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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  
TO THE MEMBERS OF CONGRESS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE FUTURE OF THE USMMA – KINGS 
POINT 
  
  
I am writing in connection with the Sea Year stand down at the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy and bring 
to your attention the fact that the justification for that action is nothing more than an elaborate hoax 
manufactured collaboratively by the Academy’s Superintendent and Advisory Board and the Maritime 
Administrator. It is clearly an attempt to deceive all stakeholders, particularly the Board of Visitors, and 
divert attention from their gross negligence in failing to maintain a clean accreditation and take 
appropriate steps to deal with sexual assault and harassment (SASH). 
  
Specifically, the Maritime Administrator and Superintendent have made representations that 40-50% of 
the incidents of SASH reported by Midshipmen in surveys occur during the Sea Year on board 
commercial vessels; and that the Academy’s Midshipmen experienced incidents of SASH “particularly 
while on board a commercial vessel”. This last phrase was included in a letter from four members of the 
Board of Visitors to Secretary Foxx based upon information provided by the Superintendent and the 
Chairman of the Advisory Board. However, the representations are all false. 
  
As detailed in the attachment, with supporting evidence and documents, at best the Board of Visitors has 
been misled; and at worst, been told blatant lies. The results of the Academy’s own commissioned survey 
showed that only 8.5% of the sexual assaults and 2.6% of the sexual harassment reported anonymously 
by female Midshipmen were committed by persons not affiliated with the Academy or other U.S. 
Government entities—leaving no room to blame this problem on the crews of commercial vessels. 
  
Moreover, what the Board of Visitors was not told was that the results of the 2012 survey, the year both 
the Superintendent and Maritime Administrator were hired, showed that the incidents of SASH at USMMA 
were comparable to the other four academies; and that since then SASH has increased at USMMA and 
decreased substantially at the others, creating a significant gap. This can simply be explained by a failure 
of leadership at USMMA which is bad enough. But the current Academy leadership has imposed a 
general culture of abuse, repression and intimidation on the Faculty and Midshipmen with SASH being 
only a symptom of that culture. 
  
Many of these issues were picked up in the Middle States accreditation report—but its overall vote of no 
confidence was expressed in its statement: “the team concludes that the institution is not able to function 
successfully as it is not properly administered and staffed”. 
  
I report this as the former Chairman of the USMMA Alumni Association and Foundation (9/09-9/13) and 
member of the Board (5/09-5/16), as the father of a graduate (2000) and father-in-law of another (1998), 
as a major donor and as a major recruiter. I have devoted thousands of hours of volunteer service to the 
Academy without pay. No one has instructed or paid me to research and write this paper. I have done this 
out of respect for everything the Academy has provided me and out of concern that those who are 
following me are under a leadership that is unprincipled and lacking in the character and competence 
required of our graduates. Hopefully, that is made clear in the attachment. 
  
Respectfully, 
  

Charles J. Hill 
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Review of the accuracy and objectivity of the USMMA Advisory Board, the 

Superintendent and MARAD in reports, statements and actions with respect to Sexual 

Assault and Sexual Harassment 
 

Background 

 

On June 16, 2016 the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy announced that it was standing down the 

Sea Year because of serious, persistent and extensive sexual assault and sexual harassment 

(“SASH”) allegedly experienced by Midshipmen on board U.S. merchant marine vessels and 

would not re-instate it “until it is assured that their training will be carried out in a safe 

environment”.  

 

On June 23, 2016 the Middle States Commission on Higher Education (“MSCHE”) put the 

Academy on “Warning”, finding it deficient in 5 of the 14 requirements for accreditation. All 

five were associated with problems it found with leadership, management and governance; and 

included criticism of the state of SASH at the Academy and the Academy’s lack of proper and 

effective response. 

 

On July 13, 2016 the Academy’s Advisory Board presented its annual report to the Secretary of 

Transportation, dated June 10, 2016, to the Congressional Board of Visitors. Its focus was on 

SASH with the advice that the predominant problem was during the Sea Year, a conclusion 

echoed by the Academy Superintendent and MARAD. 

 

Need for Review 

 

The sudden announcements of the Sea Year stand down and “Warning” on accreditation have 

raised questions on the necessity of the stand down and the judgment and motivation of the 

Advisory Board, the Academy leadership and MARAD. The following analysis was made to 

contrast the findings and conclusions of the Advisory Board, the Academy leadership and 

MARAD with specific data produced for the Academy by the Defense Manpower Data Center 

(“DMDC”) from the Service Academy Gender Relations Survey (“SAGR”). The Advisory 

Board, the Academy leadership and MARAD have represented that they used the data and 

findings in the DMDC and SAGR reports to conclude that the predominant problem with SASH 

is during the Sea Year and the commercial shipping industry is at fault for tolerating a hostile 

“environment” and “culture” that victimizes Midshipmen with sexual assaults and harassment. 

 

This paper, with its references to supporting documents, provides clear evidence that the 

Advisory Board, the Superintendent and MARAD ignored or misrepresented the results of their 

own SAGR commissioned surveys on SASH which showed that only 8.5% of the sexual 

assaults reported by female Midshipmen were committed by persons not affiliated with the 

Academy or other U.S. Government entities, with the figure for sexual harassment only 2.6%. 

Consequently, it is clear that they have perpetrated a massive hoax in an attempt to deceive all 

stakeholders, particularly the Board of Visitors and MSCHE, to justify their decision to stand 

down the Sea Year; and that the stand down is nothing more than a ploy to defame the U.S. flag 

commercial merchant marine and make it the scapegoat for the woeful failure of the Academy 
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and MARAD leadership to effectively respond to SASH problems, and to distract attention away 

from their unprecedented and devastating failure to maintain a clean accreditation.    

 

This paper will confirm that the Academy does have a serious SASH problem; but that it is 

predominantly with the Midshipmen and the leadership of the Academy and MARAD—and the 

abusive culture that this leadership has installed, which the SASH problem is but one symptom. 

 

The survey results show that the incidents of SASH at Kings Point were comparable to the other 

four Academies in 2012—a conclusion confirmed by the Deputy Secretary of DOT, in a 10/3/14 

letter to the Inspector General with the statement: “The 2010 and 2012 USMMA surveys 

indicated rates similar to the other Federal service academies”. However, between 2012 and 

2014 the rates at the other academies went substantially down while the rates at Kings Point went 

up, creating a significant gap. Why? All of the academies draw from the same applicant pool 

with the same requirements students of high moral character. 

 

As everyone will agree, a reduction in SASH requires a general culture of mutual trust and 

respect. Such a general culture has been installed and nurtured at the other Academies through 

sound leadership; but has been willfully extinguished over the past four years at Kings Point. The 

general culture of Kings Point that has been forced on both Midshipmen and Faculty by the 

leadership of MARAD and the Academy is one of repression, rule by intimidation, public 

humiliation, retaliation, fear, intolerance, an absence of communication and a feeling of 

helplessness and victimhood that was picked up in the MSCHE report.  

 

It is a culture where a Midshipman can be denied leave to attend the funeral of his father in 

retaliation against an outspoken mother; where leaders can’t be trusted to tell the truth or respect 

the Honor Code in their own behavior; where Faculty members confidentially warn Midshipmen 

that targets have been put on their backs by an angry leadership, intolerant of any dissent; where 

“unequal treatment for similar violations across Midshipmen companies” and “the lack of feeling 

of respect” for Midshipmen is noted by MSCHE; where the eviction of the Academy’s world 

renowned (and physically handicapped) band leader, with 46 years of service, from campus 

housing is threated in retaliation for having a complaint against him dismissed; where, as 

described in the MSCHE report, “inaction is the norm, and quick defensiveness of the status quo 

stifles any discussion that could lead to change and improvement”.  

 

It is a culture where the Superintendent needs to be told by MSCHE to start communicating with 

the Faculty and Midshipmen; where the Superintendent needs to be told by MSCHE “to engage 

in a serious and thoughtful dialogue involving all members at all levels of the institution about 

the pervasive culture of victimhood”; where the Academy is judged “weak in many of the tenets 

of integrity as outlined by MSCHE” in its report; where a favored Company Officer enjoys job 

security despite a long and well known history of intimidation, mental abuse, harassment, 

hazing, conduct unbecoming, sexual harassment and abuse of authority; where the Maritime 

Administrator can publicly attempt to intimidate parents and alumni into silence and twist the 

truth in knots—and a leadership that is looked upon with such cynicism that a prominent 

alumnus attorney has just publicly offered: “I will pay $100,000 to the first person who can 

prove to me that Helis is not a liar”.  
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The other four academies not only have zero tolerance for SASH but zero tolerance for 

ineffective, weak, corrupt or failed leadership. Only at USMMA and MARAD are the wagons 

quickly circled, with the spinning, finger pointing and demonizing of critics, whenever failure 

surfaces and their jobs are at risk. 

