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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this study is to review Army regulations and eliminate,
where appropriate, those policies which undermine the special trust
and confidence reposed in officers.  The basis of the review evolves
from -the officer ’s appointment which places special trust and conf idence
in the patriotism, valor , fidelity and abilities of an officer.

HQDA staff proponents of Army regulations, MACOMs , other commands , Army
service school faculties and students and the TRUST Review Group iden-
tified 197 issues which were perceived to degrade an officer ’s trust.

• Each issue was evaluated and disposition recommended to the Chief of
Staff of the Army. During the course of this review, Army policy changes
initiated by the proponent have removed several issues that impinged upon
trust. Legal, efficiency, management and resource constraints appropri.-
ately limited the elimination of other issues which seem to undermine an
off icer ’s trust.

Army policies that impinge upon officer trust generally can be traced to
excessive certification, the safesiding approach , the tendency toward
centralization and overmanagement. Policy issues which detrimentally
impact upon a significant number of officers are:

The inflation of evaluation reports to ensure that subordinates
remain competitive.

The lack of credibility of the Unit Readiness Reporting system at
the unit level.

The necessity for a marriage certificate or other documentary evi—
dence to support a claim for BAQ.

The requirements to provide lodging receipts and statements of non—
availability of government quar ters and mess to support payment of a
TDY travel voucher.

The practice that transportation officers or their representatives
“satisfy themselves ” that proper ty shipped as professional items and
certified by officers to that effect meet imposed guidelines.

The necessity for a higher level commander to further justify a
subordinate cotntnander 1s prior ity reques t for restricted Federal Supp ly
Class (FSC) items.

The requirement for commanders to authenticate assignment of priority
designators 01 through 08 rather than delegating authentication authority
to appropriate officers.

L - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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The requirement to produce proof of ownership , state registration,
driver ’s license and safety inspection to register an automobile on an
Army installation. 

-

The necessity for installation commanders to conduct quarterly
inspections of bachelor officer quarters.

The practice that agents at check cashing facilities ensure that an
officer’s name is not on a dishonored check list.

The requirement that officers show proo f of housing availability
in an oversea area to be eligible for concurrent travel when government (
quarters are not available.

The procedure that officers augment personal information printed on
the front of their checks.

Throughout the TRUST Review, several commanders addressed the reasons
which limit an officer’s opportunity to exercise trust. Overmanagement,
safesiding, overreaction , “zero defects,” “can do” and a lack of oppor-
tunity to fail typify their comments. These practices seem to culminate
in inflated Officer Evaluation Reports that represent an organizational
climate in which all officers must be errorless.

Several irritants were the result of command directives and misconceptions
of Army policy. Although command directives were not within the purview
of this review, several command.s reported that these directives contri-
bute to practices tha t undermine an off icer ’s trust and indicated that
corrective action is being taken.

This review is manifested by a commitment to the reaffirmat ion of an
of ficet’s unique special trust ; a belief that ethical standards must
be institutionalized through the Army educational processes; and by
strong support for an effective reward system for the many officers who
demonstrate their worthiness of the unique special trust and punishment
for those few who abuse this privilege and responsibility.

This review promoted in awareness of undermining regulitory policy and
enhanced the Army’s organizational climate. Regulatory policy must
advance an off icer ’s opportunity to exercise trust. It has been stated
that “No man is a leader until his appointment is ratified in the minds
and hearts of his men.” Knowledge, ingenuity, initiative and sound
management principle are necessary ingredients; however, trust is the
catalyst which ratif ies an off icer ’s commission.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Trust among all soldiers is fundamental to an eff ective fighting force.
In 1920, Secretary of War Newton Baker stated that “The inexact or
untruthful soldier trifles with the lives of his fellow men.” In the
demanding arena of military leadership, it is essential that officers
possess and exhibit trust and confidence. — -

Illustrated on the report cover is an early commission. It provides
evidence that special trust and confidence are time—tested qualities.
For over 200 years , the United States of America has bestowed special
trust upon the officers who serve to uphold this nation ’s heritage.
Although this special trust has been violated occasionally,  hundreds
of thousands of off icers have discharged their oaths of off ice and
associated responsibilities with dedicated service and outstanding
integrity. Over one—half of the Presidents of the United States were
officers. Their special trust was exhibited in directing this nation
to world prominence.

The basis of officer trust is vested in the officer ’s commission or
warrant off icer ’s appointment. They stipulate that special trust and
conf idence are reposed in the patriotism, valor , fidelity and abilities
of every officer. It is significant that commissioned officers, appointed
by Presidential authority, are the only military personnel who act as
direct agents of the Commander—in—Chief and are charged with upholding
the national interest with the highest integrity.

Although other service members certainly possess and discharge special
trus t and conf idence, officers are officially charged with this responsi-
bility and are expected to discharge it in every endeavor. The trust
and conf idence bestowed upon the off icer corps must be more than symbolic:
It must be a basic principle of leadership.

Today ’s complex military environment demands quantification and explicit
management procedures; however, these requirements may adversely impact
upon officer special trust. Precise and necessary management tools may
conflict with an off icer ’s opportunity to exercise judgment which may
lead to a feeling of lack of trust. Therefore, extreme care must be
taken to strike a proper balance between efficiency and trust. Trust
in the judgment of the individual officer is necessary for the develop-
ment of a personal sense of integrity which is the bedrock of self—
discipline. Although decentralization of judgment carries certain
risks , the potential benefits justify that risk, Army regulations
and management techniques must consider trust implications.
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Management procedures have experienced significant evolutionary change
while concepts of special trust have followed the traditional path .
There is a consistent need to assess management practices designed to

• allocate scarce resources in a more efficient manner, but which may
tend to escalate some decisions to higher levels to gain broader per— - 

-

spective. Some of these management procedures may be unnecessary and
inhibit trust. Emphasis on individual worth and value must keep pace
with the emphasis on the impersonal aspects of management . The line
between sound management.and latitude to effect mission accomplishment
is frequently subj ective and imprecise.

Today ’s officer must meet the complex challenges of centralized n~anage—ment, computerization , sophisticated equipment and leadership with
utmost integrity. Legal, efficiency and resource constraints must not
unnecessarily limit an off icer ’s opportunity to exercise trust.

Sophisticated management practice has advanced the centralized manage-
ment concept; however , human behavior still runs a situational continuum
which places utmost value on the judgment and ethical standards of an
officer. Although some individuals desire an “off icer ’s code” to assist
such judgments , it is impractical to codify appropriate behavior to cover
all contingencies. The officer corps must continually express its value
system and the basis for this system is aptly described in the commis-
sion, oath of office, code of conduct and the code of an honorable sian.
To further specify officer conduct may constitute a crutch for those few
of ficers who would violate special trust.

The ethical norms for various groups in society may differ; however, the
constitutional and social bases of officer integrity must remain firm.
The off icer value system must permeate Army regulations, management
philosophy, ideals and traditions. This does not mean that the insti—
tution~bears the responsibility for officer special trust and confidence ;
it means that individual off icers  must be cognizant of their responsi-
bility and discharge it with utmost professionalism. Although experience
and training vary among officers, every officer must be aware of the
ethical demands of his office and give them the highest priority in
the decision—making process. Trust is a web of special relationships
among all individuals who operate on equal as well as higher and lower
levels.

The Army must make every effort to ensure that officers are afforded the
opportunity to exercise trust. Regulatory policy must advance this con-
cept. Regulations cannot act as a substitute for common sense, profes-
sional judgment, discretion and propriety ; rather, they must serve to
form the foundation for what should be done and every regulation must
express legitimate requirements.

1—2
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As General Maxwell D. Taylor stated : “Even with the g i f t s  of human under—
- standing and of professional competenc e arising from careful training,

our military leader will not be complete without the third at t r ibute  of
greatness; namely , character — character which reflects inner strength

— 
and justified confidence in oneself. ” A scrupulous regard for  an o f f ice r ’sword and the integrity of his acts provide the foundation for inner
strength and confidence.
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to conduct a review of Army regulations and
eliminate , where appropriate , those policies which undermine the special
trust and confidence reposed in officers. The review was directed by
Chief of Staff Memorandum (CSM) 77—5—21 (Appendix A).

The CSM directed that the TRUST Review Group recommend for approval of
the Chief of Staff of the Army the deletion of those policies that under-
mine an officer ’s special trust and that do not accomplish other over-
riding desirable effects. To conduct the policy analysis, a resear ch
design was formulated. The research design addresses the scope of the
study , sources of data and data analysis techniques.

SCOPE

The review encompassed 1444 Army regulations and , as an adj unct , provided
command comments which transcended policy issues. To enhance objectivity ,
the analysis integrated the perspectives of the HQDA staff , commanders ,
service schools , individual officers and pertinent research papers .

Various types of policies which impact upon an officer ’s trust were
scrutinized. In analyzing these policies particular note was made of
nonessential signature requirements for officers and reports signed by
an officer which required corroboration . Documents which required offi-
cers to report compliance with other regulations were evaluated . Regu—
latory requirements for officers to submit reports to lower—ranking per-
sonnel and requirements that officers certify they understand long and
complicated regulations were analyzed . The policy review analyzed
requirements for officer certification which diminished the rightful

— authority of noncommissioned officers. Army reports requiring more
than one off icer ’s signature received particular emphasis as well as
the “signature saturation” requir ements placed upon a unit commander.

— The scope of the TRUST Review was limited by the following constraints .
First , the review only addressed Army regulations and was not intended
to identify and evaluate command practices which undermine special trust.
During the course of the review, several command practices which under—
mine officer trust surfaced. Some of these practices were promulgated
by command directives and others resulted from field misinterpretation
of DA policy . These issues are identified in the report to apprise corn—
manders that some field directives and practices undermine officer trust. 



- - - -r~~ - —

—.-—~~~~~ _ _..~~ ..- --~~
-,-,-_ i- _~~~~~~--~~~

--
~~ 

- - -- ~~~~~~~~
-,-

~~~~~~~
..
~ 
- - - •

Also, the review initially focused on commissioned officers but was later
expanded to include warrant officers. Further, it does not assess the
degree to which officers perceive their integrity as being jeopardi zed
or undermined by - Army regulations . Finally , no detailed analysis was
conducted to determine the magnitude of officer trust violations or if
existing sanctions are adequate to address trust violations.

SOURCES OF DATA

In addition to HQDA staff and command participation , the review was
p assisted by several agencies/individuals.

The Army Resear ch Institute was requested to review previous studies which -

addressed officer special trust , but none ‘was identified. Other services
were queried ; however, there were no previous or ongoing service efforts
relating to regulatory policy which adversely impact upon officer trust
and integrity. Field visits were made to the US Army War College and the
US Army Command and General Staff College. TRADOC surveyed other Army
service schools and obtained advanced course student opinions on grass
roots implementation of policy .

ANALYSIS OF DATA

This review was designed to identify undesirable policies impacting upon
of ficer special trust and to eliminate them where feasible. The ultimate

• objective of the review was to promote an organizational climate within
the Army which supports ethical growth. To accomplish these tasks , the
review progressed from problem identification to final decision . The
f ive phases of the review were: issue identification ; staffing; resolu—
tion ; evaluation and decision .

Identification

The initial phase was designed to identify all Army regulations which
appear to undermine an officer ’s trust .  HQDA staff prop onents, major
Army commands , other commands and the TRUST Review Grou p participated
in this phase. Additionally , as~sistance was received from the United
States Military Academy and advanced course , Command and General Staff
College and Army War College students and faculty.

In May 1977 , HQDA staff  proponent points of contact were established and
briefed . During the same period , points of contact were requested from
and identified by MACOMs . }IQDA staff  proponents were asked to review
their regulations and to identif y issues which may be degrading to officer

- •  - 

2-2



~ ,- --
~~~ - r .  ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - ~~~~~~

special trust. On 31 May 1977 , commands were requested to review Army
regulations and to identify those which appear to demean officer trust.
Command participation provided operator—level perceptions and supplemented
the comments received from HQDA staff proponents.

Command input provided a gauge to the magnitude of the problems associated
with a particular regulation or policy. The identification phase involved
development of criteria for policy retention or elimination . During this
phase, letters, previous studies, articles and papers were reviewed . A

• bibliography is at Appendix B.

Staffing

At the onset of the s taf f ing  phase , formats were developed to facilitate
the review input . Policies were classified based on a proposed action to
retain , modif y or eliminate them , or arrive at a determination that none
of these actions was appropriate. The determination catego ry included
Army regulation misconceptions, superseded Army regulations and command
policies and procedures . Subsequently, issues were analyzed and refined .
Staffing recommendations for elimination or retention of policies were
evaluated and incorporated as appropriate . At the same time , the cri-
teria for policy retention , elimination or determination were refined and
applied to policy issues . Initial positions on the issues were developed
by the T.~UST Review Croup. In arriving at these positions , a concerted
effort was made to integrate the perspectives of the HQDA staff, NACOMs
and those offered by other sources. This approach was taken to derive a
comprehensive perspective to use as a basis for formulating officer trust
issue positions. Once issue positions and rationale were formulated ,
HQDA and MACON staffing ensued .

Resolution

The resolution phase addr essed MACOM and HQDA staff  nonconcurrences and
incorporated appropriate comments into the issue positions and rationale.
Staff conferences were used to refine the rationale for issues that invol-
ved nonconcurrences . Throughout the study effort , constant coordination
was maintained with Army regulation proponents. To the extent possible ,
commands were advised of issue position changes as they occurred.

Evaluation

Following the resolution phase , the TRUST Review Group conducted an eval-
uation of all policies which appear to undermine officer trust. Criteria
applied in evaluating policies included legal ramifications , disparity
between degrees of trust vested in officers of different ranks, sound

2-3 
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management practices and other overriding considerations . Requirements
placed on officers were further reviewed to determine which policies
generated overreaction and/or safesiding practices. However, the ulti—
mate criterion in policy evaluation was “What’s best for the Array.”
When f inal evaluations were made, the TRUST Review was provided to the
HQDA staff for comment prior to submission to the Chief of Staff of the
Army (CSA).

Decision

This review provides recommendat ions to the CSA for modifica t ion , el im— (
— 

ination or retention of policies which are perceived to undermine off i—
cer trust. Recommended changes to Army regulations are delineated in
Chapter V, “Conclusions and Recommendations.” Also, Chapter V lists
recommendations for changes which require approval of higher authority.
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CHAPTER III
S

COMMANDERS’ VIEWS ON ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

Major commanders were asked to participate in the TRUST Review. They
offered numerous specific suggestions and these are discussed in Chapter
IV. But they also expressed several views concerning the organizational
framework , or climate , within which the off icer  corps must carry out its
responsibilities. The MACOM comments described certain practices and
conditions which exist in the Army to some degree , but which we do not
want. Their views are summarized in this chapter. Identifying these
unwanted practices is useful so that every off icer  can be on the lookout
for them and he lp as he can to eliminate them .

ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE

Several commanders cited overly centralized managemen t , “safe—siding , ”
“over reaction ,” “zero defects ,” “can do , ” and lack of opportunity to
fail as conditions which, when they exist, limit an of f icer ’s oppor tun ity
to fulf i l l  the trust placed in him. One commander stated that ‘~regu1atory
policies which undermine officer trust are a direct reflect ion of the
Army ’s overall organizational climate .” In his view the organizational
environment all too frequently is “one which al lows no tolerance for mis—

— takes; places off icers in an integrity dilemma of rating subordinates
honestly on Officer Evaluation Reports and destroying their careers or
embellishing the report in order to ensure that they remain competitive;
and places commanders at all levels under pressure to do more with less
in the face of dwindling resources without recognizing the fact that some

• adjustment to mission requirements is needed .” Another commander stated
that “our present system stifles initiative because of excessive guidance
and too much management at all levels of command. ”

No doubt Army policy imposes restrictions on an officer ’s opportunity
to exercise trust .  Some of this is unavoidable, but not all. Several
commanders indicated , however , that actions by their headquarters and
at even lower levels often go beyond Army policy in creating a restrictive

F environment. One commander stated that “a significant number of policies ,
practices and procedures that detract fr om the recognition of an off icer ’s
special trust are not published , but result from local ground rules and
command guidance .” Other commanders suggested that , as a general rule ,
unpublished command practices and policies which detract from trust jus t
come into existence in the field.

- 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _  i -



Sometimes a restrictive management climate induces in subordinates a
fear to “tell it like it is. ” The following comments by commanders are
pertinent to this point : “The tendency to oversupervise springs from a
superior ’s fear that any mistakes made in his organization will reflect
on him and will adversely affect  his career. The concept of no room for
error limits constructive dialogue; officers are reluctant to express
conflicting views.” “If we are to avoid falling into the ‘we can do
anything with less ’ trap , the ‘tell it like It is ’ policy must be fully
supported from the very top to the bottom of our officer corps.” “Leaders ,
particularly general officers , must not practice the Byzan t ine ritual of
‘killing the bearer of bad news ’ .” In 1977 two—thirds of the more than
2200 officers who responded to the questionnaire of an Army student at
the U.S .  Army War College indicated they believe that beh aving ethically
often went unrewarded in field units. That perception may be valid for
the whole officer corps ; hopefully , it is not well—founded. In any case ,
this situation suggests that there is often a fear to “tell it like it is.”

Centralized management practices and the concomitant need for quantifiable
dat a have often affected adversely an off icer ’s opportunity to exercise
trust . Many observers suggest that there is an imbalance between profes-
sional jud gement and quantification in the centralized decision—making
process: That the human element in decision—making is subordinated to
cost—benefit analysis and statistical data. Where this imbalance is
present , it does not accord enough importance to the intangible human
variables. Discounting these variables then leads to the perception
that individual experience is not importan t in Army decisions.

ETHICAL EDUCAT ION

Several commanders believe that the Army needs definitely to incorporate
systematic instruction in professional military ethics into the curriculum
at all Service schools . One commander recommended that “all individuals
joining the Army should initially be granted an educational opportunity
to understand the Army ’s expectations and obligations . The expectations
are twofold; first, what does the Army expect of an officer and second
what should an officer expect of the Army?”

This conviction was corroborated by respondents to the questionnaire on
ethics referred to earlier. Two—thirds of those responding perceived
ethics training in Service schools to be lacking altogether or generally
Ineffective. Three—fourths of them believed there should be more emphasis
on teaching professional military ethics in Service schools, and the
majority of them feel a need to emphasize training in ethics in Army
field units. The substance of their views is that integrity and military
competence are closely related and inadequate performance in one area
contributes to inadequate performance in the other.

3—2
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A principal ingredient in an officer’s professional education must be
ethics. The TRUST Review Group feels that the Service schools should
address “off icership” as a composite of unique roles, responsibilities,
and high standards of conduct. Commissioned officers must be aware of
their constitutional obligation to function as direct agents of the
President and thus as symbols of Presidential authority throughout the
Army.

PUNISHMENT

Major commanders focused on punishment by indicating that if the officer
ethical education program is to be effective it must include a viable
system of reward and punishment. There must be positive inducement to
act ethically . This inducement may range from a simple “pat on the back ”
to a comment on an evaluation report . Also, punishment must be applied
to unethical conduct. It may be that the system is perceived as rewarding
accomplishment of short term, highly quantifiable and often trivial tasks
while ignoring those long term, nonquantifiable tasks that are essential
to the Army . This perception must be changed.

In June 1977 , 151 Command and General Staff College students were admin-
istered a questionnaire which addressed ethical expectations . The students ’
responses indicated that their actions against violators of ethics would
be more severe than their “bosses.” In addition, these students responded
that they “should be” more stringent on violators than they “would be.” - -

These responses bolster the finding of the USAWC questionnaire (referred
to earlier) that Army leadership is perceived as only occasionally taking
appropriate action against officers who act unethically. This perception
must be corrected .

Many officers of all grades perceive the Army as being too easy on indi-
vidual offenders . Additionally, some major commanders suggested that
the Army reacts to single unethical acts by creating a rule to prevent
recurrence of the particular acts rather than prosecuting individual
offenders. As an example, accord ing to one commander “long ago the bad
check artist should have been driven from the temple; Instead it was
must easier for the Army to design a worldwide stamp which proclaims
to the world that a commissioned officer is so dishonest that legal
stipulations must be signed by him before a check will be cashed .” The
sas.~. erson pointed out that “the major impact of an unethical act is
transferred to the institution and the officer corps as a whole, rather
than to the individual who committed the act. As a result, the ethical
aed nonethical officer are being treated as if both were unethical.”

Both positive and negative incentives to be worthy of special trust and
confidence are necessary. The prerogatives, privileges, and responsibil—
ities vested in officers are not meant to reflect elitism; rather they 3
are to serve as a symbol of the trust which the Nation reposes in those
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who meet the demands of officership. In the words of one commander , “one
of the most effective ways to foster and reinforce officer responsibility
and commitment is to emphasize and reinforce each member ’s sense of identi—
ficat ion as part of a select group In which the consequences of individual
conduct , good or bad , devolve upon all members.” Most commanders emphasized - 

-

that the presumption of integrity in each officer must be balanced by
effective , swift, but just punishment for officers who abuse trust.

Throughout the years, the Army officer corps has met its special trust
obligations and discharged its duties with dedication and integrity . To
ensure the highest standards , those few officers who violate special trust
must be punished . There are several means of obtaining ethical conduct.
Among those frequently used are the chain of command , specialized agencies
such as the Provost Marshal and Inspector General , peer pressure and self—
discipline. Two necessary ingredients to achieve ethical conduct are an
understanding of the importance of conformity and the skill to make situa—
tional decisions. Regardless of the means which are used, punishment
must be swift and just . The officer corps must possess the capability
and willingness to “police” itself.

SUMMARY

Comments provided by MACOMs and other data gathered by the Review Group
describe several features of the Army’s organizational climate which
transcend any single Army policy and which undermine exercise of officer
trust. It is clear that the Army must promote an atmosphere which
encourages integrity and worthiness of special trust and confidence.
While being concerned with creating this atmosphere, however, the Army
as an institution cannot bear all the responsibility for officer integrity .
As an institution it can seek to eliminate restrictive management, over
reaction, safe—siding, “can do,” and “zero defec ts,” but each officer
must be concerned for his own integrity. A second theme in the comments
of commanders is that greater efforts  must be made to teach ethics in
the Army’s education system. Finally,  individuals not worthy of special
trust and confidence must be justly punished.
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CHAPTER IV

ISSUES

This chapter contains an analys is of the policies and practices which
were perceived to undermine an officer’s special trust. Each policy or
practice was designated an “issue” and evaluated to ascertain its impact
upon officer spec ial trust.  The issues were analyzed to determine the
feasib ility of their elimination.

Issue proposed actions were divided into three categories : retain ,
modify/eliminate and determinat ion . When a policy or practice was
accurate interpretation of the regulation and a sound management prac—
tice, the issue was categorized as “retain.” Inappropriate or unwar—
ranted policies that degraded officer trust were classified as “modify/
eliminate.” The final classification was designated “determination.”
This category encompasses issues which were:

1. A misinterpretation of Army policy;

2. Resolved through a change or elimination prior to completion
of this review; or

3. Promulgated by a loca l or command directive rather than Army
regulation.

Determ ination issues were addressed to promote Army awareness of the
parameters of officer special trust. —

Figure 4—1, “Army Regulation Command Review,” depicts summary statistics
of the review conducted by major commands. Figure 4—1 lists HQDA staff
proponents and their total number of regulations. Major commands are
listed in the left—hand column. Their identified issues are cross—
indexed to the staff proponents based on the regulations containing the
policy issues. MACOMs identified a total of 198 issues.

Figure 4—2, “Army Regulation Issue Overview,” provides a breakdown of
issues by s taff  proponent . It depicts the number of issues received
f rom the Army staff and MACOMs; the composite number of issues by pro—
ponent ( i .e. ,  redundancy between command and s taff  issues is eliminated) ;
and the proposed issue action (i.e., retain, modify/eliminate or deter—
mination).

Issue sheets depict the source which identified the issue, the Army reg—
ulation, its proponent, the policy which is perceived to undermine trust,
the proposed action and rationale, staffing considerations and the find— -

‘
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Issue: CAR— i

A~ !y Regulation: AR 140—1 , “Army Reserv e Mission ,
-

, Organization and Train ing”
Appendix D, Figure 3

Pr~ponent: CAR

Source(s) : Review Group

Policy, Practice or Pro cedure which Degr ades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 140— i requires that a Research and Development (R&D) MOBDES officer
sign a statement that he would be available immediately for active duty
in event of mobilization, that he will be required to perform 12 days
AT and that he will agree to remain in the Ready Reserve for three
years. Other NOBDES officers are not required to sign similar state-
ments.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The need for MOBDES officers to acknowledge service obli-
gations should be consistent among the various ~1OBDES specialties.
Since other MOBDES officers are not required to acknowledge service
obligations in a manner similar to the R&D ~-IOBDES officer, the require—
ment should be deleted.

R~~ui rement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

~~~~ Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

RQ~A S taff or ~1ACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement that a MOBDES officer sign a statement acknowledging
— 

• service obligations is uni~ecessary.
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Issue: TIG—1

Army Regulation: AR 20— i, “Inspector General Activities and Procedures”

Prqponent: TIC

Source (:~~ TRADOC

Policy~ Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

In preparing for Inspector General inspections, some officers who are
highly motivated to pass the inspections submit or prepare false reports
or documents.

Prop~osed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Army inspection policy does not dic tate false reporting ;
however, the manner in which inspection results are handled by an indi-
vidual’s commander should deter the impression that a “zero defects”
performance is necessary for success. The problem is not regulatory and
an officer who knowingly submits an incorrect report should be punished .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonc oncurrence(s)/C omment(s):  N/A

— Finding:

Record falsification is not prescrib ed in Army regulations. The “zero
defects” syndrome must be eliminated and commanders must promote a cli-
mate which enhances officer integrity . Violators of integrity must be
punished .
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Issue: TIG— 2

Army Regulation: AR 20—3, “Department of the Army Special Subjects
- .- for Inspection”

Proponent : TIC

Sou rceL~~ : FORSCOM

Pol~cy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Spec ial Trust:

During Inspector General inspections, officers in the rank of colonel or
below a r e r equir ed to disp lay clothing and individual equipment for ~er—
viceability and accountability , as prescribed in AR 20—3.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Army regulations do not require the display of clothing
and individual equipment; however, local commanders may prescribe dis—
play for IC inspections. Only in unusual situations should officers be
required to display clothing and individual equipment.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Army policy does not require off icers  to disp lay individual clothing and
equipment. Except to satisfy unit re tdiness or for some other cogent
reason , commanders should not require off icers  to disp lay such items.
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Issue : TIG—3

Arm~y Regulation: AR 600—55 , “Moto r Vehicle Driver Selection
Testing and Licensing ”

Proponent: TIG

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

To obtain a military driver ’s license , an off icer  is required to take a
Batte ry II Test and to have an interview .

p
Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 600—55 does not prescribe an interview and a Battery
II Test fo r personnel requesting a military driver ’s license to ope rate
an Army motor vehicle. There are various categories of licensing with
different requirements. The interview, Battery I Test and Battery II
Test were des igned to screen enlisted personnel who are being considered
for a driver ’s Military Occupatio nal Specialty (N OS). Army personnel
requiring a license to drive a military sedan on an intermittent  basis
can be issued an incidenta l driving permit. An off icer  poss essing a
va lid state driver ’s license who wishes to drive a military sedan may
be issued the incidental driving permit without an interview or a Bat—
tery II Test . The incidental driving permit is good for  a maximum
period of one year.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA S taff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/ Comment(s): N /A

Finding:

Off icers  are not required to take a Battery II Test or have an inter—
view to get a military dr iv ing license.
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Issue: OCPA— 1

Army Regulation: AR 360—5 , “Public Informa t ion Policies”
• 

- Paragraph 3—3

Proponent: OCPA
C 

Sou rce(s) : TRADOC, CGSC Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Off icers  are restricted from expressing persona l op inions about Army
matters .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 360— 5 provides guidelines for  off ic ia l  and unoff ic ia l
discuss ions with media personnel . Off icer s are encouraged to interact
with civilian media ; however , their conversations should be limited to
unc lass if i ed mat ters of which they have personal knowledge and experi-
ence. Chief of S taf f  of the Army Memorandum , subj ect: “Speaking Up/
Speaking Out,” dated 15 June 1977 , fu r the r supports off icer s speaking
out , but requests that once a command decis ion has been made tha t the
of f icer corps give the dec is ion its wholehearted support .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA S taff  or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Findir g:

Army policy encourages officers to converse with others on Army mat—
ters but limits conversations to unclassified matters of which they
have personal knowledge and experience. A policy change is not
required .
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Issue : ACSI—i

Army Regulation: AR 380—5, “DA Supplement to DOD 5200.1R; Security”
Paragraph 2— 19

Proponen t: ACSI
S

Sourcejs:~~ CGS C Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 380—5 prescribes that the person locking and the person checking a
safe initial DA Form 672, “Safe or Cabinet Security Record.” While
the need for security is acknowledged, this procedure presents a unique
situation when an officer works alone after normal duty hours. To meet

- - the prescrib ed criteria, an o f f icer  must f a l s i fy  ]1~’t Form 672 or violate
— security requirements.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : The requiremen t to hav e a second person check a security con—
tam er which stores confidential or higher material is a proven security
measure. When working alone , a duty officer or guard could perform the

— doub le—check .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

EUCOM — Elimination of the requirement to have a second person check a
securit y container endorses the position that an officer ’s signature
needs no certification.

US MA — The requirement for  a second pe rson to check security containers
should not be imposed when an officer  secures the container. The degree
of protection this affords the officer is not considered sufficient jus-
tification not to tru st an officer to per fo rm this simple action.

}IQDA Staff  or MACO M Comment(s): None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

The need for maximum security of classified documents overrides the
officer special trust consideration. The double—check serves to pro—
tect both the officer and national security .

Finding:

A second person should check the locking of a safe containing classified
material.
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Issue: ACSI—2

Army Regulation: AR 380— 5, “DA Supplement to DOD 5200.1R; Security”
Paragraph 2—44

Proponent : ACSI

C Sour ce (s):  TRADOC

Policy~ Practice or Procedur e which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 380— 5 prescrib es a debrief ing of of f icers  who terminate active duty
or are p laced on temporary separation status for  more than 60 days .
An oral debriefing must be accomplished prio r to the off icer  completing
and signing DA Form 2962 , “Secu rity Termination and Debriefing Certif i—
cate.” The cer t i f icate  at tests  to understanding the provis ions of safe—

— guarding defense information.

Proposed Act ion and Rationale:

Modify : The requirements to present an oral debriefing and that the
officer understand secur it y safeguard measur es ar e valid; however ,
officer certification is unnecessary . An officer should simply sign
a statement that the afo rementioned have ensued.

Requi rement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

EUCOM — The requirement for  an off icer  to sign a statement that he or
she has been debriefed concerning the safeguards of defense information
is not appropriate. A part of an officer ’s special trust is to possess
such knowledge and such should be assumed . Under no circumstances
should an officer be required to sign a statement that he or she has
been debriefed concerning a matter which an officer routinely under-
stands.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

In the interest of national security , it is important that an officer
be debriefed concerning the safeguards of defense information and
acknowledge an understanding of this sensitive obligation.

Finding:

The requirement for an otal debriefing and a written acknowledgement
of that briefing on DA Form 2962 is necessary . This form was changed
1 September 1977 to remove the certification requirement.
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Issue: ACSI—3 —

Army Regulation: AR 380— 5, “D~ Supplemen t to DOD 5200.iR; Security ”

Proponent: ACSI

Source(s): MC Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

An officer must certify that he has read and understands AR 380—5.

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 380— 5 does not prescribe that officers certify to
reading and understanding the regulation.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Army policy does not require an officer to certify that he has read
and understands AR 380—5.
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Issue: ACSI— 4

Army Regulation: AR 380— 13, “Acquisitio n and Stor age of
Informa t ion Concerning Non—Affil iated
Persons and Organizations”

Proponent: ACSI

Source(s): ACSI, EIGHTH ARIIY, FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Appropriate activities will maintain a copy of AR 380—13 in a policy
book along with a document which reflects that all assigned personnel
have thoroughly familiarized themselves with, understand and will corn—
ply with the provisions thereof. Additionally, each major Army command ,
agency or activity subject to the regulation will submit an annual
report covering the preceding fiscal year to HQDA. This report will
reflect that an annual inspection of headquarters and subordinate ele—

-: merits was conducted to ensure compliance with the provisions of AR
380—13, and, if appropriate, corrective action taken. The report will
specify that the files of the reporting command, agency, or activity
and those of subordinate elements do not contain information the reten-
tion of which is prohibited.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: At this time, current litigation involving Department of the
Army prohibits requirement changes. The sensitivity of the subject at
the national level demands that the Army exhibit total understandingf
compliance with the regulation.

Requirement_Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

~~qp~~ Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

EUCOM —The proposed action and rationale with emphasis on the sensi-
tivity of the subject area at national level implies that we should
extend the special trust and confidence to officers only in areas —

that are not sensitive. If in fact, we are to exercise special trust
then certainly sensitive matters should be included —— even if such
requires that we do so in spite of the litigations.

1IQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s) :

TRADOC — Concur with the proposed action since current litigation
involves the Department of the Army . However, upon completion of
litigation, this requirement should be reviewed for possible elimi—
nation.
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Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

In order to implement the spirit and intent of AR 380—13, an exten—
sive educational program is required . The provisions of AR 380—13
assist educational processes. The current litigation dictates tern—
porary retention of AR 380—13 requirements; however, these require- 

-ments represent overmanagernent and should be revised. -

Finding:

At this time, the controls to ensure understanding and compliance with
the “Acquisition and Storage of Information Concerning Non—Affiliated
Persons and Organizations” are necessary. Upon completion of litiga— ii .
tion, these controls should be revised
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Issue: ACS I— 5

Army Regulation: DOD 5200.1R; “Security”

Proponent: ACSI

Source(s): AWC Student

Polici, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

When an officer destroys classified documents, a “disinterested” person
must witness the transaction.

r Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: DOD 5200.1R requires that destruction of classified material
must be witnessed. In the interest of protecting the officer and the
national defense, a witness is required for destruction of material
classified secret or higher. Management considerations override other
implications.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: DOD 5200.1R, “Security”

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

}IQDA Staff- or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Connneflt(S): N/A

Finding:

The des.~ruction of classified material 
should be witnessed by a “dis-

interested” person.

~1
-; 4 14  

—



________________________________ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~_________________________________________________ 

__ •__7_ 
-I~~~’ - WW 

-, 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~ 

-

Issue: ACSI—6

Army Regulation: AR 380—200 , “Armed Forces Censorship”
Pa ragraph 22

Proponent: ACSI

Sour ce(s): CGS~ St udent

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

In areas where armed forces censorship is in effect, an officer’s per-
sonal communications are subject to censorship.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 380—200 states that officer personal mail is subject to
primary censorship (unit level) only when directed by higher authority .
However, officer mail is routinely subjected to secondary censorship at
principal gateways and communications points. Officer mail censorship
is only evoked under emergency conditions. Overriding security impli-
cations dic tate censorship requirements.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority:  No.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

H~~A Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

When armed forces censorship is in e f f ect , an ~~~~~~~~~ personal mail
should be censored.
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Issue: ACSI—7

Army Regulation : Draft  DA Circula r 604—XX , “Pe rsona l Secur ity
Clearance — Request for Personnel S ecurity
Investigations”
Appendix A

Proponent: ACSI

Source(s): ALFSE

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Totally completing a DO Form 398, “Statement of Personal History,” and
providing fingerprints each time a security clearance is updated are
nonproductive.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: DA Circular, “Personal Security Clearance and Request for
Personnel Security Investigations,” governs the use of OD Form 398.
Currently, the submission of supplemental data to update a previous
DD Form 398 is authorized when a copy of the previous DO Form 398 is
attached. The requirement to resubmit fingerprints is unnecessary and
should be eliminated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : Director of Central Intelli—
gence Directive No. 1/14

RQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

USAREUR — Concur with the information pertinent to the statement of
personal history . However , this headquarters does not concur with the
proposed elimination of resubmission of fingerprints. Fingerprints
are the best method of ensuring the identity of the person being
cleared or whose clearance is being updated .

TRADOC — A bring—up investigation includes a new check of F31 files
f or the period not covered since the last investigation. No system
exists to use the old fingerprint card to complete a full investiga-
tion.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s):

Individuals who initiate a request for security clearance must con—
plete DD Form 398 and provide their fingerprints. During initial
clearance procedures, these fingerprints are valuable aids to esta—
bu sh identity for National Agency Checks, and Initial or Spec ial

4—1 6
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Backg round Investigations . The Special Background Investigation
requires updating to ensure those individuals requir ing specie l
access to classified mate rial are reaff i rmed . The current procedure
to effect this update is to submit the previous DD Form 398 plus a
supp lemental DD Forri~ 398 and to submit additional f ingerprin t cards .
The propos ed action continues submission of the DD Form 398 but elimi-
nates the resubmission of fingerprints. Persons occupy ing positions

S which require recurrent Special Background Investigations (Bring—up)
are subject to close daily scrutiny and the repetitious reestablishment
of identity through resubmission of fir.~erprints is not essential.
Experience indicates tha t t~ie use of new fingerprints to reestablish -:
identity in the update process has little value and will not adversely
impact on the outcome of update investigations. Currently , no system
exists to use the old fingerprints in the reaffirmation process nor is
one contemplated because the update process focuses on more current data .

Finding:

The resubmission of fingerprint cards is unnecessary . The Army (ACSI)
should request the Director of Central Intelligence to delete the
requirement to conduct an FBI technical fingerpr int search when con—
ducting a Special Background Investigation (Bring—up) .
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Issue: ACSI—8

Army Regulation: AR 381—12 , “Subversion and Esp ionage Dir ected
Against US Army and Deliberate Security
Violations (SABDA)”

!~~ponent: ACSI

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Offic er ’s Specia l Trust:

Au officer must indicate by signature tha t he has read and understands
AR 381—12.

Pr oposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 381—12 does not prescribe that officers verify by
signature that they have read and understand the regulation.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority:  No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

• HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Army policy does not require an off icer ’s signat ur e to ver i fy  tha t he
has read and understands AR 381— 12.
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Issue: TRADOC—1

A~~y Regulation: DA Pamphlet 351—20 , “Announcement of Army
Corr espondenc e Courses ”
Paragraph 4a(4)

Prqponent: TRADOC

C Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Off icer corr espondence cou r se app lications must be fo rwa rded to the
appropriate school by the applicant’s commander.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: Currently , DA Pamphlet 351—20 requires that correspondence
cou rse applications be forwarded through the app licant ’s commanding
off icer. It should be revised to permit applications to be forwarded
through either the applicant ’s commanding officer or immediate commis-
sioned s taff  supervisor. This measure ensures tha t the app l icant’s
initiative and ef fo r t  are noted by the commander or immediate s ta f f
supervisor. Consequently, it provides a service to the officer.

Requi rement Imposed by Higher Au thority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding :

It is in the best interests of the officer to forward correspondence
course applications through his unit commander or staff supervisor .
This ensu res that the app licant ’s e f fo rt  and init iative are noted .

4— 19
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Issue: TRADOC—2

Army Regulation: AR 351—20, “Army Correspondence Program”
Paragraph 13a

Proponent: TRADOC

Source(s): Review Group

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 351—20 requires a student to certify that he has not used or received
unautho rized assistance on examinations .

Pro2osed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: An officer certification that he has not received unauthor-
ized examination assistance implies that an officer would intentionally
violate standard co rrespondenc e course procedures .

Requirement Im2osed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

• Finding:

Officer certification that he has not received unauthorized assistance
on examinations is unnecessary .

I
~-
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issue: CIDC— 1

Army Regulation: AR 195—3 , “Acceptance and ~~creditation of Criminal
Investigative Personnel”
Paragraph 2— 6 a(2) (c )

Proponent: USACIDC

Source(s~ : USACIDC -~~~ —

Policy, Practice or Procedu r e which Deg rades an Off icer ’s Special Trust :  - 
-

Enlisted criminal investigator app licants must be inter viewed by Criminal
Investigation Command off icers  of a specified rank.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 195—3 prescribes that only officers of a specified rank 
- 

-

can conduct enl isted app licant interviews for  enlisted specia l agent
positions. This stipulation discounts the ability of other Criminal
Investigation Command officers who are in equally suitable positions
to conduct interviews.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

H~DA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Comment(s) : None .

Con sideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement limiting enlisted applicant interviews for criminal
invest igative positions to off icers  of specified rank is not necessary .
Lower ranking officers occupying equally suitable positions possess the
knowledge and expertise to conduct enlisted app licant interviews for
enlisted special agent positions. This requirement was eliminated by
AR 195—3 dated 11 July 1977. The authority to conduc t applicant inter-
views was extended to warrant officers, lieutenants and captains who
occupy speci f ied positions.

4—21 
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Issue: CIDC—2

Army Regulation: AR 195—4 , “Use of CIDC Funds fo r Criminal
Investigative Activities”
Paragraph 1—7b

Pr~ponent: USACIDC

Source(s): USACIDC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Of f ice r ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 195—4 states that approving officers for Military Police Investigator
(NPI) claimants for reimbursement of CID funds normally will be field
grade supervisors.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement that field grade officers normally approve
MPI reimbursements is not necessary . Company grade officers are famil—
iar with reimbursement requirements and should be afforded approval

• authority.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDSA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consid-3ration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s): N/A

Finding :

The requirement tha t f ie ld grade of f icers no rmally app r ove MPI reim -.
bursements is not necessary; company grade off icers  can perform the
same function.
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Issue: CIDC—3

Army Regulation: AR 195—4, “Use of CIDC Funds for Criminal
Investigative Activities” 

—S 

Paragraph 3—4b

Proponent: USACIDC

Source(s): USACIDC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust: , 1

AR 195—4 requires a cotumissioned officer  functioning as a CID Fund Custo—
dian to sign “I have read and understand the provisions of AR 195—4.”

Prop~ sed Action and Rationale: 
S

Eliminate: The requirement that an off icer  sign to indicate tha t he has
read and understands the provisions of AR 195—4 undermines the special
trust placed in commissioned officers and is an unnecessary administra— 

- -tive procedure.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Commentç:~~ N/A
Finding:

The requirement for an officer to sign that he has read and understands
the provisions of AR 195—4 is unnecessary.

I

4-23 (
S 

-
- — S - -  

-_~~~~~~~
--T~~~~~~~~~~

- - - - ,5 5 -
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

C- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

-



t - - S S_~~~_ __________________________________
- - 

-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - -~ - - - - -, -S — -

S Issue: DCSOPS—1

- 

- 

- 
Army Regulation: AR 50—6 , “Chemical Surety Program”

Paragrap h 2—4 0d

- 
S 

proponent: DCSOPS

Source(s): DCSOPS

Policy, Practice o~ Procedu re which Degrades an Of f icer ’s Special Trust:

AR 50— 6 requires a supervisory level individual, designated by the com-

mander, to certify in writing that security personnel assigned to duties

involving the protection of chemical surety material are proficient and

qualified.

!! ~
posed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The certification requirement for chemical security super-

visors indicates a lack of confidence in the cha in of command. Written
certification is not necessary to prove the proficiency and qualifica-

tion of security personnel.

!~~1irement Imposed by 
Hig~ier Authority: 

No.

~~DA Staff or MACON 
Nonconeurrence(~I 

None.

~~ 
Staff or MACON Cotmaent(~1: 

None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

FindinR:

Supervisors should not be required to certify in writing that security

personnel assigned to chemical security duties are proficient and qual—

if ied.

4-24 

L-- 
1~ 

- S - - .. 
~~~~~~~~~ 

