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The Honorable Marsha J. Pechman

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
RYAN KARNOSKI, et al., Case No. 2:17-cv-01297-MJP
Plaintiffs,
V. DECLARATION OF BRAD R.
o ) ) CARSON IN SUPPORT OF
DONALD J. TRUMP, in his official capacity as PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
President of the United States, et al., SUMMARY JUDGMENT
Defendants.

I, Brad R. Carson, declare as follows:

I. As set forth in my previous declaration in this matter, [ served as the Acting
Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (“USD P&R”) from April 2, 2015 to
April 8, 2016. In that capacity, and at the direction of the Secretary of Defense, I led a group of
senior personnel drawn from all of the armed services to develop, over many months of
information collection and analysis, a Department-wide policy regarding service by transgender
people, all as more fully described below.

PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND

2. I attended Baylor University and obtained an undergraduate degree in history in
1989. After college, I attended Trinity College in Oxford, England on a Rhodes Scholarship and
earned a Master’s degree in Politics, Philosophy, and Economics. When I returned to the United

States, I attended the University of Oklahoma College of Law, graduating with a law degree in
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1994.

3. After I graduated law school, I practiced as an attorney at the law firm Crowe &
Dunlevy. From 1997 to 1998 I served as a White House Fellow, where I worked as a Special
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense. From 2001 to 2005, I served in Congress as the
Representative for the State of Oklahoma’s 2nd District.

4. In addition to my civilian career, I am also a commissioned officer in the United
States Navy Reserve. I currently serve in the Individual Ready Reserve. I deployed to Iraq in
2008 as Officer-in-Charge of intelligence teams embedded with the U.S. Army’s 84th Explosive
Ordnance Disposal Battalion. In Iraq, our teams were responsible for investigation of activities
relating to improvised explosive devices and the smuggling of weapons and explosives. For my
service in Iraq, I was awarded the Bronze Star Medal and other awards.

5. I have held several leadership positions within the Department of Defense
(“DoD”). In 2011, I was nominated by the President to serve as General Counsel to the United
States Army and unanimously confirmed by the U.S. Senate. As General Counsel, my duties
included providing legal advice to the Secretary, Under Secretary, and Assistant Secretaries of
the Army regarding the regulation and operation of the U.S. Army. I also assisted in the
supervision of the Office of the Judge Advocate General. I served as General Counsel to the
United States Army until March 2014.

6. In late 2013, while serving in that position, I was nominated by the President to
serve as Under Secretary of the Army. I was unanimously confirmed by the U.S. Senate in
February 2014 and sworn in on March 27, 2014. As Under Secretary of the Army, I was the
second ranking civilian official in the Department of the Army. My responsibilities included the
welfare of roughly 1.4 million active and reserve soldiers and other Army personnel, as well as a
variety of matters relating to Army readiness, including oversight of installation management
and weapons and equipment procurement. With the assistance of two Deputy Under Secretaries,
I directly supervised the Assistant Secretaries of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs;
Acquisition, Logistics and Technology; Financial Management and Comptroller; Installations,

Energy and Environment; and Civil Works. My responsibilities involved the management and
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allocation of an annual budget amounting to almost $150 billion.

7. I was appointed by the President to serve as acting USD P&R in April 2015. In
that capacity, I functioned as the principal staff assistant and advisor to the Secretary and Deputy
Secretary of Defense for Total Force Management with respect to readiness; National Guard and
Reserve component affairs; health affairs; training; and personnel requirements and
management, including equal opportunity, morale, welfare, recreation, and quality of life
matters. My responsibilities over these matters extended to more than 2.5 million military
personnel.

DEVELOPMENT OF POLICY REGARDING TRANSGENDER SERVICE MEMBERS

8. On July 28, 2015, then-Secretary of Defense Ashton B. Carter ordered me, in my
capacity as USD P&R, to convene a working group to formulate policy options for DoD
regarding transgender service members (the “Working Group”). Secretary Carter ordered the
Working Group to present its recommendations within 180 days. In the interim, transgender
service members were not to be discharged or denied reenlistment or continuation of service on
the basis of gender identity without my personal approval.