 

The accuracy of these assessments are fully supported in the Sections below entitled “Findings” 

and “Detailed Review” which confirm that the Academy does have a serious SASH problem—

but not with the U.S. flag commercial merchant marine. However, the case is substantially made 

just with a sampling of the survey results as follows: 

  

Figures in the 2014 SAGR survey (with almost identical results from the 2012 survey) indicate 

that the overwhelming majority of sexual assaults have been committed by other Midshipmen—

which is where the real problem rests. Specifically, 81.7% of sexual assaults against female 

Midshipmen were committed by other Midshipmen, 4.9% by Academy Faculty/staff and 

4.9% by DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 8.5% committed by “others”, 

which could include some small percentage involving ships’ crewmen—results which should 

have informed the Academy and MARAD leadership that their focus should be on the 

Midshipmen and the abusive culture they have imposed. 

 

This conclusion on where the real problem rests is reinforced with the 2014 SAGR survey 

figures on sexual harassment which indicated that 76.2% of the incidents were committed by 

other Midshipmen, 21% were committed by Academy faculty and staff, and 5.8% were 

committed by persons affiliated with DOT/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 

2.6% committed by “others”, which could include some small percentage involving ships’ 

crewmen. 

 

Moreover, the 2014 SAGR report concluded that “The Academy’s secondary problem with 

sexual assault is during Sea Year”; and found that only 33% of the 17.1% of female 

Midshipmen reporting sexual assault “indicated that the ‘one situation’ that had the most effect 

on them occurred during the summer experience, training or Sea Year”. When this figure is 

adjusted for multiple responses to the ‘one situation’ (the total percentages add up to 177%) it 

shows that only 19% of the sexual assaults occurred during the “summer experience, 

training or Sea Year” (but not necessarily at sea since the question was not specific). 

 

The Advisory Board also inflated the incidence of coercive sexual harassment three fold, 

apparently to frighten stakeholders; and falsely made the case that SASH during the Sea Year 

was the primary cause of the accreditation “Warning”. And, given the Advisory Board’s 

dismissive attitude towards the Sea Year program and unverified, alarmist pronouncements on 

the state of SASH during the Sea Year, it has positioned itself as the public relations arm of 

MARAD and the Academy and is engaged in damage control.  

 

The Advisory Board, Academy leadership and MARAD have also attempted to divert attention 

from the criticism of every independent party on their inadequate response to on-campus SASH. 

The Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, has stated that “we have done everything on the 

campus that we possibly can do”. However, MSCHE disagreed, concluding that “…efforts in 

place to prevent new recurrences have been insufficient and ineffective”, and “…the initiatives 
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in place have been inconsistent, not fully supported, and ineffective”. The SAGR survey report 

also disagreed, concluding that “Academy training is falling short in providing Midshipmen 

with all the information they need to know to prevent sexual assault…”. And the DOT 

Inspector General also disagreed, concluding that “While USMMA has taken some actions to 

address sexual assault and harassment, many of its planned actions are incomplete”. 

 

Despite the praise by the Maritime Administrator (and the Advisory Board in lock step) of the 

Superintendent, this state of affairs and the criticisms in the above paragraph represent a failure 

in leadership and communication; and underscores the lack of confidence and respect the Faculty 

and Midshipmen have for the Academy leadership—a critical weakness recognized in the 

MSCHE report with its advice that the leadership to be in regular contact with the Faculty and 

Midshipmen. The Superintendent, and his team, should not have to be told to communicate 

with the Faculty and Midshipmen; and indicates that this team, having presided over the 

growth of this problem into a crisis, does not have the ability to solve it. The MSCHE 

apparently agrees with its statement of no confidence: “…the team concludes that the 

institution is not able to function successfully as it is not properly administered and staffed”.   

 

Mr. Jaenichen has stated that “we have done everything on the campus that we possibly can 

do…but it hasn’t moved the needle”. Therefore, it is time to get a team in place that can “move 

the needle”. 

 

The Superintendent and MARAD have shut down a program critical to accreditation at the same 

time that the Academy is given a Warning by MSCHE; have probably put the Midshipmen in 

greater danger of SASH; have made blatant misrepresentations to the Board of Visitors and 

Congress, the Faculty, Midshipmen, alumni, parents and MSCHE; and defamed the commercial 

sector of the U.S. flag merchant marine. This is not a display of leadership. 

 

Exploiting National Alarm Over SASH 

 

It is, therefore, difficult not to conclude that the Advisory Board, the Superintendent and 

MARAD have attempted to exploit the national alarm over SASH on campuses across the nation 

and in the military with the creation of a false choice—i.e. if you are critical of the Sea Year 

stand down or the Academy leadership than you are “unprofessional” and oppose the effort to 

reduce SASH—in order to divert attention from their gross negligence and willful misconduct 

and avoid accountability for failing to acknowledge and resolve the SASH problem.  

 

Consequently, there can be no doubt that a false narrative has been manufactured, intended to 

deceive all stakeholders, particularly members of the Board of Visitors, and defame the 

commercial sector of the U.S. flag merchant marine to justify the decision to stand down the Sea 

Year.  

 

The False Narrative 

 

The developing false narrative goes something like this: The Academy leadership and MARAD 

have done everything conceivable to reduce incidents of SASH on-campus and during the Sea 

Year but have not been able “to move the needle” because of a lack of control over the sexual 
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“culture” on board commercial vessels. Although this culture is widespread in the commercial 

fleet it is absent in Military Sealift command vessels. And not only do 40-50% of SASH 

incidents occur at sea, but Midshipmen returning from sea re-infect the Regiment with this 

sexual “culture” of the commercial fleet. And when Midshipmen graduate they perpetuate this 

sexual culture by taking it to sea with them and infecting Midshipmen during their Sea Year.  

 

Therefore, by eliminating the Sea Year, the number of SASH incidents will immediately be cut 

by 40-50% which will get them below the average of the other four Federal Service Academies; 

and by eliminating the “re-infection” problem the rate will decline dramatically even further. 

 

MARAD’s position was made clear by the Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, in an 

interview on Maritime TV with the statement: "We're looking to try to reset. We recognize that 

we're not going to be able to fix this tonight, tomorrow, next week, next month or maybe even 

next year. This is a culture issue that's going to take some time but we have to be able to start 

moving the needle. " 

 

The trouble, of course, is that MARAD has no basis to claim that 40-50% of SASH occurs at sea; 

or that an unsafe culture exists. The survey numbers suggest a maximum of 19%—and only 

8.5% of total on-campus and Sea-Year assaults committed by persons not affiliated with 

the Academy or government. Mr. Jaenichen contradicted himself and confirmed this low 

incidence in an interview with Maritime Executive magazine on June 20, 2016 with the 

statement “…we’re not putting a question mark on the entire industry, it’s just isolated 

incidents.” And no independent party has found that the Academy has done everything possible 

to reduce SASH. And no survey data supports the claim that MSC ships, which are manned by 

the same civilian crews, are somehow immune, and therefore safe. 

 

Evidence of the Failure of the Academy leadership and MARAD to address the SASH 

problem at the Academy 

 

An audit conducted by the DOT Inspector General, dated October 23, 2014, concluded that 

“nearly 6 years after passage of the Duncan Hunter Act, USMMA still cannot accurately 

assess the current Academy climate or determine whether progress has been made to address 

sexual assault and harassment at the Academy”; and, “Until action is taken to implement 

meaningful program goals and measures, ensure timely reporting on USMMA’s progress, and 

provide effective oversight of the SAPR program, the Nation’s midshipmen and USMMA’s 

faculty and staff will remain at risk of operating in a hostile environment with incidents of 

sexual assault and harassment continuing and potentially going unreported”. 

 

Almost two years later (June 23, 2016), the MSCHE issued its accreditation report which 

indicated that nothing had changed; but was even harsher in its criticism of the lack of action by 

the Academy: “The campus climate and incidence of sexual harassment and sexual assault 

have been a serious and recognized problem for over 10 years…The pervasiveness of the 

incidents is perceived as undeniable and disturbing. While the Academy has consistently 

recognized the serious problem that it faces and has officially recorded it, the efforts in place to 

prevent new recurrences have been insufficient and ineffective”; and “…the initiatives in place 

have been inconsistent, not fully supported, and ineffective”. 
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The 2014 SAGR survey supported these findings with its conclusions that “…less than half of 

female Midshipmen thought that training was effective in reducing sexual harassment and 

sexual assault” and that “Academy training is falling short in providing Midshipmen with all 

the information they need to know to prevent sexual assault and to understand the response to 

sexual assault after it has been reported”. 