- 

- 
~~~~ 

C -

— — —-S—S - ~~~~
-
~~ - --- -1~~~~ - C ~ —~

-- -.CS



_____ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- - 

S• — - - - - - -_ - —-~~~ —-~~~~~ - - —,- -~~~~~ -

Issue: DCSOPS —2

Army Regulation: AR 50— 6, “Chemical Surety Program”
Paragraph 3—5c

Pro_ponent: DCSOPS

Source(s:~~ DCSOPS

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:
AR 50— 6 requires immediate supervisors to certify in writing that miii—tary and civilian personnel assigned to critical chemical surety posi-tions are qualified to perform their chemical surety duties.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The certification requirement for chemical surety supervisorsindicates a lack of confidence in the chain of command . Written certifi-cation is not necessary to prove that individwals are qualified to per-form chemical surety duties.

C Requirement Imposed by ~~gher Author4~~: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence (~~: None. - 

-

UQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s). N/A 1 
C

Finding:

Supervisors should not be required to certify in writing that militaryand civilian personnel assigned to critical chemical surety positionsare qualified. 

(
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Issue: DCSOPS—3

Army Regu~lat ion: AR 220-1, “Unit Readiness Heporting”

-

. 

Proponent: DCSOPS

Source(s): CGSC-Student , USAREC, FCRSCON, AWC Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Unit Readiness Reporting promotes unethical practices. C

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: Unit Readiness Reporting is designed to reflect the condition
of a unit based upon established criteria. The report provides essen-
tial management data to Army decision—makers and the status of units
to JCS. Therefore, the report should be retained. However, pressures
should not exist which would prompt individuals to manipulate data to
obtain higher readiness categories. The Strategic Studies Institute
Study on “US Army Unit Readiness Reporting” concluded that pressures
to use broad permissible judgmental and managerial flexib ility beyond
the intended spirit have sometimes led to perceived compromises of
integrity . Modifications to AR 220— 1 should be made to correct report—
ing and integrity dis crepancies .

Requ irement Imposed by Higher Authori ty :  JCS Publication 6

I-IQDA Staf f  or MACON Nonconcurrence (~): None.

}IQPA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : H/A

Finding :

I-iQDA (DCSOPS) is revising AR 220—1 to improve credibility at the unit
level and to preserve integrity.
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Issue : DARCOM—1

Army Regulation: AR 670—5, “Uniform and Insignia f or
Male Personnel”

Proponent: DARCOM

Source(s): TIC

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

A number of officers working in the Pentagon ari d other fac ilities dc
not wear their uniform during duty hours except possibly one day per
week. These officers usually have been giver, an optio n of wearing the
unifo rm and it appears they prefer  civIlian at t i re .  This is viewed by
other o f f i cer s as degrading .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination : Times, places and occasions for wearing the uniform
may be determined on an individual/group basis. An officer who elects
to wear civilian attire may be satisfying a particular requir ement.
This situation should not be viewed as iriapprorriate or degrading .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA S taff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

HQDA Staff or MACON Coisment(s):

USAC C — Concur with the recommendation that times , p laces and occasions
for wearing the uniform be determined or. an Individual/group basis. AP.
670—5 should be changed to reflect that policy.

USMA — Recommend this comment be consider ed mo r e carefully and that a
more detailed rationale be used to support the optIonal wear of civil-
ian clothing on duty.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

Army policy does prescribe general guidelines concerning wear of the
uniform. AR 670—5 provides that commanders and department heads may
prescribe wear of civilian attire when requIrements dictate. Specific
times, places and occasions for wearing of civilian attire need r.ot be
prescribed. This judgment should remain with the commander or staff/
agency head.

Finding:

The wearing of civilian attire at certain times and places may be nec-
essary based on situational requirements.
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— Issue: DARCON— 2

Army Regulation: AR 670— 5, “Uniform and Insignia for  Male Personnel”

AR 670—30 , “Female Personnel”

Prqponent : DARCOM

Army Regulation: AR 600—20, “Army Command Policy and Procedures”

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s) : TRADOC
1

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

It appears that Judge Advocate General Corps (JAGC) and Medical Corps
(MC) officers do not adhere to uniform and appearanc e standards. Dual
dress standards are demoralizing and degrading .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 670— 5 prescribes that dress standards are applicable
to all grades and branches. Commanders should ensure that all officers
adhere to established dress standards.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

TJAG — Dress and appearance standards apply to all Army personnel and
enforcement is a command responsibility. If commanders believe that
JAGC and MC officers over whom they exercise command are not complying
with the dress and appearance standards, command action must be ini-
tiated.

USARJ — Conunanders must ensure adherence to dress standards; any off i—
cer who doesn’t measure up should be eliminated.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

It is the commander ’s responsibility to ensure that all officers adhere
to the prescribed uniform and appearance standards. Generalizations
of any officer specialty should not be made based upon the actions of
a few members of that specialty.

Finding:

To preserve discipli~ie and espirit de corps all officers must conform
to Army standards and obligations. Commanders must address individual
uniform and appearance breaches as required.
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Issue: TJAG — 1

Ar~y Regulation: AR 27—20, “Claims”

Proponent: TJAG

Source(s): F~RSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 27—20 requires a witness to an officer ’s signature on a claim against I -
-

the government. This practice seems to detract from the credibility of
the officer’s claim. - 

- -

Prqp~osed Action and Rationale:

C Eliminate: DD Form 1842 , “Claim for Personal Property,” requires a wit-
ness. This requirement serves no useful purpose. A person who makes a
fraudulent claim against the government may be prosect~~ed without the
signature of a witness. DD Fort-i 1842 is used by all services for all
claimants. Unilateral modification of the form is impracticable in view
of single—service claims responsibility in certain areas . If the witness
requirement were changed by the Army, an Army off icer  would have to corn—

C plete the witness form in some claims offices but not in others. More—
over, claims clerks in Army claims offices would have to complete the
witness form for some claimants but not for others. Consequently , the
witness requirement should apply to all individuals of all services .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : DOD 5515.3 , Settlement of
C Claims Under 10 USC 2733 and
5 2734 as amended .

C DOD 5518.8 , Single Service
Assignment of Responsibility
for Processing Claims.

F HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):  None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The witness requirement for DD Form 1842 is not necessary . It should
— be eliminated for both officer and enlisted claimants. Since the form

is utilized by all services , TJAG should initiate action to standardize
the form throughout the services .
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Issue: TJAG—2

Army Regulation: AR 27—20, “Claims”

Proponent: TJAG

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 27—20 requires written proof to substantiate a claim against the
government for over $25.00. This basic limit should be raised for
officers.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 27—20- does not require “written proof” for all claims
over $25.00. Many claims up to $750.00 are handled under “small claims”
procedures without written proof. The requirement for proof of claims
not settled as small claims is necessary for an accurate estimate of the
loss. These management practices are sound.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

FindinR:

AR 27—20 prescribes sound procedures for administering claims and should 
—

not be changed.

I
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Issue: TJAG—3

Army ReRulation: Uniform Code Military Justice (UC~1J)
Article 30, “Preferral of Charges”

Proponent: TJAG

SourceLs): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Under the provisions of Article 30, an officer is required to swear to
his or her written statement.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: The requirement of swearing to a written statement is
not prescribed by the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCNJ) ; ~iowever,
this requirement is often imposed by regulation. The provisions and
authority for swearing to written statements are prescribed in Article
136, UCMJ. These provis ions specify who is authorized to administer
the oath but do not require sworn statements. In. certain cases, sworn
statements are admissible in Article 32 investigations.

Requirement Imposed~~y Higher Authority : 10 USC 801—940

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA S taf f or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Article 30, Uniform Code Military Justice addresses swearing to charges,
not written statements. In some cases, Army regulations require sworn
statements which are useful in several areas and do not undermine off i—
cer trust.
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Issue : TJAG—4

Army Regulation: Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ )
Article 30, “Preferral of Charges”
Title 10, Section 830

Proponent: TJAG

— Source(s:~~ FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Mi officer preferring charges under the provisions of the Uniform Code
of Military Justice must swear to the truth of charges.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: The Uniform Code of Military Justice prescribes that
charges must be sworn. The requirement of swearing to charges does not
demean an officer’s trust; rather it is accomplished to impress upon
the officer the seriousness of preferring charges. Swearing to charges
is a common procedure in both the civilian and military criminal jus-
tice systems.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : 10 Usc 801—940

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQ~A Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Swearing to charges has a statutory basis and does not demean officer
special trust.
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Issue: COE— 1

Army Regu lation: AR 210—6, “Furniture and Household Equipment
Support for Family Housing and Bachelor Housing”
Paragraph 1—8c

Proponent: COE

Source(s): COE

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

The installation commander or an authorized official must certify each
procurement action for housing furnishings. He certifies that the
action is advantageous to the government and that there are no known
excess furnishings which are suitable for the intended use.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement that installation commanders certify hous-
ing furnishing requests represents overmanagement. Adequate controls
are provided in individual directives and through review of Furnishing
Report RCS ENG—235 ; DA Form 3848—R , “Family Housing Fu rnishings ;” and
DA Form 3849—R , “Bachelo r Housing Furnish ings .”

Requiremen t Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

H~~ A S taff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Cons ideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/ Comment(s):  N/A

Finding:

It is not necessary for installa tion commanders to cer tif y housing
furnishing requests.
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Issue: COE—2

Army Regulation: AR 210—50, “Family Housing Management”
Pa rag raph 3—7

Proponent: COE

Source(s): FORS COM

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Offic er ’s Special Trust:

When officers clear government quarters , these quarters are inspected
by enlisted personnel and civilians.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : AR 2 10— 50 states that occupants will be held pecuniarily respon-
sible for willful or negligent loss or damage to government property.
This damage or loss, if any, must be ascertained . Also , individual offi-
cers and their families hold varying standards of household maintenance;
therefore, an inspection system is essential to ensure compliance with
overall standards. It is appropriate that enlisted personnel and civil-
ians conduct çuarters inspections.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

H~DA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACOM Comment(s) :

TRADOC — Current procedures for  clearance of family quarter s should be
retained for protection of individual officers.

USARJ — Agree that enlisted pe rsonnel and civilians may cond uc t quarters
inspections ; however, there should be some level of expertise required
for this duty which should be spelled out in regulations .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s) :

AR 210—50 provides adequate guidance to conduct an e f fec t ive famil y hous-
ing inspection program. Commanders must ensure that  inspection personnel
are suff ic ient ly qualif ied to perform their duties .

Finding :

Government quarters should be inspected as a part  of the clearing proc—
ess. Qualified enlisted and civilian personnel should be authorized to
conduct the inspection.
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Issue: COE— 3

Army Regulation : AR 210— 52 , “Transient Quarters ” 
S

Pr~ponent: COE

Source(s): Review Group, ALFSE

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Spec ial Trust:

An officer occupying transient quarters must sign a hand receipt forfurniture and his departure may prompt a check by enlisted or civilianpersonnel to ascertain if property has been stolen.

Proj,osed Action and Rationale:

Determination: DA policy does not require an officer who uses transientfacilities to hand receipt for furniture.

Req~zirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence( :~~~ None.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Comment(s) :

USAREC — Although DA policy does not require this procedure, it iscommon practice at many installations. Follow—up action should beinitiated to develop appropriate policy and standard ize it Army—wide.

Considera t ion of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment( s) :

To the extent possible, Army policy should prescribe “what” not “how.”Commanders must be aware tha t of ficer  hand receipts for transient quar-ters furniture and conducting an inventory as a part of the departure
procedure undermine an ~~~~~~~~ trust and are major irritants.

Finding:

DA policy does not prescribe tha t officers occupying transient quarterssign a hand receipt for furniture. Commanders must be made aware ofthis irritant.
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Issue: COA— 1

Army Regulation: AR 37—52 , “Per Diem Allowances”
Paragraph 9b

Proppnent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 37—52 requires that an administrative memorandum from the director
or commander of a maneuver or exercise be furnished to support a ser-
vice member’s travel voucher.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This memorandum provides the beginning and closing dates of
the exercise, statement as to accommodations used and duty performed .
The information is used by the finance and accounting offic er and expe-
dites proper payments.

Req uirement Imposed by Higher Authorit 1: No.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) :

TRADOC — A per diem voucher submitted by an officer is considered suf--
ficient documentation.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

Frequently the official beginning and closing dates of an exercise and
the available accommodations are not known to officers , especially when
CONUS—based troops are deployed OCONUS. The m emorandum provides the
required information and ensures equity of payment to all exercise par—
tic ipants.

Finding:

The director or commander of a maneuver or exercise should provide an
administrative memorandum which stipulates dates, available accommo—
dations and duties performed.
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Issue: COA—2 ‘1-

Army Regulation: AR 37—101—1 , “Field Organization and Operating
Instructions Under the Joint Uniform Military
Pay Sy stem — Army (JU!-fP S—Army)” (

I
II

Paragraph 8—7

DA. Pamphlet 600—8 , “MILPO Management and Adminis-
trat ive Pr ocedures

Prpponent: COA

Sou rce(s) : MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ia l Trust

DA Pamphlet 600—8 requires a Military Personnel Off icer  to ce rt i fy  on
DA Form 4 188—R , “Verifica t ion of MP RJ and PFR ,” “that the above info r-
mation has been verified from documentation in the member’s MPRJ (DA
Form 201) and/or DA Forms 2, 2—1 , 20 and 66.”

P rqp~osed Action and Ration ale:

Modify: Remove the MILPO certification from DA Form 4188—R and accep .
the personnel officer ’s signature on this form as evidence of proper
authentication.

Requi rement Impos ed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA S taff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) :

USARE C — DA Forms 4 188—R are used by unit commanders to inform the FAO
of changes affecting pay entitlements of service members. Certifica-
tion by the personnel officer serves to eliminate errors by verifying
the informat ion against documentation contained in the MPRJ . This
ver if ication does not diminish special t ru st , but does serve to reduce
pay errors .

HQDA S ta f f  or MACON Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonc oncurrence(s)/ Comment (s) :

DA Form 4 188—R certification does not improve the accuracy of data
provided to the Finance and Accounting Office. Verification of data
provided by the personnel office to the FAO , with authentica tion by
the personnel officer , is considered an efficient and effective admin-
istrative control procedure.

Finding:

Military Personnel Officer certification on DA Form 4188—R is unneces—
sary. The personnel officer ’s signature provides proper authentication.
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Issue: COA— 3

Army Regulation: AR 37—1 01—1 , “Field Organization and Operating
Ins t ructions Under the Joint U nifor m Mil itary Pay
System — Army (JUMPS—Army)”
Paragraph 8—4

DA Pamphlet 600— 8, “MILPO Manageme nt and Adminis-
trativ e Procedur es”

Proponent: COA

Sou rce(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DA Pamphlet 600—8 requires a military personnel o f f i c er to sign and
submit a unit transmittal letter to the FAO stating , “I have reviewed
the above listed document, verified that the required copies are included
and that entries appropriately reflect true document contents.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

L Modify: Rescind that portion of DA Pamphlet 600—8 that requires certi—
fication and accept the officer ’s Signature on the transmittal letter
as evidenc e of proper authentication.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Sta ff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Sta f f or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The military personnel officer should not be required to certify the
unit transmittal letter which forwards data to the FAO.
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Issue: COA— 4

Army Regulation: AR 37—101—1 , “Field Organization and Operating
Instructions Under the Joint Unifor m Military Pay
Sy stem — Army (JUMPS—Army)”
Figure 5— 10

AR 37—104—3 , “Milita ry Pay and Allowanc e Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)” —

Figure 4—3

Proponent: COA

Source(s): TRADOC

~olicy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

To submit a pay inquiry, an officer must obtain a unit commander ’s
signature.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 37—104—3 prescribes the use of DA Form 2142, “Pay Inquiry.”
The form requires the signature of the commander. An off icer  should be
permitted to make a pay inquiry without command approval .

Requirement Iu~posed by }llgher Authority: No.

HQDA S taff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

HQDA Staff or MACON Cominent~~): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

— Finding:

An officer should not be required to obtain approval to submit a pay
inquiry.
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Issue: COA—5

Ar~y Regula tio n: AR 37—104—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”
Paragraph 30203a

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 37—104—3 states that when an individual in pay grade 0—4 or higher
— elects not to occupy permanent government bachelor quarters, this elec-

tion must be approved by appropriate authority before BAQ can be paid.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The Department of Defense Military Pay and Allowances Enti—
tlements Manual authorizes an election. No requirement exists for
approval by a “higher authority.”

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authori~y: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officers in pay grade 0—4 or higher should not be required to obtain
approval if they elect not to occupy permanent government bachelor
officer quarters.
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Issue: COA— 6

Army Regulation: AR 37—104—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance P rocedu res
• (JUMPS—Army)”

Paragraph 30405

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

A statement must be completed by an officer to support payment of Tem-
porary Lodging Allowance (TLA). The statement must show the dates and
address of the lodging and the number of dependents.

P roposed Ac t ion and Rationale:

Retain: The principa l use of the statement is to pr ovid e jus t i f i cat ion
to support payment. The required statement is attached to DA Form 2139,
“Military Pay Voucher,” and submitted to USAFAC. Payments are not
authorized without the statement.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : Joint Travel Regulation
Volume I, Paragraph M4303

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s); None .

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s): N/A

Finding:

-: The requirement for  off icers  to complete a statement to support pay-
ment of Temporary Lodging Allowance is necessary .
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Issue: COA— 7

Army Regulation: AR 37—1 04—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS— Army)”
Paragraph 30302 , Figure 3—6

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Polity, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DD Form 1561, “Statement to Substantiate Payment of Family Separation
Allowances,” must be certified by the member to substantiate eligibility
for the Family Separation Allowance. Certification as to location of
dependents, marital status and that the dependent is not a member of the
Armed Forces on ac t ive duty is requir ed .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The principal use of DD Form 1561 is to provide the FAO with —

a means to evaluate the member’s request . It also provides an audit
trail for validating propriety of payment and serves as a substantiat—
ing document.

Requirement Imposed by Hi~her Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON CommentCs}: None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Findi~g:

Certifica t ion to support payment for  Family Separation Allowance is
necessary.

4—42

~~ i 
—- 

~~
—‘



- - -

_S _
~~~

__ 
~WW ~~~ -

~ L~~~~

Issue: COA— 8

Army Re&ulation: AR 37— 104—3 , “Milita ry Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”

S Paragraph 30214b, Figure 3—4

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Completion of DD Form 137 , “App lica t ion for Basic Allowance for Quarters
f or Members with Dep endents ,” requi res certificat ion of the relationship
and specification of data perta ining to an adopted or illegitimate child .
This form is forwarded to Commander, USAFAC, for approval or disapproval.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: The purpose of DD Form 137 is to provide information to estab-
lish and evaluate a member’s request for approval of dependency. This
purpose may be served without certification on DD Form 137.

Requirement lmposed~~y Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment (~): N/ A

Finding:

The Army (COA) should recommend to DOD the el imination of the certif i—
cation statement on DD Form 137. The certif ication statements are not
necessary.
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Issue: COA—9

Army Regulation: AR 37—104—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedu res
(JUMPS—Army)”

• Paragraph 70102 , Figure 7— 1

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

All members are required to complete Form W—4, “Employee’s Withholding
Allowance Certificate,” to establish legal residence and number of
exemptions for federal and state tax purposes.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This information is used by the FAO to input data elements to
the Master Military Pay File. It provides the authority to withhold
federal tax and, when applicable, state tax.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : 26 USC 3402(f), (sec 3402(f),
IRC of 1954)

~~DA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Completion of Form W—4 by officers is necessary to establish legal
residence and number of exemptions for federal and state tax purposes.
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Issue: COA— 10

Army Regulation: AR 37—104—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army) ”
LOI 77—15

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s S2ecia]. Trust:

All members who have design ated cer tain states as their home of record ,(e.g., New Jersey and New York) , are required to complete a Declarationof State Tax Withholding Status (USAFA C Form 2870).

Proppsed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This information is required to determine the correct state
tax withholding status. The declaration is filed as a permanent docu-
ment in the Personal Financial Record to support state tax withholding
or non—withholding. If the form were not completed , state tax would
be withheld unless non-withholding status was obvious.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: 5 USC 5517 (PL 94—455,
Section 1207(a))

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA S taff  or MACOM Comment:~~~~ None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s) /Cominent(s): N/A

Finding:

In some cases, completion of USAFAC Form 2870 is necessary to facil-
itate determination of state tax w ithholding status .
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Issue: COA—11

Army Regulation: AR 37—104 — 3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”

S LOI 77— 13R

Proponent: COA

Source(s) : COA

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i c er ’s Specia l Trust:

All members are required to complete DD Form 2058, “State of Legal Res-
idence Cert i f icate,” upon initial service entry and when changing the
designated state of legal residence.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This information is required to - determine the state of legal
residence for the purpose of withholding state income tax.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : 5 USC 5517 (PL 94—455 ,
Sect ion 1207 (a) )

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurr ence~~ ): None.

RQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/ Comment(s); N/A

Finding:

Officers should complete DD Form 2058 to establish or change their
state of legal residence.



-— r -V--—-- -~~~~~~~~ ..S-- .- W-5-5 ,. - - 
5-w -:~~~~~~~

r-—
~~~~~~~~~~~~ r~~~~ 

- - - - — 
- - -

Issue : COA— 12

Army Regulation: AR 37— 104— 3, “Mil itary Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”
Pa ragr aph 30214 , Figure 3—3

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Completion of DA Form 3298, “Authorization to Start or Stop BAQ Credit,”
requires officer certification to the relationship of claimed dependent ,
that dependent is not a member of the armed forces and that notification
will be provided to the finance off icer  in the event of dependency sta-
tus change.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modif y: The purpose of DA Form 3298 is to provid e information to estab-
lish the member’s dependents. This information is essential to process
BAQ entitlements. DA Form 3298 should be modified by r emov ing the ter-
minology “I certif y” and “I certif y tha t” currently required of both the
service member and the approving authority . This terminology is nones-
sential and degrading.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officers should complete DA Form 3298 to identify dependents for BAQ
entitlements. The terminology “I certify” is not necessary.
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Issue: COA— 13

Army Regulation: AR 37—104—3 , “Milita ry Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”
Pa rag raph 30216a

Proponent: COA

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 37—104—3 requires an officer to provide a marriage certificate or
other documentary evidence to support a claim for Basic Allowance for
Quarter s (BAQ) .

Proposed Action and Ra t ionale:

Eliminate: This issue was previously recommended f or retention; how—
ever, the following rationale substantiates elimination:

TAGCEN — An o f f i cer ’s signature when claiming dependents should be
sufficient to document payment of BAQ . This is critical when a reser-
vist goes on active duty for short periods. A reservist may come on
duty annually for as many as 25 to 30 times in a period of 20 years.
Each time the marriage certificate must be shown.

FORSCOM — - An officer should know if he is legally married and his cer—
tificatjon that he is , in f ac t , ma rried should be sufficient to sub—
stan tiate payment for Basic Allowance for Quarters.

TRADOC — An of f icer ’s signature on DA Form 3298 , “Autho rization to
Start or Stop BAQ Credit,” should be sufficient to establish depend-
ency for payment of BAQ.

USMA — The requirement to produce a marriage certificate to support a
claim for quarters allowance degrades the officer’s special trust.
The response which justifies the policy by stating it “is necessary”
avoids the question of why an officer’s word is insufficient certif i—
cation for a routine pay action.

USACC — Marital information is provided and certified under this AR
by the off icer  on DA Form 3298 which is part of the Finance Record.
Penalty for false/incorrect statements are also delineated on this

— 
form. To require an officer to further verify this information does,
in fact , undermine the of f icer ’s t rust .

USASCH — An officer’s statement that he is married should be s u f f i —
cient to authorize BAQ.
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In addition , the Army Regulation requirement for marriage cer t i f ica te
documentation to support BAQ only applies to BAQ ini t ia t ion.  The off i—
cer’s signature is accepted to discontinue BAQ .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) :

C0A — The marriage certificate is a source document for the establish-
ment of the entitlement. The responsibility for ensuring that disburse—
ments are made only for established entitlements rests with the Finance
and Accounting Officer, not the payee. The proper documentation of
entitlement to military allowances is not considered a violation of
trust; it is a management practice widely accepted throughout the gov—
ernment and approved by the General Accounting Office (AR 37—104—3 ,
to implement the JUMPS System, was approved for publication by the
GAO) .

HQDA S t a f f  or IIACOM Comments: None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s) :

The DOD Pay and Allowances Entitlements Manual requires that dependency
status be approved before entitlement to BAQ is authorized. The pro-
cedures to implement this guidance are left to the discretion of the -:
individual service. The Army disbursement officer, who normally makes
this determination, must have a method to substantiate the claim for
BAQ. Currently, documentation such as a marriage certificate or other
evidence is required for determination. This determination could be
made on the basis of an officer ’s signature on a modified DA Form 3298,
i.e., an officer could attest marriage certificate possession. In
those cases where the marriage is of questionable legality and must be
referred to the USAFAC or the Comptroller General for determination ,
then additional documentation should be provided . A penalty statement
is printed directly above the service member ’s signature on DA Form
3298 which reads, “making a false statement or claim against the U. S.
Government is punishable by court—martial. The penalty for willfully
making a false claim or-a false statement in connection with claims
is a maximum fine of $10,000 or maximum imprisonment of five years,
or both , (184 USC 287 ,1001) .” It is the o f f i cer ’s responsibility to
provide the FAO corr ect dependency data. If an o f f i ce r  does not ful-
fill this responsibility , he is subject to fine or imprisonment .

Findi~g:

An officer’s signatur e should be sufficient to substantiate BAQ enti-
tlement.
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Issue : COA— 14

Army Regulation: Alt 37—104—3 , “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army) ”
Figure 3—6

P roponent: COA

Source(s): EIGHTH ARMY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:
p

DD Form 1561, “Statement to Substantiate Payment of Family Separation
Allowance ,” requires the signature of the initiator and that of the
personnel off icer .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The initiator’s signature is used to substantiate family sep-
aration allowance data while the personnel officer ’s signature substan-
tiates additional data placed on the form.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : DOD Military Pay and Allow-
ance Entitlements Manual

HQDA Staf f  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) :

TRADO C — The off icer  concerned can provide all the informat ion required
on DD Form 1561.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The personnel officer ’s participation in processing Family Separation
Allowance is a quality control measure to imp rove data accuracy . The
dependency data are crit ical to a service member in an unaccompanied
status.

Finding :

The per sonnel o f f i cer ’s par ticipation in processing app lications for
Family Separatio n Allowance is a quality control measure which p ro-
vides a service to the o f f i ce r .
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Issue: COA—15

Army Regulation: AR 37—104—3, “Military Pay and Allowance Procedures
(JUMPS—Army)”
Paragraph 10512 and 10515

- 
- P roponent: COA

(TSG Procedural Proponent)

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 37—104—3 requires medical and denta l off icers  to make a statement to
substantiate payment of special continuation pay. The statement reads:
“I have received a copy of DA Message ... and have read it. I under-
stand that its provisions are made a part , by reference, of the service
agreement entered into under this program.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify : Acceptance of continuation pay changes the service agreement
and the finance officer requires documentation to process continuation
pay. Consequently, the requirement to acknowledge continuation pay and
a change in the service agreement is necessary; however, the need to
sign the statement “I have received.. .“ should be eliminated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

USMA — It is important that recipients of continuation pay understand
the terms of the cu itinuation agreement. Signing the statement of
receipt and understanding ensures that the individual concerned is
provided with the essential information describing the terms of the
agreement. The statement “I have received. . .“ shpuld be retained.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

There is full agreement that recipients of continuation pay understand
the terms of the continuation agreement and acknowledge such in writing.
However, language such as “I have received a copy of DA Message... and
have read it” is not necessary. Therefore, this terminology should be
eliminated.

Find ipg:

The continuation pay acknowledgement should not contain the statement
“I have received DA Message (Subject/DTG) and have read it.” This por—
tion is nonessential and degrading.
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Issue: COA—16

Armj, Regulation: Draft AR 37—1 04—10 , “Financial Admin ist ration —
S JUMP S—RC Army”

Paragraph 2—23

Proponent: COA

Source(~): COA

Policy~ Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

A reserve officer claiming administrative duty pay must certify that he
assumed command of the unit, that he is not a technician and that the
strength of the unit is of a certain number. Further, the member ’s
entitlement to administrative duty pay must be certified by the next
superior commanding officer.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: “GAO Policy and Procedures Manual for Guidance of Federal Men—
cies” stipulates that payroll transactions will be supported by properly
authorized documents. Certification substantiates member entitlement.
Since the next superior officer has the authority to withhold entitlement,
a certification at that level is necessary.

Req~iirement Imposed by Higher Authori ty:  “GA O Policy and Procedures
Manual for Guidance of Federal
Agencies”
Title 6, Section 16

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Sta ff  or MACON Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

A reserve officer cla iming administrative duty pay should provid e
required documentation.
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Issue : COA— 17

A~~y Regulation: Draft  AR 37—104—10 , “Financial Administration — (
JUMPS—RC Army”
Parag raph 2—24

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ial Trust:

All reserve officers must complete a certificate claiming entitlement tc
clothing allowance and certifying that specific criteria for eligibility ( -have been met. Also, these criteria are verified by another officer who
must sign the cert if icate.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Modify : “GAO Policy and Procedures Manual for Guidance of Federal Agen—
cies ” stipulates tha t all pay roll transactions must be supported by
authorized documentation. An off icer ’s cer t i f ica t ion , without another
~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ver if icat ion , is sufficient to substantiate clothing allowance
payment.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : “GAO Policy and Procedures 
t

Manual fo r Guidanc e of Federal
Agencies”
Title 6 , Secti6n 16

HQDA Staf f  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None. I -

PQDA S ta f f  or MACOM Comment(s) : None. - 4

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):  N/A

Finding :

A reserve officer’s claim for clothing allowance should not require
another off icer  to verif y the claim .
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Issue: COA— 18

Army Regulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Allowances”
S Paragraph 9—93c and 9—94c

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

When dependent travel by privately—owned conveyance to or from Alaska,
Canada, the island portion of Newfoundland, Mexico or Central America
(including the Pa nama Canal Zon e) is not specifical ly autho r iz ed in
orders, AR 37—106 requires CONUS or OCONIJS commander approval to sup—
port a travel allowance claim. This requirement is also imposed by
paragraph 6—4d , AR 55—46, “Travel of Dependents and Accompanied Miii—
tary and Civilian Personnel To, From, or Between Oversea Areas”
(MIL PERCEN) .

Propos~~l Act ion and Rationale:

Eliminate: This approva l is not required for  payment at finance and
account ing of f ices  and serves no useful pu rpose.

ReQuirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACCM Comment(s) :

MILPERCEN concurs in rescinding paragraph 6—4d , AR 55—46.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

It is not necessary for  commanders to approve dependent travel by
privately—owned conveyance to or from Alaska , Canada , the island
portion of Newfoundland , Mexico or Centra l America ( including the
Panama Canal Zone) to support a travel allowance claim.
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Issue: COA— 19

Arrny Regulation: AR 37—106, “Travel and Transportation Allowances”

-
- - Paragraph 3—29d

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

When not specifically authorized in orders, AR 37—106 requires Commander,
USAFAC , approval for POV travel to home of selection for service members
whose active duty is terminated by retirement, discharge with severance
pay, or involuntary release to inactive duty with readjustment pay. This’
approval is required to support a claim for travel allowance when travel
is between ~DNUS and Alaska, the island portion of Newfoundland or Cen-
tral America (including the Panama Canal Zone).

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: This approval is not required for payment at finance and
accounting offices and serves no useful purpose.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Cotthuent(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

There is no valid requirement for service members to obtain approval
from Commander, US AFAC , to support a travel allowance claim.

(
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Issue : COA—20

- 
- Army Regulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Allowances”

Proponent: COA

Source(s) : Review Group , ALFSE , USAC C, TRADOC , EIGHTII ARMY ,
FORS COM , AWC Student , USAREIJR

Policy. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 37—106 states that an officer must obtain a statement of nonavail—
ability of government quarters and mess to support TDY travel payment.

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Alt 37—106 prescribes that officers traveling TDY must use
government quarters and mess when available. Although use of govern-
ment quarters and mess by officers is essential to converse funds, it
is unnecessary for them to affix statements of nonavailability to tra-
vel vouchers. DD Form 1351—2 , “Travel Voucher or Subvoucher,” should
be modified to provide space to indicate the availability/nonavailability
of government quarters and mess. This change, coupled with travel voucher
submission processes, alleviates the need for statements of nonavail—
ability.

Requirement Imposed by Hjgher Authority: Joint Travel Regulations
Volume I , Pa rag raph M4451

HQDA Staff or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s) :

USABJ — The nonavailability statement is essential since the certif i—
cate on the travel voucher only certifies that government quarters
and/or mess were or were not used as opposed to available or not avail-
able. The determination of availability of mess and/or quarters must
rest with the installation commander.

USAREC — The requirement to provide statements of nonavailability of
government quarters is a sound management practice. An officer’s pay
entitlements should be documented whether those entitlements are accru—
ing from a promotion or as a result of TDY expenses . Documentation of
pay entitlements is reasonable and does not infringe upon an off icer ’s
special trust.

HQDA S taff  or MACON Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s l:

Pay t ran sactions must be documented and officers must ascertain the
availability of government quarters and mess ; however , statements of
nonavailability are not requ ired to process travel vouchers. DD Form
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1351—2 could be modified to indicate quarters and mess availability
and the off icer  could attest to such. Previous proposals to eliminate
the requirement for  off icer  and senior NCO statements have been ~-iis—
approved because of General Accounting Off ice  ( GAO ) obj ections . GAO
stated that statemen t removal eliminated the normal checks and balanc es
that ensure government facilities are used wh en available. Eight sources
identif ied “the normal checks and balances” of s tatements of nonavail—
ability as detrimental to off icer  trust .  An of f icer ’s word and action
can ensure that travel vouchers reflec t appropriate use of government
mess and quarters. The proposal to eliminate statements of nonavailabil—
ity of government quarters and mess requires OSD approval . 

(

Finding:

The Army (DCSPER) shou ld r ecommend to the Per Diem , Travel and Transpor—
tation Allowance Committee that the requirement to provide statements of
nonavailability of government quarters and mess for officers be eliminated .
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Issue: COA—21

Army Regulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Allowances”

Proponent: COA

Source(s): FORSCOM, AWC Student, TJSAREUR, DARCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

An officer must provide lodging receipts to support travel voucher pay—
ment.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 37—106 was revised by DA message 282256Z September 1976,
“Lodging Receipts ,” which required receipts for lodging to support pay—
ment of TDY travel. This requirement implies that an officer cannot be
trusted to apply only fo r reimbursement for  actual expenses . The travel
voucher shows lodg ing expenses and this document is signed by the off i—
cer. It should be suff ic ient  substant iation for reimbursement .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Joint Travel Regulation

}IQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrenceks):

USARJ — It. is essential that a lodging receipt(s) is made available to
determine the total quarters cost for proper computation of travel enti-
tlements. Lodging receipts are required for officers on TDY/PCS in
CONUS/OCONUS and for civilian employees on TDY/PCS in CONUS only. A
lodging receipt should be required for all personnel on TDY/PCS regard—
less of being military or civilian employees.

USAREC — The requirement to provide lodging receipts is a sound manage—
ment practice. An off icer ’s pay entitlements should be documented
whether those entitlements are accruing from a promotion or as a result
of TDY expenses. Documentation of pay entitlements is reasonable and
does not infringe upon an officer’s special trust.

USMA — Recommend retention of this requirement for all personnel.
Submission of receipts for lodging expenses has assisted other efforts
to conserve travel funds. Relinquishment of the requirement for one
class of travelers may lead to requests to extend the privilege to all
travelers and thus a valuable control might be lost. The JTR requires
receipts for other travel expenses over $15.00; the proposed revision
could eventually impact on this requirement as well.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.
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Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

Lodging receipts are not required for computation of travel entitlements.
Data required to determine lodging reimbursement can be provided by the
officer  on DD Form 1351—2 , “Travel Voucher or Subvoucher .” O f f i c e r  pay
entitlements should-be  documented ; however , the of f icer ’s signature
should be acceptable evidence of documentation, It is not intended that
the elimination of lodg ing receipts for officers be applied to other per-
sonnel. An officer is capable of determining what lodging expenses are
authorized and should be trusted to apply for reimbursement of authorized
expenses. There is no systematic way of checking the honesty of officers
on this activity and it will be difficult to know if trust is being abused .
However, officers must be afforded the opportunity to exercise trust and
the risk is justified .

Finding:

The Army (DCSPER) should recommend to the Per Diem , Travel and Transpor—
tation Allowance Committee tha t the requirement for lodging receipts to
suppo rt an of f icer ’s t ravel claim be left  to the discretion of the Ser—
vices .

4-59

~



5-- ~~
5 - 7’ 5 -  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~. -- a’— -

Issue: COA—22

Army Regulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Al lowances”

Proponent: COA

Sou rce(s) : CGS C S tudent

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officers traveling TDY in another member ’s POV receive TDY funds for
that travel. These funds are not properly earned .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Military personnel who do not use government transportation
and travel by other means for their convenience are provided an allow— ’
ance of seven cents per mile — the maximum authorized by law . This
allowance is payable without  regard to whether the member drives a
POV or rides as a passenger in a POV. In practice, many who ride as
passengers share the cost of the trip with the POV owner and incur
other expenses . Consequently ,  t ravel fu nds should be provided for
POV passengers .

Requirement Impcsed by Higher Authority : Title 37, USC, Section 404
Joint Travel Regulations

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

DHRD — Military personnel who ride as passengers should not receive
travel funds. These funds are not properly earned .

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

USAREC — Different rates of reimbursement for military and civilian
members appear discriminatory . Recommend equal reimbursement for
both categories.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s):

There is an unjustifiable difference in the mileage rates at which mili—
tary and civilian personnel are reimbursed . Unlike civilians, military
personnel are not paid at actual expense levels. Consequently, driver
and passenger reimbursement are app ropriate.  The Army has submitted a
legislative proposal to OSD which would remove the legal mileage rate of
seven cents and authorize the Service Secretaries to establish an appro-
priate rate.

Finding:

Mi litary passengers should be paid a travel allowance.

4—60

_______ -~~-- ~~~~-



- S

Issue: COA—23

Arn~y R egulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Allowances ”
Paragraph 1—27b(4)

Prqponent: COA

Source(s): COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Offi er’s Special Trust:

AR 37—106 requires tha t an officia l designated by the commander approve
officer or dependent travel by privately—owned conveyance incident to
retirement when the travel is between the continental United States and
Alaska , Newfoundland or Central America (including th e Canal Zone) and
the mode of t ravel is not specif ica lly autho r ized in the orders .

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate : AR 55—46, “Travel of Dependents and Accompanied Military
and Civilian Personnel To , From , or Between Over sea Areas , ” stat es
that the commander ’s approval will be used to support a claim for tra-
vel allowance upon arrival at the destination. This approval is not
required for payment at FAO.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authoritj’: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(sl: None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

MILPERCEN concurs in rescinding paragraph 6—4d , AR 55—46.

Consideration of Nonc3ncurrence(s) /Commentçs):

Both AR 37—106 and AR 55—46 will be changed .

Finding:

The requirement to approve officer travel by privately—owned conveyance
incident to retirement when the mode is not specif ically authorized in
orders is not necessary .
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Issue: COA— 24

Army Regulation: AP 37— 106 , “Tra vel and Transportation Allowances ”
Pa rag raph l—47e

Proponent: COA
5

Sou rce(s) :  COA , INSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust.

AR 37—106 prescribes that when an automobile is rented for official busi-
ness at government expense, all officers , except generals, must furnish
a specific itinerary and mileage for all unofficial use. Generals fur—
nish only the total official uileage.

- 
- Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement to furnish a specific itinerary should not
apply to any officer. The requirement to furnish total official mileage
should be suf ficient .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or ~AC0M Nonconcurrence(s):

USAREC — O f fi c er s may use the rental car for personal business as well
as off ic ia l business ; however , the government should not pay for th&t
portion of the rental car mileage dedicated to persona l use. The itin-
erary requirement is not a reflection against an officer ’s special
trust —— it simply serves to document pay entitlements. This is a
sound management practice and should be continued .

}!QDA Staff or UACQM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s )/Coriment(s) :

Documentation of the entitlement is furnished by the of f i ce r  submitt ing
the total official mileage. A specific itinerary is not essential for
this documentation.

Finding:

A specific itinerary and all unoff ic ia l  mileage should not be required
to document entitlements. Only total o f f i c i a l  mileage is appropriate
to provide reimbursement .
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Issue: COA—25

Army Regu lation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportation Allowances ”
Paragraph l—47 d

Proponent: COA

Source(s): COA, INSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 37—106 requires all officers , excep t generals , to make a statement
that the entire use of a rented vehicle was for official reasons.

Proposed Action and Rationale;

Eliminate: Evidence for payment of a rental car is attached to the
travel voucher. The requirement to submit a statement that the vehicle
was used for official business is not necessary . The elimination of the
statement does not eliminate the requirement that the vehicle be used
only for official business (31 USC 638a(c)(2)) .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s):

USAREC — Officers may use the rental car for personal business as well
as of f i c i al business ; howeve r , the government should not pay for that
portion of the rental car mileage dedicated to personal use. The state—
ment of off icial use is not a reflection against an officer ’s special
t rust —— it simply serves to document pay entitlements . This is a sound
management practice and should be continued.

H~~A Staff or MACON Comment(s); None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

A statement that the entire use of the rented vehicle was for official
use is unnecessary . If a portion of the mileage is for unofficial use,
the officer should claim only that portion of the mileage relating to
official business.

Finding:

A statement that the entire use of the rented vehicle was for official
use is unnecessary. The total official mileage should be accepted as
evidence of official business . j
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Issue: COA—26

Army Regulation: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transportatio n Allowance”
Paragraph 1—27b(3)

