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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

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 the outreach and effectiveness of reviews by the
Department of Defense of discharges given service nembers -
because of drug involvement.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accourt-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting &nd Audit
Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

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

44% ?‘y %{;ff

e

Comptroller Generel
of the United States
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o WAS MADE

GAO, responding to a request from
Congressmar Jonn M. Murphy, reviewed
the Department of Defensa's (D0D's)
sp9c1a1 efforts to reconsider cer-
tain discharges.

undar "other than honorable
ns and 9uq1t1vn discharaes
i55als resu ting from ag-
s25%ences of courts-mertial
eparation actions were taken
becauss of a seryicenzn.s. drug. in-
velverent,

M

jcﬁ

[aki¥al

GAS folus2d on actions taken by DON
after the Secretary of Defense had
directed each military departrent to
consider requests for rcchavacier-
ization of discharces of former
servize members discharged under
those conditions on or before

July 7, 1971.

Review for possible recharacteriza-
tion of these discharges was siarted
tn insure that individuals aff ,cteu
weuid receive the sare consideration

and typs of discharges given to

other service merbers senarated
after July 7, 1871, for the sane
reasons.

In a prior report to the Conaress,
GAO recognized many constructive
measures by DOD to cope witn the
growirg problen of drug involvenent
C\J‘]l]t.aj‘/‘ &S0 M:ﬁ -

Tear Stect. Upon removat, the report
cover dat2 should be nctex Fereon,

o,

-
v

TIPROVING QUTREACH AND EFFECTIVENESS
45 00 RIS AT LITCHARATS GIVEY
SERYICE FIIDERS BECAISE OF DRUG
INVOLVEMENT B-173593
v Yot -\f‘r::‘a
-n-Jt,éL.;'iUL

R

That GAQ report noted that many in-

dividuals separated because of their

drug involverent had not had help

from recently astablished QQRedeug
treatment and rehubw}itat1qn pro-

grans. T

Wy e

Moreover, some individuals would be
ineligible for various types of
Veterans Adninistration (VA) as-
sistance, including =medical treat-
rent and ion oiacerent heln, be-
cause they w2re dischargsd under
other than honorable conditions.

If, as a result of recharacter
ization, tre individual's d;scharge
was upgraded ig not Tess than hon-
orable {gereral or honorable dis-
charge), nhe would then be entitled
to certain veterans' benefits, in-
cluding treatment at YA medical fa-
cilities.

FINDINGS AND CONLUSIONS

Forpmer service members with dis-
charges under other than honorable
conc¢itions because of their drug
involvemant are experiencing prob-
tems in obtaining employment and
vocational trainina or education
and in disceontinuing their drug de-
pendence. ({(See p. 8.)

As of December 31, 1972, 3,591 for-
mer service members (or about 55
percent of the number estimated by
DOD as having received other than
honorable discharjes during the
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were upgraded, 1,036 disc
mained unchanced, and 1,129 applica-
tions were still under review. (See
10 and 28.)

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

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

Tnat would involve manually Screen-
ing approximately 18 million rec-
ords, would take 460 man-years of
effort, and would cost about

S&.5 million.

GAO believes other relatively inex-
pensive avenues for reaching larg=
numbers of those individuals have
not been exploited adequately by

DOD. (See pp. 12, and 23.)

Many former service members, as well

as individuals who direct and staff
';"'!kqﬁ i rlmnm f\‘p f\vﬂ‘\\l’)+f\ 1.nrl L‘\_

u DILQUlC HLMUCI () UI!YGLU atiu PUU

Tic 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 pro-
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 giVﬂn sep-

dvatane A Tl ama nawmy ¢

) v nd
GIEAaLTTo JTUT Uty THYWIYTTL rClHlLD

varied interpretat1ons by military

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

departments implementing that pol-
icy.

Consequent]/, inconsistencies exist
in the policies and practices fol-
lowed by the military departments
and appear to result in inequitable
treatment of apolicants. (Ses pp.

25 to 32.)

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

--a need for improved guidelines
for preparing the recharacteriza-
tion application {see p. 38) and

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

GAQ also believes the practice of
convening review boards cnly in the
Washington, D.C., area makes it un-
necessarily costly and inconvenient
for many applicarts to personally
appear)oefore these boards. (See
p. 40.

To reach a greater number of former

cawvul ra mamhare i voraiund n#kﬂm

2T YV ILT HCMUC() WO foLgilved ULHcCt

than honorab]e d1scharges because
Ad A S mirm Tl uAarAam Fhmn Cammmdn vany
Ul UIUS !HVUIVCMCHL, LHC JCL!CLG!Y

of Defense should provide for a na-

tionwide circularization of the DOD

recharacterization policy.

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

TA Tncitva mawva annt+ahla and Avna
TV T uic BivirS TYUIT Lavic alid gApE=
ditious aisposition of requests for
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~--The Secretary of the lavy ©3 ra-
consider the reauirement imposed
only in the havy, for an auai-
tional review and endorsaront o7
the Discharge Reviews bca:rl's rec-
ommendation to upgrade dis:charges.
(See p. 35.)

--The Army to conforr with oractices
of other services whe“9by indi-
viduals are reninged of their
right to resuarit an anniication
for the upgrading of cischarge, if
their initial recuesst nas 1een de-

nied by the Discnarae fev.ow Scard.

(See p. 35.)

--The military decovtgrts to 2ssien
additional starf to revsie. Cis-
charge recherastariza.ion L.olioe-

tions in arda~ > red. -2 Tr2 Croge
essing tine. f(iee o,

[$2]

\
3
*/

The Secretary of Jefeass sriiia

brief responsiti: congres:ional ¢ on-

mittees on =the rerits of ~orfinuiig
o=

or discontinuina the v-2siice of

tering Separation Proqwnf huroer

(SPN) codes indicating tha r2escn
for discharge on the TL\x\ldIdT’S
Report of Transfer or Discrarae.

(See p. 35.)

Two bills introduced in the 1st scs-
sion, 93d Congress {S. 1713 ans

H.R. 6923) would aroh*i1t inciusior
of certain informticy {inzlucirg
SPM code nurbers) on d 3¢l arte cer-

tificates.

The Secretary of Defense snould also
direct the military denartments to:
--Develop and promulgate detailzc
guidelines to assist thasa in-
volved in preparing anclicstions
requesting rezharactarization of
discharges.

BEST DULSMENT AVAILABLE

~-Establish procedures under which
a copry of the brief of service
record, presently prepared fur re-
view board consideration, be fur-
nished to the affected former
service membar to enable him to
TUrNisY Ly auditional information
to make that record accurate and
complete.

-~-tstablish procedures under which
review boards would be convened
periodically in major metropolitan
areas, tnereby reducing the costs
to the individual to appear in
person.

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

ACFRNCY ACTTONS AND IMRESOLVER ISSUES

DD accepted a numher of GAO's rec-
ommendations for improving efforts
to reach former service members and
effectiveness of recharacterization
reviews.

DOD did not agrees with recommenda-
tions dealing primarily with making
conveniantly available to applicants
and these counseling them substan-
tive ard procedural information to
guide them in preparing as adequate
a case as possibie ilo support re-
characterization vequests. Accord-
ing to former service members and
those who assist them, the absence
or such information was a problem.
(See app. XIIL.)

VA agreed with GAO's findings and
recomendations, and it susports
discontinuing DOD's practice of

*



entering SPMs on the individual's
cony of the Peport of Transfer or

Discharge. (See app. XIV.)
0OD believes that the eason for dis-
charge should appear on the individ-

val's copy and snou]d rema1n un-
changed uniess the recharacteriza-
tion includes a charge of the reason
for discharge. (See app. XIII.)

This report contains suggestions for

e TR AR KL
crad LT (IR LU ¥ F
L S ORI A

jimprovement of the Department of De-
fense's program for udgrading other
than honorable discharges for serv-
ice members who were involved with

druosg,
wy S

Information in this report should
assist committees of the Congress
and individual Hembers with their
legislative responsibilities relat-
ing to DOD programs, particularly as
these apply to S. 1716 and H.R. 6923,
which were introduced in the Ist ses-
sion, 93d Congress.

YAILABLF




BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

INTRODUCTIOXN

'e reviewed Department of Dofense (DOD) special efforte
to reconsider administrative discharges issued under other
than honorable conditions and punitive discharges and dis-
missals issued as a result 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 M. Murphy. (Sce
app. I.)

DRUG ABUSE CONTROL PROGRAM

In a prior report to the Congress ('"Drug Abuse Control
Activities Affecting Military Personnel," B-16-<031(2),
Aug. 11, 1972) we recognized the many constructive measures
DOD introduced to cope with thz growing problem of drug in-
volvement of military personnel. ne report also noted that
drug-involved military personnel discharged beinre the
‘military drug treatment and rehabilitation proyrans vere
established missed the opportunity to obtain the help now
available from those programs. Further, we reported to the
Congress that somne ¢f thesc separatees would be ineligible
for various Veterans Administration (VA) benefits, such as
medical treatment and job placement help, because they were
discharged under less tihan honorable conditions.

The problem of drug abuse has been of concern to the
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 issuing
Executive Order No. 11599. That order established a Special
Action Office for 2rug Abuse Prevention within the Executive
Office of the President, to mount a coordinated national
attack on the drug problem which had become a national
emergency.

The Secretary of Defense, in a June 17, 1971, communica-
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 Armed Forces in Vietnam.



In that same month, DOD proposed lcgislation to
authorize a treatment and rehabilitation program for drug
devendent service members and to permit treatment of former
service nmermbers who are drug dependent by VA or other
responsible agencies, regardless of the nature of the dis-
charge. That bill was not passed. .

RECENT POLICY STATEMENTS

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 anv disciplinary action under the Uniform Code of
Military Justice or as a basis for supporting, in whole or
in part, an administrative discharge under other than honor-
able conditions. Similarly, a military member would not be
subject to disciplinary action under the Uniform Code of
Militaryv 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
progran.

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 by 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 levelc 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
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possible recharacterization to discharges under honorable
conditions. (See app. 1V.) This policy was expanded on
April 28, 1972, to include punitive discharges and dismissals
resulting from approved sentences of courts-martial issued
solely for convicticn of personai use of drugs or p0553551on
of drugs for such use. (See app. V.)

s

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 tvpe 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 involvexent was the reason for his discharge.
Therefore, although the discharge might be upgraded, the
narrative statement, or Separation Program Number (SPN)
entered on that record identifying the reason for discharge,
would remain unchanged because the reason for discharge did
not change.

Recharacterization 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.

ORGANIZATIONS PERFORMING DISCHARGE REVIEWS

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

Each Discharge Review Board comprises five military
officers who review discharges or dismissals issued by
special courts-martial or by administrative procedures.
Board reviews are based on the records of the military
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idence as may be
y present evidence to

C represented by

services concerned and such o ey
presented to the boards, A witness m
a board by affidavit or in perscon o7
counsel or an accrecited representative cof an organization
recegrized by the Adrinistrator cof Veterans Affairs. Such
boards mav, subject to revicw by the Secretary concerned,
-change a dlSCHaT e, 0or issue a new discharge, to reflect
their findings. Request for board reviews must be made

within 15 years after the discharge or dismissal,

CT'QJ

r or Naval Records

The Boards for Correction of Militan
are made up of civilian enployees of cach miiitary depart-
ment., They rule on requested changes to military records
and veview discharges and dismissals for possible upgrading.
Requests to these toards must be ifiled within 3 years after
the discovery of the ervor cr injustice, These boards,
however, may oxcuse a fuilure to file within 3 vears if it
is considered to be in the interest of justice,

Former service members whose discharges were issued by _
general courts-martial must anply to the Becavds for Correc-
tion of Military or Naval Rocozds for review of their dis-
chargss, All others must apply first to the Discharge
Review Boards. If, however, thec Discharze Review Roards
deny the requests, the former members may reapply to the
Boards for Correction of Military or Naval Records.

We interviewed and obtained data from DOD officials,
principal members of the service's review boards, officials
of local government agencies, Government and private drug
treatment centers, several national veterans organizations,
and former service mewbers. Appendix VII 1ists the principal
organizations we visited or contacted.

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

--Getting additional training or education.

--Finding someone to help them locate employment
opportunitics.

--Finding jobs or moving to better jobs.