 

And MSCHE could not have made its support for continuing the Sea Year clearer in its 

accreditation report, which, in judging that the Academy had met “Standard 1: Educational 

Offerings”, listed three “Significant accomplishments…or exemplary/innovative practices”—one 

of which was the Sea Year, with the following citation: “During their Sea Year, midshipmen 

work and learn under the mentorship of experienced merchant marine officers...in this 

exceptional hands-on learning environment, applying their in-classroom knowledge and skills 

in real situations…”  

 

The Midshipmen will clearly be denied “the mentorship of experienced merchant marine 

officers”, “the exceptional hands-on learning environment” and “real situations” with 

assignments to state school ships or the Academy training ships. And the Academy will suffer 

mission failure, given the MSCHE’s statement: “The Mission of the Merchant Marine 

Academy is intertwined with this experiential learning program of the Sea Year”. 

 

Moreover, the Advisory Board, Academy Superintendent and MARAD have all ignored, or 

failed to recognize, the likely counter-productive consequences of the Sea Year stand down to 

the reporting of SASH incidents. When the Sea Year is restored, Midshipmen (particularly 

women) will likely be under intense pressure, both self-imposed and from peers, to under report 

incidents of SASH, both with authorities and in surveys, for fear of causing another stand down 

and putting graduation or accreditation at risk. Then, with the subsequent reduction in reported 

incidents in surveys, the Academy and MARAD can declare “problem solved”, victory over 

SASH—while the problem persists. 

 

Shut it down—the standard MARAD solution to problem solving 

 

MARAD has a history of solving problems by shutting down operations without considering the 

impact on the Academy. When the 2009 GAO report recommended changes in the financial 

arrangements between the Academy and GMATS, the well-respected training program, rather 

than make the changes, MARAD simply shut the school down. And MARAD did the same thing 

with Melville Hall, the only banquet facility on campus which still stands virtually deserted and 

deteriorating.  

 

When the former Advisory Board and former Superintendent advised MARAD of the problem it 

had created by assuming control over key business processes (advice the MSCHE has agreed 

with), they were both dismissed for not being “team players”. And the alumni association, for 

voicing its concerns over the above actions, was evicted from the campus. Now MARAD invents 

a SASH problem at sea (which the Maritime Administrator admits consists of “isolated 

incidents”), and rather than work with individual companies, it simply applies a form of “mass 

punishment” and shuts down the whole program. 
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The leadership needs to be changed to restore confidence 

 

Any interest in giving the leadership of the Academy and MARAD the benefit of the doubt 

should be tempered with reference to the scandal of 2013 when they evicted the alumni from the 

campus, lied about the reasons to Congress and a Federal judge and then conspired to hide that 

information from the CFO of DOT. 

 

And any confidence that the leadership of the Academy and MARAD will give Congress 

accurate information should be tempered with the criticism delivered by the DOT Inspector 

General in its 10/23/14 report: “Two years after developing the SAPR program, USMMA cannot 

determine the program’s impact or effectiveness, despite assurances to Congress that a plan for 

measuring program effectiveness was in place”. 

 

 

In any normal organization, this 4-year record of failure in resolving the SASH problem by the 

Academy and MARAD leadership would have been met by mass resignations and/or dismissals. 

However, the Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen has excoriated those critical of the 

Academy leadership, stating that such criticism was “unprofessional” and “unfounded”—and he 

was “quite frankly” “tired of it”—and that Superintendent Helis had strong support from the 

Board of Visitors, from the Secretary and from himself. 

 

Superintendent Helis has stated that “We’re talking about a cultural problem and cultural 

challenges have to be solved by leadership”. However, Superintendent Helis has failed to 

provide that leadership over the past four years as on-campus SASH has worsened.  

 

Leadership requires communication skills and Superintendent Helis has failed to display any 

aptitude for those skills, resulting in a wall between his leadership team and the Faculty and 

Midshipmen, who have lost confidence in, and respect for, his leadership. And, it is well known 

that the departure of the widely respected former Dean, Dr. Shashi Kumar, was related to a 

failure of the Superintendent to properly communicate and consider advice. 

 

This lack of confidence in his leadership was picked up by the MSCHE which made the 

following damning comments in its report: “…the team concludes that the institution is not 

able to function successfully as it is not properly administered and staffed.”  “members of the 

staff and faculty have concerns with communication flow, leadership cohesion, trust throughout 

the organization, and low faculty morale”; the Academy “is weak in many of the tenets of 

integrity as outlined by MSCHE”; MSCHE “did not find any evidence of efforts of the senior 

administrative structure to be in regular contact with faculty thinking or with students to 

understand their concerns and perspectives”; MSCHE concluded that there is “a command 

climate among faculty and staff whereby proactive advice/counsel is rarely offered, 

inaction…is the norm, and quick defensiveness of the status quo stifles any discussion that 

could lead to change and improvement”.  

 

The consequent recommendation of the MSCHE reads as an indictment of the Academy 

leadership: “The Superintendent, along with the Deputy Superintendent and the Academic Dean, 
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should initiate meetings with midshipmen to learn about their experiences on campus and their 

concerns in both student-life and academics areas.” The Superintendent, and his team, should 

not have to be told to communicate with the Faculty and Midshipmen; and this failure will 

doom any plan to change the on-campus culture under his leadership. 

 

The failure of Superintendent Helis to solve the SASH problem comes as no surprise to most 

stakeholders who felt his hiring by the former DOT Secretary and Maritime Administrator was 

an error since he had no maritime experience and, retiring from the Army as a Colonel, had not 

been given a tactical command as a LTC and had not been given any command as a Colonel. 

 

Moreover, Superintendent Helis has stated that it will take him the better part of the 2-year limit 

MSCHE has given the Academy to get into compliance. Since he was not capable of keeping the 

Academy in compliance during his past 4-year reign, despite repeated warnings of what needed 

to be done, it would be foolish to give him and his team another two years, rather than bringing 

in a more qualified team to get the job done, and restoring confidence with all stakeholders. 

 

The Superintendent and MARAD have shut down a program critical to accreditation at the same 

time that the Academy is given a Warning on accreditation; have probably put the Midshipmen 

in greater danger of SASH; have made blatant misrepresentations to the Board of Visitors and 

Congress, the alumni, Midshipmen, faculty, MSCHE and parents; and defamed the commercial 

sector of the U.S. flag merchant marine. Since the majority of sexual assaults are committed by 

other Midshipmen, the simplest, and common sense, action would have been to eliminate any 

mixing of male and female Midshipmen in vessel assignments if that has not already been done. 

 

It is, therefore, critical that the Academy’s leadership team (Superintendent, Deputy 

Superintendent and Commandant) all be replaced as a first step in restoring confidence in the 

Academy. The refusal of DOT to recognize this is a denial of the problem and puts the Academy 

on the path to a loss of accreditation. 

 

The following Sections are divided into: Summary of findings; Potential repercussions…; 

Obvious solutions; and Detailed Review: 

 

Summary of findings: 

 

 There is a significant SASH problem at the Academy and, as noted in the MSCHE 

accreditation report, “The pervasiveness of the incidents is perceived as undeniable and 

disturbing”. 

 However, the problem is not with the commercial shipping industry, as alleged by the 

Superintendent and Maritime Administrator.  Figures in the 2014 SAGR survey indicate 

that the overwhelming majority of sexual assaults have been committed by other 

Midshipmen—which is where the real problem rests. Specifically, 81.7% of sexual 

assaults were committed by other Midshipmen, 4.9% by Academy Faculty/staff and 

4.9% by DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 8.5% committed by 

“others”, which could include some small percentage involving ships’ crewmen—

results which should have informed the Academy and MARAD leadership that their 

focus should be on the Midshipmen and the abusive culture they have installed. 
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 This conclusion on where the real problem rests is reinforced with the 2014 SAGR 

survey figures on sexual harassment which indicated that 76.2% of the incidents were 

committed by other Midshipmen, 21% were committed by Academy faculty and 

staff, and 5.8% were committed by persons affiliated with DOT/DHS/DOT 

persons—leaving a maximum of 2.6% committed by “others”, which could include 

some small percentage involving ships’ crewmen. 

