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c 
To the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 

This is our report on the opportunities available to 
improve tic outreach ar.d effectiveness of reviews by the 

/ Departnenc of Defense of discharges given service numbers C’ 
because of drug involvement. 

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Xccocr-t- 
ing Act ) 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting 2nd r!,t1(!j. ring 
Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, 
Office of Xanagcment and Budget; the Secretary cf Defense; 
the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force; the 
Commandant of the Xarine Corps; and the Administrator of 
Veterans Affairs. 

Comptroller General 
of the United Staics 
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^ 7 .- 
1)lULJl -_---- 

GAO, responding to a request from 
Cohgr-essn:ar John M. E;urphv 5 reviewed 
i;he Departmnt of 3efense's (SOY's) :- 
special eFforts to recortsider cer- 

CX fr.lj,>d o!i actions taken b:y DOn b1L.b.. _. 
after the Secretary OF Defense had 
directed each military departncnt to 
ConSi der requests for KC!TZi-CiC tei-- 

izat-ion of discharges of for~r 
s(yy; 2 e members discharged under 
those conditions on or before 
July 7, 1977. 

Rev-;ew for possible recharacteriza- 
tion of these discharges zas silc;rted 
+a insure that individua?~ affected 
whld receive the s a~-? c*ji-is i derati r~fl 
and type of discharges given to 
(J:her service nleT.bers seDarated 
after July 7, 1971, for the sane 
reasons. 

In a grictr report to the Conlress, 
GAO recognized many ccnJLrkcLivc 
ri;easbres b:: 292 to come xi th the 

That G,AO report noted that many in- 
dividuals separated because of their 
drug involvement had not had help 
from recently established 3 

Moreovers soze individuals would be 
ineligible for v,jriGus types of 
Veterans .\dn,inistraticn (V$) as-. 

/; 

sistance, jncludinz ye?ical treat- 
rent arId jcz 5;S.ZcYnt hel3, be- 
cause they i;3re discharged under 
other than honorable conditions. 

If, as a re~s~:lr of recbaracter- 
ization, tne indivitidal's discharge 
was upgraded to not less than hon- 
orabfe (gereral or honorable dis- 
charge), he k;ould then be entitled 
to certain veterans' benefits, in- 
cluding treatcient at VA medical fa- 
cilities. 

Former service members with dis- 
charges tinder other than honorable 
ccnditions because of their drug 
involveI:-:ent are experiencing prob- 
lems in obtaining employment and 
vocational training or education 
and in discontinuing their drug de- 
pendence. (See p. 8.) 

As of Decembkr 31, 1972, 3,591 fOi-- 

met- service members (or about 55 
percent of the number estimated by 
ClOD as having received other than 
honorable discharges during the 

Tear Sb,e?t. Upon rernob,af, Ihe report 
Cove: da?? should be nc‘ez i-c;:eon. 



, 

period January 1, 1966, to June 30, 
1971) had annlied for discharqe re- 
characterization consideration. 

Of this number, 7,426 discharges 
were upgraded 5 1,035 discharges re- 
mained urtchanr;ed, and 1,129 applica- 
tions were still under review. (See 
pp. 10 and 25.) 

*DOD officials believe their efforts 
to publicize the recharacterization 
policy for drug-involved service 
members have been successful. 

They claim that mounting a more 
costly program to identify, locate, 
and contact each serviceman se?a- 
rated solely because of drug in- 
volvement would not be warranted. 

That would involve manually screen- 
ing approximately 18 million rec- 
ords, woufd take 460 man-years of 
effort ,--and would cost about 
S4.5 million. 

GAO believes other relatively inex- 
pensive avenues for reachi;lg larg5 
numbers of those individuals have 
not been exploited adequately by 
DOD. (See pp. 10, 12, and 23.) 

Many former service members, as (well 
as individuals who direct and staff 
a sizable number of private and pub- 
1 ic drug treatment centers in three 
major metropolitan areas, either 
were uninformed about the DOD dis- 
charge recharacterization program or 
lacked adequate knowledge to counsel 
those for whose benefit DOD's prbJ- 

gram was initiated. (See pp. 13 
to 22.) 

Wording of DOD's basic policy state- 
ment on the review and upgrading of 
other than honorable and punitive 
'discharges and dismissals given sep- 
aratees for drug invol!'ement permits 
yaried interpretations by military 

departments implementing that pol- 
icy. 

Consequently, inconsistencies exist 
in the policies and practices fo!- 
lowed by the military deoarP.ents 
and appear to result in inequitable 
treatment of apolicants. (See pp. 
25 to 32.) 

GAO's review found other areas that 
warranted improvement, such as 

--a need for improved gu:'delines 
for preparing the recharacteriza- 
tion application (see p. 3P,) and 

--a need for feedback of information 
from review boards to assisting 
service organizations (see p. 39). 

GA3 also believes the practice of 
convening review boards only in the 
blashington, D.C., area makes it un- 
necessarify costly ar?d inconvenient 
for many applicants to personally 
appear before these boards. (See 
p. 40.) 

To reach a greater number of former 
service members who received other 
than honorable discharges because 
of drug involvement, the Secretary 
of Defense should provide for a na- 
tionwide circularization of the DOD 
recharacteri zation policy. 

This should be circulated to drug 
treatment centers and clinics listed 
in a directory such as the rJationa1 
Directory of Drug Abuse Treatment 
Programs and to job assistance of- 
fices listed in the Directory of 
State Employment Security Agencies. 
(See p. 23.) 

To insure more equitable and expe- 
ditious disposition of requests for 



recharacterization of disc?arqej, 
the Yxretar-y 0;. Defe!,,\! : I! ,:I,: ii-- 
rect: 

e- The Secretary of the :!a\;;' -i? r?- 
consider the reouirer?nr. imnosed 
only in the i,avy, for r;n ~CCI- 
tional review arz! enciors9.~ent 9:' 
the Discharge Reb/it:;i l%i:t'; ILL- 
onw:et;dation to upy:-ade dis :i;srges . 
(See p. 35.) 

--Develop and promulgate d?t,jil?d 
guidelines to assist t:?::s? in- 
volved in preparing a~~::?ic;~ions 
requesting i -erk;tractcJri z?,tjc;iflL Of 
discharges. 

--Establish procedures under which 
a COP\I oi .-I ' the brief of service 
record, presentiy preptired Stir re- 
viebl board consideration, be fur- 
nished to the affected former 

.I - ._ L- 

--Establish procedures under which 
review boards \/ouid be convened 
periodically in major metropolitan 
areas, thereby reducing the costs 
to the individual to appear in 
persons 

--Have review boards notify both the 
individual applying for a dis- 
charge rechsracterization and the 
assistirg service organization of 
(1) the board's disposition of t!le 
ccise and (2) the reasons why dis- 
charge recharacterization was ap- 
proved or not approved. (See 
p* 43.) 

.;I pJ;::Y .4 c’?J@,‘S Al/J) il:lR~S$LVFg ISsgzs 
a---c-- 

030 accented a number of GAO's rec- 
ommendations for improving efforts 
to reach former service members and 
effectiveness of recharacterization 
reviebJs. 

DOD did not agree with reconmenda- 
tions dealing primarily with making 
conveniently available to applicants 
and those counseling them substan- 
tiI!e a!,d procedu:al 1 niormation to 
guide them in preparing as adequate 
a case as possibie to suoport re- 
characterization pequests. Accord- 
ing to former service members and 
those v/ho assist them, the absence 
of such information was a problem. 
(See app. XIII.) 

VA agreed with G,W's findings and 
reco:1~1~ncl:ations, and it sunports 
discontinuing DOD's practice of 

Iear Sheet 3 



entering SPF!s on the individual's 
copy of the P,exrt of Transfer or 
Discharge. (See app. XI?.) 

uuu ut! I ItlVt!> that the reaijor: for $S- 
&,arz~! should aopear on the individ- 
r:a?'s copy and should remain un- 
changed unless the recharacteriza- 
tion includes a charge of the reason 
for discharge. (See app. XIII.) 

This report contains suggestions for 

improvement of the Department of De- 
fense's program for tlpgrading other 
than honorable discharges for serv- 
ice members who were involved v!ith 
r-lrllnc "4 u.Je. 

Information in this reuort should 
assist committees of the Congress 
and individual Members with their 
legislative responsibilities relat- 
ing to DOD programs, particularly as 
these apply to S. 171k and W.R. 6923, 
which were introduced in the 1st ses- 
sion, 93d Congress. 

4 
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I?iT!%ODUCTIOY 

Ye revic\%:ed Department of Dt‘fo;;se (DOD) special effnrtc 
to reconsider administrative discharges issued under other 
thai honorable conditions and punitive discharz?s and dis- 
missals issued as a resul t of approved sentences of courts- 
martial, when those actions were taken solely because of the 
personal use of drugs or possession of drugs for personal 
use, at the request of Congressman John $1. !Iurphy. (See 
app. I.1 

DRUG ABUSE C3’:TROL PROGRV4 

In a prior report to the Congress (“Drug ?buse Control 
-1ctivities Affecting ?Iilitary Personnel,7i B-16<031(2), 
AU,o. 11, lU2) lie recognized the many construct I’ve meas:ires 
DOD introduced to cope iiith thz ,sro?;ing problem of drllg in- 
volvement of military personnel. The report also Eoted that 
drug-involved military personnel discharged bei’3re the 
military drug treatment and re:hahilitation progrciris :;ere 
established missed tile opportunity to obtain t!ie help nc:~; 
avail able from those programs. Further, wz rc~or~ed to tl-.F. 
Congress that sotIe of thesc separatces r.+oTJld be ineligible 
for various 1’eterans Administration (VA) benefits, such a>; 
medical treatment and job placement help, because “Lhey ~;ore 
discharged under less than honorable conditions. 

The problem of drug abuse has been of concern to yhe 
Congress and the President, and actions have been taken to 
remedy the situation. The President announced his drug 
counteroffensive program on June 17, 1971, by issluing 
Executive Order No. 11599. That order established a Special 
Action Office for 7rrlg Abuse Prevention within the Euecut ive 
Office of tne President, to mount a coordinated natiorial 
attack on the dru,u, ;>roblem which had become a national 
emergency. 

..- 
The Secretary of Defense, in a June 17, 1971, conmunica- 

tion, directed the service Secretaries to give urgent, pri- 
ority attention to developing plans to meet the Problem of 
heroin use among members of the k!rmed Forces in Vietnam. 



In that same month, DOD proposed legislation to 
authori:e a treatment and rehabilitation program for drug 
dependent service members and to permit treatment of former 
5 er\-ice !~em-.bsrs \<ho are drug dependent by VA or other 
responsible agencies, regardless of the nature of the dis- 
ChU-~e. That bill J;as not passed. c 

?ECENT POL I C’I’ ST.4TE”IE?!T.S 

Shortly thereafter, in a July 7, 1971, memorandum, DOD 
announced the Drug Identification and Treatment Program to 
encourage military members to submit themselves voluntarily 
for treatment and rehabilitation. (See app. II.) The pro- 
gram policy announcement stated that evidence developed by 
urinalyses administered to identify- drug users would not be 
used in any disciplinary action under the Uniform Code of 
YilitarL. Justice or as a basis for sunuorting, in rihole or , 
in part, an adninistratilbre discharge uiLder other than honor- 
able conditions. Similarly, a military member would not be 
subject to disciplinar) action under the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice or to administrative action leading to a 
discharge under other than honorable conditions for drug use 
solely because he volunteered for treatment under the 
program. 

This policy, however, did not exempt military members 
from disciplinary or other legal consequences resulting from 
violations of other applicable laws and regulations. These 
include laws and regulations relating to selling drugs or 
Possessing significant quantities of drugs for sale to 
others, if the disciplinary action was supported bJ* evidence 
not attributed to a urinalysis administered for identifying 
drug abusers and not attributable solely to individuals 
volunteering for treatment under the program. 

The type of discharge a service member receives 
determines the kinds and levels of Federal benefits avail- 
able to him. The chart in appendix III summarizes these 
entitlements. 

On August 13, 1971, the Secretary of Defense announced 
that administrative discharges given on or before July 7, 
1971, under other than honorable conditions, if issued solely 
on the basis of personal use of drugs or possession of drugs 
for personal use, would, upon request, be reviewed for 



‘\ possible recharacterization to discharges under honorable 
conditions. (See app. IV.3 This policy was expanded on 
April 28 9 1972, to include punitive discharges and dismissals 
resulting from approved sentences of courts-martial issued 
solely for convictic;i of personal use of drugs Or possession&’ 
of drugs for such use. (See app, V.) 

The policy relating to review of both categories of dis- 
charges applied only to discharges executed on or before 
July 7, 1971, or issued as a result of a case under review 
on or before July 7, 1971. Recharacterization review of 
these discharges was started to insure that those affected 
would receive the same consideration and type of discharges 
given service members separated after July 7, 1971, for the 
same reasons, 

This program did not include any provisions for changing 
the individual’s Report of Transfer or Discharge which showed 
that drug involveTent lias the reason for his discharge. 
Therefore, although the discharge might be upgraded, the 
narrative statement, or Separation Program Sumber (SPN) 
entered on that record identifying the reason for discharge, 
would remain unchanged because the reason for discharge did 
not change. 

Recharacteri:ation reviews were to be made, upon ap- 
plication by former service members, using the procedures 
and authority in Title 10, United States Code, Sec- 
tions 874(b), 1552, and 1553, under which special DOD review 
boards were established. (See app. VI.) Those whose dis- 
charges were upgraded to not less than honorable (general or 
honorable discharges) would then be entitled to certain 
veterans benefits, including treatment at VA medical 
facilities. 

ORGANIZATIOSS PERFOR?iIKG DISCHARGE REVIE!VS 

Each military department and the Marine Corps perform 
these reviews through their Discharge Review Boards and 
Boards for Correction of blilitary or Naval Records. 

Each Discharge Review Board comprises five military 
officers who reviert- discharges or dismissals issued by 
special courts-martial or by administrative procedures. 
Board revicb:s are based on the records of the military 



ser.brices coilcerned and such 0’5~: e-;idence as nay be 
presented to the bosrds. k witness may present evidence to 
a board by affidavit or in p~l.j~ii. 2r bz represented by 
counsel or an accreilited rtipresentatiuc of an organization 
rec~grized by the Adr;inistrator cf Yeteraxs Affairs. Such 
boards may, subject to revi:x by the Secretary concerned, 
,change a discharge, or issue a nnr~ dischsrgc, to reflect 
their findings D Request fo-r board reviews rust be made 
iqithin 15 )-ears after the diszhargp or dismissal. 

Former service T,ejnbers ~hosz discharges xere issued by _ 
general cour”,s -r?art 121 must a;:pl)- to the Beards for Correc- 
tion of Yiiitar)’ or Xii;-a1 R:z,?z:ls i’9r rel:iew of their dis- 
charges, All others cust apply first to the Discharge 
Review Boards. If, ho;levcr, th: Di sch,irze Review Roards 
deny the requests) the former members may reapply to the 
Boards for Correction of Military or Naval Records. 

We interyicxcd arld obtained data from DOD officials, 
principal members of the service’s review boards, officials 
of local govcrnrnent agencies, Government and private drug 
treatment centers, several national veterans organizations, 
and former service meihers. Appendix VII lists the principal 
organizations h-c visited or contacted. 

i 
i 

t 

From interviews with or questionnaires filled out by 
former service members with discharges under other than 
honorable conditions for dz-ug involvement, we learned that 
they generally are experiencing the following problems: 

--Getting additional training or education. 