[y —

P e



--Obtaining licenses to practice a trade,
--Getting into a drug-free rehabilitation program.

--Discontinuing drug use,



CHAPTER 2

EFFORTS TO PUBLICIZE RECHARACTERIZATION PROGRAM

NEED IMPROVEMENT

As of December 31, 1972, 3,591 former service members
(or about 55 percent of the number DOD estimated as having
received other than honorable discharges from January 1, 1966,
to June 30, 1971) had applied for recharacterization. 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 of each
former serviceman separated under other than honorable con-
ditions because of drug involvement would not be warranted.

We interviewed manv former service members, as well as
personnel who direct ond staff a sizable nurber of private
and public drug treatrnient centers in the metropclitan &reas
of Washington, D.C.; lew York; and, to a lesser degree, Los
Angeles, who were eitler uninformsd ahout the DD program
or wno lacked adequats knowledge to counsel those it was to
benefit.

RESPONSE TO THE OPPORIUMNITY
FOR RECHARACTERIZATION

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(1) bad conduct, and
11 (L) dishonorable). Similar statistical information was
not readily available for the period before 1966.

The services' review boards had received 3,591 appli-
cations for the revicw of drug abuse discharges issued under
other than honorable conditions. This is about 55 percent
of the 6,465 drug discharges identified as being issued from
January 19266 to June 30, 1971, under other than honorable
conditions.

Itnciudes estimated numbers for January 1 through June 30,
1971.
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DOD efforts to publicize 1ts new policies

On August 16, 1971, DOD issued a 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 May 12, 1972, 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 alsc would be eligible for recharacterization
Teview.

As previously stated, a primary objective of reviews
was to insure that individuals affected would rcceive 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 VA 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, VA 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 possible 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 who were affected by the policy
of the opportunity for recharacterization review.

11



VA estimated the news releases had a potential for
being published in about 9,000 newspapers and newsletters
throughout the country he were told that the news media
are reluctant to republish articles 2fter an initial news
release unless they contain new information.

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

service records and d ect communication with former members.
It obtained from the neral Services Administration an esti-
mate that such an approach would regquire about 160 man-vears,
costing $4.5 million, to manuallv screen about 18 millioen
records. Informally, [WOD adviscd us that, even if the rec-
ords of those individuals were identified through such re-
search, it was unlikely that this would be of significant
value, Only 25 percent of the aldressas therein are antici-
pated to be valid, e 2n considerirg forvarding addresses
which are maintained no longer than 1 ye

3
=

.

DOD oificials also stated that some former service
members might interpret DOD efferts to directly notify them
of these reviews as an invasion of privacy.

12
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INFORMATTON Cn0neT FCEARAMCTERTZATION PROGRAM
NEEDS VIDER DrssiiiNATEOL

el

Many officials and personnel of the privately operated
drug treotnont and rohabilitation clinics ana some local
government officials we contacted were not aware, or knew
very little, of the DOD' recharacterizing policy. DMoreover,
most clinic officials were not aware of which individuals
receiving treatment were former service memters. These of-
ficials, therefore, could not properly advise former serv-
ice members who were being treated in those clinics or who
were seeking other assistance who could benefit from the
recharacterization programn.

We visited or contacted 73 treatment centers in the
Washington, D.C.; New York; and Los Angeles metropclitan
areas. Tnese clinics, somec of which were operated by
Federal, State, and nwnicipal government agencies but most
of which were privately operated, were treating an estimated
32,300 persons. Our inquiries revealed that, in 45 of
these clinics, oificials were not aware or knew very little
of DOD's new policy or hcw the program was being operated.
Qur contacts with 176 fcrmer service members showed 78 had
received discharges under other than honorable conditions
for offenses in which drugs weve purportedly a factor. Of
those 78, 25 knew about the DOL policy and 19 had applied
for recharacterization.

Washington, D.C., metropolitan area

VA operates a drug dependence treatment center at its
Washington hospital with a patient load of about 172 former
service members, rnost of whom had discharges issued under
honorable conditions. Center officials knew of the DOD
policy and assisted former service members having dis-
charges under other tlan Lonorable conditions who seek
help in applying for veview of such discharges.

Officials told us that 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 been referred to the Narcotics
Treatment Administration (NTA) operated bv the District of
Columbia for treatment. Recently, however, some individuals
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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, tiley
were informed of the DOD policy and referred to the American
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW), 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 January 13972
and 6 months afterwards was informed that the board had
obtained his records. After another 6 months he was noti-
fied that his case would be reviewed within the next 6 months.

A Veterans Administration Assistance Center helps former
service members interested primarily in obtaining enmplovment.
Officials informed us that about 1,000 individuals per month
seek assistance nere. They estimate that, of this amount,
about one in 10 had received his Jdischarge under other than
honorable conditions for offenses involving drugs. Counselors
advised individuals of the DOD recharacteri:zation policy if
they had a2 drug problem in the service. The individuals
are being referred to the Red Cross for further assistance
and counseling.

Most 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 serv-
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 this lat-
ter group had received such discharges because of drug in-
volvement.

The NTA Administrator, the NTA headquarters staff, and
personnel at NTA clinics were not aware of the policy. Clinic
counselors, therefore, were not in a position to inform
former service members of the policy even if they knew which
patients were former service members,
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The 17 NTA clinics have a total patient 1dad of about
2,300, The Administrator believes that very few former
service members are being treated in these clinics,

New NTA patients are processed at the ccntral intake
office. They are interviewed to obtaln information about’
their medical, employment, educational, criminal, and
military histories. After initial processing they are
sent to NTA's clinics for treatment, but the records that
cccompany then do not indicate whether they are former
service members.

Ye contacted 10 NTA clinics to find out whether their
counselors or patients knew of the DOD policy. These clinics
had a total of about 1,600 patients, or 55 percent of NTA's
total patient load. Few NTA clinic personnel knew of the
policy and, furthermore, they could identify only 15 patients
w0 were forrer service members, Of five of these we talked
wita, only cne had heard of DOD's policy.

An official of the D.C. Office of Veterans Affairs
stated that his office knew of the policy and that its per-
sonatel had publicized this inforrmation, along with informa-

-on on VA benetits, through social agencies and radio and
Television syot announcements. Only several inquiries,
however, nad been received.

After our contacts with officials of this agency and
NTA and at our suggestion, meetings were arranged between
the two organizatlons' representatives to apprise NTA
counsclors of the pelicy and to instruct them on how best
to advise former service memrbers to apply to the review
boards.

A number of drug treatment programs are operated in
ciinics supported by political subdivisions and nonprofit
corporations in the Virginia and Maryland suburbs adjacent
to VWashington. We contacted seven of these clinics and
found that officials operating them knew little or nothing
of the DOD policy; furthermore, nmost did not know which pa-
tients were former service members,

Officials at five of scven clinics were not aware of the
policy and, thercfore, could not disseminate 1t. In one
of tne two instances in whicn clinic officials knew of the

o
W

4



BEST DOCUMENT AVAIL ARIF

policy, the official becane aware of it through a newspaper.
Although he had a casual awareness of the policy, he had not
disseminated the information further, since he was not aware
of any forrer service menbers in 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 nusband worked for VFW,. his official informed
us that, as far as she knew, 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 Veterans Affairs
of one suburban county was not aware of the policy. He in-
formed us that about 8 percent of the 3,000 former serv-
ice members assisted in the past year 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, which 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:

"We 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
'less than honorable'’ conditions of their oppor-
tunity to nave thelr cases reviewed by the Mili-
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 VA's Department of Veterans Benefits informed the re-
gional headquarters of the policy in their DVB Circular
20-71-76, dated August 19, 1971. A copy of this circular
was also sent to each VA field station.

16



According to the VA Director of the New York Area Vet-
erans Benefit Center, all veterans, regardless of their
discharges, are entitled to apply for VA benefits. Vet-
erans denied benefits because of type of discharge a

-

e e e
informed by the Veterans bheueliou ceniiy of trneir right to
apply for recharacterization,

At the time of our revicw, thc Veterans Benefit Center
had been notified of 26 New York zrea recharacterizations.
Veterans were notified bty mall and invited to visit the
center to discuss thelr benetfit entitlement. According
to the Dirtrector of the New Yorh Arza Veterans Benefit Cen-
ter, the program is working &s well as it can to reach the
target group.

Of the three VA treatwont iaciiities visited, only one
veteran requesting help had beon turntd down since August
1971 because of his lisclarge., = was, however, referred
to a facility funceed by the 5w Yorx State Narcotic Addic-
tion Control Cormiss.on [LACCY,

tmont units we visited
1o policy from their

itors o7 changes in discharges
treoectmzent facilities.

Personnel at ail three 5.0 Troa
had learned of the roct *
central office. XN» not
have b~cn received at th

The New York State cnd Nasszu County veterans assistance
offices learned of the policy through DOD, and the New York
City office learned of the prograr, indirectly, from the
National Commission of Veterans Aifairs.

The State Division =f Veterons Affairs publicizes the
policy through newsletters tec veterans organizations, direct
mailings to veterans if adldresses are available, and through
various lectures, The New Yorx ity and Nassau Couuty Vet-
erans Affairs offices notify veterans of the policy only if
they come for assistance.

NACC and the New York City Addiction Service Agency
(ASA) operate and fund drug treatment programs in the State
and city, respectively. NACC did not learn of the DOD
policy until it was advised of it by VA in December 1972.
Since then NACC has nct notified personnel at any programs
it operates or funds. ASA nad received no official notifica-
tion of the policy.
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The New York Metropolitan Area Office cof the New York
State Employment Service has never been notified of the
policy.

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

a
1

H1r+

The consensus of the administrators was that the DOD
program is too narrow. HMany veterans have received discharges
other than honorabie for reasons other 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 (Menpower 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 is a summary
of the program awareness of those interviewed.

Knew
of program
Discharge Total Yes No
Henorable 37 3 34
Other than honorable 20 5 15
57 8 49
Not known 3
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Six enrollees interviewed knew of the VA drug treatment
and rehabilitation progran., Cne had participated in the
progran but left because he wanted a drug-free setting which
the program did not offer.

We obtained written statements from 82 enrollees not
available for interview. O0f these, 20 were aware of the DOD
policy. Twenty-nine knew of the VA drug program; of these,
18 had been participants.

A November 1971 study of drug addiction and treatment
problems in New York City estimated that over 3,500, or
about 20 percent of those receiving treatment in the city's
programs, were former service menbers. 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. VA officials in Los Angeles stated they have
known of the DOD policy since October 1971 and have assisted
in processing about 20 to 30 applications for discharge re-
views under that policy. These officials stated that only
those who come to VA on their own initiative are helped to
file requests, because VA is not provided with names of
former service members with discharges under other than
honorable conditions for drug involvement.

The VA officials with 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 follow up on the applications by contacting
the former service members. Consequently, the VA office
does not know if any of those it assisted had their dis-
charges upgraded.

Some of the applications processed with VA assistance
have been referred toc VFW 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 Angeles area we interviewed 28 former service
members having other than honorable discharges. O0f these,
16 were aware of DOD's revised policy and 15 had applied
for recharacterization. We also contacted 24 Los Angeles
county agencies having drug programs and learned that 12,
having 2,900 patients, knew about DOD's policy.

The Los Angeles County Department of Military and Vet-
erans Affairs (DMVA) assists veterans in filing for benefits
through its 10 branch offices. 1In addition, a Veterans Out-
reach Program {VOP) operates out of two DMVA offices and, by
personal contacts, informs former service members about ed-
ucational benefits. Only those veterans recently discharged
under honorable conditions are contacted.

DMVA estimates that about 212,000 veterans with dis-
charges under honorable conditions and 8,500 with discharges
under other than honorable conditions reside in the county.
Howzver, the number of that latter group that were drug re-
lated could not be estimated.

DMVA officials advised us that no outreach program
has been established to contact those affected by the
policy because names of potentially affected service members
are not available to them. Furthermore, DMVA considers
that its primary respons.bility is serving those discharged
under honorable conditions. In June 1972, however, at the
request of a county supervisor, a media campalgn was under-
taken through scme local newspapers to encourage former
service members with discharges under other than honorable
conditions to contact DMVA for assistance in filing for
discharge reviews, The news 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., In addition, DMVA also rvefers individuals to the
American Legion and the Jewish War Veterans for assistance,
Since August 1971 DMVA has helped process about 40 applica-
tions for veterans. The agency does not maintain followup
records on these applications; therefore, the number that
have been successful is unknown.