 The figures from the 2012 SAGR survey are much the same: 76% of sexual assaults were 

committed by other Midshipmen, 6% by Academy Faculty/staff and 12% by 

DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 6% committed by “others”, 

including ships’ crewmen. The like figures for sexual harassment are: 76.2% committed 

by other Midshipmen, 15.5% by Academy Faculty/staff and 4.8% by DOD/DHS/DOT 

persons—leaving a maximum of 3.6% committed by “others”, which could include 

some small percentage involving ships’ crewmen.  
 The SAGR report concluded that “The Academy’s secondary problem with sexual 

assault is during Sea Year”; and found that only 33% of the 17.1% reporting sexual 

assault “indicated that the ‘one situation’ that had the most effect on them occurred 

during the summer experience, training or Sea Year” (pg 19). When this figure is 

adjusted for multiple responses to the ‘one situation’ (the total percentages add up to 

177%) it shows that only 19% of the sexual assaults occurred during “the summer 

experience, training or Sea Year” (but not necessarily at sea). It is also clear from the 

table on page 19 in the report that the vast majority of reported sexual assaults occurred 

on Academy grounds and off-campus, Academy and social events—and not during the 

Sea Year. 

 Reports from the SAGR surveys indicate an increase in SASH at the Academy, with 

sexual assaults increasing by 20% between the 2012 and 2014 surveys and sexual 

harassment increasing by 11%. 

 Reports from the SAGR surveys indicate that incidents of sexual assault and harassment 

at USMMA are substantially higher than at the other four service academies, with sexual 

assaults double the average of the other four academies and three times the number for 

the Coast Guard Academy. 

 The Advisory Board, in its 2016 report, found the Academy’s efforts to prevent SASH to 

be “well-intentioned” and that “…there is clear evidence the Academy has deployed 

reasonable and customary methods…to prevent sexual harassment and assault.” The 

MSCHE disagreed, describing the Academy’s response as “ineffective and insufficient”. 

 In an interview on July 8, 2016 with Maritime TV, the Maritime Administrator, Chip 

Jaenichen, stated: “We have done everything on the campus that we possibly can do. We 

have trained, we have gone through scenario based discussions with focused groups, 

we've done everything we can but it hasn't moved a needle with regards to the reporting 

or with the incidents that are occurring at sea”. Again, the MSCHE disagreed. 

 In its 2016 report, the Advisory Board, either through gross negligence or willful 

misconduct, and with the complicity of MARAD and the Academy Superintendent, 

ignored results from the SAGR surveys that showed the predominant SASH problem was 

on-campus, that incidents had increased and the incidents were substantially higher than 

at the other four service academies. 

 The Advisory Board misled all stakeholders, particularly the Board of Visitors, by falsely 

representing that 63% of the female Midshipmen reported being sexually harassed 
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with a fear of substantive consequences for refusing sex—when the actual figure was 

19.5% (with the rest reporting incidents included in the other two categories defined by 

SAGR). 

 The Advisory Board took the 63% figure from the 2014 SAGR survey, but falsely 

represented that it included only harassment involving coercive fear—when the 

63% survey result included two other, less onerous categories defined by SAGR, 

such as “crude behavior”, a behavior specifically excluded by the Advisory Board 

under its definition of sexual harassment. 

 The Superintendent and Maritime Administrator must be considered complicit in 

this deceitful misrepresentation as they sat by silently during the presentation to the 

Board of Visitors and have yet to set the record straight. 

 With the SAGR methodology so clearly laid out for any reasonable person to read, it is 

difficult to believe that an error of such magnitude is simply gross negligence on the part 

of the Advisory Board but rather is willful misconduct and part of an effort to deceive 

Congress. 

 The Advisory Board, either through gross negligence or willful misconduct, and with the 

complicity of MARAD and the Academy Superintendent, concluded that the 

predominant SASH problem was with the Sea Year when there was no evidence to 

support this conclusion other than unverifiable, anecdotal discussions that one Advisory 

Board member had with some number of Midshipmen. 

 The Superintendent has posted a statement concerning the accreditation “Warning” 

issued by MSCHE on the Academy’s web-site. However, he has misrepresented the 

substance of the “Warning” by dramatically over emphasizing the SASH problem as the 

cause of the “Warning”. In fact, the SASH problem was not even mentioned in MSCHE’s 

6/24/16 3-page letter to the Superintendent advising him of the “Warning” and the 

deficiencies that needed to be corrected—other than to require “steps taken to build a 

climate of mutual trust and respect on campus and during the Sea Year”. 

 In this same statement the Superintendent falsely stated that MSCHE emphasized SASH 

during the Sea Year as the predominant problem: “they issued a warning with 

recommendations regarding two broad areas separate from academics: combatting 

sexual harassment and assault, particularly during Sea Year; and governance of the 

USMMA.” 

 During an open Town Hall conference call sponsored by MARAD on 8/2/16, the 

Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, made the claim that 40-50% of the incidents of 

SASH occurred during the Sea Year. However, there is no data from the SAGR surveys 

or focus groups to support that allegation; while there is data to estimate that percentage 

to be no higher than 10-19%—with most incidents committed by Midshipmen, not the 

ship’s crew. 

 The Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, admitted in an interview with Maritime TV 

that “…we’re not putting a question mark on the entire industry, it’s just isolated 

incidents.” He then confirmed this judgment during the MARAD sponsored Town Hall 

conference call on July 13, 2016 with the statement: “Note that we are not trying to 

essentially denigrate the entire maritime industry. These are a couple of perpetrators 

that are out there, but the presence of it is so persistent that we absolutely must take 

action.” Yet he has “denigrated the entire maritime industry” for “a couple of 
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perpetrators”; and offered no proposal as to how the industry can eliminate “isolated 

incidents”. 

 Falsely concluding that the primary SASH problem was with the Sea Year, MARAD and 

the Academy Superintendent, with the support of the Advisory Board, suspended the Sea 

Year; but announced no steps to quell SASH on-campus in response to MSCHE 

criticism. 

 No metrics have been announced to measure any progress in reducing SASH during the 

Sea Year; and, given the relatively low levels of SASH indicated from the SAGR 

surveys, finding a useful baseline will be problematic. 

 The chairwoman of the Advisory Board and Academy Superintendent lobbied a member 

of the Congressional Board of Visitors in support of the Sea Year stand down, resulting 

in a letter from four members in support of the Superintendent and the stand down. The 

letter references the 2016 Advisory Board’s report “regarding the Midshipmen’s 

experiences of sexual harassment and assault, particularly while on board a 

commercial ship”, indicating that the member of the Board of Visitors was misinformed 

by the Advisory Board chairwoman and the Academy Superintendent. 

 The Advisory Board, Academy Superintendent and MARAD misrepresented the results 

of the SASH surveys to the Board of Visitors and all stakeholders in an apparent effort to 

divert attention from the Academy’s woeful performance in response to on-campus 

SASH and the unprecedented “Warning” from MSCHE on unsatisfactory leadership, 

governance and management, particularly with its overall vote of no confidence in the 

statement: “…the team concludes that the institution is not able to function 

successfully as it is not properly administered and staffed”. 

 The Academy Superintendent declined to take the 2014 survey seriously despite his 

commitment in a 4/2/14 email to the alumni and parents to take action based upon the 

results of that survey. However, despite the overwhelming evidence that SASH was 

concentrated on-campus, the only action taken was to stand down the Sea Year and 

ignore the requirements set by MSCHE. 

 The Advisory Board did not even mention sexual harassment and assault as a problem in 

its 2014 and 2015 reports. However, it now suddenly finds in 2016 that this behavior “is 

still occurring at the Academy” and “this continued trend is alarming”; and now warns 

that “some will be assaulted if the status quo continues”. Instead, in 2014 and 2015 it 

focused on student complaints about “poorly maintained facilities and classroom 

equipment, lack of fresh fruit and vegetables at meals” and late evening hunger. 

 The 2014 Inspector General’s audit of the Academy’s SASH program was highly critical 

and used much the same language, with the same advice, as written in the 2016 MSCHE 

report concerning SASH at the Academy. 

 However, in that same 2014 report, two years before the current Sea Year stand down, 

the Inspector General indicated that the Academy had convinced it that the Academy 

had already been successful in improving “the at sea protocols and climate aboard 

commercial vessels”.  Yet that remains an objective in the “new” action plan. 

 As required by the Duncan Hunter Act, the Academy published a “Plan of Action” in 

November, 2011 to reduce SASH. One of the nine goals in the plan was to “Improve ‘at 

sea’ protocols to protect midshipmen and address the climate aboard commercial 

vessels”. It has apparently taken the Superintendent and MARAD 4 ½ years to begin 

focusing on this goal with no real solution in sight. 
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 Mr. Jaenichen stated during the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call that “when we made a 

decision to stand down, we did not have a plan to stand the sea year back up”. This is 

apparently an admission that after setting the goal of improving the climate aboard 

commercial vessels in November 2011, MARAD and the Academy leadership have given 

no serious consideration as to how to accomplish this goal in the intervening 4 ½ years. 