--Finding someone to help them locate employment 
oyportunitics. 

--Finding jobs or moTrLng to better jobs. 

3 



--Obtaining licenses to practice a trade. 

--Getting into a drug-free rehabilitation program. 

--Discontinuing drug use, 

9 



As of December 31, 1972, 3,591 former service members 
(or about S5 percent cJf the number DOD estimated as having 
receil:ed other than honorable discharges from January 1, 1966, 
to June 30, 1971) had applied for recharacterizaticn. DOD 
officials believe their efforts to publicize the program 
have been successful and that undertaking a more costly out- 
reach program of identification and direct contact or’ each 
former serviceman separated under other than honorable con- 
ditions because of drug involT:ecient r;ould not be warranted. 

IYe interviewed nxn? former service members, as well as 
personnel xho direct z!nd staff a sizable number of l)rixVate 
and public drug trezcxent centers in the netropclitzn areas 
of Kashington, D.C. ; :Tex York; and, to a lesser degree, Los 
Angeles, liho xere ei tt-er uninfor;l:;d about the l?ljD program 
or iil;o lacked adequate knowledge to counsel those it k-as to 
benefit. 

FOR RECKULACTERI 2ATIOS 

DOD estimated that from January 1966 to June 30, 1971, 
6,465 service members received less than honorable discharges 
for drug abuse (6307 undesirable, 147(l) bad conduct, and 
11(l) dishonorable). Similar statistical information was 
not readily available for the period before 1966. 

The services ’ relJiew boards had received 3,591 appli- 
cations for the revitri of drug abuse discharges issued under 
other than honorable conditions. This is about 55 percent 
of the 6,455 drug disc1;arges identified as being issued from 
January 1960 to June 30, 1971, under other than honorable 
conditions . 

‘Includes estimated numbers for January 1 through June 30, 
1971. 



DOD efforts to i,ublicize rts nex i)olicies 

On August 16, 1971, DOD issued 3 press release stating 
that former service members could request reviews of their 
administrative discharges issued under other than honorable 
conditions for drug use. The Office of Information for the 
Armed Forces also disseminated information about this program 
through its information guidance services publication to 
Armed Forces commanders and other interested personnel. 

A second press release was issued on Flay 12, 3.972, an- 
nouncing that former service members who had received puni- 
tive discharges - - bad conduct and dishonorable--from sentences 
of courts-martial issued solely for personal use or posses- 
sion of drugs also :sJould be eligible for recharacterizstion 
review. 

As previously stated, a primary objective of reviews 
was to insure that individuals affected would receive the 
same consideration and discharges given service members 
separated after July 7, 1971, for the same reasons and that 
they would be entitled to treatment at VA medical facilities. 

VA’s dissemination of program information - 

The Administrator of Veterans Affairs on July 22, 1971, 
notified DOD that ‘C’A would disseminate the policy within and 
outside VA, especially through the communication lines estab- 
lished with national veterans organizations. He believed 
the DOD policy was responsive to the then-current need and 
should be widely publicized. He felt, however, V.4 lacked 
the capability to fully inform all those affected since only 
an estimated 15 percent of those discharged under other than 
honorable conditions apply for benefits. He expressed the 
desire that DOD use its resources to the extent FossiSle to 
disseminate the policy. 

VA issued news releases on September 17, 1971, and on 
July 16, 1972, corresponding to the release of the DOD policy 
statement mentioned above. A VA circular was issued on Au- 
gust 19, 1971, directing all employees to advise those former 
service members encountered riho riere affected by the policy 
of the opportunity for recharacterization review. 

11 
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DOD officials believe their press releases and those 
of VA were sufficient to reach most former members concerned, 
DOD had not envisioned a massive publicity campaign to an- 
nounce its policy because it ::ould be costly, 

DOD considered but rejected an automatic review of 
service records and direct casx:,unication with former members. 
It obtained from tZe General Services Adninistrati.on an esti- 
mate that such 3.1; approach wcuf d require about -160 man-;k.oax, 
costing $4,5 million, to manually screen about 18 million 
records D Informally, 12D adl;iscd us Cat, even if the rec- 
ords of those i.nJivid2ais :,;2re identified tl:rcu;il such re- 
search, it :+-as unlikel:; that this :,:ould be of significant 
value. Onl) 25 perr?:?t of the a,ldresses t+erein are ailtici- 
pated to be valid, e..,zn consideriT. fori.eZz.Ling addresses 
\t+hich are maintained no longer than 1 ;rcar. 

DOD --- :~Trlci&iS 2: co stated that SOW former service 
members might interpret DOD efforts to directly notify them 
of these reviews as an invasion of privacy. 



Many officials and personnel of the privately operated 
drug t:‘~,?“_;.~.iilt Lie,3 rC!i,i?a ij) ts ti(Yii <lirilcs aii\l SOii12 looai 
government of fit ials 1.;~ contacted \<iere not alcare, or knex 
very little, of the DOD rccharacterizing polic;;. Yoreover, 
most clinic officials \iere not alcare of ichich individuals 
receiving treatment :iere former service members. These of- 
ficials, tllerefore, could r,ot properly advise former serv- 
ice members who \iere being treated in those clinics or riho 
were seeking other assistance xho could benefit from the 
recharacterization progrxn. 

Ne visited or contacted 73 treatment centers in the 
Washington, D.C. ; !;ew York; 3i1d Los &rgeles metropolitan 
areas. These cll.nics, some of tchich xere operated b) 
Federal, State, and municipal government agencies but most 
of which liere privately operated, were treating an estimated 
32,300 persons. Our inquiries revealed that, in 35 of 
these clinics, officials liere not ai;are or knew very little 
of DOD’s nex policy or iic\\ t!:e program WRS being operated. 
Our contacts \;iti: i-6 fzr;-;er serx-ice members showed 78 had 
received discharges under ocher than honorable conditions 
for offenses in \ihicil drugs ricve purportedly a factor. Of 
those 78, 25 liner; about tile DOir policy and 19 had applied 
for recharacterization. 

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area 

VA operates a drug dependence treatment center at its 
Washington hospital liith a patient load of about 1?2 former 
service members, most of \<hom had discharges issued under 
honorable conditions. Center officials knex of the DOD 
policy and assisted former service members having dis- 
charges under otIier ::~an ;lonorablc conditions xho seek 
help in applying for review of such discharges. 

Officials told UJ t?lat individuals having discharges 
under other than honorable conditions are not eligible for 
VA hospitalization and that, under normal circumstances, 
those seeking admittance for drug treatment are not admitted. 
Refused individuals have bocn referred to the Narcotics 
Treatxent :Administration (NTAj operated by the District of 
Columbia for treatment. Rccentl)~, !1o\\.cver, some inJividuals 
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in this category have been treated by the VA drug center 
upon approval by the Director of Admissions. Six such per- 
sons were treated during 1972. 

In addition to being treated at the VA clinic, t::ey 
iqere informed of the DOD policy and referred to the American 
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars (YFQ, or the Red Cross 
for assistance in preparing and submitting recharacterization 
applications. One such former member told us he applied to 
the military service discharge review board in Januar;; 1372 
and 6 months afterwards was informed that the board had 
obtained his records. After another 6 months he lias noti- 
fied that his case would be reviewed rcithin the next 6 months. 

A Veterans Administration Assistance Center helps formel 
service members interested primarily- in obiaii-iing e:zplo>rmeni. 
Officials informed us that about 1,000 individuals per month 
seek assistance here. They estimate that, oi this amount, 
about one in 10 had received his 4-h 3; -charge under other than 
honorable conditions for offenses invollring drugs, Counselors 
advised individuals of the DOD recharzcterization policy if 
they had a drug problem in the service. The individuals 
are being referred to the Red Cross for further assistance 
and counseling. 

Xost former service members are entitled to unemployment 
insurance benefits. Therefore, the District of Columbia 
Manpower Administration, Office of Employment, could be 
expected to be a normal contact point for many former scrv- 
ice members seeking employment. Officials of that office 
told us they were not aware of the DOD policy. They told 
us that, in February 1973, 3,408 former service members 
were seeking job placement, training, or unemployment com- 
pensation; of these, 73 had discharges under other than hon- 
orable conditions, They estimate that about 10 of -ihis lat- 
ter group had received such discharges because of drug in- 
volvement. 

The NT.4 Administrator, the NTA headquarters staff, and 
personnel at STA clinics were not aware of the policy. Clinic 
counselors f therefore, \<ere not in a position to inform 
former service members of the policy even if they knew which 
patients were former service members o 
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The 17 NT.4 c lin its have a total patient 1% of about 
2,dGS. Tilt- MminFsir;~tor believes that very feri former 
service members are being treated in these clinics. 

Nellr NTA patients are nrocessed at the ccnrr21 intake 
office. They are intervielied to obtain information about 
their medic21 ) empioyment, educational, criminal, and 
military histories. After initial processing they are 
sent to ETA’s clitics for treatment, but the records that 
;:ccom;?any them do not indicate iihether they are former 
service members. 

Ke contacted 10 l4T.a clinics to find out whether their 
counselors or Faticnts kneri of the DOD policy. These clinics 
had 2 total of about 1,600 patients, or 55 percent of NTA’s 
i:oTal patient load. Few NTX clinic personnel kntzx of the 
poiicy and, furtllermore, they could identify only 15 patients 
1;1io ~l-eli‘e for:r,er sex-vi cc x!enbers m Cf five of these we talked 
‘,i‘;.t;l 3 ~31-d) cne had heard of DOD’s policy. 

An official of the D.C. Office of Veterans Affairs 
~taied that his office kn::x of the policy and that its per- 
;<>i,ile 1 had publicize d this information, along \iith informa- 
t:.on on \‘A benefits, through social agencies and radio and 
-:e> C’v is i or! :j:>Ot announcements. 

- 
Only several inquiries, 

h Oh e ‘,. e f ) i;a;l been recei-\;ed. 

,\fter our contacts :<ith officials of this agency and 
NTA and at our suggestion, meetings were arranged between 
the tb;o organizations ’ representatives to apprise NTA 
counselors of the pclicy and to instruct them on how best 
to nJvisc f.ormcr service members to apply to the review 
boards * 

A number of drug treatment programs are operated in 
ciinics supported by political subdivisions and nonprofit 
cc77.Ilorat ions in the Virginia and ?!aryland suburbs adjacent 
to llashington. Ke contacted seven of these clinics and 
found tk,at -officials operating them knew little or nothing 
of tile POP policy; furthermore, most did not know which pa- 
tients were former serl:icc members. 

Officials at five of seven clinics were not aware of the 
policy and, therefore, could not disseminate it. In one 
of tile t\io instance.; in xhicii 2 linic officials kneli of the 



_ _ __ .- --_“. - . ._._ _. -.___ .- _-._._ -_- -- -- _ _- . - - -. -- -- -- -- - 

policy, the official became aware of it through a newspaper. 
Although he had a casual awareness of the policy, he had not 
diSSpl-irl”fP~ the ;nCn-r.mlt; ATI 1LLIIIUL~U IIII”AII‘LALL”II furtl:fg > since he V”‘GS not axarc 
of any i~r‘-.,:r ser-\-ici- me;:iL~crs Ln his clinic that the policy _ 
would affect. 

The other clinic official who knew about DOD’s policy 
had learned about it from one of the secretaries in the 
clinic whose husband worked for ITFli. This official informed 
us that, as far as she kneri, no patients in her center were 
former service members with discharges under other than hon- 
orable conditicns; therefore, information regarding the 
policy was not disseminated. 

The chief official of the Office of \‘eterans Affairs 
of one suburban county was not ak:are of tile policy. He in- 
formed us that about 8 percent of the 3,000 former serv- 
ice members assisted in the past )-ear had had drug problems 
in the service. 

After our contact, most of the officials of the suburban 
programs said they would disseminate information about DOD’s 
policy to their clinics, \<hich had about 1,100 patients. 

We wrote 10 clinics or treatment centers in the 
Washington metropolitan area, giving them detailed informa- 
tion about DOD’s recharacterizing policy, The response from 
one clinic stated that: 

‘Ve have identified about fourteen patients who 
have indicated that they are veterans. They 
have been individually advised of the DOD policy 
that affords those who have been discharged with 
I less than honorable’ conditions of their oppor- 
tunity to ilave their cases reviewed by the Nili- 
tary Service’s Discharge Review Board or by the 
Military Records Correction Board.” 

New York metropolitan area 

An official of the VA New York area headquarters told 
us his agency was aware of the policy. The central office 
of VA7s Department of Veterans Benefits informed the re- 
gional headquarters of the policy in their DVB Circular 
20-71-76, dated .\ugust 19, 1971. A copy of this circular 
was also.sent to each ‘I-A field station. 
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According to the ‘I*,\ Director of the Neri York Area Vet- 
erans Benefit Center, all veterans, regardless of their 
discharges, are entitled to a;;ply for VA benefits. Vet- 
erans denied benefits because of type of discilarge are 
inform4 b;i the I’etcrax I,LJltI;L ,,;;t;: 0, t?.eir right to 
apply for recharacterization. 

At the time of our revicilr, ths Veterans Benefit Center 
had been notified of 26 Sew York area recharacterizations. 
Veterans were notified b;, mail anti invited to visit the 
center to discuss their benciit entitlement. According 
to the Director of the J:!;ex York ?.-I-2: I’eterans Benefit Cen- 
ter, the program is xorking 2-5 b:<I.i as it can to reach the 
target group. 

Of the three I’li treatm.:nt ;p~~ilities visited, only one 
veteran requesting help l;;?C: ‘r;e,3:1 :-;.:n,:d dorin since August 
1971 because oZ I:i:; ciisc:.x-ir;::, .:- :;cts, ho0:<ever, referred 
to a facility fu~:~‘;.i! by* T~:C .‘;zT:: ‘1’>ri< State Narcotic Addic- 
tion Control CoFmlss _on i?;.ACC 1 . 

Personnel at ‘lil rilri:c \.‘, ‘; r?,:txnt units we visited 
had learned of ti:~b rccha~...~c t::;‘: :.:t : on policy from their 
central office. ?; 13 2 otii; -r:.. CT-; -,r< 0 C changes in discharges 
have b?cn received at t!.Ir,- I.,‘, tr,~i~lmrnt facilities ~ 

The New York State LLI;:! Ns,-: _ .>..>:::l County veterans assistance 
offices learned of the policy through KID, and the New York 
City office learned of t:le ?r~~:;rx-, indirectly, from the 
National Comiiiss ion of veterans ;,ffai rs . 

The State Division f:cE ~~~:tcr:r,s ?.ffairs publicizes the 
policy through ncb:sletters tc ~:t:torans organizations, direct 
mailings to veterans if ad!.rcqses are available, and through 
various lectures;. The I;E.:J liarh Lity and Nassau CUUI’C;: b-et- 
erans Affairs offices notif) vi:terars of the policy only if 
they come for assistance. 

NACC and the Sex ‘irk City Addiction Service Agency 
(ASA) operate and fund drug treatment programs in the State 
and city, respectively. EACC did no* i Learn of the DOD 
policy until it was advised of il. by V.A in December 1972. 
Since then L..ICC has net notified personnel at any programs 
it operates or funds. .4S.4 ilad received no official notifica- 
tion of the policy-. 
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The ties York hietropolitan Area Office cf the Xew York 
State Employment Service has never been notified of the 
policy. 