9. The Working Group included roughly twenty-five members. Each branch of
military service was represented by a senior uniformed officer (generally a three-star admiral or
general), a senior civilian official, and various staff members. The Surgeons General and senior
representatives of the Chaplains for each branch of service also attended the Working Group
meetings.

10. The Working Group formulated its recommendations by collecting and
considering evidence from a variety of sources, including a careful review of all available
scholarly evidence and consultations with medical experts, personnel experts, readiness experts,
health insurance companies, civilian employers, and commanders whose units included
transgender service members.

THE FINDINGS OF THE RAND REPORT
11. On behalf of the Working Group, I requested that RAND, a nonprofit research

institution that provides research and analysis to the Armed Services, complete a comprehensive
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study of the health care needs of transgender people, including potential health care utilization
and costs, and to assess whether allowing transgender service members to serve openly would
affect readiness.

12.  In 2016, RAND presented the results of its exhaustive study in a report entitled
Assessing the Implications of Allowing Transgender Personnel to Serve Openly (“RAND
Report”).

13. The RAND Report explained that according to the American Psychiatric
Association, the term transgender refers to “the broad spectrum of individuals who identify with
a gender different from their natal sex.” The RAND Report also explained that “transgender
status alone does not constitute a medical condition,” and that “only transgender individuals who
experience significant related distress are considered to have a medical condition called gender
dysphoria (GD).” For those individuals, the recognized standard of care includes some
combination of psychosocial, pharmacological, and/or surgical care. “Not all patients seek all
forms of care.” “While one or more of these types of treatments may be medically necessary for
some transgender individuals with GD, the course of treatment varies and must be determined on
an individual basis by patients and clinicians.”

14. The RAND Report evaluated the capacity of the military health system (MHS) to
provide necessary care for transgender service members. The RAND Report determined that
necessary psychotherapeutic and pharmacological care are available and regularly provided
through the MHS, and that surgical procedures “quite similar to those used for gender transition
are already performed within the MHS for other clinical indications.” In particular, the MHS
already performs reconstructive surgeries on patients who have been injured or wounded in
combat. “The skills and competencies required to perform these procedures on transgender
patients are often identical or overlapping.” In addition, the RAND Report noted that
“performing these surgeries on transgender patients may help maintain a vitally important skill
required of military surgeons to effectively treat combat injuries.”

15. The RAND Report also examined all available actuarial data to determine how

many transgender service members are likely to seek gender transition-related medical treatment.
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The RAND Report concluded that “we expect annual gender transition-related health care to be
an extremely small part of overall health care provided to the AC [Active Component]
population.”

16. The RAND Report similarly concluded that the cost of extending health care
coverage for gender transition-related treatments is expected to be “an exceedingly small
proportion of DoD's overall health care expenditure.”

17. The RAND Report found no evidence that allowing transgender people to serve
openly would negatively impact unit cohesion, operational effectiveness, or readiness.

18. The RAND Report found that the estimated loss of days available for deployment
due to transition-related treatments “is negligible.” Based on estimates assuming the highest
utilization rates, it concluded that the number of nondeployable man-years due to gender
transition-related treatments would constitute 0.0015 percent of all available deployable labor-
years across both the Active Component and Select Reserves.

19. The RAND Report also found no evidence that permitting openly transgender
people to serve in the military would disrupt unit cohesion. The RAND Report noted that while
similar concerns were raised preceding policy changes permitting open service by gay and
lesbian personnel and allowing women to serve in ground combat positions, those concerns
proved to be unfounded. The RAND Report found no evidence to expect a different outcome for
open service by transgender persons.

20. The RAND Report examined the experience of eighteen other countries that
permit open service by transgender personnel—including Israel, Australia, the United Kingdom,
and Canada. The Report found that all of the available research revealed no negative effect on
cohesion, operational effectiveness, or readiness. Some commanders reported that “increases in
diversity led to increases in readiness and performance.”