 Misleading Congress is apparently nothing new to the Academy’s leadership. The DOT 

Inspector General leveled the following criticism in its 10/23/14 report: “Two years after 

developing the SAPR program, USMMA cannot determine the program’s impact or 

effectiveness, despite assurances to Congress that a plan for measuring program 

effectiveness was in place”. 

 The Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, represented during the 8/2/16 Town Hall 

conference call that “The sexual assault and sexual harassment on campus, and 

especially during Sea Year was specifically cited” in the MSCHE report. This 

statement was false as there is no such cite with respect to the Sea Year in its report. 

 

Potential repercussions from the Sea Year stand down and misrepresentations by the 

Advisory Board. 

 

 Declining morale amongst faculty and Midshipmen. 

 Midshipmen transferring to other schools and causing panic. 

 Applicants deciding against USMMA. 

 Ill will with industry, particularly when it discovers it has been made a scape goat; and a 

backlash against hiring USMMA graduates. 

 A renewed, and much intensified, conflict between the alumni and the Superintendent 

and MARAD. 

 A degradation in the value of a Kings Point diploma. 

 The total loss of credibility of the Advisory Board to provide informed, objective advice 

with full transparency.  

 Further problems with the general accreditation since the MSCHE considers the Sea Year 

to be an integral part of the academic program. 

 Issues will now be raised with obtaining a renewal of the accreditation for the 

engineering program in 2017. 

 A renewed focus on the fact that the superintendent and his leadership team are not 

qualified to lead the Academy. 

 A renewed focus on the fact that MARAD is not qualified to oversee or govern the 

Academy. 

 A revisit by MSCHE to determine if the Academy has complied with “Standard 6: 

Integrity”. 

 Further negative publicity. 

 

Obvious solutions:  

 

As with any organization that suffers setbacks that threaten its viability or survival from a 

recognized failure of leadership, the leadership team at MARAD and the Academy must be 

replaced immediately to restore confidence with all stakeholders, particularly Congress; and the 

Advisory Board replaced with a Board of Governors, made up of members appointed by 
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Congress and with the maritime credentials to provide proper oversight and governance. If DOT 

is unwilling to take these steps, Congress should call hearings to require the Academy and 

MARAD leadership to tell the truth under oath. 

 

Detailed Review 

 

 The Advisory Board on SASH and the Sea Year:  

 

In the first three pages of its report after the “Executive Summary”, the Advisory Board 

made the case that SASH was a continuing issue but was predominantly a SEA Year 

problem. The Board reached this far reaching conclusion based on unscientific anecdotal 

interviews by one, unidentified, Advisory Board member with a limited number of 

Midshipmen with no verification and focused solely on Sea Year experiences.  

 

o DMDC, a professional organization skilled and experienced in surveys and 

conducting interviews, had already conducted “focus group” discussions and 

surfaced no prevalence of Sea Year SASH. (pg 8-11) The only issue raised was: 

“Additionally, many commented that the maritime industry is also male-

dominated and that inappropriate language and jokes are common at sea.” 

o The Advisory Board’s expertise in this area is unknown and likely at an amateur 

level. 

o The chairwoman of the Advisory Board, Sharon van Wyk, has no experience with 

on-campus activity, much less SASH. Her only college management experience 

came in her former position as an Executive Vice President of American Public 

University System, a distant learning stock exchange listed institution (a position 

she uses on the signature page of the report rather than her current job).  

 

 Recognized unreliability of anecdotal information by DMDC:  

 

Using anecdotal information from interviews to form drastic government policy is 

nothing short of reckless.  

 

o The DMDC recognized this in its 2015 report to the Academy with the warning 

concerning the information it gathered from its focus groups: “Themes should be 

considered as attitudes and opinions of focus group participants only and not the 

opinions of all students, faculty and staff.” (pg 8)  

o The failure of the Advisory Board to recognize this limitation, and the limitation 

of its own abilities, is inexplicable—as is the use of this unverifiable information 

by the Academy and MARAD to suspend the Sea Year and cause widespread, 

unnecessary disruption. 

 

 SASH during the Sea Year as the primary cause of the accreditation “Warning”:  

 

The Advisory Board report attempts to make the case that SASH during the Sea Year was 

the main reason for the MSCHE “Warning” on accreditation; and expected this 

unverified anecdotal information to become the basis for government policy. Then, 
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inexplicably, MARAD and the Academy leadership took this unverified anecdotal 

information and suspended the Sea Year (echoing the Advisory Board’s emphasis that the 

greater SASH problem was with the Sea Year)—with no explanation as to how this 

would solve the perceived problem—or why it took them so long to come up with that 

perception. 

 

 Gross Negligence or Willful Misconduct, Part I:  
 

Although the Advisory Board references the “2014-2015 Report to Congress on Sexual 

Assault and Sexual Harassment” and selectively uses data generated by the “Service 

Academy Gender Relations” 2013-2014 survey contained in that report, it ignores the 

results of the survey which definitively contradict the Advisory Board’s conclusions and 

find that the major SASH problem is at the Academy itself and not with the commercial 

shipping industry. The contradiction is so stark that it indicates that the Advisory Board 

never looked at the survey (gross negligence) or ignored it in order to mislead Congress 

and all stakeholders (willful misconduct). The contradictory data shows that the 

Advisory Board, Academy leadership and MARAD have defamed the commercial 

shipping industry and ship crews as follows:  
 

o The 2014 SAGR survey found that of the 17.1 percent of women reporting that 

they had been sexually assaulted, 81.7% of the assaults were committed by 

other Midshipmen; 4.9% by Academy Faculty/staff; and 4.9% by 

DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 8.5% committed by 

“others”, possibly including some percentage of ships’ crewmen—results 

which should have informed the Academy and MARAD leadership where the real 

problem rests. (pg 18) 

o This conclusion on where the real problem rests is reinforced with the 2014 

SAGR survey figures on sexual harassment which indicate that 76.2% of the 

incidents were committed by other Midshipmen; 21% committed by 

Academy faculty and staff; and 5.8% committed by persons affiliated with 

DOT/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 2.6% committed by 

“others”, possibly including some percentage of ships’ crewmen. (pg 24) 

o The figures from the 2012 SAGR survey are much the same: 76% of sexual 

assaults were committed by other Midshipmen, 6% by Academy Faculty/staff and 

12% by DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 6% committed by 

“others”, possibly including some percentage of ships’ crewmen. 
o The like figures for sexual harassment from the 2012 SAGR survey are: 76.2% 

committed by other Midshipmen, 15.5% by Academy Faculty/staff and 4.8% by 

DOD/DHS/DOT persons—leaving a maximum of 3.6% committed by 

“others”, possibly including some percentage of ships’ crewmen.  
o These de minimis numbers contrast sharply with the 79% of female respondents 

who reported incidents involving a “Fellow Academy student in the same class 

year”. Consequently, little, if any, evidence of SASH by crew members during the 

Sea Year is indicated from the anonymous SAGR survey. 

o The SAGR report concluded that “The Academy’s secondary problem with 

sexual assault is during Sea Year”; and found that only 33% of the 17.1% 
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reporting sexual assault “indicated that the ‘one situation’ that had the most effect 

on them occurred during the summer experience, training or Sea Year” (pg 19). 

However, even that number is inflated due to multiple responses to the ‘one 

situation’ (the total percentages add up to 177%). There is insufficient data to 

precisely correct for this anomaly, but a straight line correction would indicate 

that only 19% of the sexual assaults occurred during the Sea Year (but not 

necessarily at sea). It is also clear from the table on page 19 in the report that the 

vast majority of reported sexual assaults occurred on Academy grounds and off-

campus, Academy and social events—and not during the Sea Year. 

o No amount of spinning by the advisory Board, the Academy leadership or 

MARAD can twist that number into a conclusion that the Sea Year is the primary 

cause of the Academy’s woeful performance on SASH prevention. 

 

 Gross Negligence or Willful Misconduct, Part II:  

 

The Advisory Board makes the representation on page 5 of its report that the survey 

results found that 63% of the female respondents reported being sexually harassed—i.e. 

the Midshipman “believed that that their status in a course, activity, program, or 

Regiment would be adversely affected if they did not participate in sexual activity”; and 

that “Crude or offensive behavior is considered ‘unwelcome conduct’ and does not 

constitute sexual harassment”.   

