
senior Chaplain in CH Squires technical chain of command and the most senior chaplain on the
installation that is endorsed by the Sothern Baptists {the same as CH Squires),
re eager to communicate with me and to me that they were available to provide
guidance in all issues, to include this one. Further, both chaplains had a clear understanding of
COAs that would address the concems of all parties. In the absence of formalized training, CH
Sqmm should have taken an unknown issue like this to his senior leaders. Neither Chaplain had
any record of CH Squires coming to them for feedback prior to CH Squires speaking with

(Exhibit A, N, U, V). None of the known trainings this Fiscal Year have specifically
covered treatment of same-sex couples.

| find that e is a preponderance of evidence to substantiate that in late September 2017,
old at she disagreed with her lifestyle. Information regarding this

event were confirmed bm in addition tc NG
sfrcumstances that led t ying this occurred when skmdi
f she and her spouse could stay at—h htle they closed on the house
they purchased in Fayetteville. Before making this reqy
friends and would work out together freqyentiy
back later that same day and expressed (0
stay at her house because she disagreed w
daughier to . After this cvent occurred
and kept their interactions purely professional (Exhibit )

rovided the background information regarding the fri
_m their subsequent fallmi - il,xh:bu Y).
conversation about this event where told

_hat she did not agree mih hc:r i;fuu le

etober or more recently

vould not allow her to
it to expose her
er were friendly

mw.led aboun lhxa event { Ex
lected not o provide information on this matter (Exhibit P).

cebruary 2018, lhm: wias no attempt by CH ‘mqmms w s
desire to attend the Strong Bonds event to gither =
or the senjor NAMB certified Chaplain on post,

yof AR 165-1. Both C hap!mns were informed n! t}m mtemmt mmdem W
: Sauires had his ¢



Strong Bonds Event (Exhibit S, GG). Both CH Squires

d their rights to silence when asked to provide clarifying information on this matter
0,P). L

“t‘_l ﬁndlhat there was a discrepancy in email searches could warmvtﬁlrﬂtermwmﬂhw :
action. Where that matter is outside the scope of this investigation, it may need to be referred to
IBASOC, SOCOM and/or CID, .

2. [ find that ISWTG(A) command, once they were notified of the situation took immediate
t£ps to address the freatment o to include members of the command notifying |
the command’s legal office and visor to ascertain the appropriate manner in which to e
 handle the situation and to ensure that the member of their formation was taken care of. |

ind that there is not a systemic failure in the Chaplain Corps Chain of a:nd- ‘

anm that CH Squires coordinated with ipon N
€ the event and the USASOC Chaplain Corps was able to quickly ‘
' support the event. It is likely that had they been initially informed of the
uld have been provided for IAW EQ Policy and AR 165-1. Itis

riant to note that although discussed from 1 February — 6 February, no concrete steps were

taken to reschedule the event to inclué_wem taken until after the formal EQ

Complaint was filed (Exhibit U, v, W, X),

- and recommendations memorandum, | stated that when CH Squires

Fhis restriction that this was a violation of EO policy. This wasa o

ent of fact and law. Itis not a violation of EQO policy to state a fact and CH Squires 1
doing so. At no time was it my conclusion, nor is it now my conclusion, that CH

5 i in violation of EO policy for not hosting a Strong Bond retreat, or any event, that

him to violate his endorser restrictions. CH Squires js protected by the *shield’ of

dment from being compelled to act :

in violation of his religious rules and beliefs.




m’llhcdmedhmymemhcmfthehmedﬁmnmmgmﬂm m
origin, gender, religi maﬁhmm,urmuulanmm%ﬂﬁﬂﬂ-m 5 and
'?fHagzimmomiMmgmmxmuplcs.bemaﬂm | shiof
ng the Strong Bonds event. CHSqmresmﬂknoacunnmensure, 1
i until after speaking tolMM ho advised him to do so. As soon

: pmvldmi advice and inserting their level of command mm =

ights was swift and effective.

iwa nghts conflicting ﬁus is a case where CH Squires intentionally violated the Anny_ .

, making no efforts until after an EO complaint was threatened to accommodate a

ate his religious beliefs and the restrictions placed on him by his endorser, CH Squires is 7
f&ﬁlm from the vmlaﬂun that acx.um&d I'herc i$ 1o disputing tE:at ﬂae Anny m:d ]

involve this mnﬁ:ct, Thﬁ -
intentional and deliberate

0 be in violation of the EO policy. | mcﬂmmﬁsf
dicial punishment consistent with the violation.

if you fis haqn‘i nut violate EO policy, I recommend that yuu ﬁﬁd
u; have be:n derelict in her dutv as an EOL {I:Gi{} when SIH.. fa:lad o ﬁbld :

quires in vwmmm of thn: EO gu}
¢ or non-judicial pu ish




recommend that you forward the relevant partions of ﬂm findings and recommendations
iplain Corps, DA, to ensure that the ‘shield’ ensuring rights are not mﬁmged upﬂn
come a “sword” to violated the protected rights of another. =

8. Pmnl ot‘mntwt for this action is the undersigned at -

Investigating Officer