According to program administrators at 11 civilian 
treatment centers visited, only one program had been of- 
ficially notified of the policy, five learned of it 
through news media cr hearsay, and the remaining five 
had no knowledge oji it. Only three administrators dis- 
seminated information concerning the policy. 

The consensus of the administrators was that the DOD 
program is too narrow. IJany veterans have received discharges 
other than honorabLe for reasons othe’i- than personal use of 
drugs or possession of drugs for such use. The administra- 
tors feel that DOD”s recharacterization policy should be 
expanded to include all drug-related incidents which re- 
sulted in a discharge under other than honorable conditions. 

In commenting on this view, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Me.npov;cr and Reserve Affairs) stated that there 
is no justifiable basis to purge a veteran’s record of all 
incidents and actions related to his conduct during service 
tenure in which drugs were involved. 

At five civilian treatment program centers, we inter- 
viewed 60 enrollees who had prior military service. Those 
few who knew of the DOD program had learned of it through 
VA; the civilian drug treatment program; and, in one case, 
contact with a congressman’s office. Following 
of the program awareness of those interviewed. 

Discharge 

Knew 
of program 

Total Yes NO - - 

Hznorab 1 e 37 3 34 
Other than honorable 20 5 15 - - - 

is a summar) 

Not known 
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Six enrollees intervielied knew of the ‘{A drug treatment 
and rehabilitation ;~rogram. Cne had participated in tile 
program but left because he wanted a drug-free setting which 
the program did not offer. 

Ke obtained b;ritten statements from 82 enrollees not 
available for interview. Of these, 20 were aware of the DOD 
policy. Twenty-nine knex of the ‘I’A drug program; of these, 
18 had been participants. 

A November 1971 study of drug addiction and treatment 
problems in 9cu York City estimated that over 3,500, or 
about 20 percent of those receiving treatment in the city’s 
programs, were former service members. The report further 
stated that there may be as many as 10,000 former service 
members in the city still addicted to or abusing drugs. 

Los Angeles metropolitan area 

VA is the principal Federal agency for former service 
members to contact for assistance and information about the 
DOD policy. V.4 officials in Los -tigeles stated they have 
knolin of the DOD policy since C)ctober 1971 and have assisted 
in processing abo~1 t 20 to 30 applications for discharge re- 
vierqs under that Tolicy. These officials stated that only 
those who come to T,‘!\ on their o~.n :ni tiativd are helped to 
file requests, because j,‘A is not provided with names of 
former service members with discharges under other than 
honorable conditions for drug involvement. 

The VA officials \;ith whom we discussed this program 
stated that they do not receive notice from DOD review boards 
concerning decisions on the applications they send forward 
and they do not follor< up on the applications by contacting 
the former service members, Consequently 1 the VX office 
does not know if any of those it. assisaced had their dis- 
charges upgraded. 

Some of the appfications Frocessed with VA assistance 
have been referred to VFX because of difficult circumstances, 
such as courts-martial proceedings, and because VFW has 
Washington-based legal counsel available to represent these 
cases before the review< boards. 
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In the Los ilngeles area we interviewed 28 former service 
-. members having o thL:r than honorable discharges. Of these, 

15 were axare of DOD’s revised policy and 15 had applied 
for recharacterization. ir'e also contacted 24 Los Angeles 
ccm-!ty 2nenrinr -*-"k*b'3 having drug programs and learned that 12, 
having 2,900 patients, knex about DOD’s policy. 

The Los Angeles County Department of ?.Iilitary and Vet- 
erans -Affairs (D3EA) assists veterans in filing for benefits 
through its 10 branch offices. In addition, a Veterans Out- 
reach Program (VOP) operates out of t\io DZ.fi’A offices and, by 
personal contacts, informs former service members about ed- 
ucational benefits, Only those veterans recently discharged 
under honorable conditions are contacted. 

DFAiA estimates that about 212,000 veterans riith dis- 
charges under honorable conditions and 8,500 with discharges 
under other than honorable conditions reside in the county, 
How zve r ) the number of that latter group that xere drug re- 
lated could not be estimated. 

DIVA officials advised us that no outreach program 
has been establis:led to contact those affected by the I: 

policy because names of potentially affected service members 
: 

are not available to them. Furthermore, DII-WA considers 
that its primar), respons Ibility is serving those discharged . i 
under honorable conditions. In June 1972, however, at the 
request of a county supervisor, a media campaign was under- 
taken through some local newspapers to encourage former 
service members with discharges under other than honorable * 

conditions to contact DbNA for assistance in filing for < 
discharge reviews. The ne\qs releases did not refer specifi- 
cally to the DOD policy because they were attempting to 
encourage all former service members to seek such assistance. 
No other efforts have been made to notify former service 
members D In addition, DP&‘h also refers individuals to the i 
American Legion and the Jewish War Veterans for assistance. 

: 

Since August 1971 Dll&‘A has helped process about 40 applica- 
t 

tions for veterans. The agency does not maintain followup 
records on these applications; therefore, the number that 
have been successful is unkn0n.n. F 

6 

The Los Angeles county methadone program does attempt to 
determine iqhether its patients are former serIFice members, 
to identify any who cculd be eligible ior VA met!ladone I 



Treatment. This would then open a vacancy for someone who 
is not a former service member. 

The county’s VOP, although primarily concerned with 
education benefits, has processed about 36 applications 
since early 1972, and about 50 more were being processed at 
the time of our review. YOP has not been informed as to 
the disposition by the DOD review boards of the 36 applica- 
tions because DOD does not routinely notify the organiza- 
tions that assist former service members. (See p. 39.) 
VOP refers all its applicants through the Jewish War Vet- 
erans for legal representation before the boards in Washing- 
ton. 

The Veterans County Service Office (VCSO) in Orange 
County learned of the DOD policy in August 1971 through 
an American Legion newsletter and has processed about 35 
cases under the policy. While VCSO does not maintain records 
on these cases, it believes nine applicants had discharges 
for drug involvement upgraded to honorable conditions. Of- 
ficials advised us that they have not made any news announce- 
ment about the policy and have not established an outreach 
program to notif), former service members about tile policy. 
Those veterans xho have requested assistance in filing ap- 
plications for discharge review learned about VCSO from 
the State employment ser-vice, local veterans groups, col- 
leges, or other veterans. According to VCSO officials, it 
has a principal responsibility to assist those discharged 
under honorable conditions. Other veterans are normally 
referred to the tierican Legion for assistance. 

The California Rehabilitation Center (CRC), a State 
correctional facility for drug addicts, has a separate dormi- 
tory for former service members. The CRC official respon- 
sible for veterans stated that he became aware of the DOD 
policy in Jur,t: IY “72 and had helped about 10 individuals pre- 
pare applications. The center has not received any feed- 
back for these Lases. An official informed us that the 
total number of former members in the institution is not 
known and that the center has not made any attempt, facility- 
wide ) to publicize the DOD policy. Starting in -April 1973, 
however, regular monthly meetings are scheduled with VA 
counselors to help former members obtain benefits and as- 
sistance, including any assistance needed to file applica- 
tions for discharge reviews under DOD’s current policy. 
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The State of California Department of Veterans Plffairs 1 
(DV-4) and the Stat2 or;” California Department of Human Re- 
sources Develo>:ent (I!RE) , acting in a capacity as the State’s 
employment agen,)., are two State agencies that have contact 
i<ith y?te;-‘-y. n7-a iq 2.:ed a policy statement on December 3, 
1341, regarding the DO3 policy. It was distributed to D1’A 
personnel, Ccua:1”_;. T.‘oterans Service Offices, and other vet- 
erans service groups e Since then the Los Angeles DVA of- 
fice has processed about 25 applications for discharge 
review but has not received any feedback on the disposition 
of these applicstions o As a result, cases have been on 
file for more t:lan 1 year for which dispositions have not 
been d etcr:mi ned a DT,‘A also refers applicants to the Jewish 
iV.2~ i’etercins in !OAasilington for representation before the 
review boards l 

HRD official 3 T-earned of the DOD policy in August 1972 
through a ne:;spzper article and through a veterans service 
group. It has not issued arty poiich* statements regarding 
the policy bE:cai;i~e it :c;es not consider assisting former 
service I:‘.eT;ijerj zo 1;;,:-11;: for discharge reviews as part of 
its fun,ti cn. i!:.:rl 1’ -‘.fcrs th ,l~se applicants to county vet- 
erans sc-rvic:e S? ‘)~*?r -3 . -” 

The I:eder.!.l Ccrrecticn Institution at Terminal Island 
did not kno:< a?,~ou:: 15:: DOD policy, nor did it know how many 
inmates x.:ere former service members, even though it actively 
operated a :,ar~ot is Rehabilitation Act Program. After our 
initial vis i t Z offisi~ls issued an announcement in the 
institution’s n~~xs:l;‘tter ab,Jut the policy. Subsequently 
six ixf.xtes rsiith cl; ;c’r,argcs under other than honorable 
conditiors ior drug involvement were furnished recharacteriza- 
tion applic:itxons. 

CONCLUSIO?iS ---. 

There is cons i Iier&ble evidence that personnel associ- 
ated 1~it3 private a;;l_i nublic drug treatment centers and 
clinics and wi-th veterans job placement centers, as well as 
the veterans who vis it such agencies seeking medical or job 
placement assistan%ce: are not sufficiently knowledgeable 
about INI)‘:; policy \t!Lich permits the recharacterization of 
discharges under other than honorable conditions (including 
punitive di5chargcs a!ld dismissals) given former servicemen 
separate;l from the military service for drug involvement. 
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involvement . It plans to use for that purpose the National L 
Inventory of Drug Treatment Programs, Khich was published 
more recently than the 1972 directory we brought to DOD’s 
attention, DOP did not comment , hoEever, on our recommenda- 
tion that it circularize information on its recharacteriza- 
tion policy tc joD @acenem assistance offices. 

On the basis of our interviews with treatment center 
staff personnel and with individuals who seek assistance at 
such centers j ise believe former service personnel separated 
for drug involvement may be having difficulty obtaining 
emploper t , eve:1 if they no longer have drug problems. 
Therefore, >,.e 3:iicve that the Secretary of Defense should 
also circulari: to job placem,:nt assistance offices, on a 
nationwide +bas is s information about this policy. 
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CHAPTER 3 -- 

PROCEDURES FOR XD!:INISTR.4TI\Y REVIEKS OF 

RECHARACTERI WTION REQUESTS 

NEED FURTHER IbIPRO’I’E?:ENT 

The wording of the DOD policy statements on the review 
and upgrading of othe r than honorable and of punitive dis- 
charges and dismissals given separatees for drug involvement 
permit varied interpretations by the military departments, 
In the absence of any coordinating overview by the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense, there is no assurance that all 
former military personnel requesting recharacterization 
under this DOD policy are receiving equal consideration, 
irrespective of the military branches from which they 
separated. 

The influx of drug involvement discharge cases requiring 
considerat ion by- the review boards p in response to the re- 
vised poli.cy, has increased the backlog for these review 
boards and has resulted in a review processing time that, 
for some boards, approximates 10 to 12 months. 

In cases when the discharge is being upgrade6 by the 
military departments in significant numbers, no changes are 
being made to certain other information, which was originally 
recorded on the individual’s Report of Transfer or Discharge 
and \;hich deters his chances of obtaining employment. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES OF 
REVIEW BOARDS 

Review boards adhered generally to similar administra- 
tive procedures in preparing to review rccharacterization 
requests a The form filed with a Discharge Review Board is 
DD Form 293, Apnlication for Review of Discharge or Separa- 
tion from the Armed Forces of the United States; with a 
Board for Correction of EJilitary or Naval Records the form 
is CD Form 149, Application for Correction of llilitary or 
Naval Record Under the Provisions of Title 10, U.S. Code, 
Sec. 1552. (See apps. VIII and IX.) iZfter a military de- 
partment receives an application, it requisitions the perti- 
nent service records from the tieneral Services Xdministra- 
tion’s National Personnel Records Center in St. Louis and 
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On the c!;.;y set for the -,:eViel::, the board meets, listens 
to testimc,ny, ax,! revi.e:<s all recortis and pertinent informa- 
tion, A decisicx to upjrzde ~1: a;~yli.cant* s discharge re- 
quir42s a majority vote of tile board members. If a decision 
to upgraze is reached, then >:he Ar;:.;; and Air Force Discharge 
Revi.ew Boards are authorfscd :c direct that the applicant’s 
discharge be cha::;:eJ. t!‘jLcC‘l-er ~ the Secretary of the Navy 
must reviex and affirm decisFclns of the Xavy Discharge 

I Review Board. 

If the Kavy and Lir Forzc Boards decide not to upgrade 
an applicant t s disc5arge f the applir.ant is informed of this 
decision art d a d7.7 i s e ,;I ?. 11 V: r 1 t 5. n :; t h a 1 he has a right to ha-~re 
his discharT:: further revicxed by t!:e serb.ice9 s Board ior 
Correction QE either P:aval or IIili.tary Records. Ijowever, 
officials of the Arn~y Discharge Review Board informed 1~s that 
thev do not aGyi;e apulicailts of this right when the adverse 

that. 3 l.vhen an individual 
acie;~U;ltCly advisetl 

I- 2 ;: revierieci. 



The Boards for Correction of >iilitary or Naval Records 
meet and, folloxing a revieri of the brief of service history 
prepared for bosrd members g consider:.tion, determine whether 
a formal hearing should be scheduled or whether the request 
should be granted. If a formal hearing is scheduled, then 
the former service member may anFear before the board with 
or Iqithout counsel and present testimony. If a formal hear- 
ing is not granted, then the board arrives at a decision 
based upon the former service r.emSer’s application and his 
nlilitary records a 

A board decision en a former member’s request requires 
a majority vote. Each service’s Secretary then reviews that 
decision. After his revie:i and affirmation of the board’s 
recommendation, the former service member is notified of the 
decision. 

Need for more consistency in annlying 
criterion for reconsideration 

The DOD policy on revier-iing other than honorable dis- 
c%argos given for drug involvement states that: 

“Additionally, each Secretary of a Flilitary 
Department acting through his Discharge Review 
Board or Board for Correction of Military Records 
will, upon application from former service mem- 
bers, review for possible rccharacterization to 
under honorable conditions dismissals, bad con- 
duct and dishonorable discharges, as well as 
undesirable discharges, lchen the basis for the 
discharge xas solely personal use of drugs or 
possession OF drugs for personal use. This 
policy applies to those service members whose 
cases xere finalized or in process on or before 
July 7, 1971. Each Secretary is authorized to 
issue a discharge under honorable conditions upon 
establishment of facts consistent with the afore- 
mentioned policy.” 

The criterion to be used in reviewing other than honor- 
able discharges and dismissals issued for drug involvement 
is %:hether the former service member tias discharged “solely 
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for personal ;:3e of -drugs or possession of drugs for 
personal use .+’ In our discussion with officials of each of 
the services + review boards, we :;ere told that, in a large 
percentage 0 f drug appiications reviewed, the former service 

’ nenbcrs had been involved not only with drugs but with other 
offenses under the Uniform Code of Xilitary Justice. 