~~~ ponent: COA

Sou rce(s) : COA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 37—106 requires an official designated by the commander to approve
the travel voucher of individuals in special categories who are required
to take physical examinations.

Proposed Action and 1~ationa1e: 
S

— Retain: A command approved travel voucher is the only substantiating
documentation for travel payment to special categories of soldiers who
are required to undergo physical examinations.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~ DA S taff or MACON Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Find:~~~~

The command—approved travel voucher is necessary to support travel pay-
ment for individuals in special categories who are required to take
physical examinations .
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Issue: COA—27

Army Regulat ion: AR 37—106 , “Travel and Transpor tatio n Allowances”
JTR Volume I , Paragraph M4203—3a

Proponent: COA -

Sou rce(s): DARCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:
When t raveling between assignments , standard mileage tables are usedfor travel pay entitlements . Actual odometer mileage should be used.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 37—106 prescr ibes the use of a standa rd m ileage table forpayment consistency between similar travel points. Since speedometersof privately owned cars are seldom calibrated, the mileage table pro-cedure reflects sound management practice.

~~quirement Imposed by Higher Authoriç:~~ Joint Travel Regulation 4Volume I, Paragraph M4203—3a

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HSQDA Staf f or MACOM Comment~~j :  No ne .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :  N/A

Finding:

Standard mileage tables should be used for  travel pay entit lements.

L. 
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Issue: COA—28

Army Regulation: AR 37—108 , “General Accounting and Reporting for
Finance and Accounting Offices ”
Paragraph 18—3

Proponent: COA

Source(s) : EIGHTH ARMY

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Specia l Trust:

AR 37— 108 requires that , as of the end of each FY , the unpaid ob ligation
of each appropriation or fund account be certified at each command level .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This certificat ion is required by Public Law 663. It repres ents
sound management practice in a most critical area.

Requ irement Imposed by Higher Authority : Public Law 663

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

Sound management practice requires that the unpaid obligation of each
appropriation or fund account be certified at each command level .
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Issue: COA—29

Army Regulation: AR 230—21, “Accounting Procedures for Nonappropriated (Unit Funds , Inmates ’ Welfare Funds , Stoc kade Welfa re
Funds , and Commandants ’ Welfa re Funds”

Proponent: COA

Sourcejs): Review Group

Policy~ P ractice or Procedure which Degr ades an Of fi ce r ’s Special Trust: -

AR 230—21 prescribes accounting and reporting procedures which may under—mine an off icer ’s specia l trust . It seems tha t bo th the Custodian and S

the P resident of the Un it Fu nd Council must cosign DA Form 325 9—2 , “UnitFund Receipts and Exp enditure Record .”

Proposed Ac t ion and Ratio nale:

Eliminate: AR 230—65 , “Nonapp ropriated Funds Accounti ng Procedures fo rRevenue—Producing Sundry and Welfare Funds,” dated 1 August 1977 super-seded AR 230—21 and the requirement for two officer signatures. “Cash,Property, and Reconciliation Record ,” (see Figure 9—1 AR 230—65 forformat) will be us ed in lieu of the DA Form 3259 series and requiresno signatures .