21. The Rand Report also identified significant costs associated with separation and a
ban on open service, including “the discharge of personnel with valuable skills who are

otherwise qualified.”
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ISSUES CONSIDERED BY THE WORKING GROUP

22. The Working Group sought to identify and address all relevant issues relating to
service by openly transgender persons, including deployability. In addition to taking into
consideration the conclusions of the RAND Report, the Working Group discussed that while
some transgender service members might not be deployable for short periods of time due to their
treatment, this is not unusual, as it is common for service members to be non-deployable for
periods of time due to medical conditions such as pregnancy, orthopedic injuries, obstructive
sleep apnea, appendicitis, gall bladder disease, infectious disease, and myriad other conditions.
For example, the RAND Report estimated that at the time of the report, 14 percent of the active
Army personnel—or 50,000 active duty soldiers—were ineligible to deploy for legal, medical, or
administrative reasons.

23.  The Working Group also addressed the psychological health and stability of
transgender people. In addition to taking into account the conclusions of the RAND Report, the
Working Group concluded, based on discussions with medical experts and others, that being
transgender is not a psychological disorder. While some transgender people experience gender
dysphoria, that condition is resolved with appropriate medical care. In addition, the Working
Group noted the positive track record of transgender people in civilian employment, as well as
the positive experiences of commanders with transgender service members in their units.

24.  The Working Group also concluded that transgender service members would have
ready access to any relevant necessary medication while deployed in combat settings. It
determined that military policy and practice allows service members to use a range of
medications, including hormones, while in such settings. The MHS has an effective system for
distributing prescribed medications to deployed service members across the globe, including
those in combat settings.

25. The Working Group also concluded that banning service by openly transgender
persons would require the discharge of highly trained and experienced service members, leaving
unexpected vacancies in operational units and requiring the expensive and time-consuming

recruitment and training of replacement personnel.
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26.  The Working Group also concluded that banning service by openly transgender
persons would harm the military by excluding qualified individuals based on a characteristic
with no relevance to a person’s fitness to serve.

27.  Iconcluded my service as USD P&R on April §, 2016. By that time, the Working
Group was unanimously resolved that transgender personnel should be permitted to serve openly
in the military.

REVERSAL OF POLICY

28. On July 26, 2017, President Donald Trump issued a statement that transgender
individuals will not be permitted to serve in any capacity in the Armed Forces. On August 25,
2017, President Trump issued a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of
Homeland Security to reverse the policy adopted in June 2016 that permitted military service by
openly transgender persons. That memorandum stated: “In my judgment, the previous
Administration failed to identify a sufficient basis to conclude that terminating the Departments'
longstanding policy and practice would not hinder military effectiveness and lethality, disrupt
unit cohesion, or tax military resources, and there remain meaningful concerns that further study
is needed to ensure that continued implementation of last year's policy change would not have
those negative effects.”

29.  President Trump’s stated rationale for a ban on military service by openly
transgender service members is unfounded and refuted by the comprehensive investigation and
review performed by the Working Group.

30.  Inaddition to contravening the Working Group’s conclusions and the exhaustive
supporting evidence that was collected, I believe that prohibiting transgender individuals from
serving openly in the military is harmful to the public interest for several reasons. My belief is
based on my experience as USD P&R and in other leadership positions within DoD, and upon
my active duty experience in Iraq.

31.  First, a prohibition on service by openly transgender individuals would degrade
military readiness and capabilities. Many military units include transgender service members

who are highly trained and skilled and who perform outstanding work. Separating these service
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members will deprive our military and our country of their skills and talents.

32. Second, banning military service by openly transgender persons would impose
significant costs that far outweigh the minimal cost of permitting them to serve. A study authored
in August 2017 by the Palm Center and professors associated with the Naval Postgraduate
School estimated that separating transgender service members currently serving in the military
would cost $960 million, based on the costs of recruiting and training replacements. A true and
correct copy of the August 2017 Palm Center study is attached hereto at Exhibit A.

33. Third, the sudden and arbitrary reversal of the DoD policy allowing openly
transgender personnel to serve will cause significant disruption and thereby undermine military
readiness and lethality. This policy bait-and-switch, after many service members disclosed their
transgender status in reliance on statements from the highest levels of the chain of command,
conveys to service members that the military cannot be relied upon to follow its own rules or
maintain consistent standards.

34.  Fourth, in addition to the breach of transgender service members’ trust resulting
in the deprivation of their careers and livelihood, the President’s policy reversal will cause other
historically disadvantaged groups in the military, including women and gay and lesbian service
members, to question whether their careers and ability to serve as equal members of the military
may also be sacrificed.