The Los Angeles county methadcne program does attempt to
determine whether its patients are former service members,
to identify any who cculd be eligible for VA methadone
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treatment. This would then open a vacancy for someone who
is not a former servicc 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. VOP 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 notify former service members about tne policy.
Those veterans who have requested assistance in filing ap-
plications for discharge review learned about VCSO from
the State empiovment service, 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 American 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 officlal respon-
sible for veterans stated that he became aware of the DOD
policy in Jurne 1572 and had helped about 10 individuals pre-
pare applications. The center has not received any feed-
back for these cases. 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 1873,
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 Affairs
(DVA) and the S*"ta oi Calirornia Department of Human Re-

sources Development (lIRD), acting in a capacity as the State's
A T AT A vy vt are 4-mn Ct+and+ A r\nr\nn1r\ +ha+r hhnira ArAantn~+
CJILJJ.U) LTI L d-é(.ll\.«_) P alT LW —iLtalt aygclivl es Llia il lilav<T CLulital iy
with veter-re "t desaed a policy statement on December 3,

1971, regarding thc DOD policy. It was distributed to DVA
personnel, Ccun< Veterans Service Offices, and other vet-
erans service groups 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 applicaticons. As a result, cases have been on
file for more than 1 year for which d15p051t10ns have not
been deternined. DVA also refers applicants to the Jewish
War Veterans in lashington for representation before the
review boards.

HRD officials learned of the DOD policy in August 1972
through a nensp"pcr 1*t"1; and through a veterans service
group. [t has nct 1ssued any policy statenents regarding
the policy hecause Lt Joes not consider assisting former
service members o il for discharge reviews as part of
its fun:tzcn. HD “ers these applicants to county vet-
erans scrvice

The Teder.:.l Cecrrectic stitution at Terminal Island
did not know aboutr the DOD policy, nor did it know how many
inmates were former service members, even though it actively
operated a Narcotic Renabilitation Act Program. After our
initial visit, officials issued an announcement in the
institution's newsletter about the policy. Subsequently
six inrates with d:ischarges under other than honorable
conditiors tor drug involvement were furnished recharacteriza-
tion applications.

CONCLUSIONS

There is consicerable evidence that personnel associ-
ated with private and pnublic drug treatment centers and
clinics and with veterans job placement centers, as well as
the veterans who visit such agencies seeking medical or job
placement assistance, are not sufficiently knowledgeable
about DOD's policy which permits the recharacterization of
discharges wunder other than honorable conditions (including
punitive discharges and dismissals) given former servicemen
Separated from the military service for drug involvement.
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involvement. It
Inventory of Dr

nore recently tnan
attention.

plans to use for that purpose the National
Treatment Programs, which was published
the 1972 directory we brought to DOD's
DOL did not comment, however, on our recommenda-
tion that it circularize information on its recharacteriza-

tion policy tec job placement assistance offices.

1
ug
124

On the basis of our interviews with treatment center
staff personnel

! and with individuals who seek assistance at
such centers, we pellieve former service personnel separated
for drug involvement may be having difficulty obtaining
employnert, even if they no longer have drug problems,
Therefore, we d.lieve that the Secretary of Defense should
alsc circularize to jeb placemcnt assistance offices, on a
nationwide basis, information about this policy.
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CHAPTER 3

PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS OF

RECHARACTERIZATION REQUESTS

NEED FURTHER IMPROVEMENT

The wording of the DOD policy statements on the review
and upgrading of other 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 Secretarv 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
consideration by the review boards, in response to the re-
vised policy, 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 upgraded 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 which deters his chances of obtaining employment.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES OF
REVIEW BOARDS

Review boards adhered generally to similar administra-
tive procedures in preparing to review rvecharacterization
requests. The form filed with a Discharge Review Board is
DD Form 293, Apvnlication for Review of Discharge or Separa-
tion from the Armed Forces of the United States; with a
Board for Correction of Military or Naval Records the form
is DD Form 149, Application for Correction of Military or
Naval Record Under the Provisions of Title 10, U.S. Code,
Sec. 1552, (See apps. VIII and IX.) After a military de-
partment receives an application, it requisitions the perti-
nent service records from the General Services Administra-
tion's National Personnel Records Center in St. Louis and
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forwards them to the review board., The board then has a
brief prepared of the applicant's service history, Dbased
upon his military records and hi hat brief
is distributed to Loa & em with
information pertinent T0 an eVallec.wa v 10 z

The Discharge Keview Boards and the Doards for Correc-
tion of Military or Naval Records thercafter follow somewhat
different administrative procedures. A brief description of
each board's aorual acminjstrative review procedures follows.

Dischargse Review Roards

If the avplicant has indicatved on his application to
the Discharge T:view Board that ches to make a personal
appearance betore the board, he is notified where he can
inspect his records and when te zrhpear. Usually, the ap-
plicant 1is 2iven &t Zeast 30 day:' notice bteinre the sched-
uled appearance. If he do2s not -wish to appear dput has in-
dicated on his znnlication that h2 vishes to be represeﬁted

1 el
e owisn

by private counsol or by enz o tas six service organi ions
providing freﬁ counszl to crplicents, then the ies1:nated
counszl 15 tifod whern the cis2 i to bs heard and where

te insvect the r;plic:nt’s records,

On the dJday set for the review, the board meets, listens
to testimeny, and reviews all records and pertinent informa-
tion. A decisica to upirade azn avnlicant's discharge re-
quires a majority vote of the toard wmembers. If a decision
to upgrace is reached, then <“he Arny and Air Force Discharge
Review Boards are authorized t¢ direct that the applicant's
discharge be chanued. IHowever, the Secretary of the Navy
must review and affirm decisicns of the Navy Discharge
Review Board.

If the Navy and %2ir Force Boards decide not to upgrade
an applicant's dischargs, the applicant is informed of this
decision and advised in writing tha' he has a right to have
his discharaec further rev1cue€ by the service's Board for
Correction of either Naval or Military Records. However,
officials of the Army Discharge Review Board infermed us that
thev do not acvise appnlicants of this right when the adverse
decision is rendered. They stated that, when an individual
is discharged frem the Army, he is then adeguately advised
of his rights o¢n how to have his dischoirpgce reviewed,
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The Boards for Correction of Military or Naval Records
meet and, folleowing a review of the brief of service history
prepared for board members' consideration, 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 anpear before the board with
or without counsel and present testimony. If a formal hear-
ing is not granted, then the board arrives at a decision
based upon the former service member's application and his
military records.

A board decision on a former member's request requires
a majority vote, Each service's Secretarv then reviews that
decision. After his review and affirmation of the board's
recommendation, the former service member is notified of the
decision.

Need for nore consistency in apnlving
criterion for rcconsideration

The DOD policy on reviewing other than honorable dis-
charoes given for drug involvement states that:

"Additionally, each Secretary of a Military
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 recharacterization to
under honorable conditions dismissals, bad con-
duct and dishonorable discharges, as well as
undesirable discharges, when the basis for the
discharge was solely personal use of drugs or
possession of drugs for personal use. This
policy applies to those service members whose
cases were 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 whether the former service member was discharged "solely



for personal usc of drugs or possession of drugs for
personal use." In our discussion with officials of each of
the services'! review boards, we were told that, in a large
percentage of drug applications reviewed, the former service
nenbers had been inveolved not only with drugs but with other
offenses under the Uniform Code of Military Justice,

For example, the Army Discharge Review Board has noted
that, of the 996 former Army members submitting applications,
690 were 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 was solely for personal use
or possession of drugs. The remaining 491 applicants were
focund ineligible because other offenses were considered in
the circumstances of their separation.

Regarding former service members involved in other of-
fenses, each review board may decide whether these other of-
fenses preclude the former service members from falling within
the scope of DOD's policy. However, DOD has not established
any detailed, inplerenting guidelines to assist the boards
in making this determination. Consequently, one board's
interpretation of DOD's policy may differ from another's.

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

Recharacterization of Other Than Hoenorable
Discharges and Dismissals isxsued for Drug Abuse
as of Dscexbder 31, 1972

Type of decisien

Applications for recharacterization Discharges
Decisions Discharges not
Received Pending rendered upgraded upgraded
Department of the iruy:
Discharge Review 3oard 1,135 139 996 193 797
Board for Correcrson of Military Records 2239 122 117 . 94 23
Department of the .a.y°
Discharge Review zouard 825 398 S30 475 5%
Board for Correction of Naval Records 223 23 - - -
Marine Corps:
‘Discharge Review Board 936 389 547 470 77
Board for Correcticn of Military Records azz 32 - - -
Department of the Air Force:
Discharge Review Board 254 16 238 162 76
Board for Correct:ion of Military Records 47 13 34 26 8
Total 3,591 1,129 2,462 1,426 1,036

a . . R .
Applications received from July 1971 to Mecember 31, 1972, where the petitioner mentioned the word "drug(s)."
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Because the military departments have used different
criteria in categorizing the cases considered, no valid
comparisons can be drawn from the figures in the above
chart. The following chart summarizes the key differences
in the apprcaches used in ccinpilin: the statistics being
reported by the services.

Differences in Criteria #pplied by

keirew Boo
Categoriz ing ars: Loipiiing Statistics

Navy
Army Air Force {note a}
Discharge Review Board All applicasticns in Inly those applicants who Only those applicants
which the word "dr.gls)” lFave the word "drug(s)® who were discharged
was renticred. zonticrned in their per- solely for use or
scmel files. possession of drugs
for personal use.
Board for Correction of Sane as shove. Sama as above. All applications 1in
Militery or Naval Records which the word “drug(s)™

was mentioned.

a R .
Same criteria are used ty the Marine Corgs.

N

To make it possible for <n: Secretary of Defense to
consider the evanhandednsss 37 ?ispositions of cases and
also to make the data more M“wﬂ1ﬂﬁfd1 and valid when used
by the Secretary for ewterﬂal retort s nﬂ, a standard basis
or uniform crifterion should 5 - esteh 2d for use by all
boards in categorizing these cawcs,

L e
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Review of drug-related disci-~~es ncrmally
not being scheduled on & pr.cr.ty basis

Each of the services' voview beards sets its own policy
on priority treatment in »rccessing applications for re-
characterization that mcntiecn the werd "drug(s)," subject
to its service's apprcval. Only the Army Discharge Review
Board had instituted & proc edurp to insure that a significant
number of drug-related =zppiications are processed each month.

D
S
2

(.N

All the review Dboards stated that they can and do ex-
pedite reviews of applications which included a statement
that a drug-involved individual needed either treatment or
hospitalization. A recent DOD study includes an estimate
that both the Army and Navy boards can process such applica-
tions in 5 to 7 days. Except for the above and the Army
Discharge Review Board's nrocedures, no other special ar-
rangements have been made Jor the priority consideration of
applications from individuals with drug-related discharges.
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The review 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 approximately 10 months to process an application
mentioning the word "drug(s).'" Similarly, the Navy'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 voung 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 reviewing requests can have an adverse effect,
particularly for veterans who have low-level emnloyment
skills, accorcing to that official. With a tight labor
market, the former service member with an other than honor-
able discharge has difficulty finding employment. Con-
sequently, he may be forced to seek training for a higher
level ski1ll and frequently cannot afford it. Since he is
not eligible for veterans benefits, he cannot obtain this
nceded training at Guvernment expense. Unemplovment 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
Discharge Review Board

As previously stated, the Army Discharge Review 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, Hovever, processing time has not been further
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reduced because of the large number of applications the
Board has received. In December 1969 the Board had on hand
approximately 400 applications; in December 1972, it had on
hand approximately 5,200 applications.

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

Army officials were considering, when we made our
review, two proposals to further reduce the Board's process-
ing time. Under one, the Army would establish a secondary
body in St. Louis to hecar only non-personal-appearance
recharacterization requests. The other proposal was to
further augment the Board's staff by tempcorarily assigning
several enlisted personnel to it. These personnci were
subsequently assigned, and the '"nonappearance pancl’ has
begun to review selected applications for recharacterization.

Processing time of the Navy's Board for
Correctionrn of Naval Records

This Board deces not assign any pricrity to reviewing
requests for recharacterization of drug-involved discharges.
They are treated just as other discharge review applications
from former service members. However, we were inforned bv a
Board official that applications from individuals who havs
left the service are of a lower priority than applications
involving personnel still serving on extended active duty.