Req~4rement Imposed by Hjgh er Authority: No.

~~~~ Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

~~ DA Staf f  or MACOH Comment(s) : None . 

(Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s) : N/A
Finding: (
A revision to AR 230—65 has eliminated the issue.

I
(
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Issue: COA— 30

Army Regulation: AR 735—11 , “Accounting fo r Lost , Damaged ,
and Destroyed Property ”
Table 2—i

Proponent: COA

Source(s) : MTMC , FORS COM, EIGHTH ARMY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

P Multi— verification by commissioned of f icers  is required to process an
Inventory Adjustment Report resulting from a Report of Survey .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 735—11 requires the submission of DA Form 444, “inven-
tory Adjustment Report,” in lieu of a Report of Survey if negligence
does not appear to be a factor. This form requires the signature of
the accountable officer, a certification by the unit commander (or his
representative) and a forwarding statement by the next higher level
commander to the approving authority. Rescind the requirement for
unit commander certification and accept the accountable officer ’s sig-
nature on DA Form 444 as evidence of proper authentication; however,
continue the practice of obtaining the signature of the reviewing and
approving authority.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

TSG — The Inventory Adjustment Report, DA Form 444, was introduc ed as
a cost—efficient substi tute for the Report of Survey, DD Form 200.
The Report of Survey wasted many man—hours on nonproductive investi-
gations and had become ingrained in logistical channels. The property
book Inventory Adjustment Repo rt essentially eliminated all the non-
productive investigations and returned responsib ility for property
concern and security to command channels. El irnina t ion of this proce-
dur e is inadvisab le because a ~~~~~~~~~~~ visib ility of his command
responsibility fo r p roper ty and physica l security would become rele-
gated and possibly hinder , in violation of the spirit, if not the
letter , of title 10 , USC 4832. The accountable o f f i c er ’s signature
is essential becaus e this is also the prope r ty accounting document
and the signature verifies posting to the property accounting records.

IJSAREUR — By eliminating unit commander certification, particularly
on lost, damaged, or stolen property, it appears to weaken the chain
of responsibility linking the commander with his equipment.
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TR.ADOC — Reference regulation is wri t ten for  a TOE concep t where the
prope rty book of f icer  is under the unit commander. This is not the
case with installation proper ty under a consolidated property book
where equipment is band—receipted to the uni t .  If this requirement
is eliminated , the unit command er wou ld have no know ledge for admin-
istrative or disciplinary controls over the individual(s) responsible
for the loss or damage.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s):

MDW — Concur in proposed action to rescind the requirement for unit
commanders to provide a certification on DA Form 444 . Inventory
Adj ustment Reports should continue to be reviewed by unit commander

S so he is fully aware of actions being taken by his accountable officer.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

S T n Octob er 1977 , a Property Accountability Study will be initiated by
ODCSLOG based upon guidelines from CSA. In conj unctio n with  the pro—
pe r ty accountability problem, a new DD Form has been designed in accor—
dance wi th  DODI 7200 .IOM which will supersede DA Form 444 and eliminate
the signature of the commander. The new DD Form requires signatu res of
the initiator, approving official, and reviewing official. Comments on
this issue will be provided ODCSLOG for  their consideration during the
conduct of the study.

Finding:

Changes to property accountability procedures should be deferred pend—
ing completion of the Property Accountability Stud y.

(
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Issue: COA—3 1
E

b~ A~py Regulation: AR 735—11 , “Accounting for Lost , Damaged ,
and Destroyed Property ”
Pa rag raph 3—27

Proponent: COA

Sou rce(s) : USACC , FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officer affidavits to support the facts involving a Report of Survey
must be sworn to or affirmed before summary court officers, an adjutant,
officers authorized by UCMJ, a notary public or a civil court officer.
Additionally, the affidav~’ must be authenticated by this official.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 735—li prescribes an affidavit by the responsible offi—
cer or other individuals having knowledge of the facts . Eliminate the
requirement for all affidavits in preparation of a Report of Survey and
accept an officer ’s signed statement as suffic ient documentation of his
knowledge of the facts. By eliminating the affidavits , the requirement
for  authenticat ion is eliminated .

Requirement Imposed by IIighe~ Authority : No.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s) :  None.

}iQ~ A Staf f  or MACOM Comment(s):

TRADOC — As the pres ent DD Form 200 , “Repor t  of Survey ,” is configured ,
th e aff idavi t  portion is of ten  completed by enlisted pe rsonnel or civil-
ians. If this practice is to continue , block 15 of the form should be
modi f ied to allow fo r mu l t iple ent r ies , i .e . ,  fo r o f f i ce rs , one signa-
ture would su f f i ce .  In other cases, two signatures would be required .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) / Comment(s) :

In October 1977, a Property Accountability Study will be initiated by
DCSLOG based upon guidelines from CSA . Comments on this issue will be
provided DCSLOG for study consideration.

Finding:

Changes to property accountability procedures should be deferred pend ing
completion of the Property Accountability Study.
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Issue: COA—32

Army Regulatio n: Joint Travel Regulations (JTR)

Proponent: COA
-

‘ 
Source(s) : TRADO C

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Joint Travel Regulations (JTR) documentation requirements for officers
dif fer by grade.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The language of an officer ’s commission expresses special
trust and confidence in that off icer . Policies and practices cited in
the JTR that dif fer entiate this t rust by vir tue of grade contradict the
basic tenets of an o f f ice r ’s commission.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Joint Travel Regulations - 
- - -

HQDA S taf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA S taff or MACOM Comment(s) : None. 
4

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment (s): N/A

Finding: 
-

JTR policies and pr actices tha t d i f f erentiate t rust by v ir tue of g rade 
-should be eliminated. -~
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Issue: COA— 33

Army Regulation: N/A

Proponent: COA

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:
p

Discont inue the needless obligation of funds at year—end to avoid losing
the fu nds.

Proposed Action and Rationale: 
—

Dete rmination: Needless fund obliga t ions should be nonexistent .  Althoug h
f und obligation is required by the end of each fiscal year , proper p lan—
ning , programing and rea l time management should preclude year—end expend—
itures for  marginally required items .

p

Requi rement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s):

FORSCOM — Although “needless” fund obligations are not made, the arti-
ficial deadline contributes to poor management, premature granting of
contracts, poorly prepared contrac t specifications and ultimately , less
effective use of limited resources. This situation comes about for
two r easons:

— The long lead time required to procure readiness—related items.
— CBR equ ipmen t is a good examp le. If equipment is not received on sched—

ule , other use must be made of the fund s and often on short notice.

—— The requirement for prudent managers at all levels to anticipate the
unexpected and retain a small reserve for contingenc ies. This necessity

— of good management will always result in release of additional fund s
near the end of the fiscal year. Legislation should be soug ht to pe rmit
a carry—over of 5 to 10% of the Annual Funding Program for a period of
three months. This would permit managers to use available funds for the
highest priority requirements and increase the efficiency and effective—
ness of the purchasing and contracting activity.

HSQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)JComment(s):

Section 818, General Provisions, Public Law 95—ill , DOD Appropr iations
Act of 1978 prohib its more than 20% of annual funds being spent in the
last two months of the fiscal year. This prohibition , coupled with
sound management and prudent budget execution throughout the enti re
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fiscal year , should pr eclude “needless” fu nd obligations at the end of
a fiscal year . There is not a requirement fo r  100% obligation of annual
appropriations; however, there is a requirement for prudent use of funds
provided. In the case of long lead time items , MACOHs shou ld , as a nor—
mal course of prudent management , establish contingency p lans for  optim um 

(alternative uses of these funds.  Based on the current congressional cli—
mate, proposed legislation would not be favorably considered .

Find ing:

By utilizing sound financi0 l plann ing and programing , needless obligatior,
of fund s at year—end should not occur.

(

(
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Issue: TSC— 1

Army Regulation: AR 40— i , “Composition , Mission , and Func t ions
- 

- 
of the Amy Medica l Department ”
Appendix E & F

Proponent: TSG

Source(s): Review Group

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 40—1 requires an officer in the Army Medical Department who desires
of f—duty  employment to sign and have witnessed by his command ing of f i -
cer a Statement of Affirmation of military duty obligations. This
requirement is in addition to the officer formally applying for author-
ization to participate in off—duty employment.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 40— i was developed as a tn —service e f f o r t  to obtain
uniform policy regarding off—duty employment . Congress has indicated
to DOD that a common DOD policy is desirable. TSG has initiated action
with the ASD (Health Af fa i r s )  to incorporate essential elements of the
a f f irmation statement into the app lication for  o f f — d u t y  emp loyment .
This will eliminate a sepa rate a f f i rmat ion statement of service obli-
gation.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : ASD (Health Affairs)

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The Stateme nt of A f f i r m a t i o n  of mil i tary duty obliga t ions is not nec-
essary . The Army Medical Department o f f i ce r ’s app l ica t ion to pa rtic i-
pate in off—duty employment should include a statement affirming mili-
tary duty obligations.
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Issue : TSG—2
-rI

ii
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

(Army Regulation: AR 4 0—2 , “Army Medica l Trea tmen t Facilities
General Administration”
Paragraph 7—16f 

(
Proponent: TSG

Source(s) : FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off ice r ’s Special Trust:

AR 40— 2 requires tha t a “dis interested o f fi ce r ” cond:~ct drug inventories .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The checks and balances of a controlled substance accounting
system dictate that the inventory be conducted by an individual other
than the responsible officer.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Au thority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None. (
HQDA Staff  or MACOM Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s): N/A

Finding:

A “disinterested officer” conducting drug inventories is a sound man-
agement practice which eliminates conflicting interests.

(
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Issue; TSG— 3

— 
Army Regulation: AR 40— 3, “Medical, Dental and Veterinary Care”

Pa rag raph 4—13

Proponent: TSG

Sou rce(s) : FORS COM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 40— 3 prescribes tha t off icers  show their identification card to obtain
prescr iptio n drugs from the pharmacy.

Proposed Action and Ra t ionale:

Determination : AR 40—3 does not requir e persons entitled to medical care
to present an identification card to obtain prescriptions in Army medica l
treatment facilities. A forthcoming revision to AR 40—2 , “Amy Medica l
Treatment Facilities General Administration,” will require that a system
be established in Army medical treatment facilities to ensure accurate
identif5.catio n of outpatients at  the time they receive prescription drugs.
This requirement is for patient safety and is a criterion for accredita—
tion by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hosp ita ls .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Joint Commission on Accredita—
tion of Hospital Standards

F HQDA S ta f f  or MACON No nco ncurr ence(s:~~

USMA — The policy should be modified to require personnel , except off i—
cer s in unifo rm, ~o p roduce appropriate ident if icat ion.

Ii~DA Sta ff  or MAC OM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) / Comment(s) :

The po licy of positive identification when dispersing drugs is essential
to the safe ty  of all military personnel and their dependents. The Joint

— Commission on Accr editation of Hosp itals establishes standa rds for  iden—
ti fication and the Army must adhere to thes e standards to maintain accred-
itation .

Finding:

Of ficers should show required identif icat ion to obtain prescr iption drugs
from the pha rmacy . Every precautio n must be exercised to preclude unau-
thorized distribution and unsafe use of drugs .
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Issue : TSG—4

Army Regulation: AR 40—3 , “Medica l , Dental, and Veterinary Care”
Paragraph 2—24

Proponent: TSG

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

In order for medical personnel to provide emergency medical treatment
for minors, medical procedures require the consent of a parent or legal
guardian or someone designated with power of attorney to act for the
parent.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Parental consent (Including consent by means of a power of
attorney) is required for medical treatment of minors legally incapable
of giving their ~~n consent. However, where a genuine emergency requires
immediate action to prevent the loss of life or serious permanent injury,
medical treatment is given without parental consent when the parent or
guardian cannot be contacted within the time available.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Various federal and state
laws.

}IQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQ~pA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Parental consent/power of attorney for emergency treatment of minors
should be provided except in those cases where the parents or guardian
are not available. Compassion requires that life—saving treatment be
given an injured child even If the parent or guardian cannot be reached
to provide consent.
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Issue: TS G— 5

-J I -

~~

Army Regulation: AR 40—121, “Uniformed Services Health
Benefit Program”
Paragraph 3—la(4)(a) and 5—9a(1)

Proponent: TSG

Source(s): EUCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

A medical officer must validate the emergency status of an accident

k when an officer files a CHAMPUS claim.

• Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 40—121 prescribes medical care at service facilities unless
certain conditions, such as an emergency, exist. When submitting a
CHAMPUS claim on DA Form 1863—1 , “Services and/or Supplies Provided by
Civilian Hospitals,” an emergency condition must be validated by the
physician. The medical emergency should be validated by qualified med-
ical personnel rather than by recipients.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding: 
-.

Validation of the emergency status of an accident by a medical- officer
is necessary when a CHANPIJS claim is filed by an officer.
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Issue TSG—6

Army Regulation: AR 40—337, “Central Hospital Fund”

Proponent: TSG

Source(s) : TSG f I
Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

OTSG Regulation 40—1, “Central Hospital Fund,” implements provisions of
AR 40—337 concerning bonding of officers serving as president and cus—
todian of the Central Hospital Fund.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This requirement is in consonance with good business practices
and is generally accepted by other professions of comparable stature.
The bonding protects both the fund and the individual.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence (s):

FORSCOM — Finance and Accounting Officers who handle hundreds of thou—
sands of dollars are not bonded. Bonding should not be necessary for
an officer.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s:~~ None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

Finance and Accounting Officers are financial management specialists
who manage appropriated funds of the Army . The appointed members of
the Central Hospital Fund manage a nonappropriate instrumentality for
the benefit of patients hospitalized in Army facilities and are not
“financial managers.” These individuals and fund recipients are enti—
tied to bonded protection.

Finding:

Officers serving as president and custodian of the Central Hospital
Fund should be bonded to protect themselves and the fund .
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Issue: TSC— 7

Army Regulation: AR 40—400, “Patient Administration”
Paragraph 5—116

• Prqponent: TSC

Source(s): TRADOC, FORSCOM, DARCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

In order to obtain adult dependent medical records from an Army medical
treatment facility, an officer must provide the records custodian with
a written release from the individual concerned.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 40—400 states that adult dependent medical information/
records may not be obtained without the written consent of the depend—
eat; however, minor dependent medical records/informa tion may be

-
~ obtained by the parent or legal guardian. The Privacy Act of 1974

requires release authorization by the individual to whom the informa-
tion pertains.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : Privacy Act of 1974

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s):

IJSACC — As the Privacy Act of 1974 requires release authorization by
the individual to whom the information pertains, the following proce-
dure will preclude the feeling of distrust. A standardized, signed
release be placed in consenting adults ’ medical records granting the
military sponsor full access for PCS clearance, emergencies, and other
normal requirements for said medical information/medica l records.
This procedure will not require additional eff or t by the medical
facility since a blanket signed privacy statement is included in adult
medical records.

ALFSE — Permit the sponsor to receive sealed medical records of the
spouse rather than getting a release statement or forcing the spouse
to personally receive the records.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s):

The elease procedures of medical records is governed by the Privacy
Act of 1974. Receipt of the spouse’s sealed medical records violates
Federal law and cannot be implemented. A standard blanket release
statement has some merit; however, it presents the problem of coer—
d on. Medical records contain private information which the dependent
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might not want to disclose. Also, a situation could develop after the
blanket release statement was prepared whereby the dependent desired - -

to withdraw the blanket release. The sponsor would expect an explana-
tion which may lead to family difficulties.

Finding:

To comply with the Privacy Act of 1974, adult dependents must provide
a written release of their medical records before the sponsor may obtain

-
‘ them from Army medical treatment facilities.
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Issue: TSG—8

Army Regulation: AR 600—6, “Individual Sick Slip”

Prqponent: TSG

Source(s): FORSCOM —

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

In order to visit a medical treatment facility, an officer must obtain
the signature of the unit commander (or his representative) on DD Form
689, “Individual Sick Slip.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 600— 6 requires an officer to initiate DD Form 689 and
obtain the unit commander’s (or his representative’s) signature prior - 

-

to arriving at the medical treatment facility (direct reporting may be
authorized by local policy). This policy is an unnecessary administra-
tive procedure and should be eliminated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Commentks): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(~)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

An officer should not be required to obtain a signature from his unit
commander (or the commander’s representative) on DD Form 689 in order
to visit a medical treatment facility.
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Issue: DCSLOG— 1

Army Regulation: AR 30—1 , “The Army Food Service Program ”
Figure 3—6

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): EIGHTH ARMY

Policy,~ Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 30— 1 requires an officer to sign DA Form 3034, “Cooks Worksheet,”
which verifies the types and quantities of food to be prepared and
served.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: This requirement degrades the responsibility placed in the
dining facility manager who is normally a noncommissioned officer in
the grade E—7. An officer ’s signature should not habitually be required
to place emphasis on a particular area.

ReQuirement Imp~sed by Higher Authority : No.

HQPA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

DCSLOG — The DA Form 3034 is prepared by the food service sergeant and
serves as the basic management guide for all food preparation. It pro—
vides an audit trail for the accountability of subsistence after it
has been issued to the dining facility. The signing of the form by
the Food Service Officer is not considered degrading to an officer ’s
special trust.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence~j)/Coinnent(s):

Department of the Army policy should not routinely require officer
signatures on management documents to emphasize areas of interest and
to authenticate work performed by senior noncommissioned officers in
their assigned areas of expertise. The dining facility manager should
be held responsible for providing a complete audit trail for account-
ability of subsistenc e after it has been issued to the dining facility .
The food service officer can adequately manage food service operations
without daily au then ticat ion of the “Coo ks Worksheet .”

Finding:

The requirement for an officer’s signature on the “Cooks Worksheet” 
—

should not be mandatory . Officers can effect proper food service
management by reviewing the “Cooks Worksheet” as well as other docu—
meats. The signature requirement is not necessary.
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Issue: DCSLOG—2

Army Regulation: AR 30—1 , “The Army Food Service Program”
Paragraph 4—27

Pr~~onent: DCSLOG

- Source(s): EIGHTH ARNY

— Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

An officer must verify on DA Form 3032, “Dining Facility Guest Register,”
the number of meals consumed.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: This requirement has been eliminated in a revised edition
of AR 30—1 dated 31 March 1977.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement that an officer verify the numb er of meals consumed on
a PA Form 3032 is not necessary and has been eliminated.
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Issue : DCSLOC— 3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

( - S

Army Regula t ion: AR 30—19, “Army Commissary Sto re Operations” - 
-

— 
Paragraph 4—6b 

- 

-
-

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): HSC , TRADOC , FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 30—19 prescribes that an officer in uniform must present his identi—
fication card for entrance to the commissary . - 

-

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Commissary purchases can only be made by personnel who are on
active duty for periods greater than 72 hours. The most feasible method
of identification is to check the color codes of identification cards , -

ascertain active duty status and initiate further entrance justifica—
tion, if required.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: DOD 1330.17

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQPA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of NonconcurrenceCs)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement for an officer in uniform to present his identification -

card for entrance to the commissary is a valid procedure to ascertain
duty status and corresponding entitlements. -
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Issue: DCSLOG—4

Army Regulation: AR 30—46, “Subsistence Report and
Field Ration Request”

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): EIGHTH ARMY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

An officer is required to sign DA Form 2970, “Subsistence Report and
Field Ration Request,” which is used to requisition types and quantities
of food.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: The requirement has been eliminated in a revised edition
of AR 30—1 dated 31 Uarch 1977. The noncommissioned or DA civilian
dining facility manager is authorized to sign the Subsistence Report and
Field Ration Request .

Req uirement Imposed by Higher Authori~y: No.

HQDA S taff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Comment(s) : None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The authority to sign the DA 2970 may be delegated to the noncommis-
sioned officer or DA civilian directly charged with mess operations.
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Issue : DCSLOG—5

Army Regulation: AR 55—2, “Assignment and Duties of Troop Commander
and Transportation Off ice r  on Hili tary and Commer—

• cial Vessels and Ai rc ra f t
Figure 3—2

S Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s) : Review Group

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 55—2 prescribes that troop commanders on military and commercial
vessels/aircraft render the following statement: “As troop commander,
you are expected to perform this important duty in a manner that will
reflect creditably upon you and the military service.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The commission charges officers with “carefully and dili-
gently” discharging all duties. Other documentation is not required .

Recp4rement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Comment(s ): None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

Instructions reminding troop commanders on vessels and airc raf t  to
perform their duties in a manner that will reflect creditably upon
them and the military service are unnecessary .
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Issue: DCSLOG—6

Army Regulation: AR 55—71 , “Transportation of Personal Proper ty
- and Related Se rv ices ”

Cha nge 4 , Paragraph 5—2(a) ( 1)

P roponent: DCSLOC

Source(s) : Review Group

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 55—71 requires an officer to certify that items being shipped as
professional books, paper and equipment (PBP&E) are necessary in the

1: performance of official duties. In addition, the transportation off i—
cer is directed to “satisfy himself” that only items qualifying as~PBP&E are included .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: The requirement in AR 55—71 for a transportation officer to
“satisfy himself that only items qualifying as PBP&E are included”
impugns officer trust. The officer ’s certificate satisfies the
requirements of h8004, JTR and other management restrictions are not
necessary .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Joint Travel Regulations
Paragraph M8004

RQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

RQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement for transportation officers to double—check P3P&E after
an officer has certified that the PBP&E are necessary in the perform~-nceof official duties is unnecessary. The action to eliminate transpo~ t~5.—t ion off icer  double—checks does not require modif icat ion of Join t Travel
Regulations . The JTR only addresses the cert if icat ion requirement .
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Issue : DCS LOG— 7

Army Regulation: AR 56—9 , “Watercraft ”
Chapter 4

P~~ponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): DCSLOG

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

- AR 56—9 prescrib es that, when approved by a general officer, alcoholic
beverages may be brought on board and consumed by passengers on a vessel
engaged in authorized recreational cruises. It prescribes that the crew
may not consume alcoholic beverages.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: The decision to bring alcoholic beverages on board a vessel
should be vested with the commander of the vessel or the vessel master 

S
when so delegated. Vessel size, type of recreational activity and type
of passengers (adult/child) should be considered .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The decision to bring alcoholic beverages on board a vessel should be
vested with the vessel commander.

-

- 
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- Issue: DCSLOG—8

Army Regulation: AR 210—130 , “Laundry/Dry Cleaning Opera t ions”
Paragraph 2—8a

Proponent: DCSLQG

Source(~): Review Group, USAREUR

- 
Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

In accordance with AR 210—130, commanders are required to sign the state—
ment: “The above named individuals are assigned to this unit and have
submitted a request for payroll deduction laundry service.”

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The noncommissioned officer who has primary responsib ility
for monitoring laundry service should be permitted to render the state-
ment.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

USARE IJR — DA Fo rm 3136 , “Laundry/Dry Cleaning Roster and Statement,”
accompanies a unit ’s payroll deduction laundry bundles to the servicing
plant on the first turn—in of a month. It is used as a backup document
for the manager ’s monthly statement of funded reimbursement earnings.
The PA Form 3136 must be accurate. A shortfall in the collection of
funded reimbursement versus earned funded reimbursements causes the
requirement for OMA funds, unprogramed for this purpose, to be used to
compensate for this shortfall. From May 1974 to January 1977, no
statement had been required on the DA Form 3136 (AR 210—130, 2 April
1974). The unit supply sergeant, the NCO who is the unit’s primary
operator in the laundry service area, was required by AR 210—130 to
prepare and submit correct and accurate PA Forms 3136. The require-
ment was not met. The prior fiscal year shortfall in tJSAREUR alone
was $1 million. This is attributed to inadequate control of laundry
payroll deduction records at unit level. It was found that the dele-
gation of trust , as it were, did not produce the desired result.
Accordingly , the current AR 210—130 , 15 December 1976, contains the
requirement for the statement on PA Forms 3136 to be signed by the
commander. The reason for this requirement is to elevate control of
laundry payroll deduction records to a higher level to assure greater
accuracy .

HQDA Staff or MACOM Cotnnent(s): None.
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Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

It is doubtful that unit commanders check each member ’s request for pay—
roll deduction for laundry service. This task should be accomplished
by another individual and verified by the noncommissioned officer who
has laundry service responsibility. Escalating the signature responsi-
bility to the unit commander level serves to highlight the impor tance of —

laundry service accountability; however , the commander can eff ect the
Importance of the task by other means. Action should be taken to cor—
rect the essence of the problem and restore unit laundry responsibility
to unit noncommissioned officers. If accountability deficiencies occur,

S 
they should be addressed and corrected on a case—by—case basis.

Finding:

The requirement for a commander to sign a statement verifying that mem—
bers of his unit who are using governmental laundry service have sub—
mitted a request for a payroll deduction, is unnecessary.

I
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Issue: DCSLOG—9

Army Regulation: AR 700—84, “Issue and Sale of Personal Clothing”
Paragraph 6—11 

—

Prqponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): EIGRTH ARMY, FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

A unit commander or his commissioned or warrant officer representative
must verify an AWOL soldier ’s clothing inventory which was conducted
by an E6 or higher.

Pr~posed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Instructions in AR 700—84 require that the unit commander
or his commissioned/warrant officer representative verify the inventory
performed by an E6 or higher. Commanders or their representatives
should not be subjected to verifying an AWOL soldier’s inventory when
this responsibility has been delegated to a senior noncommissioned off i—
cer. This requirement impugns the veracity of the NCO and places an
unnecessary burden on the unit commander.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

H~DA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement for a unit commander or his commissioned /warrant off i—
cer representative to verify an AWOL soldier’s clothing inventory which
was conducted by an E6 or higher is an unnecessary administrative pro-
cedure.
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Issue: DCSLOG—~O

Army Regulation: AR 710—2 , “Material Management for Using Units,
Support Units, and Installations”

PA Form 581, “Request for Issue and Turn—In
of Ammunition”

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Upon completion of range firing , the officer in charge must sign a state—
ment on DA Form 581 that live rounds, unfired primers, explosives or
other dangerous material are not mixed with expended cartridges.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: Ensuring that explosives are separated from expended cartridges S
is a valid safety requirement; however, the officer in charge should
have the prerogative to delegate this task and signature authority to a
noncommissioned officer.

Requirement I~posed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACGM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Conmient(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officer certification of PA Form 581 is not necessary; officers should
be authorized to delegate this authority to noncommissioned officers.
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Issue: DCS LOG— 11

Army Regulation: AR 710—2 , “Material Management Using Units ,
Support Units, and Installat ions”
Paragraph 2—2b

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): DCSLOG, FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

— -~ A higher level commander must cite complete justification for a restricted
-- Federal Supply Class (FSC) item requisitioned on a high priority supply

request by a subordinate commander.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Requiring one commander to further justify a priority request
for restricted FSC items from a subordinate commander violates the trust
charged to the subordinate.

Requirement Imposed by Hi~her Authority : No.

H~~A Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

USARE C — Nonconcur with the proposal to eliminate the requirement for —

— high priority requisitions submitted by unit commanders. This is not
a violation of trust charged to unit commanders. It is a sound man-
agement practice which disciplines the supply system, precludes rou-
tine placement of high priority demands that are not justified, and
enables the higher level commander to positively influence those high
priority requisitions that are especially critical to unit readiness. S

Further, the higher level commander, by virtue of position, is fre-
quently aware of justification information that is unknown at the lower
level.

I

USASCH — Disagree with proposal to eliminate higher level commander —

approval for high priorI~ty requisitions for controlled items. The
items upon which controls have been placed for submission of high
priority requisitions are those which do not have a significant impact
on training or readiness. Submission of high priority requisitions for
these noncritical items without higher level controls is contrary to
supply discipline and good management practices.

USAREUR — As written, the policy seems to be taken out of context with
the intent of AR 710—2. A commander or TDA chief must always verify
expenditures or requisitions Impacting on his unit’s readiness. Noting
paragraph 2—2b and appendix C, the only time one commander further jus-
tifies a subordinate commander ’s request is for uncommon items generally
not mission related. Therefore, recommend retention of paragraph 2—2b,
AR 710—2 as written.
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HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s).

Good supply discipline involves a proper balance between training and 
(control. Supply discipline training is difficult and some commanderstend to compensate by exercising excessive control. Subordinate corn—manders can exercise proper judgment in requisitioning restricted FSCitems. Those failing to exercise proper judgment should be counseledor disciplined.

Finding: (
The requirement for one commander to further justify a priority requestfor restricted FSC items from a subordinate commander is unnecessary. 

(.5
The subordinate commander should be charged with the responsibility ofexercising proper supply discipline and sound management practices.

(5-
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Issue: DCSLOG—12

- 
- Army Regulation: AR 710—2, “Material Management Using Units,

Support Units, and Installations”
Paragraph 1—8

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 710— 2 requires a monthly ten percent property inventory . Account—
ability can be accomplished without Imposing this requirement.

- Proposed Action and Rationale: I 
-

Determination: AR 710—2 does not prescribe ten percent inventory pro—
cedures; however, general guidelines for ten percent inventories are
suggested in Training Circular 38—1, “Division Logistics System.” AR
710—2 requires an annual physical inventory of all receipted property .
Although ten percent inventories are not specifically prescribed, they I -

serve as a valuable aid in property accountability for some organiza-
tions.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s):

USARJ — This is not a problem. It should be a commander’s prerogative
to conduct periodic inventories. He alone is responsible for all the
property in his organization and should be permitted to schedule pen —
odic inventories whenever and wherever needed.

USASCH — To use the 10% inventory as an effective management procedure,
5 5 formal verification is considered necessary to maintain credibility.

USAREUR — No visible impact on Special Trust and Confidence. Recommend
system remain as is, i.e., 100% inventory every year. Good management

.5 dictates 10% per month, but it is unenforceable on a regulatory basis.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Coinment(s):

The ten percent or cyclic inventory has been a useful management tool.
The consolidation of property book accountability at division level
under the Division Logistics System makes the ten percent inventory S

most useful in accounting for unit and organizational equipment. Sup—
ply accountability is a serious problem and the ten percent or cyclic
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inventory is designed to aid commanders in managing their materiel
S resources. Both ten percent and full inventories should be verifiedby the accountable officer and the hand receipt holder.

Finding:

Army regulations do not requir e a monthl y ten percent property inven— I -

tory. 
- 
Training Circular 38—1 recommends such an inventory as an effec—tive management procedure for maintaining proper accountability. Corn—manders may utilize ten percent inventories as deemed appropriate .

I

Ii
I
1~~~~~
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Issue: DCSLOG—13

Army Regulation: AR 710—2, “Material Management for Using
Units, Support Units and Installations”
Paragraph 2—2(c)

Proponent: DCSLOG

Source(s): EIGHTh ARMY, FORSCOM, INSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 710—2 requires the commander to authenticate assignment of priority
designators 01 through 08. There are no provisions for delegating. this
authority.  This policy reflects a lack of trust in the battalion mate-
riel readiness officer.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: A commander’s authentication of priority designators is an
unnecessary administrative procedure which adversely reflects upon the
materiel readiness officer. Battalion materiel readiness officers or
other appropriate personnel in TDA units should be vested with the
authority to authenticate priority designators. They are intimately
aware of maintenance/supply problems and receive command guidance in

- the performance of their duties. Commanders manage application of
resources across the entire supply spectrum.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: DOD Directive 4140.17—N

HQDA Staff or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s):

DARCOM ~~
. One of the most crucial matters a commander controls is the

materiel readiness for his organization. The requirement that the
battalion commander authenticate priority designators ensures that he
is aware of and is in fact exercising his responsibility to manage
this critical area. This authority should not be delegated and the
requirement should be retained.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None. 
5

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The DOD requirement for commanders to approve high priority requisi—
tions caine about because the high priority rate grew to over 50% of
all requisitions. Command emphasis has reduced the rate to about

- 25%. However, command emphasis can be obtained without command
authentication of priority designators.
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Finding:

A commander can exercise his responsibility of managing materiel
readiness without authenticating priority designators. Battalion
materiel readiness officers or other appropriate TDA personnel 

Ishould be vested with the authority to authenticate these designa— ‘--
tors. DOD Directive 4140.17—H requires modification to implement 

Ithe change.
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Issue: DCSPER — 1

DCSPER Policy Documents: “Colonel Level Command Selection
System Procedures ”

“Lieutenant Colonel Level Command
Selection System Procedures”

S Proponent: DcSPER, MILPERCEN

Source(s): USARJ

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

When an officer is not selected for command , there often reigns an
impression that he lacks proficiency.

Pr~posed Action_and Rationale:

Dete rmina tion: Ther e is va st dispar it y between those af f or ded command
oppo rtunity and those qualified fo r  command . Unfortunately , only the
officers who possess specialties with command opportunity and are “best ”

- - command—qualified are command—selected. Two facto rs af f ect command
opportunity : Number of eligibles in relation to number of commands and
length of command tours. An officer may be in the top third and still
not command. This situation disappoints those officers who are fully
qualified to command but are not selected. Officers should not view
those who are not command—selected with less than full pro f essional
respect. For the benefit of the officer corps , those who harbor this
attitude must realize that all qualified officers are subjected to
reduced opportunity and many will not be command—selected .

Requirement Imposed by h igher Authority : No.

~~DA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

HQDA Staff or _MACOM Cominenfts): None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Findi~~~:

An officer ’s nonselection to command should not reflect on his prof as—
sional competence. The Army must change its attitude toward “success”
and “failure.” Every officer will not be selected for higher education,
command or promotion to the highest grades.

‘I
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Issue: DCSPER— 2

Army Regulation: N/A

Proponent: N/A

Source(s): INSCOM, MDW, IJSARJ, EIGh Th ARMY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officers who violate trust should be counseled and dealt with appropriate
to the situation.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: There are legal and administrative procedures which can
be enacted against officers who violate special trust . Commanders should
employ appropriate measures against any officer who violates trust .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No. ‘
~~

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None. 
5-

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

To preserve the integrity of the of f icer  corps , commander s must use
available legal and administrative sanctions against those who violate
officer special trust.

I
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Issue: DCSPER— 3

Army Regulation: FM 19—30, “Physical S ecur ity”
Paragraph 5—24

Proponent: DCSPER

Source (s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officer  briefcases are inspected prior to entering/exit ing certain build—
ings. This procedure is viewed as unnecessary .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: FM 19—30 does not preclude commanders from exempting
officer briefcases from inspection when entering restricted areas.

~- Since positive identification to enter restricted areas is required ,
installation commanders should limit the prac tice of inspecting off icer
briefcases to the most critical areas and situations in which se~uritv
requirements override other considerations .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

FM 19—30 does not preclude commanders from exempting officer briefcases
from inspec tion when entering restricted areas.
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Issue: DCSPER—4

I -

Army Regulation: DOD Directive 1400.20—1 M , “Depa rtment of Defense
Prog ram for Stability of Civil ian Employment Program”
Chapter 3

Proponent: DCSPER 
I 

-

~

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

DOD Directive 1400 .20—1M requires installation commanders to issue at
least annually a support statement for the Civilian Employment Stability
Program. The stability program requires the use of a “stopper list ”
which lists DOD employees whose positions have been downgraded or abol—
ished through RIF or base closure.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: DOD Directive 1400.20—1M cites command responsibility for
the Stability of Civilian Employment Program. This directive provides
sufficien t guidance for implementat ion of the program. Installation
commanders and their civilian personnel of f icers  are familiar with sta-
bilit y program procedures and recogniz e that indiv iduals cited on a
stopper list are entitled to priority placement consideration. The
requirement i-~~ issue a support statement is unnecessary . —

Req~ irement Imposed by Higher Authority: DOD Directive 1400.2O—IM

HQDA Staff  or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s) :

FORSCOM — Nonconcur with rationale. Commanders’ annual statement is
not viewed as an adverse reflection on trust , it is a reminder to sub-
ordinate managers and supervisors of the commander’s personal interest
and support for the program.

HQDA Staff  or MACOH Comnient(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Cominent(s):

Army policy should not require commanders to publish recurring state-
ments in support of particular programs. This routine application of
support could detract from high priority programs .

Findin g:

The requirement for installation commanders to issue at least annually
a support statement for the Civilian Employment Stability Program is
unnecessary . Action to delete this requirement will require DOD
approval.
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Issue: DCSPER — 5

Army Regulation: AR 50— 5, “Nuclear Surety”
Paragraph 2—29

P roponent: DCSPER

Army Regulation: AR 50— 5, “Nuclear Surety ”
Parag raph 3—Sb

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 50—5 requires battalion commanders to certify that required instruc-
tion and training in nuclear surety were accomplished .

P roposed Act ion and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement for a commander to certify that instruction
and training were accomplished is not necessary. The required training
is essential and should be conducted ; however , the cert if ication require—
ment should be eliminated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Author~~1: DOD Directive 5210.41

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurren ce(s)/ Comment(s) :  N/A

Finding:

The requirement for commanders to certify that nuclear surety training
was accomplished is unnecessary. S ince DOD Directiv e 5210.41 requires
certification of technical proficiency commensurate with nuclear surety
job or duty requirements, DOD approval is required to change AR 50—5.
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Issue: DCSPER— 6

Army Regulation: AR 190—11 , “Physical Security of Weapons,
Ammuni tion and Exp losives”
Paragraph 2—13

Proponent: DCSPER

Source (:~~~ FORS COM

Policy. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Some officers cannot enter arms rooms unless they are accompanied by
another individual .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: AR 190—11 prohibits unaccompanied officer access to arms stor-
age facilities unless they are among the seven personnel designated by
the unit commander on the unaccompanied access roster. This policy is
degrading to officers who are not on the access roster, yet may have a
need to enter the facility . Officers with a need to enter arms fac il-
ities and who have obtained approval of the unit commander should be
permitted unaccompanied access.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA S taf f or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The prohibition of unaccompanied officer access to arms storage fac il—
ities unless they are on the unaccompanied access roster degrades off i—
cer trust. Officers with a need to enter arms facilities and who obtain
unit commander approval should be permitted unaccompanied access. This
procedure would not require major command approval to augment the access
roster.
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Issue: DCSPER— 7

Army Regulation: AR 190—5— 1, “Registration of Privately Owned
Motor Vehicles”

S 
Paragraph 3—3

p
-
‘ Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): FORSCOM, DCSPER

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 190— 5— 1 requires off icers  to produce proof of ownership , state regis-
tration, driver ’s license and safety inspection to register an automobile. 

S

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Registration requirements for  off icers  pose an unnecessary
administrative burden; an officer’s word should be sufficient proof of
required documentation .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.
p

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

1~QDA Staff or MACON Comment(s):

TIG — Retain requirement for  proof of safety inspection.

USACC — The elimination of the requirement for an officer to present S

required documents can and should be accomplished by revising DA Form
3626. However, since vehicular inspection is a federal requirement,
the officer should be required to have a copy of the vehicle inspec—
tion in the vehicle at all times when the registration is not collo—
cated with vehicle inspection.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

State laws and Army regulations r~equire a person to possess a driver ’s
license and current registration documents; to comply with state or
installation safety inspection requirements; and to comply with the

S 
financial responsibility laws of the state in which the installation
is located. There are no federal or state laws that require a person
to show proof of compliance to a registration clerk when registering
his automobile on an Army installation. It is present Army policy
that these documents be shown; however, that policy is being changed
to provide that officers will not be required to do so. Maintaining
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proof of vehicle inspections in vehicles is not necessary. Most
states require proof of compliance to be affixed to the windshield
of a car. In those cases where inspections are conducted by the
Army , installation authorities affix a decal denoting compliance.

Finding:

The requirement that officers produce proof of ownership, state
registration , driver ’s license and safety inspection to register
an automobile is not necessary.
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proof of vehicle inspections in vehicles is not necessary. Most (F states require proof of compliance to be affixed to the windshield 
~..of a car. In those cases where inspections are conducted by the

Army , installation authorities affix a decal denoting compliance.

Finding:

The requirement that officers produce proof of ownership, state
registration, driver ’s license and safety inspection to register
an automobile is not necessary.
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Issue: DCSPER—8

Army Regulation: AR 190—22, “Search, Seizure and Disposition
— of Property”

Paragraph 3—2

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): EIGHTh ARMY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

AR 190—22 states that when transporting private property which may have
been government—owned, the officer may prevent confiscation by signing
a letter attesting to ownership. As a person of integrity, his word
and possession of property should be proof of ownership.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Customs service personnel require proof of ownership for arti— 
S

d es which may have been government—owned. In lieu of bills of sale or
S other evidence of ownership, customs authorities will accept officer
S 

- -, certification to proof of ownership. Consequently, the certification -

process is a service to the officer.

!~~~
iirement Imposed by Higher Authorifl:~ No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HgDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

IS 
- 

- 

Finding:

Officer certification to establish proof of ownership of articles that
once may have been government—owned is a service to officers and should
not be viewed as degrading.

.~ 
.5
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Issue: DcSPER— 9 -
-

Army Regulation: AR 190—4 1, “Customs Law Enforcement”

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): CGSC Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Customs officials examine and inspect DOD personnel at clearing stations.
An officer’s word concerning his possessions is not acceptable.

Proposed Action and Rationale: - 
S

Determination: DOD Regulation 5030.49R, “Customs Inspection,” prescribes -

the procedures for examining baggage, parcels and personal possessions of 
-DOD personnel. The use of military police at clearin~, stations is a ser— Svice which reduces the time of processing at debarkation and embarka t ion.

The inspection is not intended to be demeaning or a discredit to the
officer corps.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: DOD Regulation 5030.49R

— HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None. 5 5

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A S

Finding:

The use of military police at clearing stations to check DOD personnel
is a service which reduces processing time for all service members.
This procedure is not demeaning to officers.
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Issue: DCSPER—1O

Army Regulation: AR 210—16, “Bachelor Housing Management”
Paragraph 1—7

S Proponent: DCSPER

- Source(s): TRADOC, FOFSCOM S

S 

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust: 
S

Installation commanders are conducting quarterly inspections of bachelor
officer quarters. S

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify: AR 210—16 specifies bachelor officer quarters inspections.
- Although inspections are necessary , bachelor officers should be afforded

similar consideration as married officers. Commanders should ensure
that occupants of bachelor officer quarters are afforded clean, comfort— 

S

able and appropriately furnished quarters. Common use areas should be
inspected to ensure that they are appropriately maintained and that the

S safety, health and welfare of occupants are assured. Other areas should
not be inspected unless unusual circumstances exist.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Author~~y: No.

- HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

- 
Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

p

Finding: S

The requirement to inspect bachelor officer quarters is necessary ; how— S

ever, inspections should be limited to common use areas unless unusual S
S

- - circumstances dictate otherwise.

‘p
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Issue: DCSPER—11

Army Regulation: AR 210—16, “Bachelor Housing Management”

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): FORSCOM , ALFSE

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

While on temporary duty, officers are required to pay key/towel deposits
when using installation bachelor officer quarters .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 210—16 does not prescribe key/towel deposits. At
some installations, command policy prescribes these deposits.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): - None.

H~QpA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

TIC — Should be directed to not require them. Guests who abuse should j  
-

S

be held responsible. ‘—‘

S.

TRADOC — Concur; additionally, the regulation should prohibit such
deposits.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

Army policy should afford a commander the greatest possible latitude in
managing his command . Generally, Army policy should prescribe “what” 

- 
S

not “how.” 4
Findi:~~~

AR 210—16 does not prescribe requirements for officers to pay key/towel S

deposits. Installation commanders should be cognizant of the irritant
effect that key/towel deposits have on the officer corps .
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Issue : DCSPER— 12

Army Regulation: AR 210—50 , “Family Housing Management ”
Paragraph 1O—13e

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): FORSCOM

‘
5- 

Policy , Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DD Form 1746, “Application for and Assignment to Military Family Housing,” S

requires that an officer obtain dependent verification by another off i—
cer when submitting an advance application for family housing .

Proposed Action and Rationale: S

-. Eliminate: The “second signature” requirement does not verify depend-
ents; it is affixed to DD Form 1746 in the “Remarks” section to verify
that an advance housing application was submitted at the losing instal-
lation. However, authentication of an officer’s advance housing appli-
cation by a personnel officer is an unnecessary administrative require-
ment that implies distrust.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

p Finding:

The second officer signature on DD Form 1746 is an unnecessary adminis—
trative requirement that is degrading to officer trust.
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Issue: DCSPER—13

Army Regulation: AR 600—21 , “Equal Oppo rtunit y P rogram in the Army”

Proponent: DCSPER 5

Source(s): ALFSE

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Attendance at race relations training should be voluntary for officers
with over ten years service.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 600—21 charges NACONs with establishing equal opportunity 5 

5

programs consistent with command needs and local conditions. Specific S

numbers and types of classes are not prescribed . Periodic training on
an as required basis for officers with over ten years service is con—
sistent with DOD policy and serves to alert officers to revised equal
opportunity procedures/developments.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQPA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None. S

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

TJSAREC — Concur with the DA proposed action to retain the current man-
datory training requirements outlined in AR 600—21. (Equal Opportunity
Program in the Army.) The suggestion that the program b.e modified to
allow for optional voluntary training for officers with over 10 years
service seems arbitrary and not well thought out. Nothing magical
happens to officers at 10 years of service (or any other benchmark)
that would serve to eliminate their need for continuous exposure to
equal opportunity training. Further , if our most senior officers
(those with 10 or more years service) are given an opportunity to “opt
out” of equal opportunity training, this would clearly convey the mes-
sage that EO training is unimportant. When it comes to a program as -S

vital and essential as the Army Equal Opportunity Program, we simply
cannot settle for less than full, enthusiastic support from the Officer
Corps.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

Periodic training on an as required basis for officers with over ten
years of service is consistent with DOD policy and promotes an aware— S

S 

ness of recent equal opportunity developments.

I
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Issue: DCSPER—14 
5 -

Army Regulation: AR 600—21 , “Equal Opportunity Program in the Army ”

Proponent : DCSPER

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Commanders are required to publish an RR/EO policy letter .

ProRosed Action and Rationale:

Determination : The revised edition of AR 600—21 dated 20 June 1977 ,
eliminated the requirement for commanders to publish an RR/EO policy S

letter .

S Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority~: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None .

HQDA Staff or MACO~-I Comment(s): None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A
p

Finding:

The requirement for a commander to publish an RR/EO policy letter is
not necessary and has been eliminated.

S 
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Issue: DCSPER—15

Army Regulation: AR 600—21, “Equa l Opportuni ty  Program in the Army ” ~t ..- 
5

Paragraph 2—lOc

Proponent: DCSPER

Source (~): USAREUR S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 600—21 stipulates that commanders who impose restrictive sanctions
for off—post housing discrimination must keep the sanction in effect
for at least 180 days.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify : Commanders who have authority to impose restrictive sanctions
for off—post housing should be vested with the authority to lift these
sanctions when deemed appropriate. DOD Directive 1100.16 prescribes
that, unless waived by the Secretary of the Army , the restrictive
sanctions must remain in effect for at least 180 days. In some geo-
graphical areas such as Europe, off—post housing is in short supply .
Therefore, if a sanctioned landlord demonstrates a genuine willingness
to abide by the equal opportunity program, the commander should be
vested with the authority to lift the sanction prior to 180 days .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authori:~~ DOD Directive 1100.16

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or 1-IACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

• Finding:

S Commanders vested with sanction authority should be authorized to lift
the sanction without higher level approval. Since th~ 180 day sanc—
tion is required by paragraph D2b(2), DOD Directive 1100.16 , DOD appro—
val is required to change AR 600—21.
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Issue: DCSPER—16

Army Regulation: AR 600—42 , “Race Relations Education for the Army”
Paragraph 146

S Proponent: DCSPER

S 
Source(s): USAREUR

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

S AR 600—42 requires that unit commanders schedule race relations seminars
not less frequently than once monthly during prime—time training. This
procedure is too restrictive on unit commanders.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 600—42 was superseded on 20 June 1977 by AR 600—21,
“Equal Opportunity Program in the Army .” AR 600—2 1 requires commanders 

S

to assess the equal opportunity climate in their organization and pro—
vide equal opportunity education on an as—needed basis consistent with
command needs and local conditions. The individual commander determines
the frequency and nature of the instruction.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

S Finding:

Commanders are provided full latitude to determine the frequency and
nature of equal opportunity insttuction.
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Issue: DCSPER— 17

Army Regulation: AR 600—50, “Standards of Conduct”
Paragraph 1—8

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s):  MTMC

S Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 600— 50 requires an explanatory report within 48 hours for a meal
accepted by DA personnel who attend a civilian—sponsored function of
mutual concern to government and industry .

S 

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modif y:  The requirement to provide a written report within 48 hours
of any meal consumed at industry expense is a regulatory policy which
reflects unfavorably upon the officer corps. As a protective measure,
the re may be a need for  off icers  to initiate dialogue with  superiors

S prio r to acceptance of meals.

ReQuirement Imposed by Higher_Authority : DOD Directive 5500.7

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

— TRADOC — Concur with elimination of the 48—hour report. Nonconcur with
S prior consultation requirement. Standards of Conduct should be clearly

stated so that misunderstandings are rare or nonexistent. It is incum-
bent upon the officer to avoid conflict of interest situations. In any
doubtful case, the officer is bound to decline any offering.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s):

There is sufficient Army policy and ethical guidelines to provide a
firm foundation for ethical decisions; however, some sound decisions
may appear doubtful to those not familiar with the particulars. Con-
sequently, it is in the best interests of the Army and the officer to

S consult with a superior prior to meal acceptance.

Finding:

The requirement for an explanatory report within 48 hours for a meal
accepted by DA personnel who attend a civilian—sponsored function of
mutual concern to government and industry is degrading. However, there
is a need for officers to initiate dialogue with superiors prior to
meal acceptance. Revised AR 600—50 deletes the requirement for a 48—
hour report if the concerned officer initiates dialogue with his supe-
riors prior to acceptance of the meal.
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S Issue: DCSPER—18

Army Regulation: AR 600—50, “Standards of Conduct”
Paragraph 1—19a

Proponent: DCSPER

S Source(s): FORSCOM , USACIDC, USNA

Policy, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

AR 600—50 requires semi—annual action to bring standards of conduct to 
S

the attention of officers. This requirement reflects overreaction and
is degrading to the officer corps.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Bringing “standards of conduct” to officer attention on a
semi—annual basis is a superficial requirement. Although the semi—annual
requirement should be eliminated, there exists a temporary need to ensure
that officers are provided ethical parameters for various situations.
Although officer ethical conduct is impractical to codify, the Army
should develop a well—integrated pre— and post—c ommissioning ethics edu-
cational program.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : DOD Directive 5500.7
Paragraph XV

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

USAREC — Draft AR 600—SO was forwarded to HQ USAREC on 15 July 1977 for
review and comment. Paragraph 1—4a contains the requirement that all
DA personnel (to include officers) be reminded, at least semi—annually,
of their duty to comply with standards of conduct in AR 600—50. It is
recommended that this requirement be retained.

USMA — Although a semi—annual review of the AR may be too frequent, the
guidelines set forth are so detailed and specific that some periodic
review should be required. Too many well—intentioned officers give the
appearance of improper conduct; knowledge of this regulation protects
officers from inadvertent violations.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

During the course of this review numerous commanders commented on the
need for a professional ethics educational system for the officer corps. 

S

Currently, the Army may not have a systematic and well—integrated ethics
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program. As a result, there is a temporary need for the officer corps
to be made cognizant of standards of conduct. An integrated ethics
educational program which addresses pre— and post—commissioning may be

S required. -
S

-: Finding:

Bringing “standards of conduct” to officer attention on a semi—annual
basis should temporarily be retained. Retention would assist in f ii—
ling a possible ethics educational void.
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Issue: DCSPER—19

Army Regulation: AR 600—50, “Standards of Conduct”
Paragraph 2—ic

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): FORSCOM, tJSACC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 600—50 requires officers in the grade of 0—5 or higher, where respon-
sibilities include judgments concerning contracting, auditing or any 5 5

activity which has significant economic impact on non—federal enter—
prises, to complete a statement of financial worth. S

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: This requirement protects both the officer and the government.
It highlights officer investments which could present a conflict of S

interest.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~~~ Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement to complete a statement of financial worth is a valid
S practice which protects both the officer and the government.
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Issue: DCSPER—20

Army Regulation: AR 600—50, “Standards of Conduct”
• Paragraph 3—4b 

S

S 
Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): USACC, FORSCON, USAC IDC S

- 

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust; 
S

AR 600—SO requires retired Regular Army officers to file a Statement of
Employment within 30 days after retirement. The retired reserve officer
is not required to file this statement.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

5 Retain: The requirement for a Statement of Employment to be filed is
S statutory and implements the provisions of 18 United States Code 207

which sets forth employment limitations to include post—employment pro—
S 

hibitions for retired Regular officers. As long as Regular and reserve
officer status are differentiated, the requirement is valid .

S Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: 18 United States Code 207;

DOD Directive 5500.7

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

RQDA Staff or MACON Comment(sj:

USAREC — Concur that the provision of 18 United States Code 207 requir es
retired Regular Army officers to file a statement of employment, but
does not require the same of USAR off icers .  However , it raises the ques—

S tion as to why USAR officers are exempt. Perhaps they should not be.
Recommend further review of this issue.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

The requirement of retired Regular officers to file Statements of Employ—
ment while retired reserve officers do not is one of the issues being
reviewed by the House Investigations Subcommittee in its hearings on
“double dipping.”

Finding:

S Statutory requirements demand that Regular Army officers file a State—
ment of Employment; DOD Directive 5500.7 requires that this filing be
accomplished within 30 days after retirement. The current House Inves— 

S

tigations Subcommittee review or enactment of DOPHA could standardize
post—retirement employment conditions for all officers. 

S
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Issue: DCSPER—21

Army Regulation: AR 600—85, “Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention
and Control Program”

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): DARCON, FORSCOM , EIGHTH AIUiY

Polic~i, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 600—85 requires officers who are directly involved with alcohol and
drug treatment to have a urine test a minimum of two times per month. S

AR 600—85 implements DODI 1010.1 which requires all military and civil-
ian staff personnel supporting the alcohol and drug abuse program to be
classified as “high risk” personnel and to be tested a minimum of twice
monthly.

Prop~osed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Officers should not be subjected to test control procedures
which habitually challenge their integrity. Credibility of the Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Program (ADAPCP) should not depend
on the commissioned clinical directors ’ submission to periodic urine
testing.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Author4~y: DODI 1010.1

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

TSG — The requirement for officers who are clinical directors of the
drug abuse program to undergo urine tests is a method to give credibil-
ity to the program and to demonstrate to program participants the integ-
rity of the rehabilitation staff. Urine testing is a requirement for
all members of the rehabilitation staff. It does not apply to other
personnel engaged in the program. Recommend that the current require-
ment be retained.

S 

HQDA Staff or NACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment (sJ:

Commissioned clinical directors should not be required to demonstrate
their credibility and integrity through urine testing. In addition ,

S 
the screening process for commissioned officers filling the position

S of clinical directors (less than 10) should preclude most illicit drug
us e.

Finding:

The requirement for ADAPCP commissioned clinical directors to undergo
periodic urine testing is unnecessary . Program credibility and integ-
rity should not depend on the officer urine test requirement . DOD
Instruction 1010.1 requires modification to implement this change.
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Issue: DCSPER—22 L
I

Army Regulation: AR 600—85, “Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention
and Control Program”

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

The requirement for officers to participate in command—directed urin-
alysis is demeaning. S

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 600—85 states that commanders may direct a servic e member
to be tested when the individual is suspected of drug abuse. This prac-
tice applies to both officers and enlisted men. When suspicion of drug 

S

abuse exists, an officer should be tested. Since the AR does not pre—
scribe officer testing in general, it should not be changed.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None. 
S

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement for all service members to participate in command—
directed urinalysis when suspicion of drug abuse exists is valid.
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Issue: DCSPER—23

Army Regulation: AR 600—85, “Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Prevention Prograr.i”
Paragraph 3—8a and S—8(c)2

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): USAREUR

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 600—85 states that all individuals with a urine positive reading onp 
a urinalysis must be referred to the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Prevention
Program (ADAPCP) fo r evaluation by a physician . The commander should
be authorized to investigate and evaluate all urine positives and refer
only those individuals who require medical or ADAPCP assistance.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Medical personnel possess the expertise to provide a diagnosis
on urine positives and have authority to screen medical files. Auto-
matic referral of drug cases should not be viewed as usurping command
prerogatives. This procedure serves as an aid to the commander in dis-
charging his various responsibilities.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~DA Staff or NACOM Comment(s):

USAC IDC — The “Proposed Action and Rationale” contains the phrase “... ,

serves as an aid to the commander in discharging his various responsi-
bilities.” The provision fails to recognize the fact that in many cases

S 
a simple interview with the individual concerned would reveal an author—

S 

ized prescription for the category of drug which was reflected as “posi-
tive” through urinalys is . The commander should be provided the oppor-
tun it y to avail himself of this “aid” of referral , but should not be
required to do so. -

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

Normally , commanders do not have the medical exper tise to diagnose impro-
per/abusive use of alcohol or other drugs. Proposals which seek to make
the confirmation of alcohol or drug abuse a command decision could give
the impression that the program is disciplinary in nature, rather than
a health care program.

Finding:

The requirement that all individuals with urine positives be referred
to ADAPCP for evaluation is valid.
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Issue: DCSPER—24

Army Regulation: AR 601—100, “Appointment of Commissioned and
wa rrant Off icers  in the Regular Army ” 

S

S AR 601—106, “Temporary Appointment in the Army S

of the Uni ted States of Reserve Componen ts
Officers Entering on Active Duty”

Prqponen t: DCSPER

Source(s): USARJ

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 601—100 and AR 601—106 create the perception that inequities exist
between RA and Reserve commissions. These inequities influence officer
treatment and promote the concept that the type of commission indicates
an o f f i ce r ’s worth. 

.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Regular Army and Reserve commissions provide different
service tenure, promotion status (RA /AU~) and obligations . The dif—
ferences ar e promulgated by law. Because of the va riances , inequities
exist; however, they do not indicate an officer ’s worth. If approved S

by Congress, the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOP~A) will S

eliminate the problem .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Title 10, Uni ted S tates Code S

HQDA Staff or NACOM Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQ~A Staff or i-iACOH Comment(s): None. S

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s): N/A 4
Finding:

Different Army policies govern the service tenure, promotion status
and obligations of Regular Army and Reserve officers; however , they -

do not indicate the worth of ind ividual officers. DOPNA is designed S

to correct inequities .

(1
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Issue: DCSPER—25

Army Regulation: AR 601—280, “Regular Army Reenlistment Program”
Paragraph 4—15

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): EIGHTH ARNY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Warrant officers may not administer enlistment/reenlistment oaths.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 601—280 prohibits a warrant officer from administering
enlistment/reenlistment oaths. Title 10 US Code 502 is the basis for S

the AR. An enlistment/reenlistment oath is a significant event in
which a commissioned officer should participate.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : Title 10 USC Code 502

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None. S

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

TRADOC — Concur; consideration should be given to allowing a warrant
officer who commands a unit to administer enlistment/reenlistment
oaths.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Coument(s):

An enlistment/reenlistment oath is a significant event in which a
commissioned officer should participate. Only commissioned officers
serve as direct agents of the President. Officers should exercise
their responsibilities as direct extensions of the Commander—in—Chief’s S
authority by administering enlistment/reenlistment oaths.

Finding:

Commissioned officers should exexcise their responsibilities as agents
of the Commander—in—Chief by administering enlistment/reenlistment
oaths.
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5 Issue: DCSPER—26

Army Reg_ulation: AR 614—30 , “Oversea ‘Service”
Paragraph 3—3a

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s) : MILPERCEN

Policy,~ Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Temporary deferment from oversea assignments requires the applicant to
include complete justification, e.g., affidavits from doctors , lawyers,

j church officials, American Red Cross and death certificates. These
[ affidavits are in addition to the commander’s signature on the request.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Documentation to support temporary oversea deferment is required
for commander assessment. Affidavits from appropriate personnel provide

S the commander with the means to assess deferments. The commander ’s sig-
nature provides necessary authentication.

S 

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

RQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s) :

TRADOC — Concur; extensive documentation should not be routinely required .
Only that documentation actually necessary should be furnished, as judged
on a case—by—case basis.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The documentation requirements cited in paragraph 3—3a, AR 614—30 are
necessary for proper case review. The documentation guidance is suf-
ficiently broad to enable the applicant and commander to determine the
number and type of supporting documents. Without appropriate documenta-
tion, the commander is not prov fded the data which he needs to make an S

objective, comprehensive assessment.

Finding:

Documentation requirements cited in AR 614—30 are necessary for defer-
ment requests and do not undermine the commander ’s signature.
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Issue: DCSPER—27

S Army Regulation: AR 614—30 , “Oversea Service”

Proponent: DCSPER

Source(s): MILPERCEN S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

The requirements for the unit AG to review and forward under signed
statement that he has personally reviewed oversea deferment requests,
that they are correct, justified and meet established criteria , are S

unnecessary.

Proposed Action and Rationale: 
S

Eliminate: The unit Adjutant General should review oversea deferment
requests; however, the signed statement that he has personally reviewed S

the requests should be eliminated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No. S

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or NACOM Comment(s) :

DCSPER — Coticur. This item will be eliminated in the next change to
the AR; however, it is not considered as an item that should be part
of Officer Special Trust.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

= Unit Adjutants General review oversea deferment requests as an inte-
gral part of assigned tasks and responsibilities. Consequently, it
is degrading to a unit Adjutant General to sign that he has personally
accomplished these reviews.

Finding:

5 The requirement for the unit Adjutant General to review oversea defer-
ment requests is valid; however, a statement attesting to the review
is not necessary.
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Issue: TAG—i

Ar~y Regulation: AR 65—1, “Army Postal Operating Instructions”

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): EIGHTH ARMY 
S

S 

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Custodians of postal effects  must have a witness when opening or f or—
warding money order reports/stamp requisitions. - 

S

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 65—1 requires a witness when the postal custodian opens or
forwards money order reports/stamp requisitions. The regulation pro-
vides additional protection to personnel involved in postal transac-
tions. Although witnessing the postal custodian ’s duties may seem
demeaning, the protection it affords is beneficial.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

~QDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A -

S Finding:

The requirement that postal custodians have a witness present when
opening or forwarding money order reports/stamp requisitions ~rotects
the officer.
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Issue: TAG—2

Army Regulation AR 210—10, “AdniinistratiOfl”
Chapter I, Paragraph 1—22

-
‘ !~~ponent: TAGCEN

Source_(~1: 
DARCOM, FORSCOM , INSCOM, HSC , USIIA , EIGHTH A.RIIY

Policy, Practice or Procedure which ~egrades an 
Officer’s Special Trust:

For items listed on DA Form 137, “Installation 
Clearance,” some instal—

F lations require an officer to obtain initials/signatures 
from other

personnel who are often of a lower rank.

!~~
Posed Action and i~ation:~~~

Determination: AR 210—10 does not prescribe that officers obtain 
mi—

F 

tials/signatureS on DA Porn 137. The regulation sta tes that E—l’s and

above may clear the installation by initialing or 
signing the form.

( 
At their discretion, installation commandars may 

requir e officers to

secure initials/signatures to clear certain 
facilities.

!~~
1irement Imposed by Higher Authori~y: ~o.

~Q~DA Staff 
or MACON Nonconcurrence(~1: 

None.

Staf f or MACON Comment(~I: 
S

tJSMA — Degradation of the special trust occurs because of 
the fact of

the requirement, not because of the source of 
the requirement to secure

initials on the DA Form 137. TAG policy should make clear that off i—

cers have the prerogative of signing the form 
themselves. Installation

commanders should follow the policy so specified.

Consider~tiofl 
of t:onconcurrence(s)/00~~~~

t(
~-)--

Commanders should not be prohibited from imp
lementing administrative S

controls to operate and manage installation fac
ilities when conditions

necessitate. However, commanders must be made aware that 
installation

clearance procedures which prescribe restrictiv
e controls ~re irritants

to the officer corps.

Findiflg: 
S

Army policy permits officers to clear an installation by 
initialing

their own form; therefore, installation commanders 
should adhere to

DA policy unless unusual local circumstances 
prevail. 

5
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Issue: TAG—3 S

Army Regulation: AR 210—65 , “Alcoholic Beverages” S

Paragraph 2—3

Prqp~onent: TAGCEN

Source(s): EUCOM S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

E—9 ’s have unlimited Class VI rations while officers below the grade of
0—6 have limited rations. Officers should be trusted not to blackxnarket
alcoholic beverages and to consume alcoholic beverages with moderation.

Prqppsed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 210—65 does not place limits on Class VI rations.
This is a MACON prerogative. The AR prescribes that major commanders
require installation commanders to issue local regulations to ensure
strict compliance with mandatory provisions of the AR. All officers
should be afforded similar Class VI rations. Local regulations which
grant trust on a given issue to senior noncommissioned officers while
denying the same trust to officers degrades officer special trust.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

DA policy does not grant unlimited Class VI rations to E—9’s while
S denying that privilege to officers below the grade of 0—6. Local S

S regulations which specify such a policy degrade officer special trust.

S 
I

4—131 (..
S 

- &L- -- :  - _ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
•

S~ • A&~~.~~~~ — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



_ S 5 ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ 
-5- - —- 

-~~~~ . - - ____

Issue: TAG—4

Army Regulation: AR 230—60 , “The Management and Admir.istratior~
of the US Army Club Sy stem”
Paragraph 6—11

S Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): DARCOM , CGS C S tudent

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off ice r ’s Special Trust:

Check cashing privileges are limited to authorized of f icer  c lub pat rons .

ProRosed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Club privileges and benefits are provided solely for officers
who volunteer to join a club and who are willing to abid e by c lub regu-
lations and by—laws . In March 1977 , TAGCEN , lAW request by DCSPER

S reviewed check cashing policies and conducted a stud y to determine the
feasibility of permitting non—club ~ierifo ers to cash checks in Army clubs .
The results of the study to include comments by IIACOMS support the cur—S rent policy.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Aut hor ity: No.

HQ~~ Sta ff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

RQDA S taff  or MACOM Comment(s) :

TRADOC — Concur; consideration should be given to allow limited excep-
tion by local commander s , i.e., an enl isted person may be gr an ted an
AER loan by check with no other facil i t ies open on post at the time .

US ARJ — Off icers  on PCS/TDY or leave should be allowed club pr ivileges
because of their patronage only .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Conment(s) :

Paragraph 4—2d of AR 230—60 states tha t members of any military club
who are temporarily away f rom their installation are automatically
extended reciprocal membership in other clubs. Installation commanders
may grant off icers  on PCS use of club facil i t ies for  whatever period
is app ropriate. AR 230—60 is being changed to reflect that second—
party check cashing may be accomp lished by clubs in amounts and under
conditions determined by the installation commander. As a result ,
installa t ion club systems would be able to cash AER checks for enlist ed
persons when local situations dictate.

Finding:

Except in unusual circumstances , off icer  club privileges and benefits
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Issue: TAG—5

Army Regulation: AR 230—60, “The Management and Administration of the
US Army Club System”
Paragraph 6—11(c)

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): DARCOM, CGSC Student

S Policy, Practice or Procedure which De~grades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Second party checks cannot be cashed at the officers ’ club. This restric—
tion indicates that an officer cannot be trusted to stand behind a check
which he endorses.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

F Eliminate: AR 230—60 prohibits cashing of second party checks. Officers
can be expected to stand behind checks that they endorse. AR 230—60 is
being revised to accommodate second party check cashing.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

RQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

TRADOC — Concur; any additional expense incurred by the club system in
collecting dishonored second party checks would ultimately be borne by

F club members. This expense would be far outweighed by the service and
convenience extended to the member.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The prohibition of second party check cashing at officer clubs should be
eliminated. This is a service that officers’ clubs should perform for

S their members and officers should be expected to stand behind their
endorsement.

S

I
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Issue: TAG— 6

Army Regulation: AR 230—60, “The Management and Administratio n
of the US Army Club System”
Paragraph 6— 12b

S Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): FORSCOM

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Specia l Trust:

AR 230—60 stipulates that officer s must normally pay their club bills
by thu 15th day following the month of indebtedness. If the bill is
not paid , a report is rendered to the installat ion commander.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement to report “delinquent” club bills to the
S installation commander does not consider officer unavailability or

incapacitation. As a result, it may create unnecessary professional
embarrassment. Club managers should only report officers who have had
sufficient opportunity to pay club bills yet demor.strated an unuilling—
ness to pay.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No. 
S

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (:~~ None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement to report “delinquent” c lub bills to an installation
commander by the 15th day following the month of indebtness, does not
consider officer unavailability or incapacitation. The requirement
could create unjustifiable professional embarrassment. S

I
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Issue: TAC— 7

Ari~ _Regulatjon: AR 230—60, “The Management and Administration
of the US Army Club System” -

Paragraph 1—12 and 2—15

S 
Proponent: TACCEN 1
Source(s) : EUCOM

Poli~y. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust: 
S

The Advisory Council to the Officers Open Mess should be eliminated and
control reverted to the Board of Governors. 

- 
S

Proposed Action and Ratiânale: S

Retain: AR 230—60 prescribes the establishment of Advisory Councils.
These councils make recommendations to the installation commander/club
officer concerning house rules and the scope, character, program and S

operating objectives of club activities, services and facilities. While
Boards of Governors were empowered to immediately change most club pol-
icies without referral to the command group, Advisory Councils promote S

command awareness of club problems and ensure that the commander’s staff
plays an integral part in club management. The current intricacies of
club management dictate a comprehensive approach to problem—solving .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authoriçj: No.

}IQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None. S

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The current intricacies and complexities of club management require a
comprehensive approach to problem—solving. Advisory Council procedures - 

S

ensure that a comprehensive staff approach is used to resolve club prob—
less.

S 

I

t
4
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Issue: TAG—8

Army Reg~4ation: AR 230—60, “The Management and Administration
of the US Army Club System” S

Paragraph 4—lc(2)

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officers, regardless of club membership, are required to attend command
social functions at officer open messes. Since non—club members would S

receive club privileges for which they did not pay, this compromises
their integrity.

P~~posed Action and Rationale:

S 
Determination: AR 230—60 states that personnel who are eligible for
active membership but who voluntarily reject membership are authorized
to attend command—sponsored functions conducted in the club facility.
AR 230—60 further states that installation commanders should prescribe
club house rules for attendance at unit or command functions and which
functions may be classified “command.” Consequently, officer integrity
Is not violated.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authori:~~ No.

S HQDA Staff or MACOM NonconcurrenceCs): None.

S HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

S Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officers who are non—club members may, under the provisions of AR 230—60, 5

attend command social functions at officer open messes without compro—
S mising their integrity.
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Issue: TAG— 9

Army Regulation: AR 310—1 , “Publications, Blank Forms, and
Printing Management”
Paragraph 2—8

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

The proliferation of certification requirements commencing with the Is.
words “I certify that” degrades the significance of the officer ’s sig—
nature.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 310—1 states that certifica tions such as “I certify
that,” will not be included in any Department of the Army publications
or forms unless they are required by law or agencies external to the
Department of Defense or are essential to the conduct of the business
of government. It further stipulates that certifications will not be
established below Headquarters, Department of the Army , unless approved
by the major commander or head of the HQDA staff agency concerned as
essential to the conduct of government business. Sufficient policy
exists to prevent certification proliferation.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s): N /A

Finding:

Adequate policy exists to prevent certification proliferation; however,
excessive certification requirements have developed . This review will S

eliminate identified nonessential certification requirements.

( 5
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S Issue: TAG—lO

Army Regulation: AR 340—18—1, “Army Functional Files System”

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): USMk

Policy, Practice or Procedure which De.grades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 340— 18—1 cites standards of conduct procedures which are inaccurate.

Prc~ppsed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 340—18—1 provides a standards of conduct example that
“individuals periodically read applicable directives and sign a document
indicating that the directives are understood.” The requirement to sign
a document indicating that the directives are understood is inaccurate
and should be eliminated. F

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The standards of conduct example is inaccurate and should be changed.
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Issue: TAG—li

Army Regulation: AR 340—21, “The Army Privacy Act” S

Paragraph 2— 5b(3) and 2—8a

Prqponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): TACC EN

Polio1, Practice or Procedure which De~rades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Individuals seeking access to personal files must furnish verification 
Sof identity. When a person does not have suitable documentation (driv— S

er’s license, ID card), the individual is required to provide a signed
statement asserting his identity. When access is sought by mail, a
signed notarized statement similar to that expressed above may be S

required.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

?~etain: The Privacy Act establishes requirements for an agency to pro— S

tect the confidentiality of records, provides for the agency to develop
rules defining procedures for identifying an individual who requests-
personal records and stipulates criminal penalties for the willful dis—
closure of information to a person not entitled to receive it. The
Director of the Office of Management and Budget has provided detailed
guidance to the Executive Department for implementing the Privacy Act.
Specific provisions for the verification of the identity of requestors
are included. The language in AR 340—2 1 essentially parallels OI-~guidelines. Identification procedures provide an overriding , desirableS 

effect and should be retained.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : Office of Management and
Budget Directive, “Privacy
Act Implementation Guidance
and Responsibilities”
9 July 1975

DOD Directive 5400.11

H~DA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~ )A Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Commenç~~): N/A

Finding:

Identity verification procedures for service members seeking access
to personal files are necessary.
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Issue: TAG—12

Army Regulation: AR 340—21, “The Army Privacy Program”
S Paragraph 4—4

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): ALFSE 
S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust: S

To ensure accurate identification, officers must provide their social
security number in nearly all official transactions within DOD. The
SSN release forms which officers sign are redundant. To preclude rep-
etitious signing of release forms, an officer should post SSN release
only once with the Department of the Army .

Proposed Action and Rationale: S

Determination: AR 340—21 does not require an officer to sign a state-
ment for release of SSN. The regulation states that “any Army official
who requests an individual to disclose his SSN will inform that indi-
vidual whether disclosure is mandatory or voluntary of the statutory
or other authority (including regulations) which specifically allows
or requires that the number be solicited , and what uses will be made
of it.”

Requirement Imposed by h igher Authority : No.

RQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

}QDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Conn~ent~~): N/A

Find iqg:

Regulations do not require officers to sign SSN release statements.

4—140

L -- 5 5 5 5 _ ____________  



-~~~~~~~~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Issue: TAC—13 -
-

Arx~:y Regulation: AR 600— 10 , “The Army Casualty Sys t em”
DD Form 93/DA Form 41 , “Rec ord of Emergency Data ”

Proponent: TAGCEN

Sourq~~s~ : EUCOM S

Policy. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust: -

DD Form 93 requires that officers initial their social security number -

on item 2b.

Proposed Action and Rationale: S

Modify: AR 600—10 provides guidance on completing DD Form 93/DA Form 41,
“Record of Emergency Data.” The instructions for item— by—item preparation
of the form are contained on the reverse side of the duplicate copy. A S

statement on the form requires the service ineuber to initial item 2b to S

verify that the social security number is correct. Since the officer is
required to sign the form to attest to its accuracy and the MILPO clerk
further verifies its accuracy, the requirement to initial the social S

security number is an unnecessary administrative procedure.

ReQuirement Imposed by Higher Authority: DD Form 93 and implementing
instructions.

HQ~A Staff or 1-IACON Nonconcurrence(s): None. 
S

RQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

AR 600—10 should be modified to delete the requirement for all service
members to initial their social security number on the “Record of Ener— S

gency Data” card. There are sufficient checks and administrative proce—
dures to eliminate this requirement for all ranks and yet maintain quality

S control. This action requires’ DOD approval. S
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Issue: TAG—14

Ar.~y Regulat ion:  AR 600—10 , “The ~.rmy Casual ty  S — s t e i n ”
Paragrap h 11—3 and 11—6

Proponent:  TAGCEN S

Source(s):  ~dILPERCEN , ~ECON

Policy, Practice or Procedure wh~.cIi De;rades an O f f i c e r ’s Spec ial Trust:

The records supervisor/mil itary personnel offic er must verify the com-
pleteness and entries on ~A Fort. 41/PD Forr.. 93, “~ ecord of Emergency
Data,” made by officers. Since a lower ranking individual must check
the comp leted form , it ~nay appear to underm~.ne an officer ’s spec ial
t rust .

Proposed Action and Ra tionale:

Retain: MILPO personnel are trained tc provide admin is t ra t ive  assis t-
ance in the completion of DA Form 41/DD Form 93 and accurate, comp lete
and up—to—date  entries are essential to both  the Arm y and the o f f i c e r .

S This is a quali ty control procedure which serves the  bes t interests
of the o f f i ce r .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Au tho ti ty :  No.

HODA S taf f  or ~-IAC0M Nonconcurrence(s): ~one.

~i~DA Staff or HACOII Comment (s): None.

Conside rat ion of Ncnconcur rence(s ) / Cornment ( s ) :  N/A

S 

Finding:

The requirement tha t ~t 1LPO per sonnel verif y the comp leteness and
entries on DA Form 41 / DD r orm 93 is a sound r. lanagement p rac t ice .
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Issue: TAC~— i5 
S

Army Regulation: AR 600—20 , “Army Command Policy and Proc’~c.1ures”Paragraph 5—-2 9 
S

P roponent : TAGCEN S

Sou rce(s ) : FORS COM

S Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust?

AR 600—20 states tha t  o f f i ce r s  may not suppor t , campai gn or solicit
votes for an issue or a political candidate.

S Proposed Action and Rationale:
I

Retain: A clear separatio n must exist between legislative and executive
agencies. In order to avoid ethical or legal s i tua t ions  which could
adversely impac t upon the Army, officers should not become politically
involved. This concep t is supported by the Army ’s time—t ested control
by civilian authority.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authorit:~~ ~o.

ilQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) :  None.

HQDA Sta or MAC3M Comment (s): None. 
S 

-

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Co~~ ent(s) : N/A

Finding:

Of f icers should not become politically involved in campaigns or withissues and candidates .
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Issue: TL~C—16

ArmI Regulatio n: AR 606—5 , “Iden tifica tion Card s, Tags , and 3adges”

Proponent: TACCEN

Source (s): MILPERCEN , FORSCO M

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

The personnel affairs spec ialist (~ ZLP~ ) verif ies the accuracy of personal
info rmation contained in the request for  ID cards and tags. Since lover 

S

ranking individuals mus t check an o f f i c er ’s form , it may appear to under-
mine o f f ice r  t rus t .

Pr~posed Actio n and Rat ionale :

Retain: AR 606— 5 prescr ibes  t ha t  the personnel a f fa i r s  specialist  ver i f y
information contained in a request for ID cards and tags . This “quality
control” procedu re ensures that the name , SSN and other items are iden-
tical to entries on DA Fo rms 2 , 2— 1 and 201. This informatio n is cr i t i—
cal to positive identification of injured , wounded , ill or deceased per-
sonnel and ?.~~~. Sound management dictates procedure retention.

R~ç~ irement Imposed by Higher Authority : yo.

iiQDA Staff  or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s):  None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): gone. S

Consideration of Nonconcur rence ( s ) /Comment ( s ):  NIP.

Find:~~~~

The requirement tha t MILPO personnel ver i f y the accuracy of personal
information contained in the request f o r  ID cards and tags is a sound
management p ractice.
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Issue: TAG—17

Arp’~ Regulation: AR 608—2 , “Servicemen ’s Group L i f e  Insuranc e”

Prqponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Poliçy, Prac t ice  or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i ce r ’5 Spec ial Trus t :  S

AR 608—2 prescrib es that the records supervisor/miiitarv personnel offi-
cer must verif y and wi tness the accuracy and cou~.leteness of the entries
on DA Form 41/DD Form 93, “Record of Emergency Data.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : MILPO personnel are trained to provide administr-itive assis— S

S tance in the comp letion of PA Form 41/DD For;:~ 93. There aust be accu-
ra te, complete and up—to—date entries on the forms . The ;~itness to the
statement permits legal use of the documents. :~ the event of an emer-
gency , the witnes s ’ signature can be used to validate the documents.

Requiremen t Imposed by igher Authority : ~o.

HQDA Staff or ~-1ACOM Nonconcurrence(s); ::one.

HQDA Staff or :~ACON Comment(s): ~or.e.

Consideration of Nonccncurrence(s)/Comrient(s) : N/A

Find ing:

The requirement that NI LP3 personnel ver if y and witness the accurac—
and comp leteness of entries on DA Form 41/PD Fort , 93 is a sound cd: in—
is t ra t ive  prac t ice .
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Issue: TAG— 18 S

Army Regulation: AR 608—16, “Check Cash ing ” S

Parag rap h 6a , Fibure 1

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source (s); TAGCEN , USAREUR, MT MC , DARCOM , US PREC , HSC , ALFSE ,
EIGHTH ARNY , FORSC OM , USNA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Specia l Trust: S

Check writers at the commissary must sign a stamped statement on the
back of checks wh ich consents to collec tion of the fac e value of the Sn

check if the check is dishonored.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Message , “Interim Change to AR 608—16,” 081530 August
1977 , eliminated the use of the consent statement for all ind ividuals
except Navy and Narine enlisted personnel. Regardles s, a t appropr iated
fund activities the pay of Army and Air Force officers and enlisted
personnel may be withheld without their consent (Table 7—7—5 , Ru les 3
and 6, DODPM). Consequently, a need for a consent statement for Army
personnel who cash checks at Army commissaries is nonexistent. Con-
versely ,  the pay of Navy and Marine officers and enlisted per sonnel ma
not be withheld without a consent statement (Table 7—7— 5 , Rules 3, 4
and 5, DODPM). S

Requirement In~posed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOh Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

MDW — DOD should publish a regulation which authoriz es involuntary
collection for all authorized patrons of the PX and commissary .

k TJAG — This action leaves Army and Air Force officers ’ pay subject to
involuntary  co l lec t ion  ac t ion  f o r  d ishonored checks , but  not the pay
of Navy or Ma r ine Corps o f f i c e r s .

Conside ra t ion of N o n c o n c u r r e n c e ( s ) / C o m m e n t ( s ) :

In September 1975 , Department of the Arms- forwarded proposed legisla-
t ion to DOD which  wo uld per m i t  i nvo lun ta ry  collec t ion of dishonored
checks for  m i l i t a r y  personnel  of all services . This proposal is s t i ll
being s tud ied  by DOD ( MRSA& L (NP P) ) .
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Finding: 
S

The requirement for officers to sign a consent statement was eliminated S

by Message , “Interim Change to AR 608—16 ,” 081530 August 1977. The DOD
Pay Manual only authorizes involuntary collection of funds for dishonored
checks at appropriated fund activities for Army and Air Force personnel.
DOD policy should be standardized. S

I

ti.

I I
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Issue: TAG—19

S Army Regulation: AR 608—16 , “Check Cashing”
Paragraph 6a, Figure 1

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): TAGCEN, USAREUR , tITMC, DARCOM, USAREC , HSC , ALFSE ,
EIGHTH. ARMY, FORSCOM , IJSMA

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

Check writers at the post excha ng e must sign a stamped statement on the
back of checks which consents to collection of the face value of •the
check if the check is dishonored .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Message, “Interim Change to AR 608—16,” 081530 August
1977 , eliminated the use of the consent statement for  all individuals S

except Navy and Marine enlisted personnel. Consequently, all of f icers
are exempt from invo luntary collection action for  dishonored checks at

[5 nonapproptiated fund activities. Army and Air Force enlisted personnel
may have the amoun t of a dishonored check withheld from their pay with-
out their consent (Table 7—7—5 , Rules 3 and 6, DODPM).

R~quirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM comment(s):

MDW — DOD should publish a regulation which authorizes involuntary
collection for  all authorized pat rons of the PX and commissary . 

S

TJAG — This action leaves pay of all officers free from involuntary
collection action for dishonored checks.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

In September 1975 , Department of the Army forwarded proposed legisla-
tion to DOD which wou ld permit involuntary collection of dishonored
checks for military personnel of all services . This proposal is still
being studied by DOD (MRA&L (MPP)).

Finding:

The requirement for officers to sign a consent statement was eliminated
by message, “Interim Change to AR 608—16,” 081530 August 1977. The DOD S
Pay Manual authorizes involuntary collection of funds for dishonor ed S

checks at nonappropriated activities for Army and Air Force enlisted
personnel but not Navy and Marine enlisted personnel. DOD policy should
be standardized.
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Issue : TAG — 20

Army Regulation: AR 608—16, “Check Cashing”
Paragr aph 6b S

Proponen t: TAGCEN

Source (s): TRADOC , FORSCOM , HSC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust: S

AR 608—16 states that agents at check—cashing facilities will ensure
that the check—writer ’s name is not on the dishonored checklist .

Proposed Act ion and Rational e:

Eliminate : DCSLOG has approved a TRADOC request to conduct a six month
tr ial period in which Army of f icers ’ personal checks in commissaries S

will be cashed without  reference to a dishonored checklist.  This stud y
S will commence on 1 October 1977 at all CONUS commissaries .

Re~ uirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or_MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

H~DA Staff  or MACOM Comment(s): None .

S 

Consideration_of Nonconcurrence(s)fConunent (s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement for agents at check—cashing facilities to ensure that an
officer ’s name is not on the dishonored checklist is an unnecessary admin-
istrative procedure that is degrading to officers . A DCSLOG study on the
effect of eliminating use of dishonored checklists for officers at CONUS
commissaries began on 1 October 1977 and was discontinued on 3 February
1978. CSA on 15 March 1978 approved the implementalion of a more coin—
prehensive test that will permit all authorized commissary patrons at
two selected CONUS installations to cash checks without being subjected

S to the dishonored checklist procedure . Second test began in May 1978.

(
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Issue: TAC—21 S

Army Regulatio n: AR 608—2 0, “Voting By Pe rsonnel of the Armed Forces S

of the United States”

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): CGSC Student

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i c e r ’s Spec ial T rust: 
S

AR 608—20 specifies assignment of voting assistance officers down to
P battalion level and voting counselors below battalion level. As part of S

their duties , voting officers must sign that they have counseled an offi—
cer who requests voting materials. This requirement seems inappropriate.