35.  Fifth, those serving in our Armed Forces are expected to perform difficult and
dangerous work. The President’s reversal of policy puts tremendous additional and unnecessary
stress on transgender service members, their command leaders, and those with whom they serve.
/1
/1
/1
/1
/1
/1
/1
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36.  Inshort, the President’s reversal of the policy permitting military service by
openly transgender individuals has had, and will continue to have, a deleterious effect on

readiness, force morale, and trust in the chain of command in the Armed Services.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the

United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.

DATED: January Z& ,2018 w

Brad R. Carson

§ NDECT ADATION AT DDA D M ADONAN TNT | I Ty
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
The undersigned certifies under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of
America and the laws of the State of Washington that all participants in the case are registered
CM/ECF users and that service of the foregoing documents will be accomplished by the

CM/ECF system on January 25, 2018.

e/ —

Derek A. Newman, WSBA #26967
dn@newmanlaw.com

Newman Du Wors LLP

2101 Fourth Ave., Ste. 1500
Seattle, WA 98121

(206) 274-2800
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Exhibit A



PALM CENTER

BLUEPRINTS FOR SOUND PUBLIC POLICY

Discharging Transgender Troops Would Cost $960 Million

Aaron Belkin, PhD
Professor, San Francisco State University
Director, Palm Center

Frank J. Barrett, PhD*
Professor, Graduate School of Business and Public
Policy, Naval Postgraduate School

Mark J. Eitelberg, PhD*
Professor Emeritus, Naval Postgraduate School

Marc J. Ventresca, PhD*
Former Research Associate Professor,
Graduate School of Business and Public Policy, Naval
Postgraduate School

August 2017
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1) President Trump has tweeted that transgender individuals cannot serve in the
armed forces because our military “cannot be burdened with the tremendous
medical costs,” which we presume refers to the cost of providing medically
necessary transition-related health care to transgender personnel.

2) We are not aware of any full-scale analysis of the costs of discharging transgender
personnel from the armed forces, although scholars have addressed financial costs
associated with the provision of transition-related health care to transgender
service members.

3) If decisions about whether to allow military service by transgender personnel are
based on financial considerations, policymakers should take into account the costs
of discharging transgender service members, not just the costs of retaining them.

4) We estimate that the financial cost of fully implementing President Trump’s ban
on transgender service members would be $960 million.

5) We derive our estimate by multiplying the number of transgender service
members (12,800) by the average per-person cost of recruiting and training a
replacement for each service member who is discharged ($75,000).

6) By comparison, the RAND Corporation has found that the military’s total annual
cost of providing transition-related health care is, at most, $8.4 million.

7) The average annual cost of providing transition-related care for the entire
population of transgender troops is $656 per transgender service member per year,
because most transgender personnel do not require transition-related care during
their military careers.

8) The upshot of our analysis is that implementing President Trump’s transgender
service ban would cost $75,000 per person in order to accrue an annual savings of
$656 per person. For the military as a whole, fully implementing President
Trump’s ban would cost $960 million in pursuit of saving $8.4 million per year.
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Introduction

On July 26, 2017, President Donald Trump tweeted that, “the United States government
will not accept or allow transgender individuals to serve in any capacity in the U.S.
Military.” According to the President, “Our military ... cannot be burdened with the
tremendous medical costs,” presumably referring to the cost of providing medically
necessary transition-related health care to transgender personnel.' While commentators
and scholars have addressed financial costs associated with the provision of such care, we
are not aware of any analysis of the costs of discharging transgender personnel from the
armed forces. If decisions concerning whether to allow transgender personnel to serve are
based on financial considerations, then policymakers should take into account the costs of
discharging the service members, not just the costs of retaining them under a policy of
equal treatment.

In this policy memo, we estimate that the financial cost of fully implementing President
Trump’s ban on transgender service members would be $960 million. In addition, we
compare the cost of fully implementing the ban to the cost of providing medically
necessary transition-related health care to transgender personnel. Given that the total
annual cost of providing such care is, at most, $8.4 million, the $960 million price tag of
fully implementing President Trump’s ban is more than 100 times greater than the annual
cost of retaining transgender service members and providing for their health care needs.’