Reviews of discharges by this Board have taken approxi-
mately 10 nonths. Like the Army Discharge Review Bcoard, the
Navy's Board for Correction of Naval Records has experienced
¢ large increase in the number of applications received.

For example, in calendar year 1969 the Navy's Board received
2,744 applications requesting some type of Board action,
while in calendar year 1972 it recelved 3,866 applications,
a 41l-percent increase.

The Navy has tried to reduce the Board's processing
time for all applications. Three additional administrative
personnel were hired for the Board in the last half of
calendar vear 1972, A Navy official stated that these per-
sonnel could not have becn hired sooner because of Navy
personnel ceilings.
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A proposal to temporarily increase the number of
support personnel is reportedly under active consideration.

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

Former service members whose discharges were upgraded
under DOD's new policy in most cases have received general
discharges. Of 1,426 discharges upgraded through Decem-
ber 31, 1972, 1,400 were changed to such discharges. In-
dividuals with general discharges are entitled to all the
benefits administered by VA, the military departments, and
other Fcderal agencies,

Although the review boards havs upgraded 1,426 dis-
charges, the former member's DD Form 214--Report of Transfer
or Discharge--generally still shows as the reason for dis-
charge the original entry citing drug abuse or the SPN-384.!

As stated in our previous report (see p. 5), there is
a strong differsnce of opinion on whether the SPV 384 identi-
fier should be reported on the form, Those who have ad-
vocated that taie practice be discontinued have stated that
the presence ¢f SPN-384 on the form would leave a long-term
(even lifetime) stigma on individwals, They believe that
social attitudes and views of prospective employers might
be adverselv 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
SPN-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
statement, provides the individual some protection from pos-
sible stigma. Notwithstrnding, the Secretary of Defense, on
March 1, 1972, directed that the SPN 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
SPN is used by the Armv, Navy, and Marines; Separation
Designator Number (SDN) is used by the Air Force.
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
¥Washington, D.C., March 1, 1972,

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE (M&RA)

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 personnel.

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

I also am aware that some of the notations are fre-
quently helpful to men and women who have served in the
Armed Forces--for example, in connection with Veterans
Administration vrccedures.

I believe, however, that we shculd again review the
procedures relating to administrative discharpes, and the
practices we follow, for consistency with our policy which
protects against invasion of privacy of the individual.

Melvin R. Laird

The Secretary of Defens=> 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 sep~aration 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 SPNs 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
Tecently been introduced in the Congress.

CONCLUSIONS

Inconsistencies in the policles 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 autheority given to all service Secretaries
under 10 U.S.C. 1553(b), the Secretary of the Navy has pre-
scribed procedures for a personal review of the decisions byv
the Navy Discharge Review Board to recommend 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 Army or Air Force
personnel who have requested an upgrading in their
discharges.

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 Review Board, places him at a distinct dis-
advantage when compared to the notification being given Navy
and Air Force separatees whose applications are similarly
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 when 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 trcatment at VA hospitals, retaining SPNs on the
individual's Report ¢f Transfer or Discharge, indicating
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RECOMMFENDATIONS

We recommend that, t
expeditious disposition o
Secretary of Defense:

O insure & nore eaduitanle and
£ rocharacterization requests, the

1. Dirzct the Szereter, of the Army, in the intervest
of equality of tr>:t-n*, *o require that individ-

uals be reninded ¢ <reir rioht to resubmit to the
Board for Cerrect.»n of “ilitary tecords, if the
Dischargse Review Loarl initia

requests,

2. Direct the services tu nssivn adequate staff to
reviews (eithier mor .nent o tenporary) to neet
some agreed-to neorrtl proorasing time goals and
to establish a corron svster of priority for dis-
posina of arplications,

3, Seek to brief responsible congressional committees
on the desirability of continuing to enter SPNs on
the individual's Report of Transfer or Discharge,
in light of the scveral bills recently introduced
(8. 1716 and H.R. ©923) which would prohibit in-
cluding certain information (including SPNs) on
discharge certificates.

4, Direct the Secretary of the Navy to reconsider the
justification of continuing that additional review
and endorsement, at the Secretary level, of the
decisions by the Discharge Review Board to upgrade
discharges, since the Secretaries of the Air Force
and of the Army have not imposed this additional
constraint on their Boards.



DOD agreed to request the Se tary of the Army to
provide guidance under which ird1;1ddals would be advised
of their right to resubmit to the Board for Corrsction of

Military Records if the Army Discharge Review Board initially
denies their avnplications. The service Secretaries are also
to be requested to provide sufficient staff to meet estab-
lished processing goals for all cases reviewed by boards.
Consistent reporting criteria are to be prescribed, so that
data will be more meaningful and valid when used for internal
management and for external reporting. Though not adopting
our recommendation that it seek to brief congressional com-
mittees on DOD's SPN 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
reviews is vested by law in the Secratary of the Navy and
that the Navy's organization, and therefore its requirements,
cviffer 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 who have served in the Navy 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 Air Force
personnel seeking an upgrading in their discharges, where
such applications are filed under a DOD policy statement
equally applicable to members of all services.
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CHAPTER 4

OBSERVATIONS BY GOVERNMENT AND PRIVATE AGENCY

PERSONNEL AND FORMER SERVICE MEMBERS

Observations made to us by Government and private agency
personnel, as 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-
mitting applications; to introduce more feedback on disposi-
tions and the reasons for the decisions; and to afford greater
opportunity, at less cost, for individuals to appear before
review boards.

Following are some personal views of former service
members we interviewed on the problems they experience 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, 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, without showing that drugs
caused these events to occur.

--Personal testimony before the boards is practically
impossible due to the distance to Washington and 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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IMPROVED GUIPCELINES NECDED FOR
PREPARING RECHAPACTERIZATION APPLICATIONS

Agency officials and former service members interviewed
in the Los Angeles area felt that much of the uncertainty in
preparing applications could be lessened if more detailed
guidelines accempanied 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.

We 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 ozfices.

1. American Legion--An estimated 1,000 individuals
per vear were assisted in applying for review of
discha:ges 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--2,167 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
urng or drug related. About 40 percent of the 339
were 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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everal agencies said sufficient resources
0 adequately assist former service menbers
=

neilvra annealce MAac+ nf +hnce Acciae+ing

b
in prepa‘flng con CNCNsive appeais., MO0S5T O Tnese assisting
do not have sufficient knowledge about the discharze review
board nrocess to prepare ain adequate case, accordi.g 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 who assist former service members and who present dis-
charge review cases to the boards are for the most part not
lawyers but individuals who 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, however, 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 may 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 FROM REVIEW BOARDS.
TO ASSISTING SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS

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

Some assisting agencies strongly encourage individuals
to submit character references about their behavior and

__________ Lafavra arnd af+ar mili 3 .
citizenship before and after military service; other agencies

have counseled that character references are ineffectual in th

-

appeal and, therefore, unneccessary. For example, DMVA, whict
counsels against submitting character references, provided 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, however,

none of the other organizations had any substantive data
regarding the boards' criteria.

In the Los Angeles metropolitan area, the American Legion
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 VFW representative
estimated he had filed approximately 20 such cases.

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 themn with office space
near VA 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 newspaper articles and a veterans service group
newsletter. Thils organization also uses VFW services in
Washington.

POTENTIAL WEAKNESS OF REVIEWS BASED SOLELY
ON THE SERVICE RECORD
AND RECHARACTERIZATION 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®j however,
they could not du so0, because of the travel expense.

They believed their military service records might
inclnde incomplete or incorrect information about their drug
involvement. Thus, reviews based solely upon their military
records might not be in thelr 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, 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. When applicants requested personal appearances and
rreliminary reviews by a board member of the service records
and recharacterization applications showed less than honorable
discharges given for sole offenses of use or possession of
drugs for personal use, applicants were advised that general
discharges could be expected by board action and that personal
anpearances 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 without examining the military records 1s 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 cace. 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

veteran's military records in preparing an application. Most
copies received were inconplete; some took 8 months to obtain.
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In the Washington area we alse contacted the American
Legion, VFW, and the Red Cross, all of which are identified
on the applications as organizations whose assistance is
available at no cost. Representatives cof two of those orga-
nizations stated that individuals who appear before the review
boards and/or obtain representation from a service organization
are believed to receive favorable decisions in a greater number
of cases. This assumption was based on the apparent interest
displayed by an individual who chooses to appear and the
representatives' greater knowledge of the type of information
the boards consider pertinent. No statistics, however, were
available to support this belief.

On a number of occasions, former service members in the
Washington arca stated that, although they had inservice drug
problems, they were discharged not for drug involvement but
for some other offense, such as being absent without leave.
Drug involvement, therefore, may not be included in the former
service merncers' records. In these cases the boards reviewing
the cases rav not be aware of the drug involvement unless
former menbers appear before the boards and apprise them of the
drug preobler.

CONCLUSIONS

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 review boards if they were supported by any
supplementary information or actions given weight in the boards'
considerations. At present there is some confusion about
whether written character references or personal appearances
help the individual'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 assist former service menbers who
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 deci-

sions reached solely on consideraticn of such data may not be
equitable to the applicants

L ilalr LT 4 Wil NS .

Convening review boards only in the Washington area nakes
it unnecessarily costly and inconvenient for applicants to
appear before these boards.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense:

1. Direct the service Secretaries to develop and pro-
mulgate detailed guidelines or other instructions for
use by individuals and by service organizations who
assist them in preparing recharacterization applica-
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all former members seceking recharacterz:ation, irre-
spective of their branches of service, these guideline
should reflect 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 normallv advanta-
geous for the member or his representative to appear
before the board.

2. Instruct the service Secretaries to establish proce-
dures under which a copy of the brief of service
record, presently prepared for bhoard consideration,
would be furnished to the applicant so he can furnish

oYy addi+3 Annal TmLfAarma+ann - mn]rn +haa+ A A
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accurate and complete,

3. Require the service Secretaries to establish proce-
dures for periodically convening review boards in
major metropolitan areas, to provide 1individuals
greater opportunity for appearing before the becards
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 boards'
dispositions of the cases and (b) the reasons for
them. Such information can serve as a significant
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AGENCY COMMENTS

The Secretary of Defense does not agree that adopting
the adove recommendations necessarily would improve the review
procedures. Our recommendations are intended to make available
to individuvals and those counseling and assisting them sub-
stantive and vrocedural information to guide them in preparing
as adeguate 2 case as possible to support recharacterization
requests. Azcording to former service members and those who
assist them, the absence of such information was a problem.
Knowledve abo:t what service record information the boards
consider, whether character references and/or personal appear-
ance of the individual or his counsel before boards is desir-
able, and why boards denv or approve the upgrading of dis-
charzes cen o..a2112y i1t not influence the individual's approach
in requesting a review.

The estihlishment of "Traveling Boards' in major metro-
politin cenrers is more costly than maintaining one board in
the WasShintic., aresa. The nonappearance rvanel of the Army's
Discharyc ;oard at the National Personnel Records
Centcr .o %, Ltuls appedrs to be an improvenent which the
Air Force arl the Navy should consider if such panels would
expedite tie rzview and disposition of applications.
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CHAPTER 5

SCOPE OF EXAMINATION

OQur examination of the DOD recharacterization policy
especially emphasized those actions taken after the Secretary
of Defense issued two policy memorandums on the subject. We
examined the manner by which DOD disseminated this policy
within 1ts own organization, to the public, and to affected
individuals.

In the Washington, D.C.; New York; and Los Angeles met-
ropolitan arcas, we contacted former service members, VA of-
fices, public and private drug treatment centers, and govern-
ment employment agencies and tested their awareness of this
program. In addition, we examined the policies and procedures
prescribed by the services for upgrading drug discharges. Ve
also examined the way the military review boards carried out
their responsibilities under those policies.

Information 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 werk cencerning the Coast Guard.