 

o This representation is false, inflating the actual number three fold. The 

Advisory Board used the SAGR survey figure of 63% but failed to note that 

SAGR included three categories of sexual harassment and only one fit the 

limited and strict definition described in the Advisory Board’s report in that 

same paragraph.  

o As per the table on page 23, only 31% of the 63% reporting sexual harassment 

fit the Advisory Board’s definition or 19.5%.  
o Consequently, the Advisory Board misled all stakeholders, particularly the Board 

of Visitors, by falsely representing that 63% of the female Midshipmen 

reported being sexually harassed with a fear of substantive consequences for 

refusing sex—when the actual figure was 19.5% (with the rest reporting 

incidents included in the other two categories defined by SAGR). 

o The Superintendent and Maritime Administrator must be considered 

complicit in this deceitful misrepresentation as they sat by silently during the 

presentation to the Board of Visitors and have yet to set the record straight. 

o With the SAGR methodology so clearly laid out for any reasonable person to 

read, it is difficult to believe that an error of such magnitude is simply gross 

negligence on the part of the Advisory Board but rather is willful misconduct 

and part of an effort to deceive Congress. 

 

 The Maritime Administrator falsely claims that: a) 40-50% of incidents of SASH 

occur during the Sea Year; and b) the alleged preponderance of SASH during the 

Sea Year was cited in the MSCHE report.  
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During an open Town Hall conference call sponsored by MARAD on 7/13/16, the 

Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen represented that SASH “is not happening to 

every one of our Midshipmen”, but “it is happening to a few” and “the surveys tell us that 

50% of the assaults occur at sea in the report from 2012 and 40% of the assaults occur 

on the report in 2014”.  He repeats this representation during another Town Hall 

conference all on 8/2/16, stating that “The last two gender relation survey reports from 

2012 and 2014, which were followed up with focus group surveys which validated the 

results, indicated that forty to fifty percent of the actual harassment and assault were 

occurring at sea”.  

 

o However, there is no data from the 2012 and 2014 SAGR surveys or focus 

group reports to support that allegation; while there is data from those surveys 

to reasonably estimate that percentage to be no higher than19% based upon the 

source of the SASH—with most incidents committed by Midshipmen, not the 

ship’s crew. 

o In fact, as per the 2014 report, the question as to whether the harassment or 

assault occurred at sea was not even asked in 2012 and the percentage is, 

therefore, left blank on the 2014 tables on “Sexual Assaults by Location” (pg 19); 

and specific data on the locations of sexual harassment is not provided in either 

survey. It is, therefore, a mystery as to where Mr. Jaenichen obtained these 

“survey” numbers. 

o Mr. Jaenichen also represented during that conference call that “The sexual 

assault and sexual harassment on campus, and especially during Sea Year was 

specifically cited” in the MSCHE report. This statement was false as there is 

no such cite with respect to the Sea Year in its report. 

 

 The Academy Superintendent ignores the 2014 survey data:  

 

It appears that the Academy Superintendent declined to take the 2014 survey seriously 

despite his commitment in a 4/2/14 email to the alumni and parents to do so: “The 2012 

Survey took place before most of these reforms were put in place. The 2014 SAGR survey, 

which will commence in the coming weeks, will provide us data that we can use to 

evaluate the effectiveness of these and other steps we have taken since 2012. This new 

data will inform updates to the action plan.” However, the only action taken was to stand 

down the Sea Year with no data from the 2014 SAGR survey to support that action. 

 

 Failure to compare SASH at the USMMA with the other four Academies:  

 

Although readily available on the internet, the Advisory Board failed to provide Congress 

and the Secretary with the SAGR survey results from the other four Academies which 

showed that USMMA had dramatically higher levels of sexual assault and harassment.  

 

o The average of the other four academies for sexual assault was 8.2%, compared 

with 17.1% for USMMA, and for sexual harassment the average was 48%, 

compared with 63% for USMMA.  
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o The USMMA’s comparison with its sister Academy, the Coast Guard Academy, 

is even worse, with only 6% of female USCGA cadets reporting sexual assaults 

and only 30% reporting sexual harassment—1/3 and 1/2, respectively, of the 

USMMA figures.  

o These comparisons are significant in evaluating the effectiveness of USMMA’s 

programs and the Academy and MARAD leadership; and leaving them out of its 

report only fuels speculation that the Advisory Board is attempting to shield the 

leadership of the Academy and MARAD from accountability. 

 

 Gross negligence on the part of the Academy and MARAD:  

 

If the Advisory Board’s conclusions on sexual harassment and assault are correct 

(necessitating a suspension of the Sea Year), it then follows that the Academy and 

MARAD exhibited incompetent leadership and gross negligence—i.e. a third party, with 

access to the Midshipmen limited to a few visits, uncovered a scandalous, out of control, 

situation that the Academy leadership, with daily contact with the Midshipmen, somehow 

missed. The failure of the Advisory Board to make this connection and hold the Academy 

and MARAD accountable is inexplicable and challenges its objectivity. 

 

 Failure of Advisory Board to previously report on SASH:  

 

The Advisory Board did not even mention sexual harassment and assault as a 

problem in its 2014 and 2015 reports. The 2014 report states that “…the Board 

conducted interviews and focus groups with over 100 Academy faculty, staff, and 

students…” (pg 1); and the 2015 report states that its “findings and recommendations” 

were based partly on “Discussions with Academy faculty, Midshipmen, staff…and 

leadership” (pg 2).  

 

o Yet somehow the issue of sexual harassment and assault was never raised in any 

of these discussions. Instead, the Advisory Board finds in 2016 that this behavior 

“is still occurring at the Academy” and “this continued trend is alarming” (pg 5). 

o “Still occurring” and “continued trend”??? Where was the Board on this in 2014 

and 2015 when it focused on student complaints about “poorly maintained 

facilities and classroom equipment, lack of fresh fruit and vegetables at meals” 

(pg 8) and late evening hunger (pg 3)?  

o In 2014 the DOT Inspector General issued an audit report which recognized the 

SASH problems on campus and was highly critical of the Academy’s response. It 

is not plausible that the Advisory Board did not become aware of this situation 

and negative report—yet it was not included in the Board’s 2015 report. 

 

 Advisory Board and Maritime Administrator versus MSCHE on adequacy of SASH 

safeguards:  

 

In its 2016 report the Advisory Board stated that “…there is clear evidence the Academy 

has deployed reasonable and customary methods used at other institutions of higher 

education and service academies to prevent sexual harassment and assault.” (pg 5) And 
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in an interview on July 8, 2016 with Maritime TV, the Maritime Administrator, Chip 

Jaenichen stated: “We have done everything on the campus that we possibly can do. We 

have trained, we have gone through scenario based discussions with focus groups, 

we've done everything we can but it hasn't moved the needle with regards to the 

reporting or with the incidents that are occurring at sea”. 

 

o However, the MSCHE, in its report on accreditation sharply disagreed, making 

the following statements on the pervasiveness of sexual harassment and assault: 

“While the Academy has consistently recognized the serious problem that it 

faces and has officially recorded it, the efforts in place to prevent new 

recurrences have been insufficient and ineffective”; and “…the initiatives in 

place have been inconsistent, not fully supported, and ineffective” (pg 20).  

o The SAGR survey report also contradicted the Advisory Board with its 

“Conclusion” on page 24 that: “…less than half of female Midshipmen thought 

that training was effective in reducing sexual harassment and sexual assault. 

And while training has helped Midshipmen know how to report sexual assault, it 

has not helped them to understand the investigatory process, learn intervention 

techniques, or know how to protect themselves from becoming a victim of sexual 

harassment or sexual assault. Academy training is falling short in providing 

Midshipmen with all the information they need to know to prevent sexual 

assault and to understand the response to sexual assault after it has been 

reported.”  

 

 Is the Sea Year stand down responsive to the MSCHE requirement, with respect to 

SASH during the Sea Year, to achieve compliance with “Standard 6: Student 

Support Services”?  

 

The answer is a clear “no”.  