Methodology

Several standard methodological approaches can be used to estimate the cost of
discharging service members, each with specific data needs and each well-documented in
the research and policy literature. For this analysis, we use a replacement-cost method
that assumes the military must pay to recruit and train one replacement service member
for each individual who is discharged. To derive the estimate reported here, we multiply
the number of service members who will be discharged by the cost of recruiting and
training one replacement. In the next section of our report, we review several approaches
for calculating implementation costs and explain why we utilize the replacement-cost
approach.

Lost-value method

In 2006, a Blue Ribbon Commission consisting of a former Secretary of Defense as well
as experts in military personnel policy estimated the financial cost of implementing the
“don’t ask, don’t tell” policy over a ten-year period, from FY 1994 through FY 2003.
According to the Commission, the cost of discharging 9,359 service members for
homosexuality during this period was $363.8 million, or $38,872 per person. Unlike the
studies described below that emphasize the cost of replacing each service member who
was discharged, the Commission’s focus was the value that the military would have
accrued from each service member who was discharged “had they not been discharged
prematurely.” The Commission’s emphasis, in other words, was lost-benefit costs, or
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“costs associated with losses to the military because a trained person is not in the services
anymore.”

To estimate the lost value for each premature discharge, and based on its access to
individual-level data on training courses that had been completed by service members
who were discharged, the Commission estimated the cost of recruiting and training
almost every individual who was discharged for homosexuality during the ten-year
period under consideration. Then, the Commission estimated “how much of that
investment the military recovered from each individual during a ‘cost recovery period.””*
Finally, the Commission subtracted the amount of recovered value from the initial
investment.” The Commission’s methodology recognized that the military lost a great
deal of value from service members who were discharged shortly after initial skills
training—that is, after a significant investment had been made in their training but before
they had returned any value to the armed forces. In other cases, when service members
were discharged after they had served a great deal of time, the military recovered much of
its investment. To use this approach, the Commission required training and length of
service data for individuals who had been discharged. These more precise data are not
available for this analysis at this time.

Replacement-cost method (Service-specific data)

In 2011, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) issued a report on costs
associated with implementing the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy over a six-year period,
from FY 2004 through FY 2009.° According to GAO, the cost of discharging 3,664
service members for homosexuality during this period was $193.3 million, or $52,800 per
separation. To arrive at its estimate, GAO added the cost of replacing service members
who had been discharged ($185.6 million) to the administrative costs of separation ($7.3
million).” GAO defined replacement cost in terms of the cost to recruit and train new
service members who would replace those who had been discharged.

For recruiting costs, GAO calculated the average per-person recruiting cost for each
Service during each fiscal year under consideration, and then “multiplied each of these
averages by the number of separated servicemembers for each service.”® For training
costs, “GAO included variable costs, such as recruiting bonuses, and excluded fixed
costs, such as salaries and buildings ... because ... there would likely be no significant
increase in fixed costs when recruiting and training a relatively small number of
replacement personnel” (executive summary). Because GAO had access to Service-
specific training cost data, as well as individual-level data about the occupational
specialties of service members who had been discharged for homosexuality, it was able to
estimate the average cost of recruit training for each Service in each fiscal year. GAO
was also able to estimate the cost of initial skills (occupational) training in relevant
occupations and then multiply those costs “by the number of service members who held
that occupation in the year of their separation.”

As is the case with any estimation technique, GAO’s methodology had limitations. For
example, unlike the Army and Marine Corps, “the Navy was not able to fully
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disaggregate fixed and variable costs, and so our Navy recruiting calculations include
some fixed costs.”'’ Nevertheless, GAO took extraordinary measures to assess the
reliability of its data, and its estimate is supported by GAO’s access to Service-specific
cost data as well as occupational data associated with specific service members who had
been discharged.