45



DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

no .
DSt APPENDIX I
JOHN M. MURPHY COMM TEES
17 New Yok INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
WASHINGTON CFF'CZ ~ c - x
SyiTE 2445 £y A L HAIRNAN!
Housk C;:r:cz BuiLcing < ﬂng ‘.{: ) gg; ‘Li‘!f 2“»;; % g? t&igs SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARAMA CANAL

Wasumaron, O C. 20513

Teaw 253371 . -

& 337 By
STATEN 1SLAND OFFICE

Roow 107
GEMERA. PosT Orvica
530 Manor Rz

STATEN [sLawD, N Y. 10314

TEL.: YUxon 1-9800

Honorable Elmer B, staiks
Comptroller Gereral
General Accounting J2ffice

Washington, 2.C. 205q3

~F
(o34 ne

Dear Mr. Staatls:

In the 92rd Corgrece T
covering the treatment o L.5.
to narcotics or other in~.
or who had a reareooaal 4ro1 avoble
duty tours & afezs o0 bt
relatively cteeay,

In stulving t-. o
country for tYe ry:.nt: rm o af
draubztk to ¢« .cresaTel treapee
discharge due to dreg a:e or cTiy
problems wa 1é avise a7 “ue -
felt a veharfloanad 3010 u v
found thai «fi:ts :¢ ooiain
the treatment proors= =~ tzre reverely
discharges. ®rcauzs oI thic 1
automatic revisw of tliz thousands

i

honorable discharges

be c¢hanged s2 znat dee
treatment progt by 1

:vving G
an
The Department of

would reviev tre dischazgas of
veview with o view
coming £o e from varicus
Defense indlceze that the plan
at all. Uwer rresent
which constitute ad

Lue

an diticnatl
to re-introduce
it {f you would

1 plan
and appreciate

T —Q.L{Jixcne“ith.. I

fizehingion, £.€,

December 13,

rous crues guring

orid v.here drugs

Defense on August 13,

tawards ch:nging his discharge status,
ex-C=.

SYS5 <

ADMINISTRATIVE ASS.STAMTS
AHTHONRY R. GAETA
JAMES L LAROCCA

20315
MANRATTAN CFFICE:
Room 1643
L9 7 2 26 Feperal PLaza

$ew Yorx, dEw Yoax 10007
T Tayguna 264-9338

‘inited States

introduced coaprehensive legislaticn
servicenen vio had become addicted
their term of service
saverc as a result of
were abundant and

n made movra

«y faciligies available throughout the

,I. eddicrs, 1 found that a great

At was a cdishonorable or bad coaduct

related offenses, 1Insurmountable
ig where doctors and psychiatrists
v to Te-enter Zaciety and they

jobs ~- which were part and parcel of

linited because of such
included in my legislation an
of drug related "less than

already ziven to determine if they could

.31.'s could be helped in their

aving the stigma of such a discharge removed.

1971, aanounced it
sudict servicemen who requz2sted such
Reports
's and from the Depavtment of

1

hag not vorked well or has not worked
fw thrie are delays of many months
hindrance to treatment,

this legislation in the next Congress
conduct a study of

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAFER MADE WITH RECYCLED FIBERS

47



Fho L T fruosea e
5&04 Dﬁ@imefpé RN R
i Sate e st
APPENDIX I SR PPN

i

Honorable Eime Staats

r B.
December 18, 1§72

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

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

3. The disposition of these reviesws.

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

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

further, I would appreciate an assessment of this procedure
by the General Accounting Office and by the addicts and treatment
personnel inveolved at such places as the Veterans Administration
facilities for addict rehabilitatien.

If feasible, =make a determination Lf the Dulk of ex-G.I.
addicts and treatment personnel are even aware of the Department
of Deferse directive and that a review of discharge is possible,

Finally, I would appreciate recommendations bv the Gecvern-
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 2 recommendation from G.A.0. on the most feasible method
automatic review 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
Sincerely,
te. £ 4
4 g}*&- . %”’?}sﬁwi/
JOHN M. MURFHY {f
€58
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COFY APPENDIX II

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20301

7 JUL 1971

SUBJECT : Renabilitation of Drug Abusers

Consistent with guidance f{rom the President of the United
States, it is the policy of the Department of Defense to encourage
military members to submit themselves voluntarily for treatment
and rehabilitation under *he Drug Identification and Treatment
Program of the Department of Defense,

Accordingly, evidence developed by, or as a direct or
indirect result of urinalyses administered fior the purpose of iden~
tifying drug users may not be used in any disciolinary action urder
the Uniform Code of Military Justice or as a basis for supporting,
in whole or pari, an administrative discharge under other than
henorable ccrditions, Similarly, a military member may rot be
subject to disciplirary aclion under the Uniform Code of Military
Justice or To administrative action leading to a discharge undar

other thar h~ror-Lla conditions Zor drug use solely because he has
volunteered for treatment under the Drug Identification and Treat-
ment Program of the Department of Defense.

[4

This policy does not exernpt m:litary members from dis-
ciplinary or other legal consequences resulting from violations
of other applicable laws and regulalions, ircluding those laws and
regulations relaling to the sale of drugs or the possession of sig~
nificant quirtities of drugs for sale to others, if the disciplinary
action is suzporied by evidence not attributed to a urinalysis
administcicd for identification of drug 2busers and not attributable
solely t~ their volunteering {or treatment under the Drug Identifi-
cation and 1 reatment Program of the Department of Defensec.

This policy is effective immediately and steps should be
taken to infure its complete understanding and immediate com-
pliance within the Armed X'orces.

/s/ David Packard
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VOID

WAS DISCHARCED FROM THE
UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
ONTHE _____ DAY OF
BY REASON OF SENTENCE OFY A

GENERAL COURT MARTIAL

00 rord
1 Koy 5126@%? PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF THIS FORM MAY BE USED.
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U237 DOCUMENT AVAILABLE APPENDIX IV

~

Filﬂ Copy

THE SUCKRITARY OF DUEFENST
WASHOSGCTON D C L0s00

-

MEMORANDUMN FOR The Sceretaries of the Military D(:p“r‘_;..cnts
The Chairman, Joint Chicfs of Staff

SUBJFKCT: Review of Discharges Under Other Than Honor=
Conditions issuca ta Drug Users

Consisient with Department of Defense Directive 1300, 11, Octoher 2.
1970, and my smemorandum of July 7, 1971, concerning rehabiliter.on
and treatment of drar users, administrative dis charges under owner

o

Pl

than honorable conditions issued solely on the basis of persontl use of
drugs or posscssicn ol aruzs for the purpose of such use wiil be

Yeviewed 0 recharacierizalion.

Accordingly. each Sccretary of a Military Department, acting through
hir Discharge Review Doard, will consider applicaticons for such review
from former scervice members. FEach Secretary is authorized to issue
a dischirge under honorable conditions upon cstablishmont of ficis con-
sistent wita this policy, Former service members will be notified of
the results of the review. The Vetcrans’ Administration will «lso be
notificd of thie names of former service members whose dischar ges

arec recharacicerizod, :

The statute of limitations for review of discharges within the ~cop. o
this policy will be in accordance with 10 United Siates Code L5535,

This policy shall apply to these service members whose cases are
finalized or in process on or before July 7, 1971.

C,/Q/' \\.&ﬂ&\
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON D C. 20301

APR 28 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR Secretaries of the Military Departments
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Stafi

SUBJECT: Review of Punitive Discharges Issued to Drug Users

Reference is made to Secretary Packard's memorandura of July 7,
1971, concerning rehabilitation and treatment of drug users, and my
memorandum of August 13, 1971, subiect: "Review of Discharges
Under Other Than Honorable Conditions Issued to Drug Users. ™

My August 13, 1971 memorandum established the current Departmental
policy that administrative discharges undar othacr than honorable condi-
tions issued solzly on the basis of personal use of drugs or possession

of'di"ug's for the purpose of such use will be reviewed for recharacteris
zation to under honorable conditions.

It is my desire that this policy be expanded to include punitive discharges
and dismissals resulting {rom approved sentences of courts-martial
issued solely for conviction cf personal use of drugs or poscsession of
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 policy is applicable only to discharges which have been executed
on or before July 7, 1971, or issued as a result of a case in process
on or before July 7, 1971.

~
Former service members requesting a review will be notified 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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MILITARY DEPARTMENT REVIEQ\BOARDS
CONTACTED

Doprrrment of the Air Force:

-~y ~ o~

Discharge Review Board

Board for Cotrection of Nili-  prey panyueyr AVAILAR

tary Records

Department of the Army:
Discharge Review Board
Board for Correction of Mili-
tary Records

Department of the Navy:
Discharge Review Board (note a)
Board for Correction of Naval
Records

¥

APPENDIX VI

et

a,, . . .
When Marine Corps cases are being reviewed, three of the

five nmcembers are Marine Corps officers.

LE



E:?T hraﬁ-_m

L

APPENDIX VII TINT pa

fr

GENCIES CONTACTED

WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

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 Addicticn Detox Service Center
Detox Abstinence Clinic
Newton Street Clinic
Model Cities Clinic
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 Georges General Hospital Drug Clinic, Prince Georges
County, Maryvland

Youth~-Family Drug Consultation Program, Montgomery 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 Montgomery
Counties, Yarylond, £ Vlevandria, Virginia

Regional Addiction Preventicn, Incorporated, District of
Columbia and Montgonmery County, Maryland

Service organizaticns

- : =
American Legion Nes
Veterans of Foreign Wars N
American Red Cross N

by

NEW YORK MILTROPOLITAN AREA

Federal
Veterans 32nefit Center, YNzw York Area

New York Veterans Adrinistration Hospital -
Brooklvn Veterans Muninistration Hospital -

Northport Veterans Adninistration Hospital
State

New York State Erplovment Service, New York Metropolitan Area
New York State Narcoeric Addiction Control Commission

New York State Veteran Alicirs - Counseling Service

County

Nassau County Vetsrans Service Agency

City

New York City Adcdiction Services Agency
New York City Division of Veterans Affairs

Private agencies

Preoject Return

Encounter

Lower Eastside Service Center
Greenwich House

Exodus House

Qdysseyv House

61
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SEST DOSUMENT AVAILARLE

Private agencies (continued)

Covenant House

Reality House

Community Narcotic Action Center
Daytop Village, Inc.

S.E.R.A,

LOS ANGELES METROPOLITAN AREA

Federal

VA:
Veterans Assistance Office
Drug Treatment Programs:
Sepulveda Veterans Administration Hospital
Brentwood Veterans Administration 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 indicated)

Department of Military & Veterans Affairs
Veterans Outreach Progranm
(East Los Angeles Office)
Veterans County Service Officer
{Orange County)
Health Department
County Drug Clinic, Venice
Los Angeles County Drug Abuse
Coalition
Pasadena Community Relations
Drug Project
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County (continued)

Pasadena Drug Abuse Coalition

Compton Drug Coalition

NAAP, Inc.

Verdugo Hills Coalition

Venice Drug Coalition

Hollywood-West Hollywood Drug
Coalition

Los Angeles Methadone Council

Long Beach Coalition

Cerritos Drug Abuse Coalition

Echo Park-Silverlake Coalition

Chicano Caucas

San Gabriel Valley Drug Service Forum

Centinella Valley Drug Abuse Coalition

South Bay Drug Abuse Coalition

Asian American Drug Coalition

Private clinics

Bridgeback, Inc.

Los Angeles Free Clinic
Central City Bricks
Hoillywood 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 Projecto Del Barrio
Impact

Cry Help

Service organizations

American Legion

Veterans of Foreign Wars

Veterans Counseling & Guidance Service
Vietnam Veterans Against the War

UCLA Drug Treatment Program

APPENDIX VII

(OEO funded)

Community Legal Assistance Center (OEO funded)
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APPENDIX VII

County hospitals

in L o Jr. General Hospital
Rancho Los Amigos Hospital

Mental health regional services

Narcotics Prevention Project

Community Health Services

County Methadone Program

El Monte Detox County Clinic

Los Angeles County Detox

Los Angeles County Mental Health Clinic



ST DOGUHENT AVAILABLE.  pesson v

APPLICATION FOR BEYITY OF DISTHs

14}

< ISTHARGE OR SFPARATION Form Approved
FROM THE ARED FORCES OF THE UNITED STATES Budget Bureau No. 32-R014.1
{See Instructions cn reverse belore completing ag plication. Please type or print.)
BRANCH OF SERVICE
_laamy T inavy {1 mariNE CORPS __lcoasTt suarD ™71 a1R ForcE
1. LAST NAME « FIRST NAME - MIDDLE INITIAL -

2, SERVICE NUMBER

3. RATE OR GRADE AT SEPARATION

4, ORGANIZATION AT TIME OF SEPARATION

8. RATURE OF SEPARATION OR TYPE OF DISCHARGE RECEIVED

6. DATE AND PLACE OF SEPARATION

NGTE: Nevy and Masrine Corps sttach diecksrge cectificats

T, ' REQUEST THE FOLLOWING CORRECTIVE ACTION BE TAKEN:

8., EVIDENCE SUBMITTED INSUPPORT OF APPLICATION IS LISTED BELO® AND FORWARDED, (Afﬂdau’m of witmosasea may be used if
daalred, or thav may eppear in porson. Afiidsvite muast bs notarized. VYou mav also euboit a brief containing arduments in support of applica-
tion. If apace (e Insuflicient, usoe additional shee!.)