~~~posed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 608—2 0 does not requir e a voting assistance o f f i c e r  I

to verify that counseling has ensued . The regulation requires the respon-
sible officer , NCO or civilian who is serving as voting counselor to attest
the Federal Post Card App lication (SF 76). This is a requirement of some
state laws.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) :  None .

HQDA S ta f f  or MACOM Comment(s) : None. S

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

AR 608—20 ioes not require voting assistance of f i ce r s  to verif y that
counseling has ensued . 

S
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Issue: TAG—22

Army Regulation: AR 621— 5 , “General Ed ucation Development ” S

Proponent: TAGCEN

Sourceks): USAREUR S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ial Trust: S

AR 621—5 stipulates that an off icer ’s app lication fo r  tu i t ion assistancemust be signed by his unit commander. The unit  commander ’s signa tu r eindicates that the off icer  will be able to attend academic instruction .
Proposed Action and Rationale: 

S

Eliminate: The requirement for a unit commander to indicate by his 
Ssignature that a subordinate officer is able to attend academic sessionsis unnecessary. AR 621—5 is being revised to eliminate this requirement

for officers.

Req uirement Imposed by Higher Authority :  No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(:~~ None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s) :

TRADOC — Concur; recommend addition of: “Off icers  may a t test  to off icia l
reason for dropping course, i.e., extended illness, transfer, emergency 

SS leave or military duty . ”

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

S Revised edition of AR 621—5 will permit officers to attest to reasons fordropping a course. This ac t ion will pr eclude o ff i c e rs f rom ref undingtuition assistance.

Finding:

The requirement for a unit commander ’s signature to attest that a subor—
dinate officer is able to attend academic sessions should be eliminated. 

S
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Issue: TAG—23

Army Regulation: United States code
Title 38, Section 1671
Veterans Administration

Proponent: TAGCEN

Source(s): USAREUR

Policy, Practice or Procedure whi~;h Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ial Trust:

Officers applying for educational benefits under the GI Bill must have
their commander’s signature on their application form.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination : VA Fo rm 22—1990A, “Application for Program of Education
and Training for Individuals on Active Duty,” prescribes commander cer-
tification of service status to ensure educationa l benefi ts  are war-
ranted. This requirement assists in ensuring that CI Bill benefits
are allocated in accordance with the law.

~~~uirement Imposed by Higher Authority : VA Form 22— 1990A implementing
pr ov isions of Chapter 34 ,
Title 38 , USC .

HQDA Staff  or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s) : S

TAGCEN — This office nonconcurs with the recommendation to retain the
requirement for an officer ’s commander to sign VA Fo rm 22— 1990A , S

“Application for Program of Education and Training for Individuals on
Act ive Duty .” This does not appear to be a s ta tutory requirement.
Recommend that DA/DOD request that the Veterans Administration waive
this requirement.

TJAG — Delete this item. An examination of statutes is outside the
scope of this review.

USMA — The requirement for the commander ’s countersigning of the CI
benefit application which TAGCEN acknowledges “May degrade an off i—
cer ’s signature” should be considered in light of what standards exist
for former service members applying for GI Bill benefits. If civilian
app lications are considered with only the individual’s signature, the
requirement for a counter—signature for active duty officers is demean-
ing.

TRADOC — Nonconcur; the commander does not determine eligibility ; VA
does. VA is also responsible for ensuring that benefits are properly
allocated, not commanders. The commander’s signature serves no useful
purpose and should not be required .

4—152

- S~~ — - S S •  - - 5

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
,.S_S__k ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ., La~~~ k.. 

-



S 
,.~--——-- 5 5  5 

- . S S~5~~~~~

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s) : None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The Veterans Administration is charged with the responsibility of gather-
ing appropriate documentation to ensure that applicants applying for VA S

educational benefits warrant the benefits. The administrative require—
ments for a prior service member ’s application are more extensive than
an active duty member. A prior service applicant must provide supporting
doc umentation to include a copy of his DD 214 , “Discharge Certificate.”
The active duty member only requires his commanding officer ’s certifica-
tion to satisfy VA verification requirements. As a r esu lt , the require-
ment for a commander to verify an active duty ~pp 1i~afl~~ s service status
on th e VA app lication is an e f f ic ient means of validating a member’s
eligibility and provides a service to the officer.

Finding:

The requirement for a commander to certify the service status of an
active duty applicant on VA Form 22—199OA negates the need for addi-
tional supporting documents. Consequently, it provides a service to
VA benefit applicants.

(
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Iss u e: AAFES—1

Army Regulation: ESB #274 ( 55— 41) , “Uni fo rm Check Cashing Procedures ”

P roponent: AAFES

Sou rce(~): FORSCOM , MDW

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Of f i ce r ’s Specia l Trust:

An officer must show an ID ca rd while a t t ired in prope r un iform when
cashing a check at the PX.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The requirement to show identification at the exchange while
cashing a check protects the officer as well as the exchange. If an
officer loses or misplaces a checkbook, this verification process
would prevent another individual from cashing the check. S

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: ESB #274 (55—41), “Uniform
Check Cashing P rocedu res”

HQ DA Staf f  or MAcON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA S taff  or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s) :  N/A

Finding:

The requirement for a uniformed of f icer  to show an ID card when cash—
S ing a check is a sound procedure.
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Issue: AAFES—2

Army Regulation: ESB #274 (55—41 ) ,  “Uniform Check Cashing Procedures”
S 

AR 60— 10 , “General Policies (APR 147—7)”

Proponent: AAFES

Source(s) : MTMC, INSCOM, DARCON, FORSCOM S

Poli cy, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust :

The post exchange has a $50.00 limit on check cashing . This limit should
be rais ed in view of economic conditions.

~~~ posed Act ion and Rationale:

Retain: ESB #274 (55—41) prescribes a $50.00 check cashing limit.
Other checks fo r amoun t of pu rchase can be rendered f or amounts over
$50 .00 . Check cashing at exchange fac i l i t ies  is of fe red  as a service
to all soldier s ; however , ba nking facilit ies should provide the major
service. If the $50.00 limit were raised, APSES would be reçuired to
increase its “working fund” which represen ts “idle money.” Consequently ,
these funds would not be available for inventory investment and this
would reduce earnings and welfare fund contributions . Because exchange
facilities should not act as a bank substitute and other exchange ser-
vices would be impaired, the $50.00 check cashing limit should be
retained.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : ESB #274 (55—41), “Uniform
Check Cashing Procedures ”

HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Sta f f or MACOH Comment(s) :

A1.FSE — An exception should be made for  thcse lccations without bank-
ing facilities.

USARE C — Concur that the check cashing limit of $50.00 is reasonable in
most cases . However , a hi gher cash checking limit should be considered
in those few areas where banking facil i t ies are not readily available.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s):

S 
A post exchange manager may make an exception to the $50.00 check cash—

S ing limit on a case—by—case basis; ho~,ever , a sustained ~ractice of
this type would contradic t the purpose of post exchange operations.

Finding:

The $50.00 check cashing limit in exchange facilities is ap:ro~riate.S S
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lssue: AAF S—3

Army Regulation: ESB #274 (55—41) , “Uniform Check Cashing Procedures”

Prqponent: AAFES

Source(s): USAREUR, EUCOM, DARCON

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officers are required to augment the personal information printed on the
front of their checks. An officer ’s signature should be suffic ient.

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Modify : ESB #274 (55—41) prescribes that checks contain the following
information: telephone number; social security number; nar.~a and rank;
name and rank of sponsor if check writer is dependent; military organ-
ization; branch of service; duty station for active duty personnel and
their dependents and home address for others . Information which is on
the front of the check need not be re:eated on the back. Although
identification data are used to ~,rotect the individual as well as the
exchange facility, data reouirements are excessive. The rank, name,
social security number, branch of service, telephone number and address
are sufficient to identify and , if required , locate any individual.

S This information could be pr inted on the fron t of a chec k s thus negat-
ing data requirements on the back.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : ESB #274 (55—41), ~‘Unif~.rm
Check Cashing Procedures”

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): S

MDW — Nonconcur; proposed modifica tion is acceptable provided infcrma—
tion on military organization for active duty personnel is retained .
An active duty person can be identified and located faster by his mili— 

S

tary address than his civi l ian address. Present ccnfusiort lies in the
fact  that curren t check cashing stara~ s do not clea r ly s ta te  tha t the
civilian address is required only for retirees or DCD civilians author-
ized PX or commissary p r i .rileges .

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

~~FES — concur. However, AR 608—16 would have to be changed b ecaus e
as presently written, the exchange ~s rerj uired to fu rn i sh  the  ccmmander
of the military unit information regarding returned checks. This info:—
mation would not be available under the ne~: criteria. In case cf denend—
ents, information -o identify the sponsor is required because the depend—
ent’s social security number is usually not shown in the identification
card and there is ~o central repository fdentifying dependents.
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TAGCEN — A review must be made of changing the requirement f-or personal
information on the reverse of checks to determine its impact on all
check cash ing facilities.

S 
Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/ Comment( s) :

A duty phcne number is the most efficient method to notify an active duty
military member of a dishonored check. Consequently , the chec k cashing
stamp shou ld indicate duty phon e nuuber for active duty personnel and
civilian phone number for other personnel. If required , an individual’s
military organ ization could be obtained by telephone. If restoration
were not made within the allotted time, the command could be contacted .
Key ing the check cashing restitution e ff o r t  to the duty telephone number
would , in most cases, require an exchange patron to print their duty
phone number on the reverse side of the theck.

Finding:

Check cashing identif icat ion requirements are necessary fo r all cate-
gories of personnel; however, thes e requirements should be restr icted
to essential data.
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Issue: AAFES—4

Army Regulation: ESB #274 (55—4 1) , “Unifo rm Check Cashing Procedur es ”

Pr~ponent: AAFES

Source(s): FORSCOM , USAREUR , ALFSE , INSCOM , EIGHTH ARMY S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

There is a requirement that o f f i ce r s ’ checks be verif ied as “good ” from
a master bad—check listing in the exchange.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: ESB #274 (55—4 1) stipulates that patrons wishing to cash
checks be screened against a dishonored check list. An of f icer  should
be expected to conduct transactions in an impeccable manner and not be
subjected to “dishonored check list screening. ” Violators of this trust
should be dealt with severely.

Requ ir ement Imposed by Hi ghe r Authority:  ESB #274 (55—41) , “Un iform
Check Cashing Procedures ”

HQDA Staff  or MA COM Nonconcurrence (s): 
S

AA FES — Concur that an officer should be expected to conduct transac-
tions in an impeccable manner. However , elimination of this screening
for officer personnel would not be compatible with the joint depart—
men tal  pres cribed objective of providing uniform standards of service
for all military members, regardless of rank .

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None. 
p

Conside ration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

On 1 October 1977 , DCSLOG will initiate a six—month pilot program of check
cash ing in commissaries . The program will allow an Army officer ’s check to
be cashed without reference to a dishonored check l i s t .  Results of the
study will be used to address the exchange check cashing issue.

Finding:

The requirement for agents at check cashing fac i l i t ies  to ensure that  an
officer ’s name is not on the dishonored check list undermines officer special
t rust . A DCSLOG stud y on the e f fec t  of eliminating dishonored check rosters
for officers at CONUS commissaries began on 1 October 1977 and was discon-
tinued on 3 February 1978. CSA on 15 March 1978 approved the implementation
of a more comprehensive test that will permit all authorized commissary S

pat rons at two selected CONUS installations to cash checks without being
subjected to the dishonored check list procedure . Second test began in
May 1978 and data derived from this study will be used to address the AAFES
check cashing issue.
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Issue: AAFES—5

t 5
Army Regulation: ESB #274 (55—41) , “Unifor m Check Cashing Procedure s” I

P roponent : AAFE S 1
¼ -

n

Source ( s) : FORSCOM 
- 

S

Poliçy , Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust :

Officers are not permitted to cash second party checks at the exchange. 
4

Proposed Action and Rationale: 
p

Determination: ESB #274 (55—41) stipulates that second pa rty checks S

may be cashed if the amount of the check does not exceed $50.00; how—
ever, local directives could eliminate this service. The service is
reasonable and should be afforded to exchange patrons.

Requ Irement Imposed by Higher Authori ty:  ESS #274 (55—41), “Uniform S

Check Cashing Procedures”

S HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA S taf f or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A -

Findin55g:

Exchange po licy au tho r izes second pa rty check cashing not to exc eed
$50.00. This service should be afforded exchange patrons .

I
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Issue: AAFES—6

Army Regulation: ESB #274 (55—41) , “Uniform Check Cashing Procedures”

Proponent: AAFES

Scurce (~): FORSCOM , INSCOM

- , Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

The exchange only pe rmits one check cashed pe r day.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: ESB #274 (55—41) establishes a $50.00 check cashing limit
for post exchanges . If the $50.00 limit is not exceeded , an individual
may cash more than one check per day . The post exchange is providing a
customer service by cashing checks and pa trons should not regard the
exchange as a bank subst i tu te .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : ESB #274 (55—41) , “Uniform
Check Cashing Procedures”

HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA S taff  or MAC3M Comment(s): None.

Consideration of nonconcurrence(s) /Comment(s):

Finding:

Exchange policy authorizes the cashing of more than one check per day,
provided the total does not exceed $50 .00 .
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Issue: AAFES—7 S

Army Regulation: AR 60—20, “Exchange Service Operating Policies”
Pa rag raph 3—1 2a

Proponent: AAFES

Source(s): FORSCOM 
(-S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off ice r ’s Spec ia l Trust:

To enter exchange facilities, officers in uniform are required to show (.. S

ID cards.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 60—20 as supplemented by ESB #362 (1—40) , 23 February
1977 , “Pat ronage control and Identification Policy and Procedures , ”
requires all patrons to dis play identificat ion either at the ent rance
to a facility or at the point of sale. Over sea commanders and of f—shore
coamanders may pr escr ibe additional ident i f ica t ion pr ocedures fo r exchange
facility entry. All uniform personnel may be subject to unannounced
identif ication checks as prescribed by AAFES ESB #362 . These checks
must be made quarterly . Identification card requirements for exchange

S entry protect customer privileges by preventing unauthoriz ed use of
exchange facilities.

Req uiremen t Imposed by Higher Au thority: DOD Directive 1330.9
“Armed Serv ices Exchang e
Regulations”

HQDA Staff  or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

S Finding:

In specific instances, the requIrement for uniformed officers to show
ID cards to enter exchange facilities is valid.

4’
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Issue: AAFES—8

Army Regulation: ESM 40—11 , “Special Retail Prog r ams ”
Paragrap h 4

Proponent: AAFES

Source(s): HSC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

As pat r ons exit the exc hange , thei r bags must be stap led .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modif y :  ESM 40—11 prescribes bag s tap ling procedures.  Stap ling at exit
cashie r counters serves l i t t le  purpose in coun ter ing shop lif t ing and is
a time—co nsuming a f f r o n t  to most exchange patrons.  This policy should S

be elimina ted for  all pat rons. Bag stapl ing at internal cashie r counters
S expedites service at exit cashier coun ters, de ters shop lif ting and should 

S

be retained .

S Requiremen t Imposed by Higher Authority : ESM 40—11 , “Spec ial Re ta il
Progra ms”

S 

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) :

USAREC — Bag stapling at the PX is not an attack on officer trust. It 
S

is a sound management practic e employed in civilian shopping fac ili ties
as well as military . It is a deterrent to shopl if t ing  beca use it den ies

S potential shop lif ters the oppor tuni ty to bypass the check—out counter
and easily blend in with other exiting customers. Additionally ,  the
benefit of eliminating the bag stap ling prac tice fo r  o f f i c e r  customer s

S is no t readily apparen t, e.g., how will the cash iers iden ti f y off icers
who are in civilian attire? Recommend that current procedures be
retained .

~~~A Staff or MACOM comment(s):

AAFES — concur. Bag stapling at centralized exit check—out counters
should be discontinued .

TRADOC — Concur; however , local commanders should have the au tho r i t y
to reinst i tute this pract ice  in the in teres ts  of controlling shop l i f t —
ing.
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Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): 

~ :~4 :- Bag stapling is demeaning to all patrons. AR 608—16 does not require
S bag stapling. Local commanders may institute procedures to deter shop—

• lifting. There is no evidence that bag stapling at centralized exit
check—out counters serves as a positive deterrent to shoplifting.

Finding:

Bag stapling at centralized exit check—out counters is unnecessary and
time—consuming . It should be discontinued for  all exchang e patrons .
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S Issue: AAFES—9

Army Regulation: AR 60—20 , “Operating Polic ies”
Paragraph 3— 12b(8)

Proponent: AAFES

Source(3): ~DW, TRADOC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Officers’ spouses and dependents must have a DD Form 1172 , ~Uniform e~
Privilege Card,” to gain entry to the post exchange.

S Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 60—20 does not prescribe an identification card to
enter exchange facilities; however, some exchanges require an ID card
for entry. When an officer ’s spouse or dependen t does not have an ID
card in their possession, an officer’s word should be accepted in lieu
of the card. This option does not alleviate the need for a valid ID;
it should serve only as a courtesy for authorized exchange patrons who
for some reason do not possess an ID.

S 

Requirement Imposed by higher Authority: DOD Directive 1330.9
“Armed Services Exchange
~~~~~~~~~~~~~

~QDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

AAFES — Nonconcur with proposed action and rationale. Present system
should not be modified unless uniformity of system can be assured for
all servicemen regardless of rank.

RQDA S taf f or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

Numerous exchange facilities do not prescrib e entrance identification
requirements. These facilities do prescribe “purchase check—out”
identification. Consequently , an officer ’s verification of an author—

S ized exchange patron is not inconsistent with current standard operat-
ing policies at numerous exchange facilities. The “pu rchase chec k—out ” - 5
identification would still be required. The feasibility of adopting
this for other service personnel should be studied .

Finding:

Officers should be authorized to verify exchange entrance identifica— S

— 

tion requirements for their spouses or dependents.
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Issue: AAFiS—1 O

Army Regulation: A1~ 60—20, “Exchange Service Opera ting Pol icies”

Proponent: AAFES

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy,_Prac-tice or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i c e r ’s Spec ia l Trust:

Patrons of the exchange must have their bags checked as they enter.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

D etermination: AR 60—20 prescribes that local commanders rs1a~J modif~’
exchange procedures to prevent abuse of exchange pr ivi leges .  The regu-
lation does not prescrib e entry parcel checks ; however , this policy may
be implemented by an iastallation commander as a secur it~ measure aga inst
shoplif t ing. Most large volume civilian retail out le ts  employ similar
practices and sound management dictates the requirement at some post
exchanges.

Requ irement Imposed by Higher Authority: DCD Di rective 1330.9
“Armed Services Exchange
Regula t  ions”

HODA Staf f or ~4ACOM Nonconcurrence(s): 1~one.

~~~~ Staff or MACON Comment(s): None .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Co mment(s) :  N /A

Finding:

Parcel checks of patrons entering exchange fac ilities is a valid con—
trol measure to discourage shotlifting .
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issue: AAFES—11

Amy Regulation: AR 60—20 , “Exc hange Service Ope rat ing Policies ”
Paragrath 4—1

Proponent: AAFES S

Source(s): USACC, FORSCOL, EIGhTH AIU~Y

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

Nhen officers purchase exchange items which cost over $25.00 , they must
sign a statement cer t i fy ing tha t the merchandise listed on the sales
slip is f o r pe rsonal use or a bona f i~ e g i f t .

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Determination : The requirement to sign a statement that exchange mer—
chandise costing over a set limit is for  personal use or a bcna f ide
gi f t  is designed to restr ict  r .ierchandise use to authoriz ed individuals .
This procedure assists in ensuring that exchange privileges for all
service personnel are retained. The $25.00 set limit was raised to
$75.00 by the House Armed Services Committee and implemented by DOD
Directive 1330.9 , “Armed Services Exchange Regulations .”

S 

Requirem ent Imposed by Higher Authority: The House Armed Services 
S

Committee;

DO D Direct ive 1330.9
“Armed Services Exchange
Regula tions ”

HQDA Staf f  or MACCM Nonconcurrence(sI: :~one.

~~pA Staff or MACaM comment(s) : None.

S Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement for  o f f icers  to sign a statement ce r t i fy ing  that
exchange merchandise priced over a set limit is fo r  personal use or
a bona fide gift is necessa ry .
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Issue: MI LP I RCEN— 1

Army Regulation: AR 50— S. “Nuc lear Surety”
Paragraph 3—11

Proponent: MILPERCEN &
Source(sj : CGS C Student

Policy, Pr actice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 50— S prescribes medical record screens by medica l personnel to deter-
mine information that .aay preclude an individual ’s assignmen t to a
nuclear surety position. The unit commander has the respons ib i l i ty  to S

ensure assignm ent s ta ndard s; however , he does not have the au thor i ty  to
review medical records.

Proposed Actio n and Rationale:

~etain: A unit commander should not have direct access to med ical
records. It is the unit commander ’s responsibility to render nuclea r
surety assignment decisions based on the individual’s overall per fo r— 

S

mance history and capability. An individual’s medical conditio n can
only be presented adequately by individuals competently trained to

S interpret medical data. This procedure provides the commander the
S information of particular concern without breaching an individual’s

confidence in matters unrelated to assignment . Any threat to or breach
of confidentiality (such as fear of commander access to :~iedical records)
will undermine the basic purpose of medical records.

Requirement Im~posed by Higher Authori ty:  No.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):  None.

S 

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) / Comment(s) :  N/A

S Finding :

A commander ’s review of medical records is ini~ roper . Medical infor.na—
tion should be provided throug h medical channels.

.t.
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H . Issue: MILPERCEN—2

Army Regulation: AR 55—46 , “Travel of Dependents and Accompanied
Military and Civilian Personnel To , From , or

S Between Oversea Areas”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): FORSCOM, TRADO C

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which D~&rades an Off icer ’s Spec ial Trust:

To be eligible for concurrent travel, officers must show proof of hous-
ing availability in an oversea area.

S Propo sed Action and Rationale :

Modify: AR 55—46 prescribes that officers provide proof of available
oversea housing to acquire concurrent travel. The requirement to obtain
oversea accommodations prio r to acquir ing concurrent travel is valid;
however, an officer’s signed statement should suffice as proof of avail—

• able housing.

• Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA S taf f or MACOM Comment (s): None.
p

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A 
S

Finding:

- An officer ’s signa ture should suf f ic e as proof of availability of hous—
ing in an oversea area.

‘55. ‘I
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Issue: M ILPERCEN—3 S

Army Regulation: DA Circular 55—80 , “Po rt Call Instruc t ions Travelope ” ~
- . 

S

P roponent: MILPERCEN S

Source(s): TRADO C S

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i c e r ’s Special Trust:

Off icers  are required to sign their names on port call travelopes to
attest that the enclosed instructional materials are understood.

S Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: DA Circular 55—80 requires all DA oversea t ravelers  to attes t
that inst ructional materials in the travelope are understood . The off  i—
cer ’s signature indica t es that the travelope has been received . The
signature is filed by the MILPO clerk for record—keep ing pu rposes .
These procedures underscore the importance of the instructions and serve
as receipt acknowledgement. They provide a basis for adjudicating cases
in which personnel have missed movement .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staf f or MACOM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/ Comment(s) :  N/A

Finding:

Established procedures are designed to assist the traveler and facilitate
record—keeping.

5 
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Issue: MILPERCE N—4

Army Regulat ion: AP. 310—10 , “~~ilit a ry  Orders ”
Paragrap h 3—i

Proponent :  hILPERCEN

- 
‘ 

- 
Source(s) : AUC S tuden t

Policy, Pract ice  or Prccedure  which  Degrades an O f f i c er ’s Special Trust :

An o f f i c e r  cannot approve his own TDY t r aj e l  orders  (DD Form 1610 ,
- “Request and Authorizat ion f o r  Travel of DJD Personnel”) .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination:  AR 310—10 states th~ au th o rit ~- tc issue travel  crders
is vested in the GSA and TAG . This au tho r i ty  is delegated to cer ta in
commanders and heads of Army s t a f f  agencies who may f u r t h e r  delegate

- this autho r i ty to their  subcrdin ate~ as ~1ecessary . The K~ does not
prohibit individual travel order approval ;  1-.o~:ever , commcn p rac t ic e
retains approval au thor i ty  at a level which ensures apprc~~r ia te  TDY

• fund management. This procedure  r e f l ec t s  sound management .

Requirement Imposed by digher Au t h o r i ty :  No.