For example, the Army Discharge Review Board has noted 
that) of the 996 former Army members submitting applications, 
690 \,-ere found to have the claimed involvement with drugs 
substantiated in their individual military records. Further- 
more ) of these 690, 199 were found eligible for recharacteri- 
zation because the involvement ‘1;as solely for personal use 
or possession of drugs. The remaining 491 applicants were 
found ineligible because other offenses xere considered in 
the circumstances of their separation. 

Regarding former service members involved in other of- 
fenses P each review board may decide whether these other of- 
fenses preclude the former service members from falling >;ithin 
the scogc of DOD+ s polic;;. Howeve r , DCD has not established 
any detailed, implc~.?cnting guidelines to assist the boards 
in making t’his determination. Consequently, one board’s 
interpretation of DC)D’s policy may differ from another’s, 

The following table summarizes the dispositions of the 
boards in each military department. 

Recharacterization of Gther Then Honorable -- 
Discharges end nisnissrlls ~szw2f’or~rug ,QUS~ 

2s of DeceL~~3~ii2 

Department of 
Discharge 
Board for 

Department of 
Discharje 
Board for 

Marine corps: 
‘Discharge 

Board for 
Department of 

Discharge 
Board for 

Total 

a Applicaticns 

the :rny: 
Review kard 

“nevit2.G zocrd 
Correction of Naval Records 

Revrew Board 
Correction of Military Records 
the Arr Force: 
Review Board 
Correcrlon of Military Records 

Applications for recharacterization 
Decisions 

Received Rend ine rendered - 

996 
117 

925 39 5 530 
a23 23 

936 389 547 
a32 32 

254 16 238 
47 13 34 

Type of decision 
Discharges 

Discharges not 
upgraded upgraded 

193 797 
94 23 

47.5 55 

470 77 

162 76 
26 a 

u 1.036 

received from July 1971 to necember 31, 1972. where the petitioner mentioned the word “drug(s) .I’ 
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Because the military de?artnents have used different 
criteria in categoric ing the cases considered, no valid 
comparisons can be drawn from the figures in the above 
chart + The fol-lowing chart summarizes the key differences 
12-2 the approac hcs used i:; ,z:..,:i15r:~ tt? 2 statistics Soing 
reported by the services. 

Discharge Review Board All appl icdt icns in 
wSich the scrd “dr-gCs)” 
k-35 c,enticr.ed. 

Board for Correction of Cane as above. 
Militsrv or Eiava: Records 

a 
Same criteria are used ty the !Qrine C~qs. 

NaV 
Air Force (note a) 

3nly those applicants who Only those applicants 
have tte word ‘*drug(s)” who were discharged 
c?nt,icr.sd ~n their per- solely for use or 
scmel files. possession of drues 

for personal use. 

Sam as above. All applications in 
which the word “drug(s)” 
ves mentioned. 

To make it possible for :?., Secretary of Defense to 
consider the e;l,s:1~~ande~rles~ ;f ‘ispositions of cases and 
also to make Co da-t3 fore r?: ‘IT! !nl>ful and valid when used 
by the Secretary for cuter-:a1 rl---!ort Ing, a standard basis 
or uniform criterio22 should ‘i: ~~~:c.blishod for use by all 
boards in categorizing tIie:;o 1. a:.::~. 

Review of drug-related dis<:I??-,--es il~rmally II.-_.-- _.- - .- -. --- 
not being scheduled on ;:-~L;-~>~;~~-basis 

Each of the services’ r~,*;: C-V,. beards sets its own policy 
on priority treatment in ?rct’:t”::si2?:; anplications for re- ..- - 
characterization that m::ntion the -,;crd “drug(s) ,I’ subject 
to its service’s apprcva?, or-d.1 the Army Discharge Review 
Board had instituted E. pro;.eJure to insure that a significant 
number of drug-related sppl itcations are processed each month. 

All the review boards stazced ‘;;lat they can and do ex- 
pedite reviews of applications shich included a statement 
that a drug-involved individual needed either treatment or 
hospitalization. A recerrt DOi3 study includes an estimate 
that both the Army and ILTavy ‘boards can process such applica- 
tions in 5 to 7 days. Escerlt for the above and the Army 
Discharge Review Board’s ?rocedures, no other special ar- 
rangeme2;ts jla\:e been m.3~: -Par the priority 4G.b I consideration of 
applications from individuals with drug-related discharges. 



The revieri boards of each of the military departments 
take varying lengths of time to process drug-related 
applications. For example) the Army Discharge Review Board 
takes approximateiy iG months to process an application 

, mentioning the l,;ord “drug(s) .” Similarly, the :,;avyj s Board 
for Correction of Naval Records has taken as long as 
10 months to process such an application. In contrast, the 
Air Force boards are taking 90 days to process these 
applications. 

According to a VOP official, these former service 
members are young and still rehabilitatible if they can get 
the proper help before they become older, hard-core drug 
addicts and changing the discharge status would be a signifi- 
cant step toward rehabilitation. 

Delays in revielqing requests can have an adverse effect, 
particularly for veterans who have lox<-level emolo;,ment 
skills, according to that official. ‘I;‘ith a tight labor 
market 9 the former service member ~.iith an other than honor- 
able discharge %as difficulty finding employment. Con- 
sequently , he may be forced to seek training for a higher 
level skill and frequently cannot afford it. Since he is 
not eligible for veterans benefits, he cannot obtain this 
nteded training at Gbvernment expense. Unemployment then 
can drive him back to using drugs. 

The principal factors affecting the timespan needed to 
process a drug-related application are: 

--The number of applications the boards receive. 

--The priority assigned to the applications. 

--The boards * administrative staff available to work 
on the applications. 

Processing time of the Army 
Di scharrze Review Board 

As previously stated, the Army Discharge P.eview Board 
has initiated a procedure whereby it tries to insure that a 
significant number of drug-related applications are processed 
each month. This procedure has reduced the processing time 
of such applications from the normal 10 to 12 months to 
10 months. Ho\:ever , processing time has not been further 
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reduced because of the large number of applications the 
Board has received. In Deceniber 1969 the Board had on hand 
approximately 100 applications; in December 1972, it had on 
hand approximately 5;200 applications, 

To reduce the Board’s backlog, three administrative 
personnel arere hired and assigned to that Board in the 
calendar year 1972. According to a Board member, Xrn~.~ 
personnel ceilings hindered attempts to hire these perscnnel. 

Army officials were considering, when rJe made cur 
review 9 tl%-o proposals to further reduce the Board’s process- 
ing time, Under one) the Army t:ould establish a secondsi-). 
body in St. Louis to hear only non-personal-appearance 
recharacterization requests. The other proposal ~3s to 
further augment the Board’s staff by temporasii)- assigning 
several enlisted personnel to it. These personnel I<ere 
subsequently assigned, and the “nsnapp?arnnce panel” has 
begun to review selected applications for recharzcte:ization. 

Processinc; time of the Savy’s Soard for 
Correctiorl of Naval ?,ecords 

This Board does not assign any pricrity to l-e\-ie:iing 
Pey-aC5-t~ fcr recharacterization of drug- involved discharges. 
They are treated just as other discharge review applications 
from former service members. However) we were incorn.cd by a 
Board official that applications from individ-Jals xii;0 ha-ve 
left the service are of a lower priority than app1icatio:l.s 
involving personnel still serving on extended active duty. 

Reviews of discharges by this Board have taken aor?ro:;i- 
mately 10 months. Like the Army Discharge Revic-Vv Boa;:, the 
Navyss Board for Correction of Naval Records has experienced 
a large increase in the number of applications received. 
For example) in calendar year 1969 the Kavy’s Board received 
2,744 applications requesting some type of Soard action, 
while in calendar year 1972 it received 3,866 applications, 
a 41-percent increase. 

The Navy has tried to reduce the Board’s processing 
time for all applications. Three additional administratixpe 
personnel ;<ere hired for the Board in the last half of 
calendar year 1972. A Yavy official stated that these per- 
sonnel could not have been hired SOOI~CT 'sCCZiUSC of J;avy 
personnel ceilings. 
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A proposal to temporarily increase the number of 
support personnel i_s reportedly 11;13er active consideration. 

Reason for discharge unchanged on 
separatee’s report of transfer or discharge 

Former service members whose discharges were upgraded 
under ND’s nel:: policy in most cases have received general 
discharges, Of 1,426 discharges upgraded through Decem- 
ber 31, 1972, 1,309 :iere changed to such discharges. In- 
dividuals ~:ith general discharges are entitled to all the 
benefits administered by VA, the military departments, and 
other Fcderal agencies. 

Although the review boards ha-w upgraded 1,426 dis- 
chargej,, the f orme: member’s DD Form 214--Report of Transfer 
or Dis:har!<e--,, neneraliy still sho\is as the reason for dis- 
charge the original entry citing dr:lg abuse or the SPN-384.l 

As stated in our previous report (see p. 5)) there is 
a strong difference of opinion on whether the SPX-384 identi- 
fier should be reported on the form. Those who have ad- 
vocated that tI;2 practice be discontinued have stated that 
the presence cf SPS-384 on the form would leave a long-term 
(even lifetime) stigma on individnals. They believe that 
social attitudes and views of prospective employers mig’nt 
be adversely influenced, even after a former drug user had 
been fully rehabilitated. During our fieldwork, a number 
of persons said that, though the upgraded discharge may give 
additional Federal benefits to an individual, retaining the 
Sp~-384 on his form continues to act as a deterrent in-his 
efforts to find employment, 

DOD believes that using an appropriate SPN to identify 
the reason for discharge, instead of putting down a narrative 
s tat ement , provides the Ldiiidu al some protection from pos- 
sible stigma. XotwithstTnding, the Secretary of Defense, on 
Narch 1, 1972, directed that the SPY procedure be reviewed 
to insure that it does not violate policies and directives 
concerning the individual’s rights of privacy. Recognition 
of the importance of this problem is clearly expressed in 
that memorandum, which states: 

1 
SPS is used by the Army, ?,Tavy I and Yarines ; Separation 
Designator Yumber (SDN) is used by the Air Force. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
bllashington? D.C.: !larch 1: 1972. 

NE3!0RA,hDU?I: FOR THE jlSSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF DEFESSE (afGR4) 

I continue to be concerned that practices which make 
possible public disclosure of some of the underlying reasons 
for administrative discharges may be inconsistent with our 
policy directive on invasion of privacy, and could have an 
unjust and unfair impact on some discharged personnei. 

I recognize, of course, that this is a complex matter, 
and that notations have been placed on discharge forms for 
many years. 

J also am aiqare that some of the notations are fre- 
quently helpful to men and \*:oJen t;ho have served in the 
Armed Forces--for example, in connection with Veterans 
-4dministration procedures. 

I be1 ieve, holcever p that we should again review the 
procedures relating to administrative disshctrges, and the 
practices we folloli, for consistancy with our policy which 
protects against invasion of privacy of the individual. 

Melvin R. Laird 

The Secretary of Dcfens? approved on August 1, 1972 
(see app. XI): the recommendations) made to him by the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 
that no changes be made to the existing system of recording 
personal information on separation forms except that: 

--Master lists of SPNs be restricted from non- 
Government organizations. 

--The use of a narrative description to identify the 
reason for discharge be terminated. 

--A new set of S3Ns be developed for officers and 
enlisted personnel. 
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-Several bills seeking to end the practice of entering 
on Reports of Transfer or Discharge the SPNs or narrative 
statements identifying the reasons for discharge have 
recenily been ir,troduced in the Congress. 

. CONCLUSIONS 

Inconsistencies in the policies and practices followed 
by the services in the action taken immediately following 
either the approval or denial by their Discharge Review 
Boards of requests for discharge recharacterizations appear 
to result in inequitable treatment of applicants, depending 
on the branch in which the individuals served. 

Exercising an authority given to all service Secretaries 
under 10 U.S.C. 1553(b), the Secretary of the Navy has pre- 
scri.bed procedures for a personal reviw of the decisions b? 
the Navy Discharge Review Board to resommend changes to a 
discharge or dismissal. The other service Secretaries have 
not elected to prescribe such review at the Secretary level. 
On this basis, one additional review: being imposed on Navy 
personnel is not being imposed on former Xrmy or Air Force 
personnel who have requested an upgrading in their 
discharges O 

Failure by the Army to advise the individual of his 
right to submit an application to the Board for Correction 
of Military Records, if his application is first denied by 
the Discharge Revierc Board, places him at a distinct dis- 
advantage when compared to the notification being given Navy 
and Air Force separatees l<hosc applications are similarl) 
denied. 

The fact that Army and Navy Boards are taking about 
three times as long to review applications as the Air Force 
is taking is additional evidence of inequity of considera- 
tion. For those numerous instances rihen recharacterization 
requests are affirmed, justice delayed takes on an aspect of 
justice unduly denied. There is apparent need, therefore, 
to assign additional personnel to expedite disposition of 
the backlog of applications, even if only temporarily. 

While recharacterization does entitle the individual to 
medical treatment at 1-A hospitals, retaining SPNs on the 
individidal ’ s Report of Transfer or Discharge, indicating 
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Kc recom.end that, to ir.s:!;.~: :: ::~ore e~~.uitable and 
expeditious dis?ositiox of z-,-~,_~,lr;;.c:cri~:lt ion requests, the 
Secretary of Defense: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Seek to brief respJn_;ihle congressional comittees 
on the dcsirabilit?, of continuing to enter SPMs on 
the individual’s Report of Transfer or Discharge, 
in light of the seve :-ai bilis recently introduced 
(S, 1716 and I:.?. 6923) ~:hich \trould prohibit in- 
cluding certain icforrzntion (including SPNs) on 
discharge certificates L 

Direct the Secretar:VV of the Navy to reconsider the 
justification of continuing that additional review 
and endarsei;lent, at the Secretary level, of the 
decisions by t!le Discharge I?:cviex Board to upgrade 
discharges, since the Secretaries of the Air Force 
and of the :I.rmy have not imposed this additional 
constraint on their Boards. 
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DOD agreed to request the Secretary of the Xrmy to 
provide --- g~i~&liCe -arije, j<hich irLdi3vFid3dals T,+;O*Gld be a+7ised 
01 their rixI1t to resubmit to t5-c Qoard for Correction of 

’ Jiilitary Xecords if the .4rmy Discharge Revier;r Board initially 
denies their applications. The service Secretaries are also 
to be reqLuested to provide sufficient staff to meet estab- 
lished processing goals for all cases rcviexed by boards. 
Consistent reporting criteria are to be prescribed, so that 
data will be more meaningful and valid xhen used for internal 
management and for external reporting. Though not adopting 
our recommendation that it seek to brief congressional com- 
mittees on DOD’s SPX policies, the response reaffirms the 
availability of DOD personnel to provide such information 
to committees. 