2. IDESINE TO APPEAR BEFORE THE BOARD IN PERSON
(No expanes ta the Governmsnt)

10. | DTSIRE TO BE REPRESENTED BY COUNSE L(For mnstructions re
Counesl, sen roverge side.)

_1ves TJno

[ ves {Iwo
11, NAME AND ADDRESS OF counsaL (If sny)

1 MAKE THE FOREGOING STATEMENTS AS A PART OF MY APPLICATION %WITH FULL KNOWLEDGE OF THE PENALTIES INVOLVED FOR

WILLFULLY MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT. (U. S. Cods, Tutle 18, Section 1001, formerly Section 80, provides a penalty as follows: A max-
imwa fine of $10,000 or maximum impriscnment of 5§ years, or both.)

STREEY OR RF0D

DATE

CITY AND STATE

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT

NOTE: If veteran 1s deceased or incompetent and the application is thareforo signed by a perscn othsr then whose name sppears in Item 1 above,

indicate sfotus In box balow. If veteran 1o deceased, application will be signed by his spouss, next of kin or legal guardian. Legal proof of
desth or incompetency muet accompeny applicetion.

TTINEXT oF KIN " JLEGAL REPRESENTATIVE T lsuRvivING SPOUSE

SIGNATURE AND ADDRESS OF PERSON WITNESSING MaRK

Signature By mark (X) maat be *rinessed by two persona to whem the applicent 1s psrsgonally well known.

SIGNATURE AND ADDRESS OF PERSON WITNESSING MARK

@ﬁ FORH {3@,’;? PREVIOUJUS EDITIONS ARE ©QZ2ZSCLET =
Aid vorc e SS



APPFNDIX VIII

INSTRUCTIONS

Do not use this iorm 1f discharged by reason o sentence ¥ you wish to be represented 5y Counsel, you .-+

of GENERAL COURT MARTIAL - Use DD Form 149. 4
1. Furnish Counsel at your own expense.

Attach original discharge certificate (Wavv and Xarine .,
3 B (N 2. Choose a Counsel from the following lList of organ-

1zations, aay cae ci wiich will furnish representstion at no
All evidence pot alteady included 1n your military or charge to you.

naval record must be sabmitted by you before the date seat for

hearing. Since all evidence submitted will be retained on file

with your applicalion, it 1s suggested that estra copies be (we-

pared for your information «f you so desire. The Review Boards Americen Red Cross

do not secwe evidence for you.

.Corps only)

Eijther of the above methods will be at no expense tothe
Government. Goverament Counsel will not be furnished.

American Legion (Wartime service only)
Review Boards of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Coast American Veterans of %W II

Guard and A1r Force convere in ¥Fashington, D. C. You may

appear before the Boerd in person. However, this is not meo-

datory. (Your appeazence gnd the appearance of wilnesses I Disabled American Veterans

your behalf will be at no expense to the Government.) If you

state on your application that you w:ll appear before the Board

1n person and fa:l to do so without previous satisfactory ar- Veterans of Foreign Wars

rangement with the Board, such feilre w:.ll be con=idered as

a waiver of appearance and your case will be reviewed on the

eviden~e contained 1o your military or naval record.

Catholic War Veterans, Inc.

Jewish War Veterans of the U. S. A.

UPON COMPLETION, MAIL THIS APPLICATION AS FOLLO#S:

|
|
2

ARMY HAVY AMD MAR!RE CORPS COAST GUARD AIR FORCE
CO, U. 8. Army Records Navy Discherge Review Board , Commandant, rCBD) . er Forcep Set:t!.o:'\1 Records C
A \ . . Miltary Personne ecords Center
Center, TAGO Washington 25, D. C. ous C?ast Gaard . General Services Administration
3700 Page Blvd., I Heatquarters © 9700 Page Blvd.
St. Louis 32, ) Washington 25, . C, St. Louis 32, Missoun
Missourn: i

If you make a change in restdence, not(ly the appropeiate Wsadquarters tomediately.

REMARKS

2 . - GOVERNMENT PRONTING OFEICE 13507 - 77478
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- APPENDIX IX

APPLICATION FOR CORRECTION OF MILITARY OR NAVAL RECORD Form Approvad
UHOER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 1C, U.S. CODE. SEC. 1552 Budget Bureau Nu 2 R0

(vee ansiructions on reverse side HEIFUPE campleting appiicaetion.)
S5AN8CH OF seRVCE

~—
RFLIT 7 vy T atm fcezE ) MARINE CORPS [ | COAST GuUARD
1. ~amwe (Last-Ffrirstomiddle insteal j(Pleaseprint) | 2. sae3snT Ravg, ] 3. SERVIZE NUMBEF 4. SOCTAL SECURITY ArClonT
GRADE NUMBER
5. TYPE OF 0ISTHARGE (If by court-mart:al, state| 6. PRESESNT STATLS, IF ANY, WITw RE- 7. DATE OF DISCHARSGE OF Ay -
type of court.) SPECT TO THE ARVEID SEA4CES (Active LEASE FROM ACTI.E [ T
. duty, cetired, reserve, etc.)

B« ORGAMIZATION AT TIME OF ALLEGED Z%ROR IN REZORD 3

I CESIAZ TO APPEAR BEFORE THE SOARD N WASHINGTON,
6.C. (No expense to the Government.)

1 ves “Ino

10. MaME AND ADDRESS OF COUNSEL (If eny)

2. i BELIEVE THE RECORD TO BE IN ERROR OR ULNJUST IN THE FOLLOWING PARTICULARS:

13+ §5 SUPPORT GF THIS APPLICATION | S.BMIT AS E.1ZENTE THE €OLLG#ING: (If Veterans Administration records are

pertinent to your case, give Regional Office location and Clasm Number.) '

Ta. 3. THE DATE OF THE DISCOVERY CF THE ALLEGED ERROR OR INJUSTICE WAS . D. IF MORE THAN

THREE YEARS SINCE THE ALLEGED ERROP OR INMJuUSTICE wAS DISCOVERED, STATE WHY THE BOARD SHOULD FIND [T IN THE
ENTEREST OF JUSTICE YO CONSIDER THIS APPLICATION,

Y5, APPLICANT Mu5T S1om Ih THE SPACE FAGYICED. IF =i ©_CoRC > QUESTION 1S TMAT OF A PERSON %Ml 15 CECEASEC OR INCOMPETENT,
LEGAL PROGF OF DEATH OR INCIMPETENTY MUST ACCOMPAN: APPLICATION. IF 4PPLICATION 1S SIGNEZ BY SPOLSE, WIDO# OR #iDOWER,
NEXT OF KIN GR LEGAL REPAESENTATIVE, I1%DICATE RELA,.ONSHIP QR STATUS IN APPROPRIATE 80x.

] spouse [ wicow [ wipoweR [ NEXT OF KI%N __ LISAL REPAESENTATIvE [} oTmem (Specify)

o [

16+ | MAXE THE FOREGOI[NG STATEMENTS, AS PAR™ OF MY CLAIM, w(TH FULL KNOWLEDGE OF THE PENALTIES INVOLSED FOR
WILFULLY MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT 0P Cuatm, (U.S. Code, Title 18, Sec. 287, 100!, provides a penalty of not
more thsn 316,000 fine or not more than 5 years imprissonment or both.)

17. COMPLETE ADDRESS, INCLUDING ZIP cCDE {Applicant should forward not:ficatson of

ald changes of sddress.) oo nggC;f;iiiﬂ&:};’;iESRPACE‘

-
18. CATE 19. SIGNATURE (Applicant must s1gn here, )
.
By
np o, PR §9 jug EDITION DF THIS FORM MOT HAVIAS SS7% IS OBSOLETE £ “£R JUN €9
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APPENDIX IX

INSTRUCTIONS

For detarled 1nformation see:
Air tarre Regulation 31-3
Army Regulatioos 15-185
Coast Guard, Code of Federal Regulatioams
Title 33, Part 52
Navy, NAVEXQS P-473, as revised

Sybmit original oaly of this form.

Complete all 1tems. If the question is not ap-

plicable, mark--"Noge"®,

If space 1s 1osufficient, use "Remaris" or attach

additional sheet 1f necessary.

List all attachments or inclosures.

ITEHS 9 zad 14,
witnesses or represeatation by ccursel 1s not re-

Personal appearance of you and your

10,

quired to igsure full and mmpartial conv1ig:7160 of )
plications. Appearances and representalichn aT€ pefmiiied
at oo expense to the Goverameat when a bearing .S euthor-

ized,
ITEH 11, State the specific correction of recard desired.

ITEM 12, In order to justify correctien of a military or
naval record, it 1s necessary for you to show to the sct-
isfacticn of the Board, or it must otherwise satisfa
torily appear, that the 2lleged entry or omission 18 the
record was n error or usjust., Evidence may tnclude aifla
davits or signed testimcey of witsesses, execuyted urter
oath, aed a brief of arguments supporting applicatica. *§
evidence not already iscladed 1m yndr rec~ra must be sub
mitied by you. The respomsibility for securing pew evs
dence rests with you.

[TEM 14, 10 0. 8. C. 1553Zr proviues that o correction m>y i
made upless request is made witail *hree years after taf 4i-
covery of the error or jajustice, but *hat the Ecard nay »
cyse fa:lure to filewithin three vears after discovery 17 .
fiods 1t 1o be in the 1zterest of jistice,

HATL (DHPLETED APPLICATI04S TO AFPROPRIATE ADDAESS 3ELCH

AR HAVY AMD HARI®E ((°PS

COAST GL43) AiR FORCE

Army Board for Correction
of Military Records
Department of the Army
Washingeon, D.C. 20310

Board for Cosrraction of
Naval Records

Department of the Navy
Washingtea, D.C. 20370

U.S. Coast Guard
ATTN: Senior Member
Board for Correction of
Coast Guard Records

LWashington, D.C. 20591

USAFMPC (AFPMDRAIR!
RANCOLPH AFB TEX "3iax

REMARKS




TINAL TATA

e

me
DATh

TRANT

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILARIF

APPENDIX X

il 767 PONTIAC,

UICIRCA

e e .
38 AU st
R -
Y § 2 } } E’F’iﬁ
T : RS S pres- TN ek oRsyena R
. oF
PN .y
2 AR A BA
) ~ o 18 01 ATE OF QIGTH (Coty 28 16 nrlo ity
! oate
- . _— or
o, 8 . I RErabak drilel "rvw"v‘-v
ro. e bTLS G 8, O 15\ oAt
TLAdF 16 S.ECT VE SLIVACS 1 L% A 308 0 LwDir Oy CILNIY STATE AND I P LOOE

o (c2-73)

Taano

LR al ha 2 TT AT
E. ..3 &uu’ »

T1p CHAGATTER OF SERLCF ‘.T:‘.'U’)'R

TrAD xl m\BL."' G

AJ

ERE A e e D0t O A

L RESIAVIST “RANSFIRRED

~reT g
bedile 2

5 STATION 24 NBYALLATION AT wetiCn EFFECTED 3 42
¥

ey . n
wore audt el Ir -
TS AT YT o SAT TN
- [y e N~ R . Ao
Cay ; oy
EFFECT v .
CATE { O
et ll CERT P ImATE sauoo

Locaalld

CIDITILNS

7 AEEmLIL vuu \co..

R

TlovneR

[N 4

vaeay o

.3
el

v LRI SR

{ N ENLISTED (Firat Ealistoent)
-

LJ[

(I enLISTED [P ior Szevice)  [_JREENLISTED

- - 1V VSR NT AZTINI 8RRy JE OTHER TrAN BY 1m0 2T ION 5 quh} 2, WATE 25 EN kY
2 & STURCL OF ENTHY ° SEAVCE b am o —e ————
(Y ears) PR f-r: o Iviaw

05

CATF G i v ar Toas 2F 1 29 & 2

bOTS LUPMENT ATTIME SuT

CINTO CUAM AT ACTS

Oc ENT.