~~~DA S taf f  or hACOZ-f Nonconcurrence(s) :  hone.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Cons idera tion of Nonconcur rence ( s ) /Comment ( s ) :  h / A

• F~~iding :

• Army policy does not proh ibi t  an o f f i c er f rom ap~ rov irg his TDY travel
orde rs ; however , TDY approval authority shculd be p lac ed at a level
which ensures appropr ia te  fund management.

~55
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Issue: MILp:RcE~:—5

Army Regulation: AR 351— 16 , “Selection , Admin i~ t r a t icn  and
As signments fo r  O f fi c e r  S t u dan t s  to Service
S chools”

Proponent: NILPERCEN

Source (s): MD~

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Of f i ce r ’s Special irust:

It  appears that Reserve o f f i c e r s  on act ive du ty  are af orded only token
represen tation at the US Arm y Command and General  S t a f f  College (O~Sc) .

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Determinat ion:  AR 351—16 s t ipulates school attendar.ce provis i~ r~~. A
Department of Army board reviews the records of all elig iLle  c f f ~~ce rs
and determines at tendance wi th  equal regard tc~ all o f f i c e r s . There is
not a prescribed quota fo r  any o f f i ce r  ca tegcry ;  however , P~e~~erv e cff —
cer attendance at CGSC is not proport ionate to Regular Army o f f i c e r
a t tendance. Initial entry duty positions , tenu re obligat ions (2r  versus
30 years) , career opportunit ies and advanced civilian school selections
may diminish the record of a Res erv e o f f i ce r  when com;-a:ed to a hegular
Army officer. This situation may promp t selection inequities ; however ,
the Defense Of f i ce r  Personnel Management Act (D OPNA ) , if enacted , ~-‘ill
correct the s i tuat ion.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : ho.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s):  None.

HQDA S ta f f  or MACCM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Ccia~ ent (s) :  N / A

Finding:

Selection for  attendance at CGSt is a funct ion  of a number of variables
which have generally operated in favor of Regular  Army o f f i c e r s .  Pend—

S ing DOPMA legislation iS des igned to correct ineGuities between Regular
Army and Reserve o f f i c e r s .
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Issue: MILPERcEN—6

Army Regulation: DA Pamphlet 600—8, “Military Personnel Office
Management and Administrative Procedure”
Procedures 4—23/24

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

The personal aff airs specialist at a Military Personnel Off ice  (MI LPO)
ver if ies the accuracy of personal info rmation contained in a request fo r
rep lacement of an ID card . A subordinate is often placed in a position
to check on the in fo rmatio n prov ided by an off icer .

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The verification of information on an ID card is an adminis—
trative process. It is not directed at the trust of an officer. While
an officer is expected to ensure the accuracy of an important document,

• detailed items should be double—checked. This is a quality control pro-
cedure wh ich ensur es accuracy of name and SSN and tha t they are identi—
cal to ent r ies on DA Forms 2 , 2—1 and 201. This information is critical
to positive identification of injured , wounded , ill, deceased or PW
personnel.

S 
Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s):

TRADOC — Nonconcur; the requirement to verify the information on an ID
card is inconsistent with the expression of trust. it is reasonable
to expect that an officer will give his personal attention to ensure
the accuracy of such an important document.

}LQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.
S

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

The personnel specialist verification of the accuracy of information
required for replacement of an~ ID card is an appropriate quality con—trol measure and a reasonable administrative procedure.

b 
Finding:

The requirement for a personnel specialist to verify personal infor-
mation on a request for an ID card is valid . It is simply a quality
control measure conducted to ensure administrative correctness.

p
IL
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issue: MILPERCEI~—7

~rzuy Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlisted Personnel :-~anagemen t System ”Paragraph 7—23

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Sourc~ (:~~~ MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s S~ ecia 1 Trust:
DA Form 3355— R, “Promotion Point Worksheet ,” recui res the unit  personnel (officer to certif y that:

a. Administrative points are correctly extracted from appropriaterecords.
b. Promotion points are correct.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement should remain tha t promotion points arechecked and tha t informa t ion provided to the board is correct. Thefact that the unit personnel officer is responsible negates the require-ment to certify task accomplishment.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None. 

~J
I

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s):

DCSPER — DA Form 3355—R , “Pro motion Point Wo rksheet” is in the p rocessof being revised to remove the certif ication requirement for  the unitpersonnel officer.

Consideratio n of Nonconcurrence(s)/ comment(s) : N/A

Finding: 

4The unit personnel officer is respons ible for ensuring tha t adminis-trative and promotion points are correctly specified on the “PromotionPoint Worksheet;” the personnel officer’s certification of that respon—sibility is unnecessary.

(
~.
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j  Issue : ~ILPERCE N — 8

Army Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlisted Personnel Nanagement System”
Paragraph 7—29, lb

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Polic3, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

PA Form 3355—R , “P romotion Point Worksheet ,” requires the unit personnel
of ficer to cert ify that r ecomp u ted p romotio n scores are correct.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The recomputation should be continued; however, the certi-
fication to task accomplishment should be eliminated .

Requirement Imposed by iligher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MAC0~ Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~~ 
Staff or Y~ACOM Comment(s):

DCSPER — The regulation and worksheet are in the process of being
revised to eliminate the certification requirement.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The unit personnel officer certification to the accuracy of recomputed
promotion scores is not necessary.
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Is sue: MILPERGEN—9

Army Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlisted Personnel Management System”
Paragraph 7—30

P roponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Po licy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

DA Form 3355— R , “Promotion Point Worksheet,” requires that the commander
recommending a soldier for promotion must counsel any sold ier not selected
for promotion. The commander and soldier must affix initials to the worlç—
sheet to attest to counseling.

Pro~osed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The requirement for counseling should continue; however, the
requirement to certify that counseling was done should be eliminated .
It is unnecessary that an officer initial to attest that counseling was
accomplished. (
Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or HACOM Comment(s):

DCSPER — AR 600—200 paragraph 7—30 is in process of being revised to
coincide with the revised DA Form 33~ 5—R.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/cor~mentj:~~ N/A (.
Finding:

The requirement that a commander affix his initials tc the “ romotion
Point Worksheet” to attest to ccunseling is nct necessar~ .

• 
L
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Issue: MILPERCE~—10

Army Regulation: AR 600—200, “Enlisted Personnel Nanagement System”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

f Source(s2:

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an ~~~~~~~~ Special Trust:

Personnel who enlist under a bonus program :aust be utilized in the mili-
tary occupational specialty (lOS) for which the bonus program is des igned .

• Only under unusual circumstances and with MILPERCEN approval may an m di—
vidual who receives a bonus be utilized outside his MOE. These require—
ments restrict personnel utilization to effect mission accomplishment.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: Chapter 9 of AR 600—200 is being revised; ho~cever, the require—
meet to utilize bonus enlistees in their primary MOE remains. The bonus
is only paid for critical skills ; consequently, utilization exceptions
must be limited to an absolute minimum . Commanders should be cognizant

• and supportive of the bonus program. It affords critical skill fill and
violations could result in loss of the program.

Requirement Iqposed by h igher Authori t i :  No.
r

- HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A
I.

F inding :

The restrictions imposed upon utilization of bonus enlistees are appro—
priate and do not reflect adversely upon officer trust .

‘S
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Issue : MILPERCEN—i l (

Army Regulation: AR 600—200, “Enlisted Personnel Management System”
Chapter 2, Appendix IV

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): CGSC Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Appendix IV, AR 600—200 encourages commanders to reclassify soldiers on
a voluntary basis from an overage MOS into a shor tage MOE . MILPERCEN
often denies the commander ’s recommendation.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: DA Circular 611—56 , “Enlisted Career Force Sustainment Program
(Listing of Shortage, Overstrength, and Balanced MOS),” dated 9 February
1977 contains guidance similar to AR 600—200. This document requires
commanders to forward reclassification requests to MILPERCEN who assesses
Army—wide requirements on a daily basis. Consequently, there may be
instances when a reclassification request is denied.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authorit5: No.

HQDA Staff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~DA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Co rnenç(:~~~ N/A

Finding:

Because of fluctuating personnel requirements , the n eed fo r MILPERCEN
to assess commander reclassificat ion action is valid .

I

(
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Issue: MILPERC~N— 12

Army Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlisted Personnel Management System”
Paragraph 5—12c ( 1)

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source ( s): FORS CCII

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

During security inspections, military intelligence officers are not per-
mitted to inspect MOS test material.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 600—200 prohibits access to test informa tion except for
individuals involved in test administration. During a security inspec-
tion, there is no requirement for the test materials to be inspected ;
therefore, inspectors do not need access to test information.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQpA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

- 
H~DA Staff or MACOH Comment(s) : None.

F 
• Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

During security inspections, there is no need for inspection of MOS
test materials.

L

0•
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Issue: MILPERCEN—13 ‘— 
-~

Army Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlisted Personnel Management System”
Paragraph 7—3b and 7—63b

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): USACC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

AR 600—200 stipulates that a field grade commander may promote personnel
to pay grade E—5 and E—6 only if the unit is authorized a commander in —

the grade of lieutenant colonel or higher. Grade distinction for promo-
tion authority should not be made.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 600—200 prescribes that a field grade commander of an organ—
ization which is authorized a commander in the grade of 0—5 or higher
may promote to E—5 and E—6 pay grades. Because of the significance of -

•

E—5/E—6 promotion, promotion authority should be vested with an 0— S or
higher command position.

ReQuirement I~pposed by Higher Authority : No.

H~~/k Staff or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

• Consideration of Nonconcurrence~s)/comment.(s): N/A

Finding:

Pro~~tion to pay grades E—5 and E—6 should be made by unit commanders
in authorized 0—5 or higher positions.

(S
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Issue : MILPERCEN— 14

Army Regulation: AR 600—200 , “Enlist ed Personnal Management System”
Chapter 8

• Proponent: MILPER CEN

Source(s): FORSCOM

r Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

An officer must inflate the ratings of enlisted personnel in order that
they remain competitive for promotion.

— Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 600—200, Chapter 8, “Evaluation Reports,” prescribes
adequate procedures to administer the enlisted evaluation system and
does not prou~ te the inflation process. Raters have inflated scores to
ensure that their subordinates remain competitive. This Army—wide prac-
tice must be reassessed throughout every chain of command and a concerted
ef fort initiated to gradually lower the scores. Without this initia—
tive, injustice could occur to quality soldiers who warrant promotion ,
yet whose reports are grouped in a maze of other individual reports
making selection processes difficult at best .

ReQuirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~DA Staff or MACOM Comment(sj:

USAREC — Proposed response does not address the basic issue. The pres-
ent system requires a numerical rating (range from 01 to 125) with a

• provision that MILPERCEN will publish average scores by grade on a reg—
• ular basis. The publication of average scores by grade has been a major

contributing factor to numerical inflation. For example, the current
numerical average scores for the top three grades are: E7 — 121 , E8 —

123, and E9 — 123.9. Since the maximum numerical score is 125 , there
is little room for raters to discriminate between the best, the worst ,
and the middle of the road. For example, when rating an E8, if the
rater deducts one point from perfection and the indorser does likewise,
the rated soldier has a “numerically average score” of 123. We have
created a problem —— the near perf ect “average score.” It is unrealis—

• tic to blame it all on the raters, and it is equally unrealistic to
suggest an Army—wide campaign to gradually lower the average scores.
Maybe we don ’t need numerical scores at all. Perhaps we need numerical
scores, but should consider: (1) Redesigning the report form; (2)
Eliminating the policy of publishing “average scores,”; and (3) Includ—
ing a section of “forced choice” evaluations that don ’t lend ther~iselves

I
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to progressive responses tha t are neatly catego riz ed as wo rse , good ,
better , best and perfect. Recommend that this issue be further eval-
uated .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Coraxnent(s):

MILPERCEN publishes average scores by grade on a quarterly basis for
“full disclosure” of rating information to the soldier. Average score
disclosures may influence numerical inflation; however, it provides a
service to the soldier. Senior noncommissioned officer scores are
near perfect; however, discrimination exists for E4’s, ES’s and lower
ranking individuals. Chapter 8, AR 600—200 which was distributed in
March 1977 requires a two—part narrative section for rater and endorser
in addition to the numerical rating. This narrative is used to dis—
crizninate among reports. Forced choice evaluations preclude an out-
standing collective group from receiving equally high ratings. Enlisted
Evaluation Report procedures receive continuous evaluation. A recent
Enlisted Personnel Management System (EPIS) change of providing the
soldier ’s duty performance evaluation by relative percentile ranking
has been effected and must be assessed. If the system change does not
provide sufficient data for promotion boards and career managers to
evaluate each soldier, then a modification should be initiated.

Finding:

Inflation exists in the EER. The procedure of provid ing EER averageL scores to the field has contributed to EER inflation and should be
reviewed by MILPERCEN. Changes to EPMS may reduce this inflationary
trend. Results of the recent changes should be evaluated by MILPERCEN
as data become available.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—15 •

• Army Regulation: AR 600—200, “Enlisted Personnel Management Sys tem”
Paragraph 2—6b

DA Message DTG 031030Z

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

The commander is required to verify that a soldier is capable of per-
forming in an lOS when the soldier’s PULHES falls below established MOS
standards.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

• Retain: Ccmmanders are the best judge of a soldier ’s capabilities.
Consequently, authority to retain and utilize a soldier in his current
MOS should rest with the commander. The commander ’s verification that
a soldier is capable of performing in his MOE negates other MOS action.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authori:~~ No.

HQDA Staff or ?IACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): ~one.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

• Finding:

- The requirement for a commander to verify a soldier ’s ability to per—
form in his MOS when his PULHES falls below M3S standards is necessary .

‘p.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—16

Army Regulation: AR 600—240, “Marriage in Oversea Commands”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Army Regulation: AR 608—3 , “Naturalization and Citizenship of
Military Personnel and Dependents”

Prqponent: TAGCEN

Pertinent Statute: US Immigration and Naturalization Act of 1952

Source(s): USAREUR

Polici, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

PCS orders assigning an officer from an oversea station to the United
States and documentation of “sufficient funds” are required to obtain
a visa for an officer’s foreign or alien spouse.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 600—240 prescribes that all Army sponsors show evidence of
sufficient funds to prevent alien spouses from becoming public charges.
The regulation implements provisions of the US Imm igration and Natural—
ization Act of 1952. Since the laws of this Act apply to all US citizens
including high level civilian officials, officers should provide the

• specified documentation. The merits of the Act override personal con-
siderations and the Army regulation is in consonance with the Act.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : US Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Act of 1952

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACCM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The regulation implements portions of a federal statutory requirement
which is relevant to all individuals. It is not viewed as undermining
officer special trust.
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Issue : MILPERC EN— 17

Army Regulation: AR 600—290 , “Passpo rts ”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): USAREUR

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s ~pecial Trust:

American consultates have dual standards for commissioned officers who apply
for passports. Regular Army officers may sign a passport request without
further documentation . Reserve officers must show a birth certificate , a
naturalization certificate or other proof of citizenship.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 600—290 has been revised to eliminate the former system
of permitting Regular Army officers to obtain a passport without proof of
citizenship. Previously , a Regular Army officer was permitted to obtain a
passport application without providing proof of citizenship. It was believed
that all Regular Army officers were required to be citizens ; however, based
on statute , waivers of citizenship may be granted to Medical and Dental Corps
officers who are commissioned Regular Army. The revised regulation requires
all Army officers regardless of commission to show evidence of citizenship.

Recjuirement Imposed by Higher Authority : 10 USC 3285 and 8285;
10 USC Section 591;
10 USC 5571, “Passport Agents
Manual ,” State Department

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

• The revised AR 600—290 requires all commissioned officers to show proof of
citizenship and was published in November 1977. Further review of the above
rationale revealed that a portion is incorrect and the Army should in fact
be following State Department guidance. The State Department has determined
that for their purposes a Regular officer must have already established US
citizenship; therefore , they do not require this applicant to furnish addi-
tional citizenship evidence. AR 600—290 is being changed to reflect identical

• requirements as contained in the Passport Agent ’s Manual . Department of State
is responsible for determining documentation requirements for issuance of pass-
ports. Department of State Passport Agent ’s Manual provides that a passport
applicant who holds or has held a regular commission (not a Reserve commis-
sion) In one of the US Armed Forces, and was born in the US , is exempted from

• the requirement of submitting citizenship evidence . Officers who hold regular
commissions but were born outside the US , reserve officers , and warrant offi—
cers must submit other acceptable citizenship evidence.
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Issue: MI LP ER CEN — 18

Army Regulation: AR 608—99 , “Paternity Claims ”
Paragraph 2 f

P roponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

In paternity cases, the commanding officer must assure that the military
member supports his dependent as pledged . Full explanations to HQDA in
cases of br each of promise are required of the commanding officer.

L Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The commander has the authority and responsibility to ensure
that the military member supports dependents; therefore, there is no
need for the commander to routinely report to higher headciuarters when
a military member does not render this support.

Requiremen t Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staf f  or MACON Nonconcurrence( s) :  None.

HQDA Staf f  or MACON Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s): U/A

Finding:

Commanders should not be required to report to higher headquarters if
a member of their unit fails to meet dependent support responsibilities .
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• Issue: NILPERCEN—19

Army Regulation: AR 614—100 , “Officers”
Paragraph 3—4d(3)

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(~J: USACIDC

Poliqy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Except in unusual circumstances which permit an outstanding senior cap—
tam to be appointed , it appears that acting or detailed inspector gen-
erals are required to be in the rank of major or higher. The policy of
excluding captains who possess the requisite ability to be inspector
generals may be degrading.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 614—100 stipulates that appointment of officers as inspec-
tors general will be in grade of major and above. The DAIG nomination
system allows for the selection of outstanding senior captains to be
detailed as inspectors general. Nominations are considered on a case—
by—case basis. To be an effective IC, an officer must possess maturity,
experience, and a substantial understanding of the Army .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authori:~~~ No.

HQDA Staff or MACCM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The rank criterion for appointing officers to inspector general positions
ensures that a matured , experienced officer addresses Army—wide problems .
This procedure reflects sound management practice.
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Issue : MILPERCEN—2 0

A~~y Regulation: AR 614—100, “Officers”

- 
- Proponen t : MILPERCEN

Source(s): TRADOC , MDW
‘ I

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

• MILPERCEN assignment management lacks consistency as officers of similar -
5

experience and background are not given equal opportunity for career
enhancing assignments.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Each off icer ’s assignment management is an individual
process based on the officer ’s background , experience, Army needs and
availability for assignment. An assignment which one officer views as
“good” could be considered “poor ” by another officer. Each officer may
submit an Officer’s Assignment Preference Statement to express duty
desires. These statements are consulted each time an officer is reas-
signed and an effort is made to comply with the officer’s request.
Army requirements and officer specialties are overriding considerations.

• Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No. —

HO~4 Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officer assignments are based on multiple factors to include officer
desires, background , experience, Army needs and reassignment availabil—
ity. Officers of similar experience and background are afforded equal
opportunity for career enhancing assignments; however, Army require—
ments and officer specialties are overriding considerations.
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Issue: ~ILPERCEN— 2 1

Army Regulation: AR 614—101 , “Officer and Warrant Officer
Reassignment Policy”
Paragraph 3a, b, c

• AR 614—200, “Enlisted Personnel Selection,
Training and Assignment Systeic grades E—1
through E—9 ”
Paragraph 3—4a

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust: I -

An application for reassignment for extreme family problems must include
complete justification, e.g., affidavits from doctors, lawyers, church
officials, American Red Cross and other applicable statements or certi-
ficates. These documents are in addition to the commander ’s recommenda-
tion.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: A documentation review by all commanders is necessary to ensure
that only those reassignments essential to the needs of the service or
those meeting specific criteria in AR 614—101 or AR 614—200 are approved .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

H~DA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACCM Comment(s):

• ALFSE — To expedite cares, pe~mit an officer to call the appropriateofficial and submit a record of telephone conversation as justification.

• TRSADOC — Concur; extensive documentation should not be routinely required.
• Only that expert documentation actually necessary should be furnished .

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Conunent(s):

Records of telephone conversations may be used to substantiate reas-
signment applications . Only sufficient documentation to adequately
present the case is required .

Finding:

In addition to the commander ’s recommendation , necessary documentation
to support applications for reassignment for extreme family problems
is required.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—22 - 
- -

Army Regulation: AR 614—105, “Initial Assignment of Regular
Army Accessions”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MDW

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Only a few United States Military Academy graduates are assigned to
training centers. The majority of graduates receive TOE unit assign—
ments which are considered career enhancing.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: All Regular Army officers were afforded initial assign-
ment preferences and many officers chose TOE units. They perceived that
TOE duty was more career enhancing; however, assignment success depends
more on the individual than the unit. A recent Chief of Staff decision
to ensure that RA officer accessions are equally distributed throughout
the Army will eliminate any disproportionate assignment of United States 

- •

Military Academy graduates to TOE units. On 12 September 1976, the Army
Chief of Staff confirmed policies which provide that RA accessions should
serve in a troop environment and be distributed proportionately among ~

.. —

MACOMs.

Req~irement Imposed by Higher Authori~y: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (~): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None. —

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Upon graduation, USMA students and other Regular Army officers are
afforded choices of branch and initial assignments based on practices
established by the Officer Personnel Management Directorate. These
practices support a fair distribution of USMA graduates throughout
the Army to include both TOE and TDA assignments.
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Issue: MILPERCE N—23

Army Regulation: AR 621—1 , “Training of Military Personnel
at Civil ian Institutions”
Chapter 4 , Pages 4 , 5

P rqponent: MILPERCE N

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DA Form 1618—R , “Application for Deta il as a gtudent OffIcer at a Civil-
ian Education Institution or at Training with Industry,” requires an
officer to sign that he or she has read AR 621—1. Additionally , a field
grade officer must attest that the officer has read AR 621—1.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: AR 621—1 is currently under revision and changes to DA Form
1618—R are contemplated which would not require t~e signature of a field
grade officer after an officer applicant has signed the application.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Sta f f or MACOM Nonconcurrenc~ (:~~~ None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment (sJ: :~orLe.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding: ~
•

The requirement for a field grade off icer to attest that a student o~fi—
cer applicant has read AR 621—1 is unnecessary.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—24

I
Army R~gulation : SiR 62 1— 108 , “Military Personnel for  Graduate Level -

:
Education” —

Proponent: MILPERC EN

Source ( s) : CGS C Student

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Officers who obtain graduate degrees and then are not utilized in their
specialty believe that malutilization or lack of adherence to assignment
procedures in AR 621—108 may reflect on their integrity. AR 621—108
prescribes that “officers will be assigned to and serve in an Army Educa— —

tional Requirements Board (AERB) validated position for a utilization
tour, normally three years.”

Prqposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 621—108 prescribes that officers who obtain a graduate
degree through a degree—producing Army Civil Schooling Program will be
assigned to and serve in an AERB—validated position for an initial util-
ization tour. The Commander, MILPERCEN, may exercise deferral authority
from initial utilization for reasons of attendance at certain military
schools, short tour equity, or command . In unusual circumstances, a
MACOM commander may delay or curtail assignments to AERB positions.
MILPERCEN must be notified within ten days of such an action. Unauthor-
ized diversions may result in cancellation of subsequent requisitions
for the validated AERB position, cancellation of the validation for the
position, and/or reassignment of the malutilized officer. Close monitor—

• ing of AERB positions is necessary to maximize the return from officers
who obtain graduate degrees. Lack of adherence to prescribed procedures
could reflect unfavorably upon officer trust and jeopardize the AERB
positions.

R~~uirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

}IQDA Staff or MACOH Nonconcurrence(s): None.

~~~~ Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)jcomment(s): N /A

Finding:

AR 621—108 is definitive with regard to assignment of officers who obtain
graduate degrees. Local conunanders may not always adhere to the provi-
sions of the regulation.

4-191

_____ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~ • - -- —-i - - - -



- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
—- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Issue: MILPE RCEN—25

Army Re~~ latio n: AR 623—105 , “Of f icer  Reporting System”
Chapter 8

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): ALFSE

Policy~~Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

In some cases, an officer receives a below average officer evaluation
rating due to personality differences. AR 623—105 stipulates that an
officer may not appeal a low rating based on personality conflict. The
officer should be permitted to submit a written statement in his behalf
when a personality conflict results in a low rating.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 623—105 does not prohibit appeals citing alleged
personality conflict. However, as with any other appeal, the officer
must show conclusively that the conflict resulted in an inaccurate
evaluation. In addition to the normal appeal process, AR 624—100 pro-
vides that any officer in the primary zone of consideration for promo-
tion may write a letter to the promotion selection board concerning
any matter which he feels important in the consideration of his records.
Issues relating to personality conflicts may be provided the selection
board.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

~~~ Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Findin:~

The present system affords an officer the opportunity to appeal an OER.
which is perceived to be based upon personality conflict. Also, pro—
motion procedures provide that letters addressing personality conflict
can be provided to the selection board.
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Issue: NILPERCEN—26

Army Regulation: AR 623—105 , “Cf f i cer Evaluation Reporting Svstem~d

• P roponent: NILPERCEN

Army Regulation: AR 600—21 , “Rac e Relations and Equal fl ppo r t u n i t y”

Proponent: DCSPER

Sourcej~j: FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

AR 623—105 states that “brigade commanders, or equivalent, will either
rate or indorse the race relations/equal opportunity staff cfficer.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: The importance of the equal oppor tunity function is recoc—
nized; however, rating schemes should not be dictated which influence
command/staff operating procedures and relationships. This is in con—
sonance with AR 600—21 which states that the contnander should use corn—
mand assets such as the EEO officer as deerne~ most appropriate. AR
623—105 prescribes that commanders formulate appropriate rating chan—
nels; dictated rating procedures infringe on command prerogatives.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No. - -

HQDA S taf f or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s) : None .

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s):

MILPERCEN — AR 623—105, “Officer Evaluation Reporting System ,” in its
revIsed version will delete the requirement for brigade ccmmanders to
rate or indorse the race relations/equal opportunity staff officer.

DCSPER — The revised AR 600—21, “Race Relations and Equal Opportunity ,”
dated 1 September 1977 deleted the requirement for brigade commanders
to rate or indorse RR/EEO officers.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Cominent(s): N/A

Finding:

It is not necessary for brigade coms-ianders or their equivalent to rate
or indorse RR/EO staff officers.

(
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Issue: ‘~ILPERCEN— 27

Army Regulation: AR 623—105 , “Of f i ce r Evalua t ion Reporting System”
• Pa ragrap h 4—5b(8)

Proponent: MILPE RCEN
~ 

I

Sou rce(s) : MTNC

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DA Form 67—7 , “US Army Officer Evaluation Report,” co n tains an evalua—
tion item concerning an officer ’s fulfillment of his responsibilities
regarding the equal opportunity program. This evaluation item should
be eliminated; a statement is necessary only if the officer failed in
this responsibility.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The requirement to evaluate an officer ’s fulfillment of equal
opportunity responsibilities is not intended to undermine off icer  trust .
The requirement ensures that equal opportunity program awareness receives
consistent acknowledgement throughout the chain of command and supports
the equal opportunity practices that are vital to a “people oriented”
command . The OER evaluation item is in compliance with equal opportunity
objectives prescribed by LOD Directive 1100.15, “Equal Opportunity Pro—
gram.”

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authoritl: DOD Directive 1100.15
“Equal Oppor tunity Program”r HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

MTNC — This requirement indicates a lack of confidence in the chain of
command/supervision. It undermines the special trust placed in corn—
missioned officers (i.e., that they will, in fact, support the DOD
Equal Opportunity Program unless proven otherwise). It is requested
that the review group reconsider the proposed action on this issue.

HQDA Staff or MACON Com ment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The OER equal opportunity evaluation item is one indicator among many
reflecting job performance. Rather than indicating a lack of confi—
dence in the chain of command/supervision, it provides commanders and

• supervisors the opportunity to evaluate an officer in this critical
area. It is intended not only to highlight instances of neglect, but
also to recognize those officers who affirmatively support equal oppor—
tunity in the Army .

L 
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The Officer Evaluation Report item pertaining to officer fulfillmentof equal opportunities does not demean officer trust.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—28

Army Regulation: AR 623—105, “Officer Evaluation Reporting System”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(sI: ALFSE , TRADO C, USARJ , FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

DA Form 67—7 , “US Army Officer Evalua t ion Report ,” has been used to 
-

•

inflate officer ratings and has reduced the opportunity to give an
officer a realistic evaluation.

S 
Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Raters have inflated scores to ensure that their subor-
dinates remain competitive. This Army—wide prac tice must be curtailed
through a major systems change. MILPERCEN is currently evaluating sev—
eral methods of reducing the impact of inflation through the design of
a new OER system.

Req~iirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

• HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration ~f Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officer Evaluation Reports are inflated and do not adequately portray
officer performance or potential. A new system is required to combat
OER inflation.
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Issue: MILP EKC EN—2 9

Army Regulation: AR 623—105, “Officer Evaluation Reporting System”
Paragraph 1—3e

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Maintaining duplicate copies of an officer ’s efficiency retort is a vio—
lation of the regulation. The policy should be changed to allow evalu-
ating officers an opportunity to gain a persoective of the ratee.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 623—105 prescribes that duplicate copies of the OER will
not be retained. This stipulation assists in ensuring that officers
are rated on present performance and enhances rater objectivity.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

TJAG — Recommend the action be changed to “Eliminate.” A rater can do
his job more effectively if he can refer to his own earlier ratings of
officers he rates.

Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s):

Officers should be rated for present performance. Although retention
of earlier officer ratings by the rater may assist in the preparation
of the next OER, this practice could limit objectivit”.

Firidi~g:

Duplicate copies of Officer Evaluation Reports should not be retained.
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Issue: MILPERC EN — 30

Army Regulat ion: AR 623—105 , “O f f i c e r  Eva luation Report ing System”
Pa ragraph 2— 3

Proponent: I’tELPERCEN

Sou r ce(s ) : HQDA Staf f

PoJ i~ y, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

S In order to obtain a general officer ’s signature on DA Form 67—7 , “US
Army Officer Evaluation Report ,” some Army activities escalate the rat-
ing schemes. Because a general officer’s signature “weights” the report ,
altered rating schemes to gain general officer signatures are unfair.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 623—105 prescribes that rating and indorsing officers
must be knowledgeable of the performance of the persons who are evalu-
ated. The rater should be the immediate supervisor of th~ rated o f f i ce r
and the indorser should be the individual who rates the rater. When it
is justified , rating schemes may deviate from the prescribed procedures ;
however, every attempt should be made to ensure that rating schemes are
equitable to ofticers performing similar duties .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

I-~QDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Current policy provides that rating schemes may only deviate from pre-
scribed procedures when justified to ensure equity among officers per—
forming similar duties .
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Issue: IaLPERCEN—3 1

Army Regulation: AR 624—100 , “Prcrnctlon of Of f ice r s  on Active Duty ” “f
Chapter 3

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCE1~

PolIcy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

DA Form 78 , “Recommendation for Promo t ion of an O f f i c e r , ” require-s that
the :

a. Recommending of f icer cert ifv that the promctee is/is not under sus—
pension of favorable personnel action lAW All 600—31 , “Suspens iorL of
Favorable Personnel Actions for ~ilitary Personnel in National Securit~
Cases and Other Investigations or Proceedings.”

b. Approving officer certify that a favorable screen has been made of:

1. Promotee’s Military Personnel Record.
2. Intelligence files.
3. Provost Narshal Files.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: Recommend that the reçuiremer.t for certificatic n be eli; —
m ated; however, further recommend tiat the re’ufr’~nent for t:e v;~rious
checks be incorporated into Charter 3 o~ AR 62 6— 1C ’ . These chech~
should be made by NILPO prior to t~.€ ior r~ b~~ir~; ~re.-~ent e d to t~ e recoin—
mending and approving officers f’r signature .

-• ~equirement imposed by Higher Autho:ity: No.

HODA Staff or NACO 1 Nonconcurrerice(s): None.

HQDA Staff or jIACOM Comment~~): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): :~,
!L

Finding:

The NILPO o f f i c e r  should screen records of cf f ~~cers who are  nominees
fo r  prcmot ion .  This screening would c~ v ia te  the  need for  cer tif ica-
tion by recommending o f f i c e r s .

(
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Issue: MILPERCEN—32

Army Regulation: AR 624—100, “Promotion of Officers on Active Duty”

S 

AR 635—100, “Officer Personnel”

DA Pamphlet 600—3, “Officer Professional Develcpi..ent
and Utilization”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): INSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

-
• 

An officer who is not selected fcr promotion is subject to the “up or
out policy.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 624—100 prescribes up or out proc edures. Retirement pro—
tection is afforded to officers with 18 or r~cre years of active service
and those in the grade of Regular Army major. Other officers who are
rwice non—selected for promotion below the grade of colonel are elth—
m ated from the service. If an officer were retained in. grade even in
a specific duty position of his desires, as his peers advanc e he could
find it difficult to exhibit continued initiative and satisfaction.
Human nature demands recognition, incentives and gcals. To some extent
these could be provided , but not to the same degree as an officer
selected for promotion. By eliminating the up or out policy, assignment
inequities could ensue for officers in selected categcries and skills .
When off icers  do not a t tain retirement s tatus and associated benefits ,
service elimination is drastic. Regardless , this policy should be
retained ; however, the impact of the force—cut should be minimized.

Requirement Imposed 
~
y Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nor.concurrencecs): None.

HQPA Staff or MACOH Comment(s):

USACC — Determination addressed in considered exp lanations are provided
by the Army Regulation which serves as a uidance document and should
not be cited for rationale. References to behavioral science by the AR
are passee and do not suppor t the “up or out” policy. If this were the
bes t policy , it would be in wide use throughout industry and Civil Ser-
vice. An example is where an individual functions in a continuously
outstanding manner in his present grade; however , it is determined that
he would inevitably fail in the next higher grade. To discard these
talents, to deny the Army the ability to cap italize upon them to maximum
extent, may be unnecessary waste. Recommend further revi~~ of the “up
and out” policy to ensure that the true costs to the Army officer con—
cerned and the taxpayer are identified .
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Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): 
(

It is difficult to compare civilian executive career patterns with off i—
cer career patterns. A case can be made for elimination of the “up or
out” policy ; however, retention of the policy is in the best interests
of the Army . The problem with the current policy is the drastic effect
it has on the individual. This effect must be eliminated or greatly
minimized. If this were accomplished, both the Army and the individual 

(would be accommodated . The “up or out ” pclicy is being reviewed in con—
junction with possible enactment of the Defense Officer Personnel ~Ianage—
ment Act .

Finding:

The “up or out ” policy is an e f f ic ien t  personnel management vehicle;
however , the drastic ramifications of the polic y must be reduced . This

r policy is being evaluated within the context of DOPNA .
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Issue: MILPERCEN—33

Army Regulation: AR 624—100, “Promotion of Officers on Active Duty”

• Proponent: MILPERCEN

S Source(s): USARJ

Policy, P ractice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:

Officers feel a lack of confidence in promotion boards when the evalua-
tions and selections appear to be based on the source of commission ,
school aff i l ia t ion or level of education.

P roposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: Statistical data from promotion boards support that
there is correlation among selectees, source of commission (RA/AUS) and
level of education. These data do not support a correlation between
selectees and school affiliation. The promotion board selects the best
possible candidates within the guidance provided by the Secretary of
the Army.

Requirement In~posed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

TSG — “Ticket punching” (source of commission, military schools attended ,
level of education, etc.) should be de—emphasized. While it is realized
that these are factors which must be considered , more attention should
be paid to officer capability and potential. There are individuals who
are self—motivated and self—developed just as there are incompetent ones
with all the right “punches.” The potential of these self—made officers
deserves recognition through selection and promotion.

HQDA Staff or NACOM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s )/ Comment(s):

Much has been done to de—emphasize “ ticket punching” ; however , the con-
cept that o f f i cers require cer tain jobs and advanced military and civil-
ian education for promotion is prevalent. OPMS has de—emphasized “ticket
punching ” and the recent AUS Colonels Selection Board which established
a minimum floor for specialties assisted the OPMS concept. More remains
to be accomplished .

Find in5-g:

Statistical data on promotion boards indicate that source of commission
(RA/AUS) and level of education have been used as indicators of capabil—
ity and potential. School af f i l ia t ion is not an indicator .
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Issue: MILPERCEN—34

Army Regulation: AR 630— 5, “Leave, Passes, Administrative Absence
and Public dolidays”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): USAREC, CGSC Student , FOF.SCON

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Spec ial Trust:

DA Form 31, “Request for Leave,” requires an officer ’s supo-rvisor to
sign the form prior to the approving authority. In most instances, two S

officer’s signatures are required to process an officer ’s leave.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: The leave approval authority is usually not the officer ’s
immediate supervisor. Normally, a person is designated as the leave
approval authority to administer the leave processing requirements.
The requirements include control number assignment and fcrwardir.g —

copies of the leave to the F&~O to ensure accurate leave accountability .
The consequences of eliminating supervisor approval could become more
burdensome than the requirement to obtain the sIgnature. The leave
approval authority would have to assume that the leave was cleared with
the officer’s supervisor or confirm that the form could be processed .
Some method mnst be available to aoc~ splish this function and the cur—
rent one deems to be the most effective. This process affords a iaethod— S -

ology of maintaining accurate leave data and is designed tc facilitate
leave administration.

F 
Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: None.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M Nonconcurrence(s):

USASCH — The requirement for an officer ’s supervisor to sign PA Form
31 preceding the approval authori ty ’s signature is a clear imp lication
of lack of trust in an. off icer .

UQDA S taff  or MACON Comment(s ): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s).:

The present system of administering the DA Form 31 , “Reçuest fo r  Leave ,”
is an improved record—keeping procethire for both the officer ’s duty
activity and the F&AO. The former system did not require a supervi-
sor’s signature and was administratively burdensome. Managemant con—
siderations override lack of trust inplications.

Findin~g:

Existing leave approval procedures are an efficient means of administer—
ing the leave program .
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Is sue: MILPERCE N—35

Army Regulation: AR 630—5, “Leave, Passes, Administra tive
Absence and Public Holidays”

Pro~p~onent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): FORSCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 630— 5 prescrib es tha t a supervisor verif y whether an o f f i cer wo rked
a duty day on either the day of departure or day of return from leave.