The Secretary of Defense did not agree to direct re- 
consideration of the justification for a personal review 
and endorsement by the Secretary of the Navy of the Dis- 
charge Review Board’s determinations. His nonconcurrence 
is predicated on the fact that authority to require such 
revieil-s is vested by law in the Secretary of the Navy and 
that the Xav>--‘s organization, and therefore its requirements, 
Differ from those of the Army and the Air Fcrce, 

We do not dispute the legal right of the Secretary of 
the Navy to insist on continuing this additional review. We 
did recommend that he consider waiving that right, so that 
individuals h’ho have served in the ?Zavy might not be sub- 
jected to any additional challenges to their recharacteriza- 
tion applications. As previously stated this additional 
review is not being imposed on former Army or .4ir Force 
personnel seeking an upgrading in their discharg-es, where 
such applications are filed under a DOD poli(.v :;tatement 
equally applicable to members of all services. 
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CH.APTER 4 

OBSERVATIONS BY GO~‘ERN‘~IENT AND PRIVATE AGENCY 
r  

PERSOSSEL AND FOR.::ER SERVICE ME’IBERS 

. . 
Observations made to us by Government and private agency 

personnel, 2s well as by former service members, indicate that 
the effectiveness of DOD’s policy and procedures for reviewing 
discharges could be considerably improved. They cite the need 
to change guidelines and procedures for preparing and sub- 
mi tting applications ; to introduce more feedback on disposi- 
tions and the reasons for the decisions; and to afford greater 
opportunity 9 at less cost, for individuals to zppear before 
review boards. 

Follola:ing are some personal views of former service 
members \<e interviep:ed on the problems they e-Tperience in 
attempts to have their discharges upgraded. 

--They have difficulty in finding assistance to prepare 
applications, 

--No one is certain what information is necessary to 
include in an appeal. 

--Military records J believed essential to answer to the 
charges in the records, are not available to former 
members to prepare appeals. 

--Military records may describe only the events which 
resulted in discharge J without showing that drugs 
caused these events to occur. 

--Personal testimony before the boards is practically 
impossible due to the distance to Washington 2nd the 
expenses involved. 

--Excessive delays are experienced in receiving responses. 

--The review boards never provide reasons for refusing 
to upgrade discharges, making future appeal seem hope- 
less. 

--Too much red tape is involved. 
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Agency officials and former service members interviexed 
in the Los r?ngeles area felt that much of the uncertainty in 
preparing applications could be lessened if more detailed 
guidelines >cconpanied the application forms. Clarification 
was considered desirable in such areas as the need for 
character references, personal appearances, legal representa- 
tion, and the types of additional evidence necessary. Repre- 
sentatives we contacted at almost every agency in Los Angeles 
assisting former service members to file recharacterization 
applications commented that there are no guidelines explaining 
whether any additional documentation should supplement the 
application. 

Ke could not obtain comparable statistics on the number 
of individuals assisted or represented by three major service 
organizations. In response to our request, the headquarters 
of three national organizations furnished the following data 
and estimates. Included in these figures are data from their 
field offices. 

1. American Legion- -An estimated 1,000 individuals 
per Ilear :,!ere assisted in applying for review of 
dxschaLges under other than honorable conditions. 

2. VFW--An estimated 125 to 150 cases per month were 
represented by VFW to the military review boards. 
Of 130 cases on which decisions were received since 
July 1972, 89 were upgraded and 41 were denied. 

3. Red Cross-- 2,16? cases were presented to the Correc- 
tions and Discharge Review Boards from January 1972 
to *January 1973; 1,564 of these were presented to the 
Discharge Review Boards and 339 of the 1,564 were 
drug or drug related. About 40 percent of the 339 
wei-c upgraded to honorable conditions. 

Almost every organization or agency we contacted in Los 
Angeles stated that its primary duty was to assist former 
service members with discharges under honorable conditions. 
These agencies normally do not recognize those with other than 
honorable discharges as veterans and therefore do not con- 
sider them their responsibility. 
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Off icials“X several agencies said sufficient resources 
are not aI-ailable to adequately assist former serv-ice members 
in preparing comprehensive appeals. Most of those assisting 
do not have sufficient knowledge about the discharge review 
bvard Frocess tti prepare an adequate case, accordi,lg to 
American Legion officials. The American Legion believes it 
has had a fairly high success rate before the boards, because 
it has gained valuable experience in this area. 

Three service organizations informed us that their coun- 
selors ~110 assist former service-members and who present dis- 
charge review cases to the boards are for the most part not 
lawyers but individuals rqho have had administrative experience 
in the military service. According to representatives of the 
service organizations, this experience is important because 
it contributes to the knowledge of regulations and procedures. 
The service organizations, hov:ever, on occasion, do obtain 
advice from attorneys. 

The Chief of a VA Central Assistance Unit told us that, 
when drug involvement is not the sole reason for discharge, 
it nay be beneficial to submit additional data, such as 
character references. This is based on his belief that the 
review boards often consider an individual’s life after 
discharge, 

NEED FOR FEEDBACK FRO% REVIEW BOARDS. 
!%j A-SSISTIXG SER’,‘ICE ORGXNIZ.\TIOSS 

The review boards have been notifying the American 
Legion and VFW about decisions reached on reviews but not 
other assisting agencies. Xoreover, the reasons for the 
boards? actions are not being given in those communications, 
As a result, the assisting agencies ‘nave little reliable data 
upon which to base their counseling. Officials of three 
veterans 1 assistance centers in the Los Anzeles area stated 
that information of this type would be ;-cry useful to them in 
aiding veterans applying for recharacterization. 

Some assisting agencies strongly encourage individuals 
to submit character references about their behavior and 
citizenship before and after military service; other agencies 
have counseled that character references are ineffectual in the 
appeal and) therefore, unneccessary. For example, D?KA, which 
counsels against submitting character references, prcvided us 
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with a November 1971 article taken from a servicemen’s 
magazine about discharge review board procedures. The article 
indicated that character references concerning citizenship 
before and after military service are not germane evidence 
for the review boards. Other than this article, horrever, 
none of the other organizations had any substantive data 
regarding the boards ’ criteria. 

-_ - 

In the Los Angeles metropolitan area, the American Legion t 

and VFW receive referrals from many veterans groups which 
rely on them for special assistance before the boards. An 
American Legion official estimated that about 200 cases from 
the Los Angeles area have been submitted since the effective 
date of the DOD policy. The Los Angeles 1’FW representative 
estimated he had filed approximately 20 such cases. t 

Officials of these two organizations stated that they 
have a relatively high success rate on cases submitted because 
of their Washington office’s involvement before the review 
boards. VA officials who assist veterans in filing for review 
also cited this success as a reason for referring cases to the 
American Legion and VFW. These organizations believe that, 
because the Federal Government provides them -,iith office space 
near I’A offices, they are obliged to serve all veterans, in- 
cluding veterans with other than honorable discharges. 

The Community Legal Assistance Center, a project funded 
by the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), has processed 
about four cases since early 1972 after hearing of the DOD 
policy from ne:<spaper articles and a veterans service group 
nercsletter. This organization also uses VFW services in 
Washington. 

POTENTIAL KEXKNESS OF REVIEW5 BASED SOLELY 
f 

ON THE SERVICE RECORD 
i 
< 

UD RECH~~,~~CTERI~~~~~ION APPLICATION 

Convening all review boards in Washington has made it 
inconvenient and expensive for individuals to appear before 
the boards, either alone or accompanied by their counsel. As 
a result relatively few individuals have made such appearances. 
An American Legion official estimated that personal testimony 
before the boards increases by 50 to 60 percent the chances 
for a favorable decision. Some former service members we 

, interviewed stated that they thought the opportunity to 
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personally testify was essential to their case&, hob:ever, 
they could not do SO, because of the travel expense. 

They believed their military service records might 
i~rllrdc? incomnlete or incorrect information about their drug 
involvement I Thus, reviews based solely upon their military 
records might not be in their best interests and the oppor- 
tunity to present additional evidence in writing or through 
a personal appearance would be desirable. They suggested, as 
one alternative, establishment of regional review boards. 

In discussions with members of some review boards it 
became apparent 9 despite the absence of any official policy 
statements, that under certain circumstances individuals were 
being advised that they need not appear personally and that 
this would not adversely affect their chances for a favorable 
decision. !Shen applicants requested personal appearances and 
preliminary reviews by a board member of the service records 
and recharacterization applications sholced less than honorable 
discharges given for sole offenses of use or possession of 
drugs for personal use, applicants lqere advised that general 
discharges could be expected by board action and that personal 
appearances were not necessary. Applicants are not required 
to accept such an offer. It is made to save them the time 
and travel expense. 

Except for VFW and the American Legion, which examine 
records while cases are before the boards in Washington, 
agencies prepare applications without knowledge of the evidence 
against the applicant. The fact that these applications are 
submitted l%ithout examining the military records is particu- 
larly significant considering the statements by some county 
veterans affairs officials that the review boards rely almost 
exclusively on the evidence presented in these records in 
deciding a case. One veterans service organization in a 
county adjacent to Los Angeles wrote us, stating: 

“It is impossible for this office to assist a 
claimant if we do not have a summary of the evi- 
dence upon which the decision was based.” 

We found only one agency in the Los Angeles area (Com- 
munity Legal Assistance Center) which requested copies of a 
vetcrrrn’s military records in preparing an application. Most 
copies received were incomplete; some took 8 months to obtain. 
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In the Washington area we also contacted the American 
Legion, VFW;, and the Red Cross, all of which are identified 
on the applications as organizations whose assistance is 
avaiiabie at no csst. RsFresentatives of t:ic of “1h.ese org.i- 
nizations stated t’ ,,at individuals who appear before the review 
boards and/or obtain representation from a service organixa.tion 
are believed to receive favorable decisions in a greater number 
of cases. This assumption was based on the apparent interest 
displayed by an individual ilho chooses to appear and the 
representatives ’ greater knowledge of the type of information 
the boards consider pertinent. No statistics, however, \<ere 
available to support this belief. 

On a number of occasions, former service members in the 
Washington area stated that, although they had inservice drug 
problems, the) \,:ere discharged not for drug involvement but 
for some other offense, such as being absent without leave. 
Drug invollVe;?ent, therefore, nay not be included in the former 
service me;:kers’ records. In these cases the boards reviewing 
the cases r;a;: not be alcare of the drug involvement unless 
former members appear before the boards and apprise them of the 
drug problery B 

There are a number of opportunities for improving the 
effectiveness of the DOD procedures relating to the review 
of applications requesting recharacterization of drug dis- 
charges. 

Existing guidelines give little or no guidance to indi- 
viduals or service organizations assisting the individuals 
in preparing applications. Such applications would be more 
meaningful to the revieic boards if they were supported by any 
supplementary information or actions given weight in the boards’ 
considerations. At present there is some confusion about 
lghether iqritten character references or personal appearances 
help the ind-\ i ri,Iual’s cause or affect the boards’ delibera- 
tions. The military departments have promulgated no authorita- 
tive statements on these matters. 

The absence of feedback to assisting service organizations 
on the reasons for dispositions of applications handicaps 
their ef=orts to counsel and assi.st former service members \<ho 
file such requests. Moreover, if the information in an 
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individual’s service record is incomplete or inaccurate, as 
was alleged to us in a number of instances, then board dcci- 
sions reached solely on consideration of such data may not be 
equitable to the applicants. 

Convening reviex boards 
it unnecessarily costly and 
appear before these boards. 

only in the Washington area makes 
inconx-en ient for applicants to 

RECObE4ESDXT I OSS 

We recommend that the Secretary of .Defense: 

1. Direct the service Secretaries to de\-elop and pro- 
mulgate detailed guidelines or other instructions for 
use by individuals and by sex-ice organizations rcho 
assist them in preparing recharacterization applica- 
tions. To further the goal of eq-uitable treatment of 
all former members seekins recharacteri zntion, irre- 
spective of their branches of service, these guidelines 
ShO”’ = .wc.4z1 c-J- 

WILL lCL.LCLL a common position of all services on 
(a) whether character references and favorable 
employment histories are desirable to support ap- 
plications and (b) whether it is normally advanta- 
geous for the member or his representati-e to appear 
before the board. 

2. Instruct the service Secretaries to establish proce- 
dures under rqhich a copy of the brief of service 
record, presently prepared for board consideration, 
would be furnished to the applicant so he can furnish 
any additional information to make that record 
accurate and complete. 

3. Require the service Secretaries to establish proce- 
dures for periodically convening revitiw boards in 
major metropolitan areas, to provide ilidividuals 
greater opportunity for appearing before the boards 
and reduce their travel costs. 

4. Require the service Secretaries to have their review 
boards notify not only the applicants but also the 
assisting service organizations of (a) the boardsV 
dispositions of the cases and (b) the reasons for 
them. Such information can serve as a significant 
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precedent for ser;rice organizations in developing 
an effective counseling and assistance program. 

The Secretary of Defense does not agree that adopting 
the a3017e recommendations necessarily h;ould improve the review 
procedures D ijur recommendations are intended to make available 
to individcals and those counseling and assisting them sub- 
stantive and i)rocedural information to guide them in preparing 
as adequ;ie 2 case as possible to support recharacterization 
requests e A:.csrding to former service members and those who 
assist them, -:1:3 a’bsence of :.uch information IL’~S a problem. 
Knowle~l~e a1C<ir’: t: what service record information the boards 
consi&.r, b;rb~ ti-2~ character references and/or personal appear- 
ance 2-f the i:-.dividual or his counsel before boards is desir- 
able, ~nc! :;!:y b~artls denv or approve the upgrading of dis- 
chargt:5 czn :; . ..lr:ii:fy if not influence the individual’s approach 
in reqi.kstir,,: a rc*iiek;. 

Fj’ :. 
_ >AEf t’s tb!?l~shment of “Traveling Boards” in major metro- 

p IQ 1 j. ‘E ‘1’1 ” :y j-, ‘1 E‘ i‘ 5 is more costly th2n caint3ining one board in 
the :i,L5:iLl;:i,TL<.; dr;:a. The nonappearance panel of the Army’s 
Disck.a-r!;i :;>yi.ie:.; E,oard at the National Personnel Records 
Cent,? ::l St. i,:ti15 nppedrs to be an improverlent F;hich the 
Air Forzc? ar.2. tEln Na;r) should consider if such panels would 
expedite ti-.e r?view and disposition of applications. _ - 

44 



SCOPE OF EXAl!IN.4TION 

Our examination of the UOII recharacterization policy 
especially emphasized those actions taken after the Secretary 
of Defense issued t\<o policy memorandums on the subject. we 
examined the manner by h-hich DOI1 disseminated this policy 
within its own organization, to the public, and to affected 
individuals. 

In the Washington, D.C.; New York; and Los Angeles met- 
ropolitan areas, we contacted former service members, VA of- 
fices, public and private drug treatment centers, and govern- 
ment onploj- merit agcncles and tested their axiareness of this 
program. In addition, we examined the policies and procedures 
prescribed by the services for upgrading drug discharges. We 
also examined the ~a); the military review boards carried out 
their responsibilities under those policies. 

Informition from the Department of Transportation showed 
that few former Coast Guard personnel had other than honorable 
discharges because of drug involvement. Therefore we per- 
formed no further is-crk concerning the Coast Guard. 
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APPESDIB I 

CGnptrorler Ger.etal a: C.?? ‘inited States 
General hcssuntinz, 3f f ic? 
Washington, 3.C. Lc;h.5 

Dear Mr. Starts: 

l??o ‘:e~mtm:~t ~1:: D~fc-nie on AupxsL 13, 1971, announced i& 
~3uld revie:: t.:.c d: .;<:L~L[;~Y +~i rcldict servicerzen r;ho requaseed such 
2 revipw with .: viirv :q:?ards ch?i!ging his discharge status. ReporCs 
coming to -.E fron vsricus ex-C. 1. ‘s and frxn the Department of 

. . Defense irx:c.i:e tba’; the p,lan 5.z n?t warked well or has not worked 
at eii. Cxcr tile ;reseili: 5ys:c.d Ciir;e are cieiays of many months 

which cons:itu:z an sdditicnal hindrance to treatment. 