 

o The specific requirement (one of two) is: “To improve safety and climate of 

respect that all midshipmen encounter during the Sea Year experience, the 

institution must take demonstrable steps in preparation for and upon return 

from the Sea Year experience.” (pg 20) 

o There is no requirement for the Academy to change the culture of life at sea, 

something that is out of the control of the Academy. “Best practices” is all that 

could be expected which would entail avoiding companies that do not have a zero 

tolerance for SASH. 

o The second of the two requirements to achieve compliance is in stark contrast 

with the first and makes it clear that the MSCHE is demanding that the Academy 

focus its attention on the problem that it does have control over—i.e. on-campus 

SASH. In fact, MSCHE made its position clear with the text of the second 

requirement: “The pervasiveness of sexual harassment on campus must be 

addressed as a pressing and substantial concern that has fostered a hostile 

environment for many cohorts of midshipmen. The institution must implement 

specific steps to build a climate of mutual respect and trust among midshipmen, 

faculty, and staff with respect to sexual assault and sexual harassment.” 
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o Furthermore, the Academy’s Plan of Action for 2015-2016, included in the 

DMDC report (pg 8), reflects the specific concerns of MSCHE with respect to the 

Sea Year, with no goal of changing the “culture” of the “industry”. Instead, action 

#3 of 6 “comprehensive initiatives”, described as “the foundation for the 

Academy’s sexual harassment and Sexual Assault Prevention and Response 

program going forward”, is the only Sea Year initiative and states as a goal: 

“Improve Midshipman awareness of sexual harassment and sexual assault 

response and prevention during the Sea Year experience by preparing them 

before Sea Year with civilian employer expectations regarding sexual harassment 

and sexual assault in the work place, providing them with reach-back resources 

at the Academy while they are at sea, improving their reintegration into 

Regimental life upon return to the Academy”. 

o During the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call, Mr. Jaenichen claimed that “we just 

have one shot at this” to regain compliance with “Standard 6”. He might be right, 

but if the “shot” is taking on the “culture” of the “industry” by shutting down the 

Sea Year, rather than complying with MSCHE’s stated requirements, he will 

surely miss. 

 

 The Advisory Board lobbies Congress for a Sea Year Stand Down:  

 

The chairwoman of the Advisory Board privately lobbied a member of the Board of 

Visitors to support the Sea Year stand down; which resulted in a letter from four 

members of the Board of Visitors supporting Superintendent Helis and his stand down of 

the Sea Year.  

 

o This private lobbying occurred despite the absence of any evidence from the 

surveys of a major, much less catastrophic, problem with SASH during the Sea 

Year.  

o The lobbying for a stand down was also conducted despite the absence of any 

such recommendation or suggestion, much less a requirement, from the MSCHE 

as detailed in the above bullet.  

o Instead, all of the false data provided in the Advisory Board’s report was used to 

convince members of the Board of Visitors that U.S. flag commercial ships were 

not safe places for anyone, let alone Academy Midshipmen. 

 

 When, and on what basis, will the stand down be ended:  

 

The Academy, Midshipmen, faculty, parents and alumni will now have to suffer the 

consequences of this irrational action which does not appear to have any measurable 

ending. With its support of the Sea Year stand down, the Advisory Board provided no 

advice or warning of the damage and consequences of this action; or what was needed to 

end it. 

 

o No metrics to measure progress in reducing SASH during the Sea Year have been 

announced; and, since the baseline from the 2012 and 2014 SAGR surveys show a 

relatively low incidence of SASH, the Academy leadership and MARAD will 
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have to rely on subjective, anecdotal, and intrinsically unreliable interviews with 

Midshipmen.  

o The Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, admitted in an interview with 

Maritime TV on June 20, 2016 that “…we’re not putting a question mark on the 

entire industry, it’s just isolated incidents.” He then confirmed this judgment 

during the MARAD sponsored Town Hall conference call on July 13, 2016 with 

the statement: “Note that we are not trying to essentially denigrate the entire 

maritime industry. These are a couple of perpetrators that are out there, but the 

presence of it is so persistent that we absolutely must take action.” Yet he has 

“denigrated the entire maritime industry” for “a couple of perpetrators”; and 

offered no proposal as to how the industry can eliminate “isolated incidents”. 

o The Academy had previously reviewed and approved of the SASH prevention 

policies of the shipping companies; so it will be a mystery as to how they can be 

changed to give MARAD and the Academy “comfort” that the “problem” has 

been “solved”. 

o Mr. Jaenichen stated during the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call that “when we 

made a decision to stand down, we did not have a plan to stand the sea year 

back up”. This is apparently an admission that after setting a goal of improving 

the climate aboard ships in November 2011, MARAD and the Academy 

leadership have given no serious consideration as to how to accomplish this goal 

in the intervening 4 ½ years. 

 

 The 2014 Inspector General’s audit on the Academy’s efforts to address SASH:  

 

o While this now 2-year old report was generally highly critical, a bright spot was 

the Sea Year. One of the 9 goals published by Academy in its November 2011 

Action Plan (“Goal # 3”) was to “improve ‘at-sea’ protocols and climate aboard 

commercial vessels”. Of the 7 action items to accomplish this goal, the IG 

concluded that the Academy completed five, partially completed one (“Review 

and update sea-year training”), and did not complete one (“incorporate SARC 

[sexual assault response coordinator] into sea-year training”). (pg 20-21) 

o Thus, it appears that in 2014, two years before the current stand down, the IG 

was satisfied that the Academy had already been successful in improving 

“the at sea protocols and climate aboard commercial vessels”; or, at least, the 

Academy had convinced the IG that it had.  

o However, the IG was highly critical of the on-campus situation and used much the 

same language used two years later by MSCHE in its report; and raises the 

question as to what the Academy leadership and MARAD have been doing since 

receiving that report. The IG issued its “Conclusion” with the statement: “Sexual 

assault and sexual harassment cause great psychological and physical harm and 

must be met with zero tolerance. While USMMA has taken some actions to 

address sexual assault and harassment, many of its planned actions are 

incomplete. Until action is taken to implement meaningful program goals and 

measures, ensure timely reporting on USMMA’s progress, and provide effective 

oversight of the SAPR program, the nation’s midshipmen and USMMA’s faculty 

and staff will remain at risk of operating in a hostile environment with incidents 
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of sexual assault and harassment continuing and potentially going unreported.” 

(pg 16) 

o Clearly, nothing has changed—other than the Academy being put on accreditation 

“Warning”; and the industry being made the scapegoat. 

 

 The Superintendent’s theory on “maturity” and sexual assault—the culture at sea is 

safe for graduates but not for Midshipmen:  

 

When asked during the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call why the sailing obligation had 

not been eliminated if conditions at sea were not safe with respect to SASH, the 

Superintendent responded that Midshipmen “have not necessarily had the development 

time, the time for maturation to be able to deal with some of the challenges that they face 

on ships”; whereas a graduate had learned to deal with those challenges. This was a 

ridiculous answer if the Superintendent was trying to argue that a graduate was better 

equipped to fend off a sexual assault than a Midshipman. 

 

 The Maritime Administrator’s proposals to address SASH fall well short of 

anything new. 

 

o During the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call, the Maritime Administrator stated 

that as a solution to Sea Year SASH: “We’re looking to ensure that the companies 

have very clear policies and guidance; that they have buy-in from their senior 

leadership and that that has been directed to the ships that various training that is 

taking place and that it happens at a very regular interval.” 

o However, this proposal originally appeared as part of the November, 2011 Action 

Plan (see below); and has allegedly been in place for several years. 

o For example, according to the DMDC Preliminary Report for 2014-2015 “As part 

of the at-sea training, Midshipmen are informed that the shipping companies with 

which they will sail are required to have a zero tolerance policy for sexual assault 

and sexual harassment and established written procedures defining harassment 

and discrimination, including an explanation of how to report such incidents and 

the disciplinary measures that will be taken to punish offenders. Midshipmen are 

advised to learn the sexual assault, sexual harassment and discrimination policies 

of the shipping company with which they are placed. The Academy has a database 

of policies from these companies available for Midshipmen review prior to 

embarking on Sea Year.” 

o Therefore, what are the Superintendent and Maritime Administrator proposing 

that is not already being done? 

 

 Current Academy/MARAD plans to address SASH appears to be a rewrite of the 

November 2011 Action Plan:  

 

This plan, published 4 ½ years ago and developed under former Superintendent, Rear 

Admiral Phillip Greene, sounds all too familiar with the current allegedly “new” 

proposals being made by the Academy and MARAD leadership. The plan had nine goals, 

one of which covered the Sea Year: “Improve ‘at sea’ protocols to protect 



22 

 

midshipmen and address the climate aboard commercial vessels”. This goal was then 

broken down into the following three actions being taken to implement the plan—which 

also sound all too familiar with current “new” proposals, indicating MARAD/Academy 

are completely out of touch: 

 

o “The Academy has updated the sea-year component of the training program to 

ensure midshipmen receive the same level of support in preventing sexual assault 

or harassment in any environment. 

o The Academy also made procedural changes to ‘at sea’ protocols to ensure greater 

safety at sea and guaranteed rapid response to midshipman’s signal of distress. 

o The Maritime Administration and the Academy are developing a plan to engage 

the maritime industry through programs such as the Ship operators Cooperative 

Program to create forums for ship owners, ship operators and mariner unions to 

address midshipmen issues related to sexual assault and harassment.” 