Proposed Action and Ra t ionale:

Eliminate: The regulation should be changed to allow the officer to
notif y the app roving aut hor ity of dut y on day of departure or day of
return from leave.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : DOD Directive 1327.5
“Leave and Liberty”

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):

USAREC — A recent change to AR 630—5 provides that the day of depar-
ture on leave and the day of return will not be charged against
accrued leave if the military member worked most of the day. It fur-
ther stipulates that if the day of return is a non—duty day, leave
will not be charged. This change has severely complicated leave
administration for both unit commanders and finance offices. The
rules of applying this policy have proven to be an administrative
nightmare, e.g., when to charge leave and when not to charge leave,
who makes these determinations, what constitutes a non—duty day for
shift workers vs other personnel, what documentation must be provided
the finance offices, etc., etc. The previous policy on this subject
(i.e., the day of departure is a day of leave and the day of return
is a day of duty) was simple, clear, easily administered , and effec-
tive. Recommend that.consideration be given to restoring the pre—
vious policy.

HQDA Staff or MACOH Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :

The previous leave policy did not provide adequate controls for leave
disbursements. Although the current policy ic complicated, it pro-
vides greater fund accountability. Consequently, the benefits of the
new leave policy exceed the detriments.

Findij~g:

The requirement for a supervisor to verify whether an officer worked
a duty day prior to or upon return from leave is unnecessary.
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Issue: ‘-IILPERCEN—36

H I
Army Regulation: AR 630— 5, “Leave, Passes , Administrative

Abs ence , and Public Holidays ”

-
. Proponent: MILPER CEN

Source(s): INSCOM -

Po licy , Practic e or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Spec ia l Tru st:

-: In some units, commanders delegate leave approva l authority to adjutants. -

This procedure may require a junior officer to approve a more senior
officer’s leave request. I

Proposed Action and Rationale: (
Retain : AR 630— 5 prescribes tha t commanders may delegate leave approval
to the adjutant.  This is used to expedite administra tive requirements -i
and does not ref lect  upon o f f i c e r  in tegr i ty .  ‘

I

Requirement Imposed by Higher Autho:~~~~ DOD Directive 1327.5
“Leave and Liberty”

i-IQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None. 
4

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s): None. 
I

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding: I
Delegation of leave approval authority to junior officers is an appro—
priate method of administering the leave program. I
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issue: :~IL?ERCEN—37

Army Re~ulation : AR 630—5 , “Leave, Passes, Administrative
Absence, and Public HolIda;--s~’

Prqponent : XILPERCE N

Source(sj: FORSCCM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Of.f ~ cer ’s Specia l Trust:

An officer is required to have D& Porn 31, “he: uest fo r Leave ,” in his
possession while on leave.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Modify : AR 630—5 prescribes that all individuals in a leave status
possess DA Form 31. Possession of J~. Form 31 should only be reouired
in the following circumstances:

a. On leave in a foreign country .
b. On emergency leave.
c. On PCS leave .

PA Porm 31 is utiliz ed as an o f f i cial dccument to cross fore i gn borders
and certain form entries are useful in emergencies. Other re-~u irenents
to possess DA Form 31 for military personnel on leave in CONUS from a
CONUS unit and for members stationed in Alaska or Ha~aii en leave in
those areas can be eliminated .

Requirement Iu~posed by Higher Au thority:  D3D Direct ive 1327.5
‘Leave and Libert - ”

HQDA Staff or MACaM Nonconcurrence~~):

USABEC — The requirement for possession of a DA Fern 31 while in a
leave status does not degrade officer special trust. It does, on
other hand, serve some very practical purposes . In event of an inca-
pacitating injury, the DA Form 31 serves to identify the soldier and
his unit, thereby enhancing promp t casualty notification tc military
authorities. In case of detainxaent by civil authorities it serves as
proof of authorized military absence. Also , many state and local
governments and business agencies offer special benefits for soldiers
in leave status, but require documentat:.on of authorized absence.
Examples of such benefits are: reduced or no—fee hunting and fishing
licenses, discount tickets to sports events, amusement parks, and
cultural centers, discounts on transportation fares, discount prices
at restaurants, theaters, golf courses, b~~ling alleys, camp ing sites,
etc., etc. It seems that the advantages cf carrying a DA Form 31
while in a leave status far outweigh the special trust considerations.
Recommend that the current policy be retained . 
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TRADOC — Nonconcur ; officers should have DA Form 31 in their possess ionwhile on leave in CONUS to provide informatio n to civilian and/or mili-ta ry a~thoritj es in case of injury/death. This will assist in timelynotification of NOK .
S 

HQDA S taff or MACOM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment~~~:

Possession of PA Form 31 while in a leave status serves a practical
purpose only under special circumstances and these circumstances canbe readily identified by the officers. Dur ing emergencies (accident ,death) , other identification items in an officer’s possession can pro-
vide essential data. Most special benefits are based upon service mem-
bership, not leave status. An officer’s discretion should be author-ized concerning possession of a ~~~ Form 31 while on leave status.

Finding:

Possession of DA Form 31 is useful for officers on leave in foreigncountries , on emergency leave or on leave in conjunction with a per—manent change of station; consequently, other requirements to possessDA Form 31 should be eliminated .

1
“5

I
(
~~4—207 ~~ 1 

~ S -
~~~-5 - .  - -

-
- --5-S.-----  - - - 

5 , - - ~ S 
- 

_._ L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
—‘-

~~~
-‘ S A~~~~~~’ —

~IIr.t ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~b J - ~~ -~~~~á ~ 4 ~~



-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ —---- —- --v —- - -
~~~~~ 

,

- - - ---——--5- - — - --
p

Issue: ~ iLP ERCEN— 38r

Army Regulatjon: AR 630— 5, “Leave, Passes, Administrative
Absence and Public Holidays”
Paragraph 4—3c

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(~j :  USARE C, US AC C, ALFSE , TRADOC, CGSC S tudent

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Off icer ’s Special Trust:
An off icer  should be permitted to report his departure and return fromleave telephon ical ly or orally rathe r than phys ically signing in or outas required by AR 630—5.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: AR 630— 5 permits command discretion in authorizingtelephonic sibn—in or sign—out leave procedures . All of f i ce r s  shouldbe a f forded the opportu nity to orally notif y app ropriate authorities oftheir leave status .

Requj rement Imposed by Higher Author i ty:  DOD Directive 1327.5
“Leave and Libertv ’

~~ DA S taff  or MACON Nonconcurrence(:~~~ None.

H.QpA Staff  or ~‘IAC0M Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) :  N/A

Finding:

Army policy permits officers to telephenicail~7 sign— in or out on leavesubj ect to command prerogative.
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Issue: NILPERCEN—39

Army Regulatio n: AR 635—10 , “Processing Personnel fo r  Sep ara tion ”
Paragraph 2— 18b

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Sou rc~ (s): MILPERCE N

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Of f i ce r ’s Special Trust:

Each member is required to attest in wri t ing on his retirement app lica-
tion tha t he fu l ly understands the provisions of Section V , AR 635—10.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

El iminate: An o f f icer  should not be required to a t t e s t  that he under-
stands the provisions of AR 635—10.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrencecs): None.

HQDA Staf f  or MACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement fo r  an o f f i ce r  to attes t in wri t ing tha t he understands
Section V , AR 635—10 , is not necessary.
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Issue: NILPERCEN—40

Army Regulation: AR 635—100 , “Of f i ce r  Personnel”
S Figure 4—2 , Paragraph 5

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an O f f i c e r ’s Special Trust :

Each member is required to attest in writing on his retirement applica-
tion, that he fully understands the provisions of Section V , Chapter 2,
AR 635—10, “Processing Personnel fo r  Separation.”

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Eliminate: In figure 4—2 , AR 635—100 the words “I attest that.. .“ are
unnecessary . The signed statement that the officer has reviewed the
requests should be deleted .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The officer ’s signature on his retirement application is sufficient to
accommodate retirement processing. The requirement to attest is unnec-
essary.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—41

Army Regulation: AR 635—200, “Enlisted Personnel”
Paragraphs 6—8 , 6—9, and 6—10

DA Pamphlet 600—8, “Military Personnel Office
Nanagement and Administrat ive Procedure”
Steps 1 , 3 thru 11

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Dependency or hardship separation applications include complete justi-
fication to establish ~he circumstances on which the request is based.
Documentation includes affidavits from doctors , lawyers, church off i—
cials, social workers, Mierican Red Cross or other knowledgeable per-
sons. A commander ’s signature is not sufficient to approve the request.

Proposed Action and_Rationale:

Retain : Documentation review by all commanders is necessary to ensure
that approval of app lications for separation is held to an absolute
minimum and that applicants meet the criteria established in AR 635—200.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

}~QDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Comment(s):

ALFSE — To expedite dependency or hardship applications a commander
should be allowed to call the appropriate offic ials and submit a
record of telephone conversation as justification.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment (s):

Records of telephone conversations may be used to substantiate reas-
signment applications.

Finding:

In addition to the commander ’s recommendation , necessary documentation
to support applications for reassignment for extreme family problems

— is required.
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Issue: MILPERC EN— 42

Army Regu lation: AR 635—200 , “Enlisted Personnel”
Paragraph 13— 9d

Proppnent: MILPERCEN

Sour ce(s) : DARCOM

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 635—200 prescribes that only a special court—martial convening autho r-
ity in the grade of 0—6 or higher may waive the counseling or rehabili—

S tative requirements for unsuitability discharges.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Determination: DA Message (DAPC—PAS—S) 241500Z July 1975, Subject:
Interim Change to AR 635—200 and AR 635—206, “Misconduc t,” authorizes
off icers whc have special court—martial jurisdiction, regardless of
grade, to waive counseling and rehabilitative requirements fcr unsuit-
ability cases.

Requirement Ijqposed by Higher Authority : No.

~~DA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Recent -policy changes permit special court—martial convening author-
ities, regardless of grade, to waive counseling or rehabilitative
requirements for  unsui tabi l i ty  discharges .
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Issue: MILPERCEN—43

Army Regulation: AR 635—200 , “Enlisted Personnel”

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): TRADOC

S 

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Commanders at company/battalion level are not authorized to make a final
determination on administrative separations . These discharges must be
processed through the company/battalion commander to the brigade corn—
mander or equivalent for final determination.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: AR 635—200 prescribes that only commanders who have special
court—martial jurisdiction are authorized to convene a board of officers
for administrative separations . This policy maintains objectivity,
maturity and consistency in the processing of administrative separations.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: Nc.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M N
~nconcurrence(s1: None.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s): N /A

Finding:

The policy that only commanders with special court—martial jurisdiction
(i.e., usually brigade commanders or equivalents) can make final deter-
minations on administrative separations is sound.

I
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Issue: MILP RCEN—44

Army Regulation: AR 640—2— 1 , “Personnel Qua l i f i ca t ion  .~ecords ”

DA Pamp hlet 600—8, “Mil itary Perso nnel Off ice
Management and Adr.~in ist ra t ive  Procedure ”

S 
P roponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

-
~ Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

The statement “I certif’-’ that the foregoing is correct” precedes the
typewritten/signed signature of an officer following the entries on
the DA Form 2—2 , “Record of Court—~1artial Conviction.” Certification
on a signed document diminishes the importance of an o f f i c e r ’s signa-
ture.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : When properl y introduced , DA Form 2— 2 may be used as a s e l f —
authenticatin~ dQcument at a cour t—mar t ia l.  I ts  use allows cer ta in
information to be presented to the court without calling a witness .
Without the certification statement , a witness would be required .

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s):  None.

~iO~A Staff or NACOM Cor5:ment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/.~

Finding:

The certification statement preceding an officer ’s signature or~ DJ.
Form 2—2 is necessary .
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Issue: MILPERCEN—45

Army Regulation: AR 640—10(1), “Individual Military Personnel Records”
S Pa ragraph 2 ( 5) (c) 2

P roponent: MILPERCEN

So urce(s) : NILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

It is DA policy that nonpunitive administrative repririands, admonitions,
censures and similar actions imposed by a commander or supervisor may
only be filed in the Career Management Information File when all of the

5 
following provisions are met:

— a. Action must have been imposed as an administrative measure and not
under Article 15, UCMJ.

b. Action must have been referred to the individual concerned for one
of the following statements:

(1) I have read and understand the allegations made and submit the
following statement in my behalf.

(2) I have read and understand the allegations made and elect not
to make a statement.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : An officer must be aware of unfavorable information placed in
his file. Since this policy affords maximum protection to and is in
the best interest of the officer, it should be retained.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA S taff or MA CCM Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

RQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement for an officer ’s signature indicating that he is aware
of nonpunitive admInistrative reprimands , admonitions or censures in
his file is necessary.
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Issue: MILPERCEN— 46

Army Regulation: AR 672—5— 1, “Military Awards”
‘ Paragraph 5—lib

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

An officer (or jumpinaster) must sign DA Form 1306, “Statement of Jump
and Loading Manifest,” listing the line number, name, grade, SSN, organ-
ization, type of j ump , type of aircra f t , date and loca t ion of each pa ra-
chute jump.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain: DA Form 1306 provides substantiating information necessary for
award of parachute badges and special pay . The signature of an officer
or j umpmaster is a sound administrative procedure which enhances accurate
record maintenance.

Req uirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff- or MACOM Comment(s) : None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s) : N/A

Finding:

The requirement for an of f icer  or j umpmaster to s ign DA Form 1306 is
sound management practice and does not undermine officer special trust.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—47

Army Regulation: AR 672—5—1 , “Military ~~ards”
Paragraph 1—30c

~~p.onent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 672—5— 1 prescribes that an officer must state, certif-: or provide an
affidavit attesting to the events or services performed and originally
outlined in a previous recommendation for an award which was lost.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : AR 672—5—1 requires that s u f f i c i e n t  evid ence be submit ted  to
the Secretary of the Army to show that the lost recommendation was
originally submitted within two years of the act or d is t inguished ser-
vice. Officer verification requirements provide the necessary docu—
mentation to substantiate the time period and events.

• Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MACOM Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or NACOM Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

The requirement for officer verification concerning a lost recomraen—
dation for an award is necessary .
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issue: MILPERCEN—48

Army Regulation: AR 672—5—1 , “Military Awards”
Paragraph 1—43a

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN I 
-

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

AR 672—5—1 prescribes that an officer must state in writir~g tha t his
original medal was lost, destroyed or rendered unfit for use without
fault or neglect on his part.

Proposed Action and P~ationale:

Retain: AR 672—5—1 provides for medal replac e~~nt if the original onewas lost, destroyed or becomes unfit for use without fault or neglect
of the person to whom it was awarded . This statement is the only writ-
ten proof and is required of all persons.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority : No.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s); None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s) /Cora.ent(s):

Finding:

An officer ’s written statement serves as proof t~5at a ;.~edal was lost ,destroyed or rendered unfit for use. The statement is necessary .

i
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Issue : MILPERCEN—49

Army Regulation: AR 672—5—1 , “Military Awards”
Paragraph 7— 12a

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s) : MILPERCEN

- • Polici. Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

In order to retain a foreign decoration , an officer must provide a
statement of the services for which the decoration was awarded.

Proposed Action and Ratio nale:

Retain: The requirement to provide a statement concerning the services
fo r which a fo r eign decoration was awarded is der ived f r om the Un ited
States Constitution (Article I , Section 9 ) ,  5 USC 7342 , DOD Direc t ive
1005.3 and State Department Regulation 22 CFR 3.1—3.7.  The statement
is necessary fo r use as an off icial  acknowledgement of receipt of the
decoration. All persons , regardless of rank or status, make this
statement.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: United States Constitution
(Ar ticle I , Section 9) ;

5 USC 7342;

DOD Directive 1005.3;

State Depa rtment Regulation
22 CFR 3.1— ’.7

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s) : None.

IIQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/ Comment(s): N/A

Finding :

The requirement for  an off icer  to submit a statement of services for
a foreign decoration is valid . Its legitimacy is vested in the con-
stitution and other statutory provis ions .
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Issue: MILPERCEN—5 0

Army Regulation: AR 672—S — I , “Military Awards”
Paragraph 7—14

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source(s): MILPERCEN

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s ~pecial Trust:

In order to retain a foreign g i f t , an o f f i cer must p rov ide a statement
stating tha t the gi f t has a retail va lue not in exc ess of $50.00.

Prqposed Ac t ion and Rationale:

Retain: As derived from the restrictions outlined in the Lnited States
Constitution (Article I, Section 9), 5 USC 7342, State Department Regu-
lation 22 CPR 3.1—3.7, and DOD Directive 1005.3, an individual may not
retain a foreign gift with a value in excess of $50.00. The statement
is necessary as an official acknowledgement of the value of the g i f t .
All persons , regardless of rank or status , stake this statement.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: United States Constitution
Article I, Section 9;

S USC 7342;

State Department Regulation
22 CFR 3.1—3.7;-

DOD Directive 1005.3

HQDA Staff or MACON Nonconcurrence(s): None.

HQDA Staff or MACON Comment(s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Conunent(s): N/A

Finding:

An officer’s statement which indicates that a foreign gift does not
exceed a retail value of $50 .00 is necessary.
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Issue: MILPERCEN—51

Army Regulation: AR 680— 1, “Morning Report , Reports Contro l
Symbol AG—140(R5)”
Paragraph 566(7), 6(10), c(1)a, c(2);
5—lOb (l) and (2)

DA Pamphlet 600—8, “Military Personnel Office
Management and Administrat ive Procedure”
Procedure 5—27, Step 6
Discussion Figures 5—27—6 and 5—27—7

Proponent: MILPERCEN

So urce(s) : MILPERCEN

Poliçy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer’s Special Trust:

Personnel officers or commanders must certify to entries on DA Form
2475—2, “Personnel Data (SIDPERS) ,” and DA Form 4 187, “Personnel Action,”
when these forms are duplicated. The originals must be certified if
they are forwarded to the Judge Advocate/FAO for legal and/or pay
actions.

Proposed Action and Rationale:

Retain : The certifications are used to attest to the accuracy of the
entries on DA Form 2475—2 and DA Form 4187. Because of the certifica—
tion, these forms can be used as supporting documen ts f or ac tions in
legal proceedings and/or financial entitlements. Their use often pre-
cludes calling a witness at a trial. In transferring a file from one
location to another , the certification serves as a means of verifying
document accountability.

Requirement Imposed by i igher Authority: No.

HQDA Staf f or MACON Nonconcurrence (s): None.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence(s)/Comment(s): N/A

Finding:

Officer certification on DA Forms 2475— 2 and 4187 is necessary .
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Issue: MILPERCE N— 52

Army Regulation: AR 680—31 , “Military Personnel Asset Inventory
and Strength Reconcilfation”
Chapter 3

Proponent: MILPERCEN

Source
~~1: FORS CON

Policy, Practice or Procedure which Degrades an Officer ’s Special Trust:

Preparation of the Personnel Asset Inventory is an irri tant to the off i -
cer corps .

Proposed Action and Ra t ionale:

Retain: AR 680—31 prescribes that commanders conduct annual or change
of command physical inventories of all assigned personnel. The Person-
nel Asset Inventory (PAl) is an integral part of SIDPERS. Accurate per—
sonnel accountability is required for manpower policies, force strength,
unit readiness , logistical suppor t and f iscal policies . The PAt ensures
that SIDPERS documentation reflects actual strengths.

Requirement Imposed by Higher Authority: No.

HQDA Staff or MAC3M Nonconcurrence(s): None.

IIQDA S ta f f  or MACOM Comment (s): None.

Consideration of Nonconcurrence (s)/Comment(s): N/A

Find~~~~:

The Personnel Asset Inventory is an integral part of strength account—
ability and assists DOD/DA defense posture evaluations.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

• The TRUST Review encompassed 1444 Army regulations . HQDA staff , MACOMs ,
other commands , selected service school students and faculty , the TRUST
Review Group , other activities and individuals identified 197 issues
which were perceived to undermine officer special trust. The collec—
tive efforts of these activities and individuals provided a comprehen-
sive review of all Army regulations. The review may not have identified
all issues which undermine officer special trust; however, the vast
majori ty of policy irritants to the officer corps was addressed. As a
result of legal, efficiency, management and resource considerations , not
all issues which were perceived to undermine officer trust were eliminated.
The most significant aspect of the TRUST Review was that it promoted
awareness that the Army is serious about officer integrity, both in policy
and practice . It served to reaffirm the special trust and confidence
in the patriotism , valor , fidelity and abilities of an officer.

Of the 197 issues identified , the TRUST Review produced the following
results : 62 issues stemmed from misperceptions of Army policies , or

S 
pertained to comma nd directives rather than Army regulations or related 5

to policies which were changed during the course of the review ; 69 p01—
icies were recommended for retention because they were based on sound
management practices or other overriding, desirable considerations ; S

and 66 policies were recommended for modification or elimination because
they either infringe on officer trust or represent unsound management
practice .

If the Army is to divest itself of practices and procedures detrimental
to officer trust , both the I-IQDA staff and commanders must make a con—
certed effort to purge directives which prohibit an officer from exer—
cising trust. Officers as well as other members of the Army must be
afforded the opportunity to perform in an environment which demands indi-
vidual adherence to trust and confidence . Rules , regulations and direc-
tives cannot act as a substitute for judgment , common sense and a commit—
n~nt to established principles.

Numerous commanders provided insight into command practices which were
detrimental to officer trust and were taking action to correct them.
The command practices were addressed in Chapter IV. While these practices
do not represent Army policy , the fact that they are perceived as such
is subversive of an organizational climate supportive of officer trust.
Examp les of detrimental command practices include the requirements that
off icers : .

Certify to reading and understanding lengthy and complex regulations :

Using transient facilities hand—receipt for furniture and pay key and
towel deposits;

5—. s~~~-55-5S-5 ~~~~~~~~
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Secure initials of other , often lower—ranking , personnel on instal-

lation clearance forms ; and

Personally sign—in and sign—out when proceeding on or returning from - 
-

leave.

Although specified in Army regulations, certain polic ies perceived as
detrimental to officer trust were traced to an authority external to
Department of the Army . In such cases, Army regulations served as imple-
menting vehicles for externally—generated directives. These directives
include joint service regulations, Department of Defense regulations and
statutes. Changes to any policy emanating from higher authorities natur-
ally require the approval of those authorities. Consequently, Army
agencies must initiate action with higher authorities if recommended
changes are approved by the Chief of Staff of the Army . Necessary actions
and responsibilities pertaining to these changes are cited in the “recom-
mendations” section of this chapter.

The TRUST Review encompassed a period of five months . The dynamics of
issue identification and evaluation often neutralizec~ issues. Some poi—
icies perceived as issues at the onset of the study were changed during
the review. The following changes ensued :

Criminal investigator applicants no longer have to be interviewed by
Criminal Investigation Command officers of a specified rank.

Commanders are no longer required to publish a race relations/equal
opportunity policy letter.

Officers are not required to submit an explanatory repor t within 48
hours of any meal consumed at industry expense if they initiated dia-
logue with their supervisors prior to acceptance of the meal.

Officers are not required to sign a consent statement on the back
of their checks which consents to collection of face value if a check
is dishonored .

Officers who terminate active duty are not required to certify
receipt and understanding of an oral security debriefing.

Reserve officers are not required to complete a certif icate when
claiming clothing allowance entitlement.

Service members are only required to sign a personal use or bona
fide gift statement for art exchange purchase over $75.00.

Special court—martial convening authorities , regardless of grade,
may waive counseling or rehabilitative requirements for unsuitability

S discharges.
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Policy essentially represents a guide for action. As such, it should be
- • positive and prescriptive rather than negative and proscriptive. Thus,

where changes to a regulation were recommended , every attempt was made
to ensure that guidance was not proscriptive. Also, Army policy will
not prescribe appropriate officer conduct for all situa tions; rather it
provides general guidelines for action. The basic tenet tha t off icer s
have the ability to apply general rules to specific situations is one
that underlies the vesting of special trust in an officer. There is
considerable evidence that the Army has not adequately prepared officers

S to do this.

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

During the course of this review, certain policy issues surfaced which
adversely impacted upon a significant number of offic ers. These policy
issues are:

The inflation of evaluation reports to ensure that subordinates
remain competitive.

The lack of credibility of the Unit Readiness Reporting system at
the unit level.

The necessity for a marriage certificate or other documentary evi—
— dence to support a claim for BAQ.

The requirements to provide lodging receipts and statements of non—
availability of government quarters and mess to support payment of a
TDY travel voucher .

The practice that transportation officers or their representatives
“satisfy themselves” that property shipped as professional items and
cert i f ied by of f icer s to that effect meet imposed guidelines.

The necessity for a higher level commander to further justify a
subordinate commander ’s priority request for restricted Federal Supply
Class (FSC) items.

The requirement for commanders to authenticate assignment of priority
designators 01 through 08 rather than delegating authentication authority
to appropriate officers .

~~~~ The requirement to produce proof of ownership, state registration,
driver’s license and safety inspection to register an automobile on an
Army installation.

The necessity for installation commanders to conduct quarterly -
• 

- inspections of bachelor officer quarters.

p 
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The practice that agents at check cashing facilities ensure that an
officer ’s name is not on a dishonored check list.

The requirement that officers show proof of housing availability in
an oversea area to be eligible for concurrent travel when government
quarters are not available .

The procedure that officers augment personal information printed on
the front of their checks.

ANCILLARY BENEFITS

As a result of the TRUST Review , there were some ancillary benefits .
The most significant was the promotion of an awareness that the Army is
serious about officer integrity. Another benefit was savings in time and
effort as a result of the elimination of excessive and unnecessary admin-
istrative requirements. These requirements include signature layering ,
unnecessary certification of documents and unnecessary documentation that
action took place . These savings , wI~ile not immediately measurab le,
should enhance management efficiency . An additional benefit was increased
authority of noncommissioned officers by minimizing officer overmanagement .
For example, officer signature requirements were eliminated from documents
in which authority properly belonged to noncommissioned officers . The
end product was more appropriately placed authority.

Other benefits include an enhanced legitimacy of Army regulations through
validation of policy and the elimination of some nonessential requirements
for other categories of personnel.

DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

Officer trust and integrity must be an all—pervasive concern both now
and in the future. Proper perspective must be accorded to resource con-
straints , the need for data quantification and centralized management ;
however , these considerations have the potential to undermine trust.
Philosophies such as “zero defects ,” “can do ,” overmanagement , safesiding
and the lack of opportunity to fail are similarly destructive . These
attitudes will be difficult to dismiss from the officer corps .

The responsibility reposed in officers mus t be enunciated prior to and
throughou t their career. During the review , numerous commands advocated
that service school curricula be reviewed to ensure that officer integrIty
is addressed . Ethical education must be comprehensive . It should be
an integral part of unit training , officer basic and advanced courses ,

5-4
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Command and General Staff College and senior service schools. A pro—
gressive , meaningful officer educational pro gram should address all
facets of officer integrity. However, ethics education cannot be the
sole responsibility of service schools ; it must permeate every facet
of Army professional life.

Since rules and regulations are guidelines , ethical gray areas exist.
Consequently, inexperienced officers may make errors in judgment . These
should not be confused with violations of integrity . Thus , there is a
continuous need to survey the extremes and complexities of the ethical
continuum . As a result , the bounds of acceptable conduct will become

-
~ increasingly clear.

Officer trust must be well—promulgated and inviolate. Commanders at
• every echelon must communicate the sacrosanct nature of officer integrity

to their junior officers . Policymakers must ensure that Army regulations
consider and allow for the exercise of officer trust. Special trust must
be a matter of continuous concern and adopted as an inspector general
item of interest.

The policy modifications recommended by this review will promote a risk—
laden environment. While these policy changes will create an organiza-
tional climate conducive to ethical growth , there will be those who would
stunt that growth . Some breaches of ethical conduct can be expected ; and
the officer corps must assess the degree of flagrancy and determine the
causative factors . The perception that officers do not act on breaches
of integrity is disheartening. Swift and just action must be taken S

against violators so that officer trust is not perceived as cosmetic .

RECOMMENDATIONS

The result of the TRUST Review is a series of recommendations which
foster a climate conducive to officer trust in the Army . These recom—
mendations represent courses of action developed as a result of the
policy analyses reflected in Chapter IV. The recommendations are:

A. Retain the policy requirements that:

1. A second person check the locking of a safe containing classified
material (p. 4—9).

2. Controls are implemented to ensure understanding and compliance
with AR 380—13, “Acquisition and Storage of Information Concerning Non—
Affiliated Persons and Organizations (p. 4—12).

L
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3. Destruct ion of classified material be witnessed by a “disinter—
ested” person (p. 4—14).

4. When armed forces censorship is in effect, an officer ’s personal
S mail be censored (p.  4—15).

5. Government quarters be inspected as a part of the clearing proc—
ess artd that these inspections be conducted by enlisted and civilian
personnel (p. 4—34).

6. The director or commander of a maneuver or exercise provide an
administrative memorandum to support a travel voucher which stipulates
dates, available accommodations and duties performed (p. 4—36).

7. Officers complete a statement showing dates, address of lodging
and the number of dependents to support payment of Temporary Lodging
Allowance (p. 4—41) .

5 8. Officers certify dependency data on DD Form 1561, “Statement to
Substantiate Pay of Family Separation Allowances,” to suppor t a claim
for FSA (p. 4—42).

9. Off icers  complete Form W—4 , “Employee ’s Withholding Al lowance
Certif icate, ” to establish lega l residence and number of exemptions for
federal and state tax purposes (p. 4—44).

10. Members who have designated certain states as their home of
record comp lete a Declaration of State Tax Withholding Status on USAFAC
Form 2870 (p .  4—45) .

11. ~-1einbers complete DD Form 2058, “state of Legal Residence Certi-
ficate,” upon initial service entry and when changing the designated
state of legal residence (p. 4—46).

12. The personnel o f f i ce r  sign , in addi t ion to the initiator, DD
Form 1561, “Statement to Substantiate Payment of Family Separation Allow-
ance” (p. 4—50).

13. A reserve of f icer  claiming administrat ive duty pay ce r t i fy  that
he assumed command of the unit , that he is not a technician and that
the strength of the unit  is of a certain number (p. 4—52).

14. Milita ry passengers traveling in a TDY status in another men—
ber ’s POV be paid (p. 4—60).

15. Special category personnel obtain comma nd—approved travel vouch-
ers for travel to undergo physical examinations (p. 4—64).

5—6
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• 16. Standard mileage tables for  travel pay entitlements be used
(p. 4—65).

17. The unpaid obligation of each appropriation or fund account be
cert if ied at each command level as of the end of each F? (p. 4—66).

18. A “disinterested officer” conduct drug inventories (p. 4—75).

19. Parental consent or the consent of an adult with a power of
attorney be provided for emergency treatment of minors (p. 4—77).

20. A medical officer validate the emergency status of an accident
when an officer files a CHANPUS claim (p. 4—78).

21. An officer serving as president and/or custodian of the Central
Hospital Fund be bonded (p. 4—79).

22. An officer must provide the records custodian a written release
by adult dependents in order to obtain their medical records from an
Army medical treatment facility (p. 4—80).

23. Officers in uniform present their identification card for
entrance to the commissary (p. 4—85).

24. Officers provide certification to establish proof of ownership
of articles that once may have been government property when transport-
ing these articles through customs facilities (p. 4—108).

25. Periodic race relations training be conducted on an as required
basis for officers with over ten years service (p. 4—113). 

S

26. “Standards of conduct” are called to the attention of officers
on a semi—annual basis (p. 4—118).

27. Specified officers, whose responsibilities include contracting,
auditing or any other activity which has significant impact on non—
federal enterprises , complete a staten ~ nt  of f inancial worth (p. 4—120) .

28. Retired Regular off icers  f i le  a Statement of Emp loyment within
30 days after retirenEnt (p. 4—121).

29. All service members participate in command—directed urinalysis
when suspicion of drug abuse exists (p. 4-123) .

30. All individuals with urine positives be referred to a physician
for evaluation (p. 4—124).

- 
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31. Commissioned off icers  exercise their responsibilities as agents
of the Commander—in—Chief by administering enlistment and reenlistment
oaths (p. 4—126).

32. Aff idavi ts  and other r elated documentation suppo r t request s fo r
temporary deferment from oversea assignments (p. 4—127) .

33. Postal custodians have a witness present when opening or forward-
ing money order reports and stamp requisitions (p. 4—129).

34. Check cashin g privileges at officer clubs be limited to author-
ized club patrons except in unusual circumstances (p. 4—132).

35. Advisory Councils to Officer Open Messes be used in lieu of
Board s of Governors (p. 4— 135) .

36. Individuals seeking access to personal files furnish verifica-
tion of identity (p. 4—139).

37. Military records personnel verify the completeness and entries
on “Record of Emergency Data ” card (pp. 4—142/145).

38. Officers not support , campaign or solicit votes for an issue or
a political candidate (p. 4— 143) .

39. Personnel a f fa i r s  specialists verify the accuracy of personal
information contained in requests for identification cards and tags
(p. 4— 144) .

5 40. A uniformed of f icer  show an ID card when cashing checks at
exchange facilities (p. 4—154) .

5 41. Check cashing at exch ange facilities be limited to $50.00 except
in locations where banking facilities are not available (p. 4—155).