1 plan to re-introduce th%s legfslatinn in the next Congress 
and appreciate It if you would conduct a study of: 

THE3 STATlONERY PRINTED ON PAPER NAOE WITH RECYCLED FiBERS 



Honorable Elmer 9. Stnats 
December iS, 1972 

I. The number of such discharges that were given since 
June 27, 1950; 

2. The number U; sucis cases Leviewed since the Department 
of Defense directive of August 13, 1971; and, 

3. The disposition of these reviews. 

I wou!d like the above information broken down by month of 
review , the time period in Ghich the serviceman addict served, and 
who initiated the request for review. 

Also of value vould be a determination of how many such 
reviews are pending and an outline or‘ hov the review system operates 
within the Department of Defense. 

Further, I would appreciate an assessment of this procedure 
by the General Accounting Or’ Eice and by the addicts and treatment 
personnel involved at such places as the Veterans Administration 
facilfties for addict rehabilitation. 

If feasible, zake a deter-xi..= -Ition if the bulk. of ex-G.I. 
addicts and treatment personnel are even aware of the Department 
of Defense directive and that a rcvfew of discharge is possible. 

Finally, I --Quid appreciate recammenddtions bv the Gcvern- 
ment Accounting Office on ways in which the process of review could 
be accelerated and made more equitable if it is determined that the 
system has shortcomings in these ar.as. And, based on your study, 
I would like a recommendation from C.A.O. on the most feasible method 
automatic revie\: of such discharges could be brought about. 

Because of the urgency of this situation, I would appreciate 
a response to this request as soon as possible. 

With kind regards, I am 

S incere iy , 

Kember of Congfess 
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COFY APPENDIX II 

TE-TK DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WZHIKGTOS, D.C. 20301 

‘7 JUL 1971 

hAT;hAnR AT’JT-TiXC -rnR SPrrat3r;nc L.*-*.--*.-- .- J -I’- rrf thn X4ilitnr-z D~nartrnentq - VA. YII.L.,...aL&L” v,. *IL1 A.LL’*..-‘J -I--- --------- 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

, f 
SUBJECT : Rehabilitation of Drug Abusers 

Consistent with guidance from the President of the United 
States, it is the policy of the Department of Defense to encourage 
military members to S-Jbmit thems elve 3 voluntarily for treatment 
and rehabilitation under the Drug Identification and Treatment 
Program of the Department of Defense, 

Accordingly, evidence developed by, or as a direct or 
indirect result of urinalyses administered for the purpose of iden- 
tifying druig users may not be used in any disciplinary action under 
the Uniform Cc?de of Xilitary Justice or as a Sasis for supporting, 
in whole or part, 2.n administratitre discharge under other thin 
hcnorable cc.~:~!ition~. Similarly, a military memhzr may rot be 
subject to di scipliliary action under the 5 niform Code of hliiitary 
Justice or to administ-- I .itive action leading to a discharge under 
other thar ?+-.n:*:.?,?? co~lditior:s lor drug use solely because he ‘has 
volunteered for treztment under the Drug Identification and Treat- 
ment Frog. ‘ram of t’ke Department of Defense. 

This poli.cy does not exempt m:.litary members from dis- 
ciplinary or other legal consequences resulting from violations 
of other applica’ole laws axd r*zgulations, including those laws and 
~~gUlati~;l~ :ElZtiXg to the safe of drugs or the possession of sig- 
nific ant q-u: r-L ’ Ities of drugs for sale to others, if the disciplinary 
action is sc>ported by evidence not attributed to a urinalysis 
adminil;tc I 73 + for identification of drug abusers and not attributable 
solely t? their volunteering for treatment under the Drug Identifi- 
ca.tion and 7. reatment Program o f the Department of Defense. 

This policy is effective immediately and steps should be 
taken to insure its complete understanding and immediate com- 
pliance within the Armed Z’orces. 

/s/ David Packard 
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APPEXDIS III 
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APPE;iDIX III 

THIS IS TO CERTlFY THAT 

WAS DISCHARGED FROM THE 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

OX THE __- DAY OF 

BY REASON OF SENTENCE OF A 

----___---.---- .-- 

___-- - -__ -- -- ---.__ 

PREVlOUS LIJITIONS Or THIS FORY HAY BE GED. 
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’ XPPESDIX III 

PiXVlOUS EDIT!ONS OF THIS FORM MAY BE USED 
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APPE::DIX I I I 



. 

’ A P P E S D I X  III 
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APPENDIX IV 

This 110lic.y shall &pply 10 tl:osc scrvicc ixcmbci~,-; \‘.‘hosc cnst.as ;tre 
finalizC(1 01’ in process on or bciorc July 7, 1971. 
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THE SECRETARY OF OEFENr3E 
WASHINGTON D C. 20301 

APR 28 1972 

&~EMORANDULM FOR Secretaries of the Military Departments 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

SUBJECT: Review of Punitive Discharges Issued to Drug Users. 

Reference is made to Secretary Packard’s memorandum of July 7, 
197 1 T concerning rehabilitation and trcatmer,t of drug users, and my 
memorandum of F,ugL:st 33, 1971, subject: “Revievd of Discharges 
Under Other Than Honorable Conditions XsslJ.cd to Drug Users. ‘I 

My August 13, 197 1 memorandum estabiish.ed <he curre:lt Departmental 
policy that ad:ninist:a:ive discharges un?sr other ‘:hsn honor~bk cox:di- 
tions issued solely on the basis of perso:la 1. use of dr;l,-s or possession 
of *drugs for the purpose of such use mill be revie=*cd for recharacteriu 
zation to under honorable conditions. 

Et is my desire that this policy be expanded ‘to include punitive discharges 
and dismissals resulting from approved sentences of courts -martial 
issued solely fo: conviction cf personal use of drugs or posscssior. ot’ 
drugs for the purpose of such use. 

Review and recharacterization are to be effected, upon the application 
of former service members, utilizing the procedures and authority set 
forth in Title 10, United States Code, Sections 874(b), 1552 and 1553. 

This pdiicy i s applicable only to discharges which have been executed 
on or before July 7, 1971, or issued 2s a result of a case in process c 
on or before July 7, 1971. 

Former service members requesting a review will be n:tified of the 
results of the review. The Veterans’ Administration will also be 
notified of the names of former service members whose discharges 
are recharacterized. 
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APPENDIX VI 

CONTACTED 

Dt:partxznt of th? Army: 
Discharge Review Board 
Board for Correction of Nili- 

tary Records 

De;)aI-tment of the Navy: 
Discharge Review Ijoard (noze a] 
Eoartl for Correction of Naval 

Rccor3s 

a Xhen Marine Corps cases are being reviewed, three of the 
five members are :larine Corps officers. 
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APPEKDIS VII 

AGENCIES CONTACTED 

:f.$SHIKGTOX >~ETROPOLIT~ZX ARE-4 

Federal 

VA Headquarters 
Veterans Administration Assistance Center 
Veterans Administration Hospital 
Department of Labor, District of Columbia Manpower Administra- 

tion, Office of Employment 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, Executive 

Office of the President 

City 

District of Columbia Government, Department of Human Re- 
sources, Office of Veterans Affairs 

Narcotics Treatment Administration 
Drug Addict ion Detox Service Center 
Detox Abstinence Clinic 
Newton Street Clinic 
Model Cities Clini: 
D.C. General Hospital Community Addiction Treatment 

Center 
Emerge House 
Clifton Terrace Treatment Center 
Ceased Clinic 
Far East Addiction Treatment Service 
Narc Center 

County 

Prince Georges County Office of Veterans Affairs 
Prince Gcorges General Xospital Drug Clinic, Prince Georges 

County, :$iryland 
Youth-Family Drug Consultation Program, Flontgomery County, 

Maryland 
Drug Abuse Control Center, Fairfax County, Virginia 
Drug Abuse Program: Alexandria and Arlington County, Virginia 



APPENDIX VII 

Private clinics 

Second Genesis Incorporated, Prince Georges and Flontgomery 
Coun?ies ~ ?!;?rj’7_ ??A, r:;1 91-Y8x3ria, Virginia 

Regional Addiction Prevention, Incorporated, District of 
Columbia and 3ontgo~ery County, Maryland 

Service orgar!.ixations 

American Legion 
Veterar,s of Foreign !‘iars 
American Red Cross 

NEW YOI?!; .“ZTROPOLIT.4i\: AREA 

Federal 

State 

New York State E7:p!.3:.3en t Service, I4ew York Metropoiitan Area 
Nerlr York State SRS.CC; i: ,itldlction Control Commission 
New York State ‘VTeteran .?l:clzi.rs - Counseling Service 

county 

Nassau County Vet.+rans Service ;Qency 

Citv L 

New York City Ild6iction SerTbrices Agency 
New York City 3ivision of i’ezerans Affairs 

Private agencies 

Project Return 
Encounter 
Lower Easlsidc Service Center 
Greenr::ich Iioxse 
Exodus House 
Odyssey Flcure 
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APPENDIX VII 
\ 

Private agencies (continued) 

Reality House 
Community Narcotic Action Center 
Daytop Village, Inc c 
S.E.R.A. 

LOS ANGELES :IETROPOLITAN AREA 

Federal 

VA : 
Veterans Assistance Office 
Drug Treatment Programs: 

Sepulveda Veterans Administration Hospital 
Brentrirood Veterans xdminis tration Hospital 

Bureau of Prisons: 
Federal Correction Institute, Terminal Island 

State 

Department of Veterans Affairs 
Department of Human Resources 

Development (except Watts Office) 
Watts Office 

Department of Mental Hygiene : 
Metropolitan State Hospital 

Department of Corrections: 
California Rehabilitation Center 

Department of Rehabilitation 

County (Los Angeles unless otherwise indicatedj 

a 

Department of Military 5 Veterans Affairs 
Veterans Outreach Program 

(East Los Angeles Office) 
Veterans County Service Officer 

(Orange County) 
Health Department 

County Drug Clinic, Venice 
Los izngclcs County Drug Abuse 

Coalition 
Pasadena Community Relations 

Drug Project 
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APPENDIX VII 

County (continued) 

Pasadena Drug Abuse Coalition 
Compton Drug Coalition 
NA4P, Inc. 
Verdugo Hills Coalition 
Venice Drug Coalition 
Hollywood-Kest Hollywood Drug 

Coalition 
Los Angeles 3iethadone Council 
Long Beach Coalition 
Cerritos Drug Abuse Coalition 
Echo Park-Silver-lake Coalition 
Chicano Caucas 
San Gabriel Valley Drug Service Forum 
Centinella Valley Drug Abuse Coalition 
South Bay Dru, 0 Abuse Coalition 
Asian American Drug Coalition 

Private clinics 

Bridgeback, Inc. 
Los Angeles Free Clinic 
Central City Bricks 
Hollywood Sunset Free Clinic 
North Hollywood Free Clinic 
South Bay Free Clinic 
San Vincenti Free Clinic 
Synanon 
Compton Social Service Clinic 
Foothill Free Clinic 
Tuum Est 
El Project0 Del Barrio 
Impact 
Cry Heip 

Service organizations 

American Legion 
Veterans of Foreign Ic'ars 
Veterans Counseling 6 Guidance Service (OEO funded) 
Vietnam Veterans Against the War 
UCLA Drug Treatment Program 
Community Legal Assistance Center (OEO funded) 
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APPENDIX VII 

County hospitals 

Mgr+in Lzthpr King, Jr, General Hospital &.,%&A -A.- 
Ranch0 Los knigcs fIospita1 

Mental health regional services 

Narcotics Prevention Project 
Community Health Services 
County Methadone Program 
El Monte Detox County Clinic 
Los Angeles Cowty Detox 
Los Angeles Cotlnty Mental Health Clinic 
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3. NATURE OF SEPARATION OR TYPE OF DISCHARFE RECEIVE!, 

i 
+NOTE: Piavy zzd Ma&e corps sllach dicchw~s cerZiffco?f. 

‘7. I REQUEST THE FOLLOWIN CORRECTIVE ACTION BE TAKEN: 

3. DATE AND PLACE OF SEPARATIOH 

___--- -  

SUBMlTTED TN SUPPORT OF APPLICATION IS LISTED BELO% *ND FORYIAROFO. (Affide&s of wlmssase may be oeed rf 
tliav mey cppear ,n person. Afirdsv:tr musf bs notar~zsd. Yw mev aleo aubm!! a brrel cm?sin~o$ arguments In nuppon of eppl!ce- 

1 MAKE THE FOREGOiNG STATEMENTS AS A PART OF MY kPPLlCATlON WITH FULL KffOWLEDGE OF TtkE PENALTIES INVOLVED FOR 
WILLFULLY HAKIYG A FALSE STATEMENT. (Ll. S. Cods. Txtfe 18. Sectron 1001. IonnarIy Ssctton 80, provides e penalty es follows: A ma=- 
Jmurn ffno of $lO,OOO or ms~mtm imprlscmmant of 5 yeere. or both.) 

,-SF0 CITY AND STATE 

c -- 
-I SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT 

3 NEXT OF KIN ’ -; ‘-htAL REPRESENTATIVE 2 SURVIVING SPOUSE 
--  ------.---. 

tgnarure by mar!: (SJ .mL:6t be *.rrnaeaed hy two paremzs to -*cm Iha appllcnnl 18 pareonally well Imom. 

-- 

AN3 *o”aESS OF PERSON W,TNESSING ?.8-.RK SIGNATURE AND A3DRESS OF PERSON WITNESSIHC MARK 

--------- ----r- 



1) 

APPFNDIX I’1 I I 

Do not use :h~s form II discharged by reason 0: sentence 
;) GEWRAL cotxr ?&ARTML - Use DD Form 149. 

if you wish to be represented by Counsel, you KC i. 

1. Furnish Counsel at your own espense. 
Attach ortginal discharge certifxate maw and Marine 

corps only) 
2. Choose a Counsei from the following list of organ- 

uations, any one ci ,\!:,ich will furnish tepesenta~lon at no 
Ail evidence not aLready ixiuded n your military or charge to you. 

naval record must be sbmittad by you before the date set for 

hearing. Since all evidence shmitred will be retalncd 03 ftie 
Either of the above methods will be at no espexe to the 

nrth your applicailon, it is swgcstsd that ertra cop:es be pre- 
Government Government Counsel will ooe be furnished. 

pared for your information if you so desire. The Revlex Boards American Red Cross 
io not secure ekldence for you. 

Rev:en Boards of the Amy, Navy, Marine corps, Coaae 
&ard and Au Force converse in Fask~ton, D. C. Ycu may 
appear before the Board in person. Howevs:, thxa is not PEG- 
iatory. (Your e.o,oectrance and the eppmsnce of wihesses II? 
YOW behoif wi11 be at no expense LO t.?e Government.) Lf you 
itate on yov applicetion that you ~~11 appear before the Eoard 
.n person and fall to do so without previous satisfactory at- 
‘angemene wlrh the Boar, such fall.ze ~~11 be cor?~Cereci as 
? waiver of aypenraoce and your case v+111 be reviewer? on the 

?vlden:e contained in your military or naval record. 

American Legion (@‘ar’ilrttma service only) 

American Veterans of k”h’ n 

Catholic War Veterans, inc. 