T s

TR O,

- v.CE

[

i
‘ve SEAV CL 22

5TATewMENT C

e 5:“'-&-.

wr At T e
PICHIC

b os

J.ol

€ P2y aod Spagen

[__‘4 9}

. Il' LT SEAVICE Th §Pe® D2

Vorraag {‘:-.v._

—t

CREMTYAOLE
FOR €45 % BAY] 11 graEe scR.
PLAFTSES

Tl

300 FUPATION awD

—
VA 1o97aL fLene 1) plus Line (224

o

Te
i _,11 |

< ™I b . i
= roe Amny TS 223 TOTAL ACTI.& 587/ 7K !
i £ (Y TR SN W [
i ¢ FOKE 3N A%D 03 St A SIoviCE i CJ
o D T TR oA A TIU TS CIMMINT AT O%G CITATIONS ANT CAMPAIGN N BennS ANAROED OR AUTHIAIZED
5
& .
SeeaT yammaea A ot Fataditar: Al
= CAL NITTRES SUNT I
s A g grrepay 2 ey
INEEN NOR NS H O INY &
S S, -
20 EDULAT DN N iD TeANiN, COMSETED
BT ey
CUR2 RICEZTIT TX
- T
1L CUIs
—nh e 3
o0 Sz
-
«h
X
<r
“\ e 3
P68 MINE AL LDl VIME L ONT (HMracad ng | & DAYS ALCHUES LEAVE PAID [ 274 INSISANTE IN FD SRCE 1 & AMOULNT GF ALLOTMENT PN [
Te ¥ a3t} (MSLI or LIGLE) DISCONT N
<
ar N i
ey LV SIS R - —1ves "o s . .
we |‘1\'. appr 0T RITITLTD Clves 0 HA i1 |
[shed 4 e -— -
P4 bl - M WA CLAIM NUMBER 29 TRV CEMEN'S GROUP LIFE SSUranc e CO.TRAL .
<
s . r -
EN-103
% e I Ty s T} ss 000 [Clnone
P Tk ST
" HIGH SCHoUn
= -
= “
=3 A
o
Bt CAFTER THANGI E6f O 1 U SLHARGY 13 S LNAYJOL OF L%~ t _ 5 THRANS I—-—,LO(.’ S, « "0
. nec S * o g e
S ¢ iE: H 5
KR4 P H B
. . .- 2 ey ey - Y &
:_‘ tnnt Cr aem et e t’;,‘-[-",'“fz__/-}:(:l 13_.___“__.___ P I J Y- e e e —n
; . -
g ' K O W e Coicen .
oo Ve
i .
- o " e oy ey e T AT A P N
2 5. T, W 'y Lok, oEEARATIOND ERR I /
LS .
ED LRy A SIS Eu 15 DF THIS Foum ARE D3 E TE A Ten LT RS L)
LSy PR L] ) LTINS [
NG

S/X 0 U2

T

g e



APPENDIX XI ‘ ‘ R

"hs

NN

o ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SRR WASHINGTON O C 20301

R e 1 AUG 1972

MANPOWLR AND
RESERVE AFFAIRS

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

SUBJECT: Revicw ot Practices and Procedures Rcla.ting to Information
on Separation Documents and Department of Defense Policy
on Invasion of Privacy

Your memorandum to me of 1 March 1972 expressed concern that the
practices and procedures used to record certain personnel information
on discharge forms may be inceusistent with our policy directive which
protects against invasion of privacy of the individual,

The discharge practices and procedures as well as the policy protecting
against invasion of privacy have been reviewed. My detailed findings
are attached,

When a2 member i scparated {rom the Military Service, he is furnished,
in addition to his Discharge Certificate, a torm entitled "Armed Forces
of the United States Report of Transfer or Discharge (DD Form 214)"
which reflects numerous items of personnel informatior including the
type of discharge, reason and authority. A copy of the DD Form 214 is
retained by the Military Services and used principally as a summary of
personnel informa.tion concerning a member's active service. Another
copy of the DD Form 214 is furnished to the Veterans Administration
and to the Selective Service System for their official use.

Through the years, non=Governmental employers have learned that this
document contains certain information, such as the type of discharge and
reason for discharge, training received, and job specialty, which may
be of interest to them. Although the reasor for discharge is codified by
thhe use of the Separation Program Numbers (SPNs) rather than narrative
descriptions, recent criticism has alleged that those Service members
who receive honorable or general discharges for unfavorable reasons
{particularly SPNs for drug abuse or alcoholism) are unnecessarily
stigmatized or embarrassed by the appearance of this adverse informa -
tion on the DD Form 214. However, it should be noted that over 90

Fercent of the onc million members discharged annuatly receive hon-
orabic distrurzes for reasons ovher than wnfavorable. These members
AJ5 T uLe th.e 4"‘ Dorm Z2iban ~eckin . employment and in s¢ ckinyg various
”v'f'rvra.zm Adminisiretion and State velerans! Sencefits. The DD Form 214

Hows them to estibhish treir eligibibiy for veterans' benciits quickly
And ¢ Louratew 70
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I belicve that our prescnt procedares involving the Discharge Certificate
and DD Form 214 ave necessary for legitimate admanistrative purposes,
and are basically valid. I have also concluded that the practices and
procedures arc, in general, consistent with the policy against invasion
of privacy.

However, I have identified two deficiencies which contribute to possible
embarrassment or stigmatization of some former Service members.,
These defects will be corrected.

The {irst concerns access o the S ice publications which list the
Separation Program Nummbers (SF N:,. These numters identify the rea-
sons for discharge in liew of nuirrative asscriptions. Department of
Defense policy and Service regulzations prehibit the disclosure of personal
information, such as that found on discharge forms, to non-Governmental

¢4

organizations and indi\'iuualk r icss such cdisclosure is specifically
authorized in writing by [ovmer Scrvice members. However, the Army
and Air Force do not restrici access to their lists of SPNs. The Navy
and Marine Corps restrict aoeess 0 their lists by marking them "For

Official Use Only" and ‘For Internal Use Only The practice of unre~
stricted access to these lists ks been criticized as permitting some
embarrassment or sticatization wnere non-Governmental organizations
or employers have obt _;uncd the listings through normal publication
sources,

The second area concerns Departmental instructions which permit the
use of some narrative terms with certain SPNs when the reasons for
discharge are pased on established facts {for example, fraudulent
enlistment, absence without leave, desertion, conviction by rnilitary or
civil court}. This procedure can be construed as being inconsistent
with our intent to avoid stizmatization of former Service members.
Such terms as unsuitability, inaptitude, unfitness, misconduct, homo-
sexuality, drug abuse, 2lcohelism and other reasons invelving mental
cr moral issues, which constitute the basis for discharge, are not used.
I believe that the use of any narrative should be terminated.

As a result of this review, an ancillary matter has been raised. This
deals with whetner the reasons for discharge may be too restrictive
and whether additional SPNs should be available to distinguish different
reasons for discharge. This issue is particularly evident in cases
involving druz abuse and alcoholisin. Nevertheless, its scope could
include any unfavorable reason Jor dis charge such as homosexuality,
absence without leave, dusertion, unsuitability or unfitness.
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A iurther exammationsf\ The redsons (or discharge snou'd be made.
For example, it may be appropriate to provide cornmanders mcre

flexibility in dealing with drug or alcohol dlscharges, and to have
more than orme SPN for dru

LEEUS L W Lasa: Wil L L PR Sy SRS UL A0

I 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 {rom 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 intc the reasons for disch.rge to
deterrnine whether additional rcasons and SPNs are necessary or
gesirable.

Concurrences have been received from Mr. J. Fred Buzhardt, The

General Counsel and Brig. General George J. Hayes, Principal Deputy,
Assistant Secretary of Defense (H&k]},

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

A

—

i

L"“~

/ I

(i i

Encl Roger T. Kelley

Approval(m

Disapproval %\z WL%‘?QJ
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DETAILED FINDINGS

Findings are based upcn an examination and evaluation of DoD
Tv\a‘f-'r-n‘f\(ﬂr\v\ 13345, 1, "Standardization of Forms - 'ann-r'f of Transfer
wrdbnl b VAW LD b e Ay L./h ANEA A Wl S hWid W - kA -

or Dischurge of Mc nbers of the Armed Forces of the United States
(DD Form 214 scyics), " August 26, 1968; DoD Instruction 1344, 11,
"Preservation of Purqo*xal Privacy of Members of the Armed Forces,"

September 22, 19706; and Military Department comments to various
guestions posed to them by my office regarding the overall system of
recording various inforrnation on separation documents.

When a person is separated from the Military Service, he is furnished
a form entitled "Armed Forces of the United States Report of Transfer
or Discharge (DD Form 214)" The DD Form 214 provides:

1. The recipient with a brief, clear-cut record of a term of active
service with the Armed Forces when he is transferred, released or
discharged frora that term of active service, or when he undergoes a
change of status or component while on active duty;

2. Various Governmental auencies (including the Veterans Admin-
istration, the Selective Scrvice System and the United States Employ=
ment Service of the Department of Labor) with an authoritative source
of information which they require 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 Iorces; and

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

The DD Form 214 rcflects the character of discharge (honorable, under
honorable conditions, under conditions other than honorable, 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 Administration and to the appropriate State Director of the
Selective Service System. The Military Service concerned retains a
copy. Copies are not furnished to non-Governmental organizations or
other individuals. In accordince with Department of Defense instruc-
tions, the Military Services 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 form to non-Governmental organizations or
individuals. Prospective employers or others are required to obtain

this information from the separar ed member. The Services will

I

furnish the separated meinucs waw information he requests.

However, one aspcct of the system does allow the possible '"disclosure'

of certain information reflected on the DD Form 214. The ''separation
program number’”’ {SPN)} is used instead of a narrative statement to
show the reason for separaticn in order to afford the individual some
protection frcm pessible suymatization which could result from words
used to describe the recson {or separation. Most SPNs reflect routine
reasons for separation {fcr example, expirarion of term of service,
retirement, etc.}. Some reflect adverse reasons. For example, one
SPN {384) identifics a2s the reason for discharge "unfitness - drug
abuse.'" Only an individual who is administratively separated from
military service baczuse of unfitness based on drug abuse will receive
the SPN 384, regavdiess of the nature of the Discharge Certificate
received. The SPN re:ilects only the reason for discharge, and not
the character of service. The SPN does not appear on the Discharge
Certificate, only ont ,}~ ol Form 214. Consequently, an individual
who, under the druz urinalysis screening and identification policy now
in effect is admiristratively discharged for drug abuse with a General
Discharge (uncer nonora’ic conditions), will receive SPN 384 on his
DD Form 214.

A
Examination of an individu2l's DD Form 214 by a prospective employer
would normally revezl onivanSPN as a reason for discharge. Explana-
tion of the SPN would have to be provided by the individual if he so
desires. However, becauvse the listing of standard SPNs and their
meanings is not resiricted by the Arrny and Air Force, various larger
firms have obtained them through normal Government publication out=
lets. Conscquently, these prospective employers can identify the
individual's rea.on lu. discharge.

To this extent, it iz argued that the practice of unrestricted access
Permits a prospective employer to invade a member's privacy even
though the individual does not desire to have the reason for his dis-
charge known. On the other hund, it is claimed 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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In order to greserve the wrooority of the master lists of SPNs, it wiil

Leopecessars to ostihliis o tew set of numibers and to restrict access to
this new ".in%in,!. Jrora tine 1o time in the future, 1t undoubtedly will Le

necessary to rupeat this procuss.

Ailr Force has in *he past and again recently recommended that SPXNs be

s copy of the DD Form 214, Air

orce ¢nines ool oFNe reflecting adverse reasons for discharge are
t

as stiyn wlizing as an uniavoraonly characterized discharge,

jus . Viore-
Y ANiT Yo s z IR K Looine SF)\' b r;"‘r
over, Alr I'¢ree ar_ccs, s$0O io.g as the moeaning of s can be rezdily
ascertained, incdlvisal privacy is suscoutible to invasien. This latter

e
point will, as previously indicated, Se corrected.