 

 Honesty with Congress:  

 

Misleading Congress is apparently nothing new to the Academy’s leadership. The 

Inspector General leveled the following criticism in its 10/23/14 report: “Two years after 

developing the SAPR program, USMMA cannot determine the program’s impact or 

effectiveness, despite assurances to Congress that a plan for measuring program 

effectiveness was in place”. 

 

 Effort by the Maritime Administrator to intimidate parents and alumni against any 

dissent:  

 

A number of comments were made by the Maritime Administrator, Chip Jaenichen, 

during the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call which appeared intended to intimidate 

parents and alumni from disagreeing with his decision to stand down the Sea Year or 

expressing dissatisfaction with Academy and MARAD leadership and competence.  

 

o Mr. Jaenichen basically accused members of the alumni and others (presumably 

parents) of driving the SASH issue “underground” by “adamantly” claiming that 

the Academy has “taken the wrong action” and sending the Midshipmen “mixed 

signals” that by reporting SASH they would be “somehow violating some trust 

with someone other than themselves”—and would, therefore, refrain from 

reporting incidents of SASH. Consequently, it would be the fault of the alumni if 

this “culture” continues “to exist on the campus or at sea during Sea Year”.   

o Mr. Jaenichen demanded that MARAD needed “support from all parties, all stake 

holders to ensure that we are addressing this”; and then threw out a false choice, 

suggesting dissenters had put their “head in the sand” and were either denying 

that it was happening or that it was “significant enough”.    

o And in another call to end opposition to the Sea Year stand down, he expressed 

his fear that this was the “one area that’s related to accreditation that we are 

going to have a difficulty being able to get the Middle States to agree that we 
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have taken appropriate action”; and that we would only “get one shot in 

ensuring that we take appropriate action to fix the culture”. Thus, opposition to 

the Sea Year stand down could only lead to the loss of the Academy’s 

accreditation.  

o Mr. Jaenichen then excoriated those who have been (or will be) critical of the 

leadership of the Academy with the comments: “quite frankly I’m tired of it”; 

“The lesson that we’ve learnt since 2009 is we have the right leadership in 

place”; “we need to understand that the Admiral and his team have moved the 

ball forward in being successful, has strong support from the board of visitors, 

has strong support from myself and has strong support from the Secretary. So, 

calls for any changes in that leadership, quite frankly are unfounded and I 

think for the most part are completely unprofessional.” 

o Thus, Mr. Jaenichen made it clear that the purpose of the Town Hall was not to 

provide information and promote a dialogue but to use it to further his 

misinformation campaign, eliminate dissent and intimidate parents into believing 

that opposition to the Sea Year stand down could lead to a loss of the Academy’s 

accreditation. 

 

 Maritime Administrator blames on-campus SASH on Midshipmen returning from 

Sea Year.  
 

During the 8/2/16 Town Hall conference call, Mr. Jaenichen stated that efforts to correct 

SASH problems on campus failed because Midshipmen returning from Sea Year 

basically re-infected the Regiment by “bringing back those sexual behaviors”. He went 

on to promote the excuse that “We got to a point where we had enough aggregate 

information as a result of focus groups and other information that kept trickling in, and 

we finally came to the realization that the reason why all the work that we had done at 

campus on training was not taking hold, was because when the midshipmen returned 

from sea, after a year of having a lot of having freedom and having to go back into a 

regimental lifestyle.  

 

o This is an outrageous claim, effectively telling the parents of Midshipmen that 

their sons and daughters come back from sea as sexual predators, infecting the 

Academy with the “industry”. 

o The ugly, implausible caricature that is painted of the Midshipmen is that he/she 

is a victim of SASH during the Sea Year but then metamorphoses into a predator 

upon return to the Academy. 

o There is no evidence from the focus groups or surveys that Mr. Jaenichen’s claim 

has any basis in fact. 

 

 

Referenced Documents and internet links (where available): 

 

Final 2013-2014 Academic Year Biennial survey and Report on Sexual Harassment and Sexual 

Assault at the United States Merchant Marine Academy 



24 

 

https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/2013-14%20Report.pdf 

 

2011-2012 Academic Year Biennial Survey and Report on Sexual Harassment and Sexual 

Assault at the United States Merchant Marine Academy 
http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/2011-
2012_Academic_Program_Year_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_Harassment_and_Sexual_Violence_at_the
_USMMA.pdf 

 

2014 Service Academy Gender Relations Survey. Overview Report 

http://sapr.mil/public/docs/research/DMDC_2014_Service_Academy_Gender_Relations_Survey

_Report.pdf 

 

Department of Transportation. Office of Inspector General Audit Report. Better Program 

Management and Oversight are Required for USMMA’s Efforts to Address Sexual Assault and 

Harassment. Maritime Administration. Report Number: ST-2015-004. Date Issued: October 23, 

2014 

https://www.oig.dot.gov/sites/default/files/USMMA%20Sexual%20Assualt%20and%20Sexual%

20Harassment%20Audit%20Report%5E10-23-14.pdf 

 

Report to the Faculty, Administration, Advisory Board, and Students of the United States 

Merchant Marine Academy, 300 Steamboat Road, Kings Point, New York 11024, by A Team 

Represent the Middle States Commission on Higher Education. Prepared after study of the 

institution’s Self-Study Report and a visit to the campus on April 3-6, 2016. 

https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/2016%20Final%20MSCHE%20Team%20R

eport%20-%20USMMA.PDF  

 

Preliminary, 2014-2015 Academic Program Year Annual Report on Sexual Harassment and 

Sexual Assault at the United States Merchant Marine Academy [Prepared by the Defense 

Manpower Data Center (DMDC)] 

http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/S10-160111-011-2014-15-Report.pdf 

 

U.S. Merchant Marine Academy (USMMA) 2016 Annual Report to the Secretary of 

Transportation, Prepared by the USMMA Advisory Board, June 10, 2016 

http://www.marad.dot.gov/usmma-2016-annual-report/ 

 

2015 Annual Report to the Secretary of Transportation, Prepared by the U.S. Merchant Marine 

Academy Advisory Board, June 1, 2015 

https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/2015%20Advisory%20Board%20Report%2

0%282%29.pdf 

 

U.S. Merchant Marine Academy (USMMA) Advisory Board Report to Secretary Foxx, May 21, 

2014 

https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/Advisory%20Board%20Report%202014f.p

df 

 

June 24, 2016 MSCHE Determination letter to Superintendent Helis from Dr. George A. Pruit, 

Chair, Middle State commission on Higher Education 

http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/2011-2012_Academic_Program_Year_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_Harassment_and_Sexual_Violence_at_the_USMMA.pdf
http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/2011-2012_Academic_Program_Year_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_Harassment_and_Sexual_Violence_at_the_USMMA.pdf
http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/2011-2012_Academic_Program_Year_Annual_Report_on_Sexual_Harassment_and_Sexual_Violence_at_the_USMMA.pdf
https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/2016%20Final%20MSCHE%20Team%20Report%20-%20USMMA.PDF
https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/2016%20Final%20MSCHE%20Team%20Report%20-%20USMMA.PDF


25 

 

https://www.usmma.edu/sites/usmma.edu/files/docs/MSCHE%20Letter%20-

%20June%202016.pdf 

 

July 2016 Message from rear Admiral Helis on Warning on Accreditation and suspension of Sea 

Year 

https://content.govdelivery.com/accounts/USDOT/bulletins/15747c6 

 

June 16, 2016 Announcement from the Academy on suspension of Sea Year 

http://www.usmmaaf.com/controls/email_marketing/admin/email_marketing_email_viewer.aspx

?sid=1175&eiid=1266&seiid=1254&usearchive=1&puid=033a8c82-653d-49d1-a52a-

821e95bcfa89 

 

June 30, 2016 United States Department of Transportation, US Merchant Marine Academy. 

USMMA Reaccreditation Update.  

https://www.usmma.edu/academics/usmma-reaccreditation-update 

 

June 20, 2016 Maritime Executive magazine article on interview with Chip Jaenichen on 

Maritime TV 

http://www.maritime-executive.com/article/jaenichen-clarifies-usmma-sea-year-decision 

 

July 18, 2016 letter to Secretary Foxx from four members of the Board of Visitors 

 

April 2, 2014 email from RADM Helis to Suzanne Graboski (chair of Parents Association), 

James Tobin (President of USMMA AAF) and Connie Buhl (Chair of USMMA AAF) 

 

Minutes of “Meeting of the U.S. of the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy board of Visitors, 

Wednesday, 16 July 2014” 

http://www.marad.dot.gov/wp-

content/uploads/pdf/BOV_16_JUL_MEETING_MINUTES_(Final).pdf 

 

 

 

 