Disabled American Veterans 

Jewish I$~33 Vetarans of the U. S. A. 

Veterans of Foreign Fars 

UP0.V C~~PLETIOS, WdlL I-FIX APPLICATIOM AS FOL LO’&‘S: - --- -- _- r 

ARMY j HAVY AND MAR:b;IE CORPS COAST GUARD AIR FORCE 
4 

CO, U. S. Army Recorda Navy DIacharge Kevxw Board I Corr.rr.andane, ICED) AH Force Section 

Center, TP.GO washLn@on 25, D. C. : U. S. Coast Guard , !illLtsry Personnel Records Center 

9700 Page 6Ivd.. 
General Sernces Admi~ls~~~n 

se. Louis 32. I 
l-?-o+“terR 97cH) Page Blvd. 

, Washington 2.5, u. C. 
: 
I St. LOULS 32, himsour 

bllSSOUJ1 
I 

I 

i 
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. APPENDIX IX 3 : 'I' ,?'l, .ij .? :ri+ & 

- ---- 

” 8 6ELIE’,E ThE RECORD TO 8E Ik ERROR OR bNJUST IS THi FGLLOWIYG PARilCULARS: 

). I\ SuPPCRT CC THIS 4PPLICATIO% I SilMlT AS E.iZE’.Ti T’IE cOLLO*lhlG: (If Veterans Administration records ar* 
pert*ncnt to your cilse. g,vc Reg,onal offIce location end CIsln Mumber.) 1 

4’ 3. THE DATE OF THE DISCOVERY OF THE ALLEGE0 ERROR OR INJUSTICE WAS . b. IF MORE THAk 
THREE YEARS SINCE THE ALLEGES ERROP CR IhJbSllCE WAS DISCOVERED, STATE WHY THE BOARD SHOULD FIN0 IT IN THE 
INTEREST OF JUSTICE TO CONSIDER THIS APPLICATIOY. 

ED,T,yd 3F TH15 FORkI h3T HIVIt-; SSf’f IS 3BSDLETE , ‘ER JUN 69 
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APPE:;DIX IX 

IHSTRUCTIOb6 

1. For det.i*led lofomatton see: 
Air Fltrre Regulation 31-3 

d.fmy Megulat ions 15-135 

Cnast Guard. Code of Federal Regulations 
Ttt Te 33, Part 52 

Navy. ,NAVEXOS P-473, as revised 

I 
quired to insure full and tmpartIal ron~l :* I r’tcn of d;’ 
pltcattons. Appearances and reprc~nrat LI nh ace yermittcG 

at no erpose to the Coverwent when d hearing -5 n.ttor- 

ized. 

8. ITE# 11. State the specific correction of record Qeslred. 

2. Submit original only of this form 
9. TTEY 12, In order to justify correctton of a m;lt:ary or 

naval record, it IS oecessary for you :o show to the sc.t- 

3. Ccxnpl?rz ‘Ill 1tefns. If tbe questton is not ap- isfactlca of the Board, or It must othew~se sstlsfa 

plicsble, mark--“None”. torily appear, that the alleged entry or omission In t h* 

4. Tf space IS tnsuffrctent; use “Remarks” or attach 
record was tn error or unjust. Evldeoce may tacl&e affl- 

addttiooal sheet rf necessary. 
davlts or signed testimxy h:f wttn+-~s??~. ex?(ure: ur?*>f 
oath, and a brlef of arglvnents supr~~rt ICC appllcartcn. 

5. Varlons veterans and service organtzatlons furnisb 
counsel without charge. These orpanizatioos prefer 1 

evidence not already :oclJded 1s jnJr ieim!-.: n;ss: be rut 
mttted by you. The responstbthity for +xurlng ots ev; 

that arraoaements for reprcseotstton be made through dence rests with you. 
loca! posts or chapters. 10. TTF& 14. 10 Ii. S. C. 155P: provtI.~s that no cnriect ton P%! 1, 

6. List all attachments or inclosures. made unless request is made *‘:L::!, -Yiee years aftrr th6 II- 
covery of the error or i9JUStl:e, ScC *ha: the icard 1.:~ =I 

7. ITERS 9 and 10. Personal appearance of you and your cuse fa:lure to flleulthtn three :iears af:er d~sio’gerr I’ 
witnesses or representation by ccucsel ts not re- finds It to be in the x:terest of ;~sr:ce. 

YGi L C,%PtETEfr I,PPLlCBT!i%S TO AF?I:ZpR I ATE ACS?ESS 9E?C% 
--- 

---- 
i 

- 
-- GWIY f BGYY !iiD tIf:R 1 FE CO’?S f C3AST G?L?O BiR FCQCE -.. 

Army Board for Correction Board for Correcricn of U.S. Coast Guard 
af Military Records Naval Records ATTN: Senior hiember L’SAF%(PC T.4b P~?DRAIE 1 
Department of the Army Department of rhe Navy Board for Correction of RANDOLPH AFB TES ‘d i-7’. 
U’ashingron, D.C. ZOjlO ~astiingtc.r. U.C. 2Oj70 Coast Guard Recctds 

Washington. D.C. 20531 

?EMARKS 
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ASSIS-I-Ah r SECRE‘T A[?Y OF DEFENSE 
WA5;HINGTOh U C 20301 

1 AUG 1972 

MANPOW CR A’\‘2 
RESERVE Ab-FAl’i5 <. 

MEMORAKDUL’I FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SU33ECT: Review ;ii P-.3 -*‘PCS and Procedures Relating to Information rL-Lt*. 
on s epara~~on D~cc.~men?s and Department of Defense Policy 
on InVaSiOil of Pri\.acy 

Your memorandum tc me of 1 March 1972 expressed concern that the 
practices and procedu- -es used to record certain I!crsor,nel information 
on discharge forms m;ly be incol,sicter: \x.rith our pokey directive which 
protects against iniraslon of pril;acy of ihe individual. 

The discharge prC:cticcj and procedures as well as the policy protecting 
against invasion of privacy have been revicwtid. My detailed findings 
are attached. 

When a member is separated from the IvG.litary Service, he is furnished, 
in addition to his Discharge Certiflcatc, a iorm entitled “Armed Forces 
of the United Stat-es Report of Transfer or Discharge (DD Form 214)” 
which reflects numerous items of personnel iniormatioc including the 
type of discharge, reason and authority. A copy of the DD Form 214 is 
retained by the LIilitary Services and used principally as a summary of 
personnei inform,: tion concerning a member’s active service. Anottier 
copy of the DD Form 214 is furnished to the Veterans Administration 
and to the Selective Service System for their official use. 

Through the )-ears, non-Governmental employers have learned that this 
document contains certairr information, such as the type of d&charge and 
reason for discharge, training received, and Job specialty, which may 
b? of interest to them. Aithough the reason for discharge is codified by 
the use of the SeparAtion Pro gram r\;l;mbers (SPNs) rather than narrative 
des criptivns : recent criticism Las alleged that those Service members 
w’no receive honorable or general discharges for unfavorable reasons 
(particularly SPNs ior drug abuse or alcoholism) are unnecessarily 
stigmatized or embsrrassed by the appc arance of this adverse informa- 
tion on ~.he DD Form 214. However, it should he noted that over 90 
.f- r"rCCI:t tii ti,e G:ii rri:] lion members disck?rged anu\laiiy receive hon- 
o;-aL:c tl3~r.~r;‘:s ir/: rC.2LjOTL!, OChci- :kin ?;!:favoratlc. These me;nbcrs 
.< : .< -: *d 5 t: ; i _ c 2.3 I‘ _ :’ ,er. ?, j i 7 r- . . -. <’ i; ki ~1 ~~77-:~>!r;~;mcnt ;~nci in st:cking \rariou:; 
Ver.er&rrh t’ir~nllrli,~I...!;.~:; nr.1: s: .ite ‘.‘elf. riLI1lj’ :jttncfits. The DD Form 2 14 
iiliGVz*S ?her-~-, :r; ~!s:.~:‘)j?Sh Ii.6 ir i.liclbii;;y fc~r Veterans bellciits quickly 
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B, believe that our prf;ser;& p-coccddres involving the Discharge Certificate 
and DD Form 21.I 3r~ ~ieci:<~;ii-;, for iegitimntc admInistrative purposes, 

and are basically vaiid. I have also concluded that ihe practices and 
procedures are) in generai, conjis:cn t with the policy against invasion 
of privacy. 

However, I hcz.,re identified L~ o dcficienciej: which contribtzlc to possible 
embarrassment 3r stigmatization oi some former Service me,mbers. 
These defects will be corrected. 

The first concerns access to the Service publications which list the 
Separation I>rogra:ri FZc~bers (SF>;: ,. ‘I’h~sc n::mt,crs identify the rea- 
sol?s for discharge i:-! !le:; of r(-LYl.L?i-“‘e r;+:scriptions* Ikpartment of 
Defense polic;; and Ser.:ice r~::~;ui~:;_ons p ro!li’uit the disclosure oi personal 
information I such as &a? fotlnd on discharge forms, to non-Governmental 
srganizatiorls aI-:d isdi\risu~L .:-;r-s.s such disclasc:e is specifically 
authorized in tvritiiig b:; io~l:i r 3;: :T.rice members. How ever I the Army 
and Air Force do llot restri:; CiCCFICjS tc t’heir lists of SPXS. The Navy 
and Marine Corks rcs:rlct E.;LT’s~ :o t;^,.eir lid?-s by marking them “Frjs 
Official Use Only” and “For i:iierxal Gsc Qniy. ” The practice of unre- 
stricted access to these lists ks been criLicizec3 as permitting some 
embarrassmeni GT stig;r:atizatio;l w‘ncre non--Governmental organizations 
oz employers have cjbt_a, ned tile listings ihrough normal publication 
sources. 

The second area concerns Departmental instructions which permit t&e 
use of some narrative terms xvith certain SP??s when the reasons for 
discharge are based on established facts (for example, fraudulent 
enlistment, absence cvithout leave, desertion, conviction by military or 
civil court). This procedure can be construed as being inconsistent 
with our intent to a\,oid stigm:q.tizstion of former Service members. 
Such terms as unsuitabilit-;, ir,aptitude, unfitness, misconduct, homo- 
sexuaiity, drug ab::se, -!cohc!ism and other reasons involving mental 
c;i moral issues, which constitute the basis for discharge, are not used. 
1 believe that 157~ 31se of any narrative should be terminated. 

As a result of tkAs review, an ancillary matter has been raised. This 
deals with whctner the reason.;; for discharge may be too restrictive 
and whether additional SPNs si~ould be a\-ailable to distinguish different 
reasons for discharge. This issue is particuiarly evident in cases 
involving drug abuse and ~lcoholisrn. Ncvertht!less, its scope could 
include any -1nfsvor;ibic ri’ason ;or dischnrgc such as homosexuality, 
absence without le;~vc, desertioll, unsuitability or \ulfitncss. 
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APPEXIlIS XI 

A iurther cxam~nationk?‘ the rtldsonS ;or cilschai’ge snould be maae. 
For example, it may be appropriate to provide commanders more 
flexibility in dea lil- Lg with drug or alcohol dtscharges, and to have 
-f-.9-c. t$&ap& =pcl l&l” .L G <pi\! frlr dr12g ahrrsp ny alC@hnlism. .b VA. &. *v- .-- __L ___. 

X recommend: 

1. That no changes be made to the present system of.recording 
personal information on separation forms, except that: 

a. master lists of SPNs be restricted from non-Governmental 
organizations and individuals; 

b. the use of a narrative description to identify the reason for 
discharge be terminated. 

2. That the Secretaries of the Military Departments, in conjunction 
with the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and 
Reserve Affairs), examine further into the reasons for dischLrge to 
determine whether additional reasons and SPNs are necessary or 

esirable. 

Concurrences have been received from Mr. J. Fred Buzhardt, The 
General Counsel and Brig. General George J. Hayes, Principal Deputy, 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (&&Lj. 

If you approve these recommendations, I will dispatch the attached 
instructions to the Secretaries of the Military Departments. 

Encl 

Di 

Roger % Kelfey 
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DETAILED FINDINGS 

APPEXDIS XI 

Findings are based upcn an examination and evaluation of DOD 
T.-leC%-*.Ci;~+.a l22.L 1 J-ILULA UCCIVIL Id-.". A) "bUL.YLIUIL*UCL".. ..I 4. -.*.I "c+a=Jf~rJ~-3t:nn nf 'F;'c)7-p"s 0 ,R,qqyt Qf Trap-sff=r 

or DisL:;:,Y&e ?f -b:"I clmbers of the Armed Forces of the United States 
(DD Form 214 CC:-~~.S),” August 26, !968; DOD Instruction 1344. ll,* 
“Preservation 2: Perso:~al Privacy of Members of the Armed Forces, ‘I 
Septembc r 22, i97G; and Military Department comments to various 
questions posed to them by my office regarding the overall system of 
recording varisus information on separation documents. 

?lJhcn a person is separated from the Military Service, he is furnished 
a form entitled “Armed Forces of the United States Report of Transfer 
or D.ischarge (DD Form 214).” The DD Form 214 provides: 

1. The recipierlt with a, brief, clear-cut record of a term of active ----_ 
service with the Xrmed Forces when he is transferred, released or 
discharged iron.1 th?,t term of active service, or when he undergoes a 
change of status or component while on active duty; 

2. Various Governmonntal asencies (including the Vetkrans Admin-’ ---.- ----I_ 
istration, the Se!e~.ri~;e stir\.’ .rce System and the United States Emlploy- 
ment Service of the Department of Labor) with an authoritative source 
of information which they requir e in the administration of Federal and 
State laws applying to personnel who have been discharged from active , 
duty, otherwise released, or transferred to a Reserve component of 
the Armed Forces ; and 

3. The Militarv Services with a source of active service information 
for administrative purpose;, to include determination of eligibility for 
enlistment or reenlistment. 

The DD Form 214 reflects the character of discharge (honorable, under 
honorable conditions, under conditions other than hon~rabfe, or dishon- 
orable), the reason for discharge (SPN and in some cases a narrative 
description) and the authority for discharge (citation of Service discharge 
regulation). This form is in addition to the Discharge Certificate. 

Upon separation, a copy of the DD Form 214 is also furnished to the 
Veterans Administrat;on and to the appropriate State Director of the 
Selective Service System. The h/lilitary Service concerned retains a 
COPY * Copies arc. not furnishc d to non-Covcrnmcntal organizations or 
other irldividuai~ . In a c -orcl.;~:icc \vith Dc*p:rrtment of Dclfcnse instruc- 
tions , the MiliLry Scrviccs will not, in the absence of written 
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authorization from the. former member, furnish a copy of the form or 
information on the farm to non‘-Gvernmental organizations or 
individuals. Prospective empio yers or others are required to obtain 
L1. 2 - - f-..--.c:c., c-,.r., ullb iiiLu~~~~auu~~ AAVL~L ~~~~ uwI-+-vu- +Ln cona rarer4 member. -----*-- - - . The Services will 

furnish the separatea T~:CIIL~F;~ ,V;.,, l::f9rm~tion he requests. 