Replacement-cost method (non-Service-specific data)

In this report, we rely on a replacement-cost approach that is similar to GAO’s
methodology, but without Service-specific data about the cost of recruiting and training
or individual-level data about occupational specialties. We cannot use the Blue Ribbon
Commission’s lost-value methodology because we lack individual data about the length
of service or training courses completed by transgender service members currently
serving in the armed forces. Thus, we cannot distinguish the military’s initial investment
in recruiting and training from one transgender service member to another. Nor can we
use GAO’s replacement-cost methodology, since we do not know how the population of
transgender service members is distributed across the Services.

As aresult, we use a replacement-cost approach that depends on average, DOD-wide per-
person training and recruiting costs. Consistent with this approach, we multiply the
number of transgender persons currently serving in the U.S. armed forces times the
average cost of recruiting and training one replacement. Because the President has said
that the military “will not accept or allow transgender individuals to serve in any
capacity,” our estimation technique is premised on the assumption that, if the President’s
order were fully implemented, the armed forces would be required to replace every
transgender service member who is discharged. Thus, the cost of implementing the order
is the number of individuals who would be discharged multiplied by the cost of recruiting
and training each replacement.

Variables
Average, per-person cost of recruiting and training

According to a 2015 estimate by Accession Medical Standards Analysis and Research
Activity (AMSARA), “Recruiting, screening and training costs are approximately
$75,000 per enlistee.”'' While the AMSARA estimate is not explained in available
documents, our confidence in the estimate derives from three factors. First, a number of
reputable sources rely on the estimate for their own calculations.'? For example, a July
2017 GAO report on military personnel states that, “From fiscal year 2005 through fiscal
year 2015, the military services enlisted over 1.7 million servicemembers at an estimated
cost of approximately $75,000 per enlistee, according to the Department of Defense
(DOD).”"* GAO then cites the AMSARA data, indicating in a footnote that, “This is an
estimated cost to recruit, screen and train an enlistee as reported by the Accession
Medical Standards Analysis and Research Activity (AMSARA).”"*
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Second, the range of available per-person recruiting and training estimates is not large,
and the AMSARA estimate is a middle-range estimate compared with other figures. For
example, a higher-bound estimate is derived from the 2006 Blue Ribbon Commission,
which reported that the cost to train one Soldier in 2004 was $56,400, or $70,766 in 2015
dollars, and that the per-person cost of recruiting was $10,193, or $11,984 in 2015
dollars: $11,984 + $70,766 = $82,750."> A lower-bound estimate is derived from GAO,
which estimated in 1998 that the DOD-wide average per-person cost of enlisted training
was $28,800, or $41,878 in inflation-adjusted ﬁgures.16 Adding the inflation-adjusted
per-person recruiting cost of $11,984 + to $41,878 yields a lower-bound estimate of
$53,862.

Third, the AMSARA estimate is consistent with current cost estimates provided by two
independent experts in military budgeting and personnel policy. In August 2017, a former
senior Pentagon official with expertise in budgeting and personnel told us that the
average, DOD-wide cost of recruiting and training, from entry to reporting to first duty
station, is $60,000, not including salary and benefits during training. With the addition of
salary and benefits, the official’s $60,000 estimate would be quite close to the AMSARA
estimate. A War College faculty member with expertise in budgeting and personnel told
us in August 2017 that, in his Service, the average cost from arrival at recruit training to
graduation is approximately $76,000, including all overhead. Further, this figure
increases to approximately $83,000 to $107,000 depending on the type of initial-skills
training and the time of the year.'’

Population of currently serving transgender service members

While media reports on military service by transgender personnel frequently mention that
15,000 transgender troops currently serve in the U.S. armed forces, “no studies have
directly measured the prevalence or incidence of transgender individuals currently
serving in the active or reserve component.”'® In the absence of opportunities to measure
the population directly, scholars have relied on estimates instead. Gary Gates and Jody
Herman at UCLA Williams Institute published a 2014 study estimating that 15,500
transgender troops serve in the armed forces.'” Professor Aaron Belkin published a 2015
New England Journal of Medicine study in which he estimated that 12,800 transgender
troops serve in the armed forces.”® Additionally, the RAND Corporation published a 2016
study that included five estimates of the population of transgender service members,
ranging from a low of 2,150 to a high of 10,790.*'