Althougn SPNs conid be deleted from the individual's copy of the DD For
214, 1 concur =it the other Scrvices and Health and Environment tha

the inequity of such wction to the great bulk of honorably dischargzed
members, the proboble increased workload resulting from additional

A
inquiries from tihe Veterans Administration and others, the resuiting

slowdown cf separation proccssin; ard the resulting untenadie lega
practice reca lin_\ certification of the DD 214, outwelizh the value of anv
gratultous be ts tnat weuld belall thie smell percentage of individuals
with so—cal’;ci ati;mz.iizizxg SNs. Icannot azgree with the seeminc
undertone of the sug estion widc hat 'we'' are s:A-mdu?L-b

N o
v
e
o]
8]
r—s
e
o
[z}
R

people. Those who arc stigmati t rcumstances of their dis-
charges stigmatize themselves. Ve simply miake the fact a matter og

record; a record which we do not make available to the general public.
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IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Maxy 7,1073

AMre, McGoverx (Tor himeelf, My, Anovrezrk, M. Coanx, Mr, Oravsroy, A
Harrse, Mre, Tharaowar, Me Hoeareneey, Mre, Inovye: and Mre, 3Mows)
introduced the following bill: which was read twice and referved to the
Committee on Armed Services

To amend chapter 49 of title 10. United States Code. to pro-
hihit the inclusion of certain information on discharge cor-

tificates, ana for other purposes.
1 Be it enacted by the Serate and House of Lepresiuio-

2 fives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 Thar {aY ohantor 19 of title 10 "nito tntna flada 32
L A BECR L ety ldlltllL\l E Y FE RAURL AUy AP TR R G U RV E O B W SN Lo b )
A 11 IS 15 M PR | o3 1P . .

4 aniended by addmg atb the end thereof a new sectlon as
5 follows:

6 “§975. Prohibition against certain information appearing
7 on discharge certificates

8 “The Secretary of Defense shall take such action as

9 mav he necessary and appropriate to insure that—

I
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2
1) discharge centificates issued to members of
the Armed Forees shall not bear any letter or number
or other indicator of any kind whatsoever which dis-
closes any reason why auy such member was discharged

or separated from service; and
“(2) no information indicating or relating fo any
reason why any former member of the Avmed Tlorees
was dischareed or separated from serviee may he made
available to any private person (other than the former
member concerned) or ceutity hy any otlice or employee

of any wilitary department or ageney.”

(h) The table of <ections at the heginning of chapter 49
of title 10, United States Code, is amended hy adding at the

end thereof a new item as follows:

“g75. Prohibition against certain information appearine on discharoo cor-
= = bl

tificates.”.

Src. 2. (a) The amendments made by the {ivst seetion
of this Act shall he applicable to all discharges issned by the
armed forees of the United States on and after the date of
enactment of this Aet,

(h) Any former member of the armed forees of the
1Tnited States who, prior to the date of enactment of this Net.
was ixsned o diseharee certificate and snch eertificate con-
tained any infermation (i eede er atherwise) deseribed ia

cection 975 of ttle 10, Uniied Staies Code, as added by the

77
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3
first section of this Act, shall, upon application to the Seere-
tary of the appropriate military department, be isated a new
discharge certificate withont such iuformation appearing

thereon.

o
W
&
&
iﬁ;«
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IN THI HOUSE O REPRESENTATIVES

Arpin 12,1973

Mr. Kot ¢for himself and My, Aserxt intiodneed the following bill: wlieh
was referred to the Comnitice on Arned Services

To prohibit the military departiments from placing on sdischarge
certificates any codes or other indicators which disclose any
reason why members of the Awmed Forces are discharged

or separated from serviee, and for other purposes.
1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 fwwes of the Dpited States of dweriea in Congress aussembled.
3 That the Secretary of Defense shall take such action as may

4 be necessary and appropriate to insure that—

5 (1) diseharge certificates issued to members of
6 the Armed TForces <hall not hear any letter or number
7 code or other indieator of any kind wharsoever whicls
8 divelose any reason why any such menber was dJi--
Y clhareed o -eparatod rome servicee; and
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reazon why any former member of the Armed Forees
was dischareed or sepavated fromn serviee may he made
available to any private persen {other than the foreer
member concerned) or entity by any ofliccr or cinplovee

of auy military departinent or agency.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON. D. C 20301

MANPOWER AND 21 SLP 1973

RESERVE AFFAIRS

Mr. James T. Hall BES, LLuJm
Associate Director

Federzal Personnel and Compensation Division

U. 8. General Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Hall:

Thank you for the opportunity te review vcur draft of the report, FPC 37,
"Opportunities to Improve Outreach and Effectiveness of Review of Other
Than Honorable Discharges Given Service Members Because of Drug
Involvement. " (OSD Case #3673} 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 drzafl repert are nrovided in Tab B.
The rationale in Tab A is elaborated in Tab B. [See GAO note 1.]

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 such o clearly defined parameter, addi-
tional guidance is not deemed advisable. More aggravated cases not
within this policy, but wherein injisiires may have occurred, will con-

tinue to be considered as before.
[18] [See GAO note 2.]

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

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

2. This page number has been changed to correspond to the page num-
ber of this report.
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should be expanded...'" The Department of Defense position does not
support such views. 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. The standards of railitary behavior,
performance and discipline must be maintained. An individual's dernon-
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.

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 administrative record. Depart-
ment of Defense policy continues to be tu eacourege the drug abuser to
seek treatment voluntarily and thus avoid the po s51b111ty of a punitive or
undesirable discharge for more aggravated incidents. Additionally, your
attention is invited to the provisions of the Exernplary 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 e express an appreciation for the opportunity to review the
draft report. If additional assistance is needed, please contact us,

Sincerely,

7
obert C. Taber
Lieutenant General, U. S. Army
Principal Deputy

Enclosures
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\‘\ .
Deparinent ¢of Deferse Position on Recommendations and Suggestions

o

e Departient of Defense agrees with the following recommendations:
1. To provide greater circularization (ef the policies relating to re-
arerterizarion of undesirable and punitive discharzes issued prior to

aly 7, 1971, i1or tone sole perscnal use of drugs) to drug treatment centers
and Stote employmant agencies.

ater circularization will be provided to drug treatment centers and
5. dowever, ve recoumend the use of the National Inventory of
rzatwent Pro-~rong, recently published, rather than the National

_wot brug Asase Treatment 2rograms, 1972,
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2. To regquest tnat the Secretarv of the Army advise applicants of the
Bischarge Revicw Juoafa wio ore turned doun of their right to resubmit to
imne Board for CTorrection of Military records.

¢ Secretary of the Aroy will be vequested to provide guidance whercein
irdividnels witl be acvised of their right to resubmit to the Board for Cor-
ceciion of Milicary Records, if cheir aprlications are initially denied by
th: Discnarge Review Boarc,

3. To¢ direct the Secretaries of the Military Departments to provide
sufficient staff to meet agreed vpon goals for processing time of the Boards.

Sccretaries of the Military Departments will be requested to provide suf-
ficient staff to meet established processing goals for all types of cases. At
the =2ve time they will e asked to establish a policy of expediting the proc-

ecssing of applicatious requesting recharacterization where the drug abuse
wecical (a) treatment and/or (b) rehabilitation needs of the individual appli-
cart indicate priority review. Such review should be in consonance with the
previously published policies.

4, To establish consistent criteria for each of the services.
thile implementation of the drug abuse discharge recharacterization policy
has been consistent esmong the Military Services, reporting criteria are

different. Consistent reporting criteria will be established.

5. To seek the opportunity to brief Congressional comnittees on Separa-

o

tion Program Number {(CPN) policies.

Members of my staff are available to provide information to Congressional
Cormittees ¢n Separation Program Number (SPN) policies.

The Departmant of Defense does not agree with several of the recommen-
dations or suggestions as follows
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1. To direct the Sccretary of the Navy 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. Additionally, the Department of the Navy is organized dif-
ferently than is either ti.c Army or the Air Force. Therefore, their require-
ments are different,

2. To develcp and promulgate detailed guidelines in applications.

£ s NTy WAasem 14508 ~m- nn 'rv,u,...
LULINS ¢ DL Form 147 an Dy ruiil
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P oy
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ica
mple and have self-contained instructions.

(=4 WO api
293, are designed to be
Applications under th
show that the dischar

a
r[J

4
1
sin
N

e drug abuse recharacterization policy need only
ge fell under the purview of the policy.

3. To promulgate a comrnon 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 National 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 organizations 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.
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7. To notify assisting service organizations regarding disposition.

Rationale: Release of such information without the applicant's request
violates the Freedom of Information Act. Notifving such organizations is
the responsibility of the individual. Notification would be proper oaly if
applicent has waived his rights of privacy with respect to the veternans

organization involved.

8. To notify assisting service organizations regarding reasons for
determinations.

Rationale: The subjective judgment of the Board is to decide whether
or not the case falls under the purview of DoD policy. o specific reason
may exist. Also, the Freedowm of Information Act restricts the release
of such information unless the individual so requests.
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£oatay VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
Eiel . § OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
: e © WasHINGTON, D.C. 20420
R v

Sz . AUGLST 28 1973

Mr, Frank M. Mikus

Assistant Divector

Manpower and Welfare Division
U. S. General Accounting Office
Room 137, Lafayette Building
811 Vermont Avenue, N, W.
Washington, D. C. 20420

Dear Mr, Mikus:

We have reviewed your draft report entitled,
"Opportunities to Improve Outreach and Effectiveness of
Review of Qther Than Honorable Discharges Given Service
Members Because of Drug Involvement', and are in agree-
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 recommendation 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 individual’s copy 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.

~ &

A7 noter This page number has been changed to
correspond to the page number of this report,
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Mr, Franlt M, Mikus

Assistant Director

Manpower and Welfare Division
US GAO

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft.

If you have any questions concerning our comments, my staff
will be available,.

Sincerely,

FRED B. RHODES
Deputy Administrator
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF DOD AND
MILITARY DEPARTMENTS RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES

DISCUSSED IN THIS REPCRT

Tenure of office
T an e T
I T Ol 1Q

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:

Dr. James R, Schlesinger July 1873 Present
Elliott L. Richardson Jan. 1973 July 1973
Melvin R. Laird Jan., 1969 Jan., 1973
DEUPTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE:
Willian P. Clements Jan., 1873 Present
Kenneth Rush Feb. 1972 Jan., 1973
Vacant Jan., 1972 Feb. 1972
David Packard Jan. 1969 Dec. 1971
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):
William K. Brehm Sept. 1973 Present
Carl W. Clewlow (acting) June 1973  Sept. 1973
Roger T. Kelly Mar. 1969 May 1973
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT)
(note a):
Dr. Richard S. Wilbur July 1971 Present
Dr. Louis H. Rousselot Jan. 1968 July 1971

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

SECRETARY OF THE ARMY:
Howard H. Callaway May 1973 Present
Robert F. Froehlke July 1971 May 1973
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Tenure of office

From To
- -
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY (continued)
UNDERSECRETARY OF THE ARMY: :
Vacant July 1973 Present
Kenneth E. Belieu Sept. 1971  June 1973
Thaddeus R. Beal Mar. 1968 Sept. 1971
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY:
John W. Warner May 1972 Present
John H. Chafee Jan. 1969 May 1972
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):
James E. Johnson June 1971 Present
Robert H, Willey (acting) Apr. 1971 June 1971
James D. Hittle Mar. 1969 far, 1971
Vacant Feb. 1969 Mar, 1969
Randolph S. Driver Apr. 1968 Jan. 1969
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS:
Gen. Robert E. Cushman, Jr. Jan. 1972 Present
Gen. Leonard F. Chapman, Jr. Jan. 1968 Dec. 1971
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE:
John L. McLucas July 1973 Present
Robert C. Seaman, Jr. Feb. 1969 July 1973
Dr Ha.cld Brown Oct. 1965 Feb. 1969
ASSISTAMT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE AFFAIRS):
- James P. Goode (acting) June 1973 Present

Richard J. Borda Oct. 1970 June 1973

aThis position was formerly entitled '"Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Health and tledical)}' under the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs). The
change was effective in June 1970. Dr. Rousselot occupied
the position under both titles.
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