However, one aspect of th:? sy-stem does allow the possible “disclosure” 
of certain information reflected on the DD Form 214. The “separation 
program IlWiber” (SPX) i.5 used instead of a narrative statement to 
show the reason for sep~r aticn in order to afford the individual some 
prOteCtiOi1 frcm. pGSSlbl3 s_lg;r~~atization which could result from words 
used to describe the reason for scparaticn. L$ost SPNs reflect routine _ 
reasons for separar.isrr ic--+ e~a~r*ple, 1-w - expii-azion of term of service, 
retirement, etc. ). Szxr3 reflect adverse reasons. For example, one 
SPN {38<) identifi:s as t!:e rcascn for discharge “unfitness - drug 
abuse. Ii Only an i:2di\5d~~al who is administratively separated from 
military service L ._ ~~-cz.u5e rnf tmjfitnes s based on drug abuse will receive 

the SF!< 584, rttg;~rti~~:ss :;i’ tIie nature of the Discharge Certificate 
received. The SxJ>J 1’ ,-si’ ,JGC~S only the reason for discharge, and not 
the character 0.i service, ‘.I?!-.e SPN does not appear on the Discharge 
Certific~.te, or2.y on t”c 371, Form 214. Consequently, an individual 
who, under the d:-t; u~~I~ai-~~ie screening and identification policy now 
in effect is admir,istrzt.ivelY- discharged for drug abuse with a General 
Discharge (under nf-~r.~~~*:~‘ji~ renditions), will receive SPN 384 on his 
DD Form 2 1-t. 

4 

Examination of an indic-idual’s DD Form 214 by a prospective employer 
vrould normally reqVres~l onivran.SPN a.s a reason for discharge. Expiana - 
tion of the SPN v>ouid have to be provided by the individual if he so 
desires. However, txc..l-:.Cs‘: LLC listing of standard SPNs and their 
meanings is not restric:ed be)’ the Arm-y and Air Force, various larger 
firms have obrained them through normal Government publication out- 
lets. Cons cqacntly , zi~~se prospective employers can identify the 
Lldividual’s r~a~c+n :Q: discharge. 

To this extent, it is L+ rgued tha t the practice of unrestricted access 
permits a prosp- . itive emj>ioyt.:r to invade a member’s privacy even 
though the individual does not desire to have the reason for his dis- 
charge knov:n. On the other hind, it is chimed that a former Service 
member need not show his DD Form 214 to a prospective employer if 
he does not desire. 
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APPE;;L,I S :;I I I 

hfAN?=\WER AND 
RESCRVE AFFAIRS 

Mr. James T. Hall 

ASSISTAN-t- SECRETASY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D. c. 20301 

21 SEP 1973 

Associate Director 
Federal Personnel and Compensation Division 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Hall: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review ycur draft of the report, FPC 37, 
“Opportunities to Improve Otitreach and Effectivcncss of Review of Other 

<~,Than Honorable Discharges Given Service Members Because of Drug 
Involvement. ” (OSD Case 83673) The approach to our review was to con- 
sider your draft recommendations and to provide detailed comments that 
refine the analyses contained in the report. 

Comments on the recommendations and suggestions are in Tab A. The 
detailed recommendations for the draft repcrt dre provided in Tab B. 
The rationale in Tab A is elaborated in Tab B. [See GAO note I.] 

In consideration of our detailed comments, it should be understood that 
the Department of Defense memoranda on recharacterization of drug 
abuse discharges added to the established charters of the Board for Cor- 
rection of Military Records and the Discharge Review Boards to correct 
errors or injustices and to review discharges. The new policy states 
that discharges issued prior to July 7, 1971, under other than honorable 
conditions, solely for the personal use or possession of drugs for such 
use would, upon application, receive review of their discharge for pos- 

sible recharacterization. With Purli 2 clearly defined parameter, addi- 
tional guidance is not deemed advisable. More aggravated cases not 
within this policy, but wherein injtsLires may have occurred, will con- 
tinue to be considered as before. 

[Is] [See GAO note 2.1 

Reference is also made to the comments on page 30 of the draft report, 
“The consensus of the administrators was that the DOD program is too 
narrow...(and)... that the DOD’S policy of discharge recharacterization 

GAO notes: 
1. Tab B has not been included in this report because of its length. 

2. This page nu;nber has been changed to correspond to the page num- 
ber of this report. 



should be expanded. . , ” The Department of Defense position does not 
support such Liews. There is no justifiable basis to purge a veteran’s 
iECOid Of 2 1’ . i I??Cidb~~~u a-+= and actions related to his conduct during service 
tenure in which drugs v:ere involved. The standards of r,Tilitary behzvior, 
performance and discipline must be maintained. An Individual’s clemon- 
strated conduct resulting from his use or abuse of drugs must be evalu- 
ated and necessary disciplinary or administrative action taken as required. 
Recharacterization of discharges for other than injustice or sole personal 
use is not considered appropriate. 

A further relaxation of policies relative to drug offenses could encourage 
drug abuse as a separation route from military service which entails 
little or no adverse legal consequence. or a:!ministrative record. Depart- 
ment of Defense policy continues to be tc, e;~cour~gc t‘he drug abuser to 
seek treatment voluntarily and thus av=i d the possibility of a punitive or 
undesirable discharge for more aggravated incidents. Additionally, your 
attention is invited to the provisions of the Exemplary Rehabilitation 
Certificate. 

Your report has provided an opportunity to improve the outreach and 
effectiveness of the review of other than hcnorable discharges given 
ex-service members because of drug abuse. 

Again, let me express an appreciation for the opportunity to review the 
draft report. Pf additional assistance is needed, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

PrincipalDeputp 

Enclosures 
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APPEl4lIX XIII 

Uepr;rLi:.c;>t 2: -..A.__--- - ;)cfs-se Fo;ition CT) ?.ecommendations and Su&eations wb.L-2--.----- ---- 

Toe 9spartmsnr of Defense agrees with the following recommendations: 
I0 -provide greater circularization (of the policies relating to re- 

of undesirable and punitive disiharzcs isslied prior to 
I, L4r tclc sole oerscnal use of drujijj tJ drug treatment centers / 

e::ploym2nt agencies. 

Zreat~r circularization l;ill be provided to drug treatment centers and 
c 1 i ~14 cs ‘C . dGJt?V:e r ) ::2 rcc,x:xnd the use of the ::ational Inventory of 
g L- ,d a-7 T.ccatKe~lt Pro 'T"-,:s _.- _._.. 'L---.--- - __, recentiy published, rather than the I;~t%~l 
Crrec tar-r or Lru~: iL2.i~e 'Treatxnt ‘r)roTrai".s ---_-- -* -n-v..._A.--.-------- =-, 1972. 

3 
La To reo11cst t!?,?? _-  1 L the Secretary of the Army advise applicants of the 

i:isl harg2 i<t-&il9: ;~d:,: ~..:.a Urc ‘;UTIli’d dZ:in of their right to resubmit to 
;-?c Shard for Correction of Nilityry &cords. 

3. Tc? direct the Secretaries of the Xifitary Departments to provide 
sl2fficient staff to neet agreed u?on goals for processing time of the Boards. 

S;iret.:rics of the Xlitary Departments c;ill be requested to provide suf- 
fj . . -it:nz staff to meet established processing goals for all types of cases. At 
i!i;’ ?..?YI~ time thC?;: T*.+ !I -tit: aS’nf?Ci to establish a policy of expediting the proc- 
essin? of applicatioxs requesting recharacterization where the drug abuse 

_ .: 
i*i~CiS~~l (2) tr?LltECilt and/or (b) rehabilitation needs of the individual appli- 
c3rt Indicate priority reviex. Siic:il re;riew should be in consonance with the 
previu~ly published policies. 

4. To establish consistent criteria for each of the services. 

Vnile implemer!tation of the drug abuse discharge recharacterization policy 
leas been cons<stent among the Kilitary Services, reporting criteria are 
different. Cxsistent r&porting criteria will be established. 

5. To seek the oppxtunity to brief Congressional committees on Separa- 
tion Program Susbcr (CPS) policies. 

PIemb2rs of my staff are available to provide information to Congressional 
Committees on Separation Program Number (SPN) policies. 

The Dcpsrtm,ent of Defense does not agree with several of the recommen- 
dations or suggestions as folloigs: 
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1. To direct the Secretary of the PIavy to reconsider the additional 
review and endorsement of the Discharge Review Board. 

Rationale: Authority for this review provided for in 10 USC 1553(b) is 
discretionary. Additionaiiy, -m-e-: t‘he Department ui the iu'avy is o~t;~~zed Jif- 
ferently that1 is either t;.c Army or the ;:i.r Force. Therefore, their require- 
ments are different. 

2. To develop and promulgate detailed guidelines in applications. 

Rationale: The two application forms, DD Form 149 and DD Form 
29rare designed to be simple and have self-contained instructions. 
Applications under the drug abuse recharacterization policy need only 
show that the discharge fell under the purview of the policy. 

3. To promulgate 3 common position whether letters of character 
reference and favorable employment are desirable. 

Rationale: Character references are of value only if they deal with 
the respective term of military service. A firm position on the desira- 
bility of references may thwart deserving applicants from including them. 
The individual has the right to include anything that he thinks will assist 
his case. 

4. To promulgate a common position regarding personal appearances 
of applicants. 

Rationale: Tt would appear inappropriate to issue any guidelines that 
might be construed as counseling against personal appearances. 

5. To provide a brief of the record to the individual. 

Rationale: These are not adversary proceedings and copies of the 
service member's personnel record are available to the member either 
from the respective Service or from the sational Personnel Records 
Center (GSA). All veterans should be knowledgeable of the circumstances 
of their discharge. 

6. To establish "Traveling Boards" in major metropolitan centers. 

Rationale: -- Expense is a deterrent. Additionally, the infrequent visits 
may cause greater delay than is possible through the centralizea methods. 
Professional assistance for applicants through voluntary organi7stions is 
available in the Washington, D. C. area. Each Service should be allowed 
to provide for the Boards meeting the processing goals to be established. 
A good example of this is the Army's nonappearance panel of its Discharge 
Review Board at the National Personnel Records Center. 



, 

. APPETmX XI II 

7. To notify assistinc, serv' Ace organizations regarding disposition. 

c 

R3tionele: 
ViZ 

Release of such information without the applicant's request 
.2;es the Freedom oi Infom2tion Act. Sotifyilig such organizations is 

the responsibility of the individual. Notification would be proper onljr if the 
app!.jcc:nt has waive5 his rights of privacy with respect to the VP+PI-P-Y? 
organiz&ci3n in-Jolved. 

8. To notify assisting service organizations regarding reasom for 
deterninations. 

Ratiozlale: The subjective judgment of the Board is to decide Lhether 
or not the case falls under the purview of DOD policy. I:0 specific reason 
may exist. hl.so, the Freed0.z of Informtion Act restricts the release 
of such infomation unless the individual so requests. 

t 
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. 
Mu, Frank Fi, >iikus 
Assistant Director 
Elanpower and r ' 's;' Isleirare Div!.-i.on 
U, S, General Accounting Oifice 
Room I-37, Lafayette Bxilding 
811 Vermont Avenue, x O W (I 
Washington, D. C. 20420 

Dear Mr, Mikus: 

We have reviewed your draft report entitled, 
"Opportunities to Improve Outreach and Effectiveness of 
Review of Other Than Honorable Discharges Given Service 
Members Because of Drug Involvement", and arc in egree- 
ment with the findings, recommendations, and suggestions 
presented,, 

Considering the responsibilities of this Agency 
in behalf of veterans, we support the intent of this report 
as well as the request which caused the review to be made, 
Further, with reference to recoznendation number 4 on page 
59, we would support discontinuance cf the practice of 
entering Separation Program Number (SPN) codes which indicate 
the reason for discharge on the individualfs capy of the 
Report of Discharge or Transfer. 

We are pleased to note that activities of the 
Veterans Administration are reported favorably, We are 
sure an even better job can be done with more adequate 
guidelines, criteria, and feedback, as brought out in 
this report, 

T A. 15 n cl t e : This page number has been Izhanged to 
correspond to the page number of this report. 



l APPENDIX XIV 

c 

Mr, Fran!: :\ I, Xkus 
Assistant Director 
Nanpower and Welfare Division 
'iis GAO 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft, 
If you have any questions concerning our corrments, my staff 
fill be available, 

/ 
.,’ 

_’ FRED B, RHODES 
Deputy Administrator 
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* APPEXDIX XV 

\ 
PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF DOD XXD 

)fILITARY DEPARTIIENTS RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES 

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPCRT 

Tenure of office 
From To - 

DEPARTFtENT OF DEFENSE - 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE: 
Dr. James R. Schlesinger 
Elliott L. Richardson 
klelvin R. Laird 

DEUPTY SECRETARY OF DEFEXSE: 
William P. Clements 
Kenneth Rush 
Vacant 
David Packard 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(f&!NPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS): 

William K. Brehm 
Carl W. Clewlow (acting) 
Roger T. Kelly 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(HEALTH A1jD ENVIROh'?IENT) 
(note a): 

Dr. Richard S. Wilbur 
Dr. Louis H. Rousselot 

July 1973 
Jan. 1973 
Jan. 1969 

Jan. 1973 
Feb. 1972 
Jan. 1972 
Jan. 1969 

Present 
July 1973 
Jan. 1973 

Present 
Jan. 1973 
Feb. 1972 
Dec. 1971 

Sept. 1973 Present 
June 1973 Sept. 1973 
Mar. 1969 May 1973 

July 1971 
Jan. 1968 

Present 
July 1971 

DEPARTIIENT OF THE ARMY 

SECRETARY OF THE ARlilY: 
Howard H. Callaway 
Robert F. Froehlke 

Elay 1973 
July 1971 

Present 
May 1973 
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APPEI;DIX XV 

.Cr 

Tenure of office 
From TO - 

DEPARTFIEKT OF TIIE AR!lY (continued) 

-rDr 
r UNDERSECRETARY OF THE AR:N: 

Vacant July 1973 
Kenneth E. Belieu Sept. 1971 
Thaddeus 2. Beal Mar. 1968 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY: 
John Iv. Warner 
John H. Chafee 

31ay 1971, 
Jan. 1969 

ASSISTKU'T SECRETARY OF THE IiAVY 
(MANPOl\rER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS): 

James E. Johnson June 1971 
Robert H. Willey (acting) Apr. 1971 
James D. Hittle blar. 1969 
Vacant Feb. 19 69 
Randolph S. Driver Apr. 1968 

COMMANDANT OF THE :.lARINE CORPS: 
Gen. Robert E. Cushman, Jr. Jan. 1972 
Gen. Leonard F. Chapman, Jr. Jan. 1968 

DEPARTJIEKT OF THE AIR FORCE 

SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE: 
John L. kLucas 
Robert C. Seaman, Jr. 
Dr Ii,,I cld Brown 

July 1973 Present 
Feb. 1969 July 1973 
Oct. 1965 Feb. 1969 

ASSISTA:": SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
(MANP3lrik:K AND RESERVE AFFAIRS): 
James P. Goode (acting) June 1973 
Richtird J. Borda Oct. 1970 

Present 
Jilne 1973 
Sept. 1971 

Present 
>Iay 1972 

Present 
June 1971 
1lar. 1971 
Flar. 1969 
Jan. 1969 

Present 
Dec. 1971 

Present 
June 1973 

aThis position was formerly entitled “Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense (Health and Eledical)" under the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Planpower and 2eserve Affairs). The 
change was effective in June 1970. Dr. Rousselot occupied 
the position under both titles. 
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