42. Unit commanders be prohibited from reviewing medical records
(p. 4—167) . -

43. Officers  sign port call travelopes (p. 4—169).

44. Personnel specialists ver i fy  personal information on requests
for replacement of ID cards (p. 4—172).

45. Bonu s enlistees be u t i l ized in their primary ?~‘US (p. 4—176).

46. Commanders forward reclassif icat ion requests to MILPERCEN for
app roval (p. 4—177) .

“5

5-8 
(

I— - .- - 
-



______ — - 

.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-
~ 

~~~t 5 5 -~~~~~~ ’5

47. Military intelligence officers be prohibited from inspecting MOS
test material during security inspections (p. 4—178) .

48. Only unit commanders in authorized 0—5 or higher positions pro—
mote personnel to E— 5 and E-.6 (p. 4—179). 5

49. Commanders verify that a soldier can perform in an MOS when the
soldier ’s PULHES falls below established MOS standards (p. 4—182) .

k 50. An officer show proof of “sufficient funds” to obtain a visa to
the United States for an alien spouse (p. 4—183) .

51. Captains who possess the requisite ability be appointed to inspec-
tor general positions on a case—by—case basis (p. 4—186) .

52. Application for reassignment for extreme family problems be accom—
panied by complete documentation (p. 4—188) . 5

53. An officer’s fulfillment of equal opportunity responsibilities
be evaluated on the OER (p. 4—1 94).

54. Duplicate copies of an OER will not be retained (p. 4—197).

55. Officers not selected for promotion are subject to the “up or
S out policy” (p. 4—200).

56. An officer ’s supervisor sign the leave form preceding the appro—
val authority ’s signature (p. 4—203) .

57. Leave approval authority may be delegated to junior off icers
(p. 4—205).

58. Documentation and a commander ’s signature be provided in depend-
ency or hardship separation cases (p. 4—2 11) .

59. Only commanders with special court—martial jur isdict ion be granted
authority to convene a board of officers for administrative separations
(p. 4—213).

60. The certification statement preceding an officer ’s signature on
the “Record of Court—Martial Conviction ” remain (p. 4—214).

61. An off icer  sign a statement that he is aware of unfavorable
information placed in his file (p. 4—215).

62. An officer or juuipniaster sign a “Statement of Jump and Loading
Manifest ” (p. 4—216) .
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63. An officer verify events or services cited in a previous recoin —
mendation for an award which was lost (p. 4—2 17) .

64. An officer state in writing that his original medal was lost ,
destroyed, or rendered unfit due to no fault of his own (p. 4—218) .

65. An officer submit a statement concerning his services for which
a foreign decoration was awarded (p. 4—2 19).

“5

66. An officer provide a statement that his foreign gi f t  does not
exceed $50.00 in retail value (p. 4—220) . Dollar amoun t was changed to
$100 .00 effective 1 January 1978.

67. Personnel officers or commanders certify SIDPERS forms if they
are forwarded to the Staff Judge Advocate or FAO (p. 4—221).

68. The Personnel Asset Inventory be conducted (p. 4—222) .

B. That the Army Regulation changes as follow be approved . These
changes:

1. Eliminate the requirement that a MOBDES officer sign a statement 5

acknowledging service obligations (p. 4—4).

5 2. Broaden the approval authority for officer correspondence course
app lications to include the applicant ’s immediate staff supervisor
(p. 4— 19). 

- 

-
-

3. Eliminate the requirement for an off icer  student to certif y that
he has not used or received unauthorized assistance on examinations
(p. 4—20) .

4. Eliminate the requirement that approving authority for Military
• Police Investigator claimants for reimbursements of CID funds be limited

to field grade supervisors (p. 4—22 ) .

5. Eliminate the requirement for an officer functioning as a CID
Fund Custodian sign a statement indicat ing that he has read and under-
stands provisions of AR 195—4 , “Use of CID Funds for Criminal Investi—
gat ive Activities” (p. 4—23) .

6. Eliminate the requirement for supervisors to certif y that secur—
ity personnel assigned to chemical security duties are proficient and
qualified (p. 4—24) .

t $
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7. Eliminate the requirement for supervisors to certify that mili tary
and civilian personnel assigned to critical chemical surety positions are
qualified (p. 4—25).

8. Revise the reporting procedures specified in AR 220—1 , ‘ Unit Read—
m ess Reporting” (p. 4—26). AR 220—1 was modified .

S - 9. Eliminate the requirement that installation commanders certify
housing furnishing requests are advantageous to the government and that
there are no known excess furnishings which are suitable for the intended
use (p. 4—33) .

10. Eliminate the requirement that a military personnel off icer  cer—
tify on DA Form 4l88—R , “Verification of MPRJ and PFR ,” that the person-
nel data contained thereon have been verified (p. 4— 37) .

11. Eliminate the requirement that a military personnel officer cer-
tify a unit transmittal letter to the Finance and Accounting Office that
the personnel data were verified (p. 4—38 ) .

12. Eliminate the requirement for an officer  to obtain a unit corn—
mender ’s signature on DA Form 2142 , “Pay Inquiry ,” to submit a pay
inquiry (p. 4—39).

13. Eliminate the requirement that officers in pay grade 04 or higher
who elect not to occupy permanent government bachelor quarters obtain
approval of this option (p. 4—40) .

14. Eliminate the terminology “I cert ify ” on DA Form 329 8, “Author— S

ization to Star t or Stop BAQ Credit ” (p. 4—47) .

15. Eliminate the requirement for officers to provide a marriage cer-
tificate or other documentary evidence to support a claim for Basic Allow—
ance for Quarters (p. 4—48) .

16. Eliminate the requirement for approval of travel by privately —
owned conveyance to home Qf selection OCONUS to support a travel voucher
when the mode of travel is not specifically authorized in the orders —

(pp . 4—54/55/61) .

17. Eliminate the requiremen t for off icers  to provide an itinerary
and a statement that the entire use of a rented vehicle was for official
reasons (pp . 4—62/63) . 5

18. Eliminate the requirement that an officer obtain the signature
from his unit commander (or the commander ’s representative) in order to
visit a medical treatment facility (p. 4—82 ) .
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19. Eliminate the requirement for an officer to sign a “Cook ’s Work-
sheet” (p. 4—83).

20. Eliminate the instructions reminding troop commanders on vessels
and aircraft to perform their duties in a manner that will reflect credit—
ably upon them and the military service (p. 4—87).

21. Delete the requirement for transportation officers to double—
check items being shipped as professional books, paper and equipment
after an officer has already certified that these items are necessary
in the performance of professional dut ies (p. 4—88) .

22. Vest the authority to bring alcoholic beverages on board a recrea—
tional vessel with the vessel commander rather than a general office:
(p. 4—89).

23. Eliminate the requirement for commanders to sign a statement
verifying that unit members who are using government laundry service
have submitted a payroll deduction request (p. 4—90).

24. Eliminate the requirement that an officer verify an AWOL soldier ’s 
- 

- -

clothing inventory which was conducted by an E—6 or higher (p. 4—92).

25. Provide noncommissioned officers in the grade E—6 or higher the
authority to sign the expended cartridge statement on “Request for Issue - 

-

and Turn—In of A~ununition” form (p. 4—93).

26. Eliminate the requirement for one commander to further justify a
priority request for restricted Federal Supply Class items from a sub —
ordinate commander (p. 4—94).

27. Broaden the unit commander ’s authority to permit all officers who
have a need to enter arms storage facilities and who have unit commander
approval to be permitted unaccompanied access to unit arms storage facil— S

S ities (p. 4—105).

28. Eliminate the requirement for officers to produce proof of owner-
ship ,  state registration , driver ’s license and safety inspection to register
an automobile on post (p. 4—106). 4

29. Limi t inspections of bachelor off icer  quarters to common use areas I

5 unless unusual circumstances dictate (p. 4—110).

30. Eliminate the requirement for a second officer ’s signature on
the “Application and Assignment to Military Family Housin g ” form to
verif y that the advanced application was submitted at the losing install-
ation (p. 4—112) .

(S. -
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31. Eliminate the requirement for a unit adjutant general to sign
a statement that he has personally reviewed oversea deferment requests ,

S that they are correct , justified and meet established criteria (p .  4—128) .

32. Discontinue the proh ibition of second—party check cashing at
• S officers clubs (p. 4—133).

33. Eliminate the requirement to report “delinquent” club bills to
the installation commander by the 15th day following the month of indebt-
edness (p. 4—134).

34. Eliminate the inaccurate “standards of conduct” example in AR
340—18— 1, “Army Funct ional Files System ” (p. 4—138) .

35. Pending completion of DCSLOG study , eliminate the requirement
for agents at check cashing facilities to ensure that an officer ’s name
is not on a dishonored check list (pp. 4—149/158).

36. Eliminate the requirement that an officer ’s application for
tuition assistance be signed by his unit commander (p. 4—151).

37. Remove the requirement for an officer to show proof of oversea
housing availability to acquire concurrent travel for dependents when
government quarters are not available (p. 4—168).

38. Eliminate the requirement that the unit personnel officer certify
correctness of promotion points and recomputed promotion scores (pp.
4— 173/ 174) .

39. Eliminate the requirement for commanders to initial “Promotion
Point Worksheet ” to indicat e they counseled soldiers not selected f or
promotion (p.  4— 175) .

40. Eliminate the requirement for commanders to submit full explana-
tions to HQDA when a military member does not render paternity support
(p . 4— 185) .

41. Eliminate the requirement for a field grade officer to attest
that a student off icer  applicant has read AR 621—1 , “Application for
Detail as a Student Off icer  at a Civilian Education Institution or at
Training with Industry ” (p. 4—190) .

42. Eliminat e the requirement that brigade commanders or equivalen t
either rate or indo rse the race relations/equal opportunity staff officer
(p. 4—193) .
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43. Eliminate the requirement for recommending officers to certify
record s of officers who are nominees for promotion (p. 4—199).

44. Eliminate the requirement for a supervisor to verif y whether
an officer worked a duty day on day of departure or day of return from
leave (p. 4—204) . - —

45. Change the requirement for personnel to have a leave form in
their possession except under special circumstances (p. 4—206).

46. Eliminat e the requirement for an off icer  to attest in writing
on his retirement application that  he fully understands Chapter .2,
AR 635—10 , “Processing Personnel for Separation” (pp. 4—209/210). 51

S C. That Army Regulation proponents initiate the following actions
on policies requiring approval of higher authority :

1. ACSI request the Director of Central Intelligence to eliminate
the requirement to resubmit fingerprints to support a security investi-
gation (p. 4—16).

2. TJAG recommend to US Navy , US Marines and US Air Force the
elimination of the requirement for a witness to sign DD Form 1842,
“Claim for Personal Prope:ty ” (p. 4—29).

3. COA reques t DOD to eliminate the certification statement on DD
Form 137 , “Application of Basic Allowance for Quarters for Members with S

5 Dependents ” (p. 4—43) .

4. DCSPER recommend to the DOD Per Diem , Travel and Transportation
Allowance Committee the elimination of the requirement for an off icer
to obtain a statement of non availability of government quarters and mess
to support paymen t of a travel voucher (p. 4—56) .

5. DCSPER recommend to the DOD Per Diem , Travel and Transportation
Allowance Committee elimination of the requirement for lodgin g receipts
to support an off icer ’s travel claim (p. 4—58) .

6. COA request DOD to eliminate officer documentation requirements
in Joint Travel Regulations that differentiate by virtue of grade (p. 4—71).

7. DCSLOG request DOD to permit delegation of authority to authen—
ticate assignment of priority designators 01 through 08 from commande r
to materiel readiness officer or other appropriate authority (p. 4—98) .
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‘5 8. DCSPER request DOD to delete the requirement for installation
‘S commanders to issue at leas t annually a support statement for the Civil-

ian Employment Stability Program (p. 4—103).

9. DCSPER request DOD to delete the requirement for certification
• of technical proficiency commensurate with nuclear surety job or duty

assignments (p. 4—104).

10. DCSPER request DOD to vest with commanders who impose housing
discrimination sanctions the authority to l i f t  the sanctions within 180
days (p. 4—115).

11. DCSPER request DOD to delete the requirement for Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Program (ADAPCP) commissioned clinical
directors to undergo urine testing at least twice monthly (p. 4—122).

12. TAGCEN request DOD to delete the requirement for all service
members to initial their social security number on the “Record of Emer-
gency Data ” card (p. 4—141) .

13. TAGCEN continue to pursue the proposal to DOD that legislation
be developed standardizing dishonored check garnishment rules for mem—
bers of all services (p. 4—146/148).

14. TAGCEN recommend to AAFES that the personal information require-
ment on the reverse of checks be modified (p. 4—156).

15. TAGCEN recommend to AAFES that the requirement to stap le bags at
centralized exchange exit cashier counters be eliminated (p. 4—162).

D. That a study similar to the Officer Trust Review be initiated
to legitimize regulations for other military and civilian personnel.

E. That the Inspector General include officer trust as an item of
interest dur in g IC inspections .

F. That this report be forwarded to major commands for information
and action deemed appropriate.

G. That commanders be apprised of the necessity for meting out
swif t and just punishment against the few officers who violate special
trust.

H. That the DCSPER and/or DCSOPS ensure that officer ethical education
is comprehensive and integrated .
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I. That the DCSPER apprise MACOM commanders that some command
practices are demeaning to officer trust.

J. That the DCSPER be designated the focal point for follow—up —

actions relating to the TRUST Review. -‘
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C H I E F  O F  S T A F F ,
D E C I S I O ~

R E T A U

Issue Deciejon

Recommend retention of policy requirements that:

1. A second person check the locking of a safe containin g cla 8si— Approve d 
—fied material (p. 4—9).

2. Controls are implemented to ensure understandin ; and compliance Approved ,
with AR 380— 13 , “Acquisition and Storage of Information Concerning Non—
Affiliated Person, and Organizations (p. 4—12).

3. Destruction of clas,ified material be witnessed by a ‘disinter— ~~p~ oved
ested” person (p. 4—14).

4. When armed forces censorship is in effect , an officer ’s personal Approved
mail be censored (p. 4—15). - S

5. Government quarters be inspected as a part of the clearing proc — Approved
eec and that these inspections be conducted by enlisted and civilian
personnel (p. 4—34).

6. The director or commander of a maneuver or exercise provide an Approved
administrative memorandum to support a travel vouche r which stipulates
dates , available accommodations and dutie s performed (p. 4—36) .

7. Off icers complete a statement showing dates , address of lodging Approved
and the number of dependents to support paymen t of Temporary Lodging
Allowance (p. 4—41).

8. Officers certif y dependency data on DO Form 1561, “Statement to Approved
Substantiate Pay of Family Separation Allowanc es , ” to support a claim
for PSA (p. 4—42).

9. Officers complete Form W—4 , “Employee ’s Withholding Allowance Approved
S Certificate ,” to establish legal residence and number of exemptions for

federal and state tax purposes (p. 4—44).

10. Members who have designated certain states as their home of !~Pmoved
record complete a Declaration of State Tax Withholding Status on USAYAC
Form 2870 (p. 4—45) .

11. Members complete DII Form 2058 , “State of Legal Residence Certi— Approved
ficate ,” upon initial service entry and when changing the designated
state of legal residence (p. 4—46).

12. The personnel officer sign , in addition to the initiator , DD Approved 
—

Form 1561 , “Statement to Substantiate Payment of Family Separation Allow-
ance ” (p. 4—50) .

13. A reserv e officer claiming administrative duty pay certify that Approved
he assumed command of the unit , that he is not a technician and that S

the strength of the unit is of a certain number (p. 4—52) .

14. Military passengers travelin g in a TOY status in another mom— Approved
ber ’s POV he paid (p. 4—60).

15. Special category personnel obtain co,,inand—approved travel vouch— Approved
are for travel to undergo physical examinations (p. 4—64).

16. Standard mileage tables for travel pay entitlements be used ~5pproved

(p. 4—65).

17. The unpaid 5’bligation of each appropriation or fund account be Approved

certified at each comm and level as of the end of e&ch FY (p. 4—66).

18. A “disint erested officer ” conduct dru g inventorie s (p. 4— 75) . Approved

19. Pare ,,tai ro,-sent or the consent of an adul t with a powe r of Approved

attorn ey be ;rovided for emergency treatment of minora (p. 4—fl) .

20. A medical o f f i c e r  valid a te the emergency st at us of an accident Approved

when an officer f i l e s  a ci-LAMPUS claim (p. 4—78) .

21 . An officer serv in g as pre sident and custodian of the Centra l  Approved

~~~~~ Hospital Fund b. bonded (p. 4— 79) . - S 
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- S 5. Government quarter, be inspected as a part of the clearing pro c — Approve d _

personnel (p 4 34) 
be conducted by enlisted and civilian

6. The director or commander of a maneuver or exercise provide an Approved
administrative memorandum to support a travel voucher which stipulates
date ,, available accommodations and duties performed (p. 4—36).

7. Officers complete a statemen t showing dates , address of lodging Approved
and the number of dependents to support paymen t of Temporary Lodging
Allowance (p. 4— 41 ) .

8. Officers certify dependency data on DO Form 1561 , “Statement to Approve d ¶
Substantiate Pay of Famil y Separation Allowances , ” t o support a claim
for PSA (p. 4—42).

9. Officers complete Form W—4 , “Employee ’s Wit hholding Allowance Approve d
Certificate ,” to establish legal residence and number of exemptions for
federal and state tax purpose s (p. 4—44).

10. Members who have designated certain states as their home of Approved
record complete a Declaration of State Tax Withholding Status on USAFAC
Form 2410 (p. 4—45) ,

11. Members complete DII Form 2058, “State of Legal Residence Certi— ApProved
ficate ,” upon initial service entry and when changing the designated S

state of legal residence (p. 4—46).

12. The personnel officer sign , in addition to the initiator , oo Approved 
SP Form 1561 , “Statement to Substantiate Paymen t of Family Separation Allow— S

ance ” (p. 4—50) .

13. A reserve officer claiming administrative duty pay certify that Approv ed - S
he assumed command of the unit , t hat he is not a technician and that
the strengt h of the unit is of a certain number (p. 4—52) .

14. Military passengers travelin g in a TOY status in another men— Approved
her ’s POV be paid (p. 4—60).

15. Special category personnel obtain coummand—approved travel vouch— Approved
era for travel to undergo physical examinations (p. 4—64).

16, Standard mileage tables for travel pay entitlements be used Approved
(p. 4—65),

17. The unpaid obligation of each appropriation or fund account be Approved
certified at each command level as of the end of each FY (p. 4—66).

18. A “disinterested of ficet” conduct drug inventories ~p. 4—75) . Approved

19. Parental consent or the consent of an adult with a powe r of Approved
attorney be provided for emergency treatment of minors (p. 4—77) .

20. A medical officer validate the emergency status of an accident Approved
when an officer files a CH.U1PIYS claim (p. 4—78).

21 . An officer serving as president and custodian of the Central Approved
Hospital Fund be bonded (p. 4—79).

22. An officer must provide the record s custodian a written release Approved
by adult der~ndents in order to obtain their medical records from an
Army medical treatment facility (p. 4—80).

23. Officer , in uniform present their identification card for Approv ed
entrance to the commissary (p. 4—85) .

24. Officers provide certification to establish proof of ownership Approved
of articles that once may have been governmen t property when transport-
ing these articles through customs facil it ies (p. 4—108).

25. Periodic race relations trainin g be conducted on an as required Approved
S basis for officers with over ten years service (p. 4—113) .

26. “Standards of conduct ” are called to the attention of officers Approved
on a semi—annual baei. (p. 4—118) .

27. Specified officers , whose responsibilities include contracting, Approve d
auditing or any other activity which has significant impact on non—
federal enterprises , complete a statement of financial worth (p. 4—120).

28. Retired Regular officers file a Statement of Employment within Approve d
30 days after retirement (p. 4—121).

29. All service members participate in command—directed urinalysis Approved
when suspicion of drug abuse exists (p. 4—123) .

30. All individual , with urin e positives be referred to a physician Approved
for evaluatio n (p. 4—124) .

31. Commissioned officer, exercise their responsibilities as agents Approved
of the Coexander—in —Cbief by administerin g enli ,tment ~nd reenlistment
oaths (p. 4—126) .  

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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32. Affidavits and other related documentation support requests for Approved
temporary defer men t fro m overse a assignments (p. 4—127 ) .

33. Postal custodians have a witness present when opening or forward— Approved
ing money order reports and stamp requisitions (p. 4—129) .

34. Check cashing privileges at officer clubs be limited to author— Approve d
ized club patrons excep t in unusua l circ umstances (p. 4—132) .

35. Advisory Councils to Officer Open Messes be used in lieu of App roved
Boar ds of Governors (p. 4— 135) .

36. Indiv iduals seeking access to personal files furnish ver ifjca— Approved
tion of identity (p. 4— 139) .

37. Military records personne l verify the comp leteness and entries 
__________

on “Record of Emergency Data ” card (pp . 4—142/145 ) .

38. Officers not support , campaig n or solicit votes for an issue or Approve d
a political candidate (p.  4—143) .

39. Personnel affairs specialists verify the accuracy of personal Approved
information contained in request s for identification cards and tag s
(p. 4—144). Disapproved

(fligher Aut hority
40. A uniformed officer show an ID card when cashing checks at Required) S

exchange facilities (p. 4—154) .

41. Check cashing at exchange facilities be limited to $50.00 except Approved
in locations where banki ng facilities are not available (p. 4—155) .

42. Unit commanders be prohibited from reviewing medical records Approved
(p. 4—167).

43. Officers sign port call travelope s (p. 4—169) . Approved

44 Personnel specialists verify persona l information on requests Disapproved
for replacement of ID cards (p. 4—172) .

45. Bonus enlistees be utilized in their primary MOS (P .  4—176) . Approved

46. C ommanders forward reclassification requests to M ILPERCEN for Approved
app roval (p.  4—1 77 ) .

47 . Milita ry intelligence officers be prohibited from inspecting MOS App roved
test materia l during security inspections (p.  4— 178) .

48. Only unit commanders in authorized 0—5 or highe r positions pro— Approved
mote personne l to E— 5 and E—6 (p.  4—179 ) .

49. Commanders verif y that a soldier can perform in an MOS when the Approved
soldier ’s PUL IIE S fells below established l b S  standards (p .  4—182) .

50. An o f f i ce r  show proof of “ sufficient  funds ” to obtain a visa to Approved -- -

the United States for an alien spouse (p.  4— 183) .

51. Captains who possess the requisite ability be appointed to inspec— Approve d
to r general positions on a case—by—case basis (p.  4—186 ) . 5 .

52.  App lication for reassignment for extrem e family problem s be acco um — Approved
pani d by complete documentation (p.  4—188) .

S3. An o f f i c e r ’s fulfi l lment of equal opportunity responsibilities Approved
be evaluat ed on the OER (p. 4—194).

54. Duplicsta copie. of an OER will not be retained (p. 4—1 9 7) . Approved •- - 
S

55. Of f i ce r s  not selected for promotion are subject to the “up or Approved *

out policy ” ( p .  4—200) . 5 5

_________________________________ 
the £pprO- ii~ ~~ 



- ~~~~ .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- - Boards of Governors (p. 4—135).

36. Individuals seeking access to personal files furniah verif ice— Approved
tion of identity (p. 4—139).

37. Milit ary record s personnel verify the completeness and entries Approv.d
on “Record of Emergency Data ” card (pp . 4—142/145).

38. Officers not support , campaig n or solicit votes for an issue or Approved
a political candidate (p. 4—143) .

39. Personnel affairs specialists verify the accuracy of personal App roved
infor mation contained in requests for identification cards and tags
(p. 4—144 ) .  Disapproved

( Higher Authority
40. A uniformed officer show an ID card when cashing checks at Required)

exchange facilities (p. 4—154) . 5

41. Check cashing at exchange facilities be limited to $50.00 except Approved
5 in locations where banking facilities are not availabl e (p. 4—155) . -

42. Unit commanders be prohibited from rev iewing medical records App roved
(p. 4—167 ) .

43. Officers sign port call tra velope s (p. 4—169) . Approved S 5~.

44. Personnel specialists verify persona l information on requests Disapproved
for rep lacement of ID cards (p. 4—172) . ,~

P 45. Bonus enlistees be utilized in their primary MOS (p. 4—176). Approved - -- 1
46. Commanders forward reclassification requests to MII.PERCEN for Approved

approval (p. 4—177).

47. Military intelligence officers be prohibited from inspecting ?IOS Approve d
test material during security inspections (p.  4—178) .

5 48. Only unit commanders in authorized 0—5 or higher positions pro— Approved
mote personnel to E—5 and E—6 (p. 4—179).

49. Commanders verify that a soldier can perform in an MOS when the Approved
soldier ’s PULNES falls below established MOS standards (p. 4—182).

50. An officer show proof of “sufficient funds ” to obtain a visa to ApPro’v~~
the United States for an alien spouse (p. 4—183) .

51. Captains who possess the requisite ability be appointed to inspec— Approved
b r  general positions on a case-by—case basis (p. 4—186).

52. Application for reassignment for extreme family problems be accom— Approved
panied by comp lete documentation (p. 4—188) .

53. An officer ’s fulfillment of equal opportunity responsibilities Approved
he evaluated on the OtR (p. 4—194).

54. Duplicate cop ies of an 0ER will not be retained (p. 4—19 7). Approved

55. Officers not selected for promotion are subject to the “up or Approved

out policy ” (p. 4—200).

Approved56. An officer a supervisor sign the leav ,~ form p receding the appro-
val authority ’s - gnature (p. 4—203) .

A prov ed57. Leave approval authority may be delegated to junior off icers __________

(p. 4—205) . I
58. Documentation and a commander ’s signature be provided in depend— Approved

ency or hard ship separation cases (p. 4—211) .

I

59. On ly c omma nders having a specia l  cour t—m ar t ia l  ju r i sd ic t ion  be Approve d
granted authority to convene a board of o f f l i e r s  f~~r administrativ e
separations (p. 4—213) .

60. The certification statement preceding an officer ’s signature on Approved
the “Record of Court—Martial Conviction ” remain (p. 4—214).

L 

61. An officer sign a statement that he is aware of unfavorable Approve d
information placed in his file (p. 4—215).

62. An officer or jumpmaster sign a “Statement of Jump and Loading App roved
Manifest (p. 4—216).

63. An officer verify events or services cited in a previous recom— Approved
mendatjon for an award which was lost (p. 4—217), -~ -

5 64. An off icer  state in writing that hia original meda l was lost , Approved S

destroyed , or rendered unfit due to no fault of his own (p. 4—218) . 
‘

S

5 65. An officer submit a statement concerning his services for which Approved 
S ‘I

a foreign decoration was awarded (p. 4—219) , 5

66. An officer provide a statement that his foreign gift does not
exceed $50.00 in retail value (p. 4—220).  Dollar amount changed to Approved 

.
5

$100.00 affective 1 Janua ry 1978.

67. Personnel officers or commanders certify SlOPERS forms if they Approved
are forwarded to the Staff Judge Advocat , or FAO (p. 4—221).

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  -
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Rscomeend the following modifications/eliminations to Army Regulations ,
These changes: serf

have
1. Eliminate the require ment that a I4OBDES officer sign a statement A2proved

acknowledging service obligations (p. 4—4) . 24,
clot -

2. Broaden the approval authority for officer correspondence course Approved
applications to include the applicant ’s i~~~ diate staff supervisor 25.
(p. 4—19). autho

and T
3. Eliminate the requirement for an officer student to certif y that Approved -

S he has not used or received unauthorized assistance on examinations 26. -

(p. 4—20). prio
ned in

4. Eliminate the requirement that approving authority f or Military Approved
Police Investigator claimants for reimbursements of CID funds be limited 27. -
to field gr ade superv ieors (p. 4—22) . have *

app row
5. Eliminate the requirement for an officer functioning as a d O  Approved it tee

Fund Custodian sign a statement indicating that he has read and under— S

stands provisions of AR. 195—4 , “Use of CID Funds for Cr iminal Invest i— 28.
gative Activities ” (p. 4-23) . ~~ip,

an sot
6. Eliminate the requiremen t for supe rvisors to certify that security Approved

personnel assigned to chemical security duties are proficient and qualified 29. *
(p. 4—24). unless ~

1. Eliminate the require ment for super visora to certify that military Approved 30
and civilian personnel assigned to critical th emical surety positions ar c the “Jqualified (p. 4—25) . verify tI~ation (p.

8. Revise the repo rting procedures specified in AR 220—1 , “Unit Read— Approv ed
incas Reportin g” (p. 4— 2 6) .  AR 220—1 was modified. 31. I

a stateal
9. Eliminate the requirement that installation commanders certify Approved that they

housing furnishing requests are advantageous to the government and that
there are no known excess furnish ings which are suitable for the intended

officers ~
32. 

~use (p. 4—33).

10. Eliminate the requirement that a military personnel officer cer— Approved
tify on DA form 4l88—R , “Verification of MPEJ and PFR , ‘ that the pers on— 33~ L
nd data contained thereon have been verified (p. 4—37) . the ixlsta

edness (p
5 11. Eliminate the requirement that a military personnel officer cer.- Approved

ti fy a unit transmittal letter to the Finance and Accountin g Office that 34. F
the personnel data were verified (p. 4—38) . 340—18—1,

12. Eliminate the requirement for an officer to obtain a unit corn — Approved
mender ’s signature on DA Form 2142 , “Pay Inquiry, ” to submit a pay for agenti

- - 
inquiry (p. 4—39). - is not on

approval of this option (p.  4—40).

13. Eliminat e the requiremen t that officers in pay grade 04 or hi gher Approved 36. E
who elect not to occupy permanent government bachelor quarters obtai n tuition a

14. Eliminat e the terminology “I certify” on DA Form 3298 , “Aut hor— Approved housing a
ization to Start or Stop BN~ Cred it ” (p. 4—47) . gOVernmenl

15. Eliminate the requirement for officers to provide a marria ge cer— Approved 38. E
tificate or other documentary evidence to support a claim for Basic Allow— corr ectn~
ance for Quarters (p. 4—48) . 4—l73/ 174

16. Eliminate the requirement for approval of tr avel by privately — Appr oved 39. . E:
owned convey ance to home of selection OCONUS to suppo rt a travel voucher Point Wo n
when the mode of travel in not specifically aut horized in the orders pr omotion
(pp. 4—54/55/61). 

40 E:
17. Eliminate the requirement fot off itsrs to provid e an itinera r y Appro ved tions to I

and a statement that the entire use of a rented vehicle was for official (p.  4—185 ,
reasons (pp, 4—62 /63) .

41. E.
18. Eliainste the requirement that an officer obtain the signature Approved that a st,

from his unit commander (ot the c~~~ander ’s representative ) in order to Detail as
visit a medical treatment facility (p. 4—82). Training

19. Eliminate the requirement for an officer to sign a “Cook ’s Work— A pproved 42. R
sheet ” (p. 4—83). either rat

20. Eliminate the instructions reminding troop commanders on vessels App roved
and aircraft to perform their duties in a manner that will reflect credit—

~~~ 

- M 1y upon them and the mu tt-sty service (p. 4—87). 43. E;
records 01

5 21. Delete the requiremen t for transporta tion officers to double—check items being shipped as professional books, paper and equi pment t22I22ISL ..... t-
an office iafte r-an off icer has already certified that these items are necessary leav e (

~~.S in the performance of profes sional duties (p. 4—88),

22. Vest the authority to br ing alcoholi c bever egss on hoard a recrea— 
45. Cl

Approved their p051Uonal vessel with the vessel commander rather than a general officer S(p. 4—89).
46. Ri

on lain emiL ‘ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Decision ISsue Decision 
S

23. Eliminate the requirement for commanders to sign a statement Approved
verifying that unit members who are using government laundry service
have submitted a payroll deduction request (p. 4—90).

App roved
24. Eliminat e the requirement that an office r verify an AWOL soldier ’s Approved

clothing inventory a.~ tch was conducted by an E—6 or higher (p. 4—92) .
Approved

25. Provide noncommissioned officers in the grade E—6 or higher the Appçoved
authority to sign the expended cartrid ge statement on “Request for Issue
and Turn—In of A~~~in ition ” form (p. 4— 93) .

Approved
26. Eliminate the requiremen t for one commander to furthe r justify a Approved

priority request for restricted Federal Sur ply C lass items from a sub — S

ordinate commander (p. 4—94).
Approved

5 27. Broaden the wait commander ’s authority to permit all officers who App~oved
have a need to enter arms storage facilities and who have unit command er
approval to be permitted unacco mpanied access to unit arms storage fac il—

App roved it ies (p. 4—105) .

28. Eliminate the requiremen t for officers to produce proof of owner- Approved
ship, state registration , driver ’s license ~nd safety inspection to register
an automobile on post (p. 4-106).

Approved /
29. Limit inspections of bachelor officer  quarters to common use areas /‘ App~roved

unless unusual circ umstance s dictate (p. 4— 110).

Approved 30. ElLainate the requiremen t for a second officer ’s signature on Approved
S the “Application and Assignment to Military Family Housing” form to

verify that the advanced application was submitted at the losing install-
ation (p. 4—112).

Approved
31. Elininat ~ th e requiremen t for a unit adjutant general to sign ~pp~ oved

a statement t hat he has personally reviewed oversea deferment requests ,
Approve d that they are correct , just ified and meet estab lished criteria (p. 4—128) .

32.  Discontinue the prohibition of second—party check cashing at App roved S

officers clubs (p. 4—133) . - :
Approved

33, Eliminate the requirement to report “delinquent ” club bills to App ve4__
the installation commander by the 25th day following the month of indeb t-
edness (p. 4—134).

Approved 
S

34. Eliminate the inaccurate “stan dards of conduct ” example in AR App . yycl _
340— 18— 1 , “Army Functional Files System ” (p . 4— 138) .

Approved 35. Pending comp letion of DCSL OG study, eliminate the requirement Approved
for agents at check cashing facilities to ensure that an office r ’s name
is not on a dishonored check list (pp. 4—149/158).

Approved 36. Eliminate the requ iremen t that an officer ’s app lication for
tuition assistance be signed by his unit commander (p.  4—15 1) .

37. Remove the requiremen t for an of f icer  to show proof of oversea Approved
Approv ed housing availability to acquire concurrent travel for dependents when

government quarters are not available (p. 4— lob ) .

Approved 38. Eliminate the requirement that the unit per sonnel o f f i ce r  certif y App roved
correctness of promotion points and recomputed promotion scores (pp.
4—173/174).

App roved 39. Eliminate the requiremen t for commanders to initial “Promotion Approved
Point Worksheet ” to indicate they counse led soldiers not selected for
promotion (p. 4—175).

40. Eliminate the requirement for commanders to submit full explana— Approved

Approved tion s to HQDA when a military member does not render paternity support
(p. 4—185) .

41. Eliminate the requirement for a field grade officer to attest Approved

A roved that a studen t officer app licant has read AR 621—1 , “App lication for
De tail as -~ St,,d,nt Officer at a Civilian Education Institut ion or at S

Training with Industry ” (p. 4—190).

A roved 42. El iminat e the requirement that bri gade commanders or equivalent Approved S

eith er rat .- or indorse the race relations /equal opportunity staff officer
(p. 4— 1 9) ) .

Approved
-.1. Eli mi n a te ah.’ r .quirem. .nt for recommendi ng off icers  to c e r t i f y

record. 01 s’S tic,, .4, are nominees for promo tion (p. 4—199). —

Appfpv.d 44 . ,-iisI ,,s( ,- the requ ireme nt for a superv isor to verif y whether Approved
an of fite r worked a duty day on day of departure or day of return from
leav e (p 4-204) .

45. Change the r”q .,ire ’wnt for personnel to hav e a leave fo rm in Approved
Appgqved their pos’.esCiOn escept und e r spe cial circums tances (p. 4—206) .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 46. Elimin ate the requirement for an officer to attest in writing Approved
- - S ~~I~~Mat*a. at
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lasue Decision

Recommend Army regulation proponents initiate the follow ing actions 8. DC~ PER request DOD to dcl
on policies requiring approval of higher authority : commanders to issue at least ann

ian Emp loyment Stability Pro g r1. A~~I reques t the Director of Centra l Intelligence to eliminate Approved
the requ irement to re.ub.sit f ingerprints to support a security invest i— 9. DcSPER reques t DO D to delgation (p. 4-16) . of technical proficiency commena

S assignments (p. 4—104).
2. TJAG recommend t o US Navy , US Marines and US Air Force to elLis— Approved

tn .t a St.. rsqui.eamflL fur witnes s to alga Dl) lore 1842 , “Claim fQr Per— 10. D(~ PER request DOD to yessonal Property ’ (p. 4— 29) . discrimination sanctions the au~
day s (p. 4—115).

= 3. COA request DOD to eliminate the certification stat ement on DD I Approved
Form 137 , “App lication of Basic Allowance for Quarters for Membe rs with ( 11. DCSPER request DOD to deliDependents” (p. 4-43). 1 Drug Abuse Prevention and ControS I directors to undergo urine teatli

4. DCSPE R recommend to the DOD Per Diem, Travel and Transportation ( - Approved
Allowance Coemaittee the elimination of the require ment for an officer 12. TACCEN reques t DOD to delito obtain a statement of nonav ailabi lity of government quarters and mess members to initial their social Ito support payment of a travel voucher (p. 4-56) . gency Data ” ca rd (p. 4— 141) .

5. DCSPER recommend to the DOD Per Diem , Travel and Transportation Approved 13. TACCEN cont inue to pursueAllowance Commit tee elimination of the require ment for lodging re ceipts be developed standard izing dishoito eupport an officer ’s travel claim (p. 4-58) . bers of all services (p. 4-146/li
6. COA request DOD to eliminate officer documentation requirements Approved 14 . TACC EN recommend to AAF~~in Joint Travel Regulations that differentiate by virtur a of grade , meat on the reverse of checks be

-: (p. 4—71).
- S 15. TACCEN recommend to AAFES7. DCSLOG request DOD to permit delegation of authority to au thenti— Approve d centrali zed exchange exit cashi~care aasignmw t of priority designa tors 01 through 08 from commander to

esterie l reediness officer or other appropriate authority (p. 4-98) .

- 
- F U T U R E  A C T I O 4 S

Reco~~~nd that: 4
1. A study similar to the Officer Trust Review be initiated

to legitimize regulations for othe r mili tary and civilian personnel.

2. The Inspector General include officer trust as an item of 4
interest during IC inspections.

3. This report be forwarded to major commands for infor mation
and action deemed appropriate.

4. Commanders be apprised of the necessity for meting Out swift
and just punishment against the few officers who violate special trust.

5. The DCSPER and/or DCSOPS ensure that officer ethical education
is comprehensive and integrated .

6. The DCSPER apprise MACON commanders that some command practices
are demeaning to officer trust.

7. The DCSPER be designated the focal point for follow—up actions
relating to the TRUST Review. 
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Decision issue \,~-? 
Decision

8. DCSPER request DOD to delete the requirement for installation 
(
~ ) Approved

commanders to issue at least annual ly a support statement for the Civil—

Approved ian Employment Stability i’rogrsxn (p. 4— 103) .

9. DCSPER request DOD to delet e the requirement for certification Approved 
-of technical pr oficiency commensurate with nuclear surety job or duty

Approved assignments (p. 4—104) .

10. DCSPER request DOD to vest with commanders who impose housing Approved
S discrimination sanctions the authority to l i f t  the sanctions within 180

Approved days (p. 4—115).

11. DcSPER request DOD to delete the requirement for Alcohol and Approved
Drug Abus e Prevention and Control Program (ADAPCP) commissioned clinical 

S

Approved directors to undergo urine testing at leas t twice month ly (p. 4-122).

12. TACCEN request DOD to delete the requirement for all service Approved S

members to initial their social security number on the “Re cord of finer—
gency Data ” car d (p .  4—141) .

Approved 13. TAGCEN continue to pursue the proposal to DOD tha t legislation App roved
be developed standardizing dishonored checlc~ ga rnishment rules for mean—
be rs of all services (p. 4—146/148) .

App roved 14. TACCEN recommend to AAFES that the personal informatio n require— Approved S

meat on the reverse of checks be modifi4d (p. 4—156).

- A roved 15. fAUCEN recoimnend to A.AEES that the requirement to staple bags at App roved
centralized exchange exit cashier counters be eliminated (p. 4—162).

S 

F U T U R E A C T 1 O ~1S

Decision

~to the Officer Trust Review be initiated Disapprovedp for other milita ry and cipilian personnel. S

Ilirsi include officer trust as an item of Appro ~ied
pttans.

Irw.r ded to major commands for information Approved
rste.

Iria ed of the necessity for meting out swift Approved S
the few officers who violate special trust.

IICSOPS ensure that officer ethical education Approved

~Srsted.

MACON co andere that some command practices Approved
[trust.

rated the focal point for foflow—up act ions Approved
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CHIEF OF STAFF
DISYR A EXPIRES — 31 MaY 1978 - SMemorandum

U. S. ARMY
DATE 3 May 1977

SUBJ ECTS Regulatory Practices That Tend to Undermine F ILE CS 210 (3 May 77)
an C~1icer ’s Spt~ i~.i. ~r ust

ACTION OFFIC ER EX~
LTC Daly/l].m/72221

MEMORANDUM FOR: HEADS OF ARMY STAFF AGENCIES
p

p 

- , 1. PURPOSE. This memorandum provides for the conduct of a review of Army S

regulations and other policy documents to identif y and eliminate practices that
tend to undermine the “special trust and confidence” reposed in officers by the
language of their commission.

2. OBJECTIVES.

a. Conduct a review of Army regulations to identify practices that tend to
undermine an officer’s special trust.

b. Analyze practices identified in the review to determine whether to S

eliminate them or to retain them because of other overriding , desirable effects
of the practices. S

c. Reco aend for approval of CSA the deletion of those practices from
regulations that tend to undermine an officer ’s special trust and that do not
accomplish other overriding, desirable effects.

3 • BACKGROUND.

• a. In December 1976, a U.S. Army Administration Center briefing to the
S Director of the Army Staff on professional development suggested a review of

Army regulations to identify practices that tend to undermine the concept of
special trust placed in an Army officer by the President by the act of

S 

commissioning.

b. Initial reviews by the U.S. Army Administration Center of regulations
to identify such practices tended to confirm the existence of such practices ,

S , but was not intend ed to serve as the basis for a program of analysis and
S deletion of parts of regulations.

S C• The CSA directed a HQDA review of regulations as a basis for analysis
and deletion of practice. that tend to impact unfavorably upon the “special
trust.and confidence” reposed in an officer. The leadership responsibilities
and special trust placed in an officer make exemplary conduct of the officer
corps fundamental to an effective fighting force. The officer must set an

a. example worthy of emulation by all soldiers whose word and actions must meet
the highest standards of conduct to make the Total Army worthy of the trust of
the American people. By the same token, if “special trust and conf idence” is

S reposed in each officer , the word and signature of that officer should be
~ccept.d as his/her bond .

DAt .~~~ U. I MA~ ~~ A—i
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SUBJECT: Regulatory Practices That Tend to Undermine an Officer’s
Special Trust

4. R.EVIEW GROUP FOR REGULATORY PRACTICES UNDERMINING TRUST (Trust Review
Group) A

a. ~~~~~icri .

~ 5~~~~S

(1) Review and analyze the portions c.f regulations identified by pro—
ponent agencies that tend to undermine the concept of special trust  placed
in an officer.

(2) Recommend those portions of the regulations to be retained because ( 
Sof other overriding , desirable effects and those portions to be deleted . I

(3) Base anal ysis and recommendations on criteria provided by the DCSPER, (
and supporting discussions provided by the proponent agencies. 

S

b. Composition.

(1) Chairman (0—6) provided by DCSPER.

(2) Review group member (0—4 or 0—5) provided by TAG. (
~.

(3) TIC and TJAG will provide one member each (0—4 or 0-5) for the review
group to serve in an advisory status , to be on call by the chairman of the
review group . S

(4) Additional review group members to be provided by the DCSPER as needed . 
-

c. Conduct of the Review.

(1. ) The DCSPER is assigned overall responsibility for the conduct of the
review.

(2) Army Staff agencies will——

(a) Designate a point of contact for the review and notify ODCSPER
(LTC Daly, x72221) of the name and telephone number of the point of contact
by 9May 1977.

(b) Provide assistance to the review group as required .
S 

(c) Conduct review of regulations for which the agency is proponent and
submit findings of the review to the review group based on criteria to be
provided by the DCSPER. 4

(3) The review group will convene upon call of the chairman .

(4) The review group will analyze submissions by proponent agencies and
make recommendations through the DCSPER to the CSA for deletions from regula—

S tions NLT 30 September 1977.

A-2
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SUBJECT: Regulatory Practices That Tend to Undermine an Officer ’s
Special Trust

(5) The DCSP~~ will provide status reports to the CSA summarizin$ progressof the review on ~ .Tul ’: and24 Aug’~~t 1~ ’7. — ~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~.

- 
.1 V

(6) The DCSPER will prepare a HQDA letter NiT 31 Mov 1977 to inform major
commands of the purpose and timing of the review at HQDA , and to alert major
commands to the requirement for the conduct of similar reviews and deletion
actions by major commands and installations after 30 Septer~her 1977.

(7) The DCSPER will provide to the CSA , prior to 15 October 1977 , a
recommended directive for follow—on review actions by Army major cotnniands.

d. Representative Practices. The review will identify the following, and
similar types of practices , for analysis and retention or deletion :

(1) Documents that require officers to report compliance with other
regulations. (Example: I cer t i fy  that I have sufficient leave accrued to
cover this absence.) S

(2) Regulatory requirements for officers to submit reports to lower—
ranking personnel for  administrative review. (Example: Travel report/

— voucher review.)

(3) Requirements that officers certify and understand long and complicated
regulations such as security regulations. (Example: I certify that I have
read and fully understand the requirements of AR 380—5.)

(4) Certification that they have accomplished a particular act rather
than designate an NCO to accomplish the task. (Example : I certify that I have
conducted a 100—percent inventory of all assigned weapons.)

5. SUPPORT AND RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS.

a. Administrative support (clerical, space , and equipment) will be pro-
vided by ODCSPER.

b. Funds for travel, per diem , and overtime will be provided by the parent
organization of the review group member . Other costs incident to activities
of the review group will be provided by ODCSPER.

BY DIRE CTION OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF :

JOHN R. McG T
Lieutenant ral, GS
Director of the Army Staff

A-3
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