Gates and Herman are widely recognized as leading experts in estimating LGBT
populations whose sizes are difficult to ascertain. Based on surveys that include questions
about military service, they begin by estimating that approximately 21.4 percent of
transgender adults have served in the armed forces.”* Gates has estimated that there are
approximately 700,000 transgender adults in the U.S.*> With these two data points, Gates
and Herman calculated that approximately 150,000 transgender adults serve or have
served in the military. Gates and Herman then determined that among non-transgender
American adults, “5.4% of men who report any military service are on active duty along
with 9.8% of women.”** Assuming that the ratio of currently serving troops to veterans is
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the same for transgender and non-transgender populations, Gates and Herman then apply
the ratios above (5.4% of men and 9.8% of women) to the estimated population of
transgender veterans and estimate that 15,500 transgender Americans serve currently in
the military.*” In 2015, Belkin adjusted the Gates/Herman estimate downward to reflect
the downsizing of the armed forces in recent years as well as the fact that Gates and
Herman had included troops in the Individual Ready Reserve. Belkin thus arrived at the
estimate of 12,800.%°

In 2016, the RAND Corporation calculated five estimates of the number of currently
serving transgender personnel in the Active and Reserve components. RAND “applied
measures of population prevalence to DOD force size estimates to estimate the
prevalence in the U.S. military” of transgender individuals.”” In other words, RAND
identified distinct estimates of the percentage of transgender civilian adults in the U.S.
and then multiplied these percentages by the size of the U.S. military. For example,
RAND multiplied the estimated percentage of transgender adults in California (.1%) by
the size of the military, including Active and Reserve components, to derive its lower
bound estimate of 2,150, and the estimated percentage of transgender adults in
Massachusetts (.5%) by the size of the military to derive its upper bound estimate of
10,790. RAND multiplied a weighted California and Massachusetts estimate (.16%) by
the size of the military to derive a middle-range estimate of 3,450. RAND then multiplied
the size of the military force by “an adjustment of this population-weighted approach
based on the natal male/female distribution in the military, yielding a prevalence estimate
of 0.19 percent; and ... a doubling of the population-weighted, gender-adjusted value,
yielding a prevalence estimate of 0.37 percent.””® These gender-adjusted calculations
yielded middle-range estimates of the population of transgender service members of
3,960 and 7,830.

In our calculations, we rely on Belkin’s estimate of 12,800 because it falls between the
lower- and higher-bound estimates of RAND and Gates/Herman, and because the
military downsized after the latter published their data. Belkin’s 2015 calculations reflect
this reduction.

Cost of care and utilization rates

Belkin estimated in 2015 that 188 transgender service members would require transition-
related care (surgery and/or hormones) in any given year and that the total cost to provide
such care would be $5.6 million.”® In 2016, RAND estimated that between 49 and 420
transgender service members would require transition-related care (surgery and/or
hormones) in any given year and that the total cost to provide such care would be
between $2.4 million and $8.4 million.*

U.S. Representative Vicky Hartzler estimated recently that the cost of providing
transition-related care to transgender service members would be $1.3 billion over the next
ten years.”' Rep. Hartzler erred, however, in assuming that every transgender service
member who requires surgery needs “the full catalog of surgical options,” rather than
relying on data about the actual utilization of transition-related care, as Belkin and RAND
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did.’> Moreover, Rep. Hartzler’s estimate that 30 percent of transgender service members
require surgery is not based on data reflecting actual utilization rates. By contrast, the
Belkin and RAND estimates are based on actual utilization rates from insurance pools
consisting of, at minimum, hundreds of thousands of insurance-years. Unlike Belkin’s
study, which was published in one of the pre-eminent peer-reviewed medical journals in
the world, Rep. Hartzler’s estimates were calculated by her office staff, whose scholarly
credentials are unknown.>

Family Research Council Senior Fellow Peter Sprigg estimated recently that the cost of
providing transition-related care to service members will be $3.7 billion over the next ten
years.”* Sprigg errs, however, in assuming “that every transitioning service member
would request a one-year leave of absence at a 10-year cost of $1.8 billion,” an
assumption that is inconsistent with scholarship on gender transition as well as the
experiences of foreign militaries that allow transgender personnel to serve.” Similar to
Hartzler, Sprigg wrongly assumes that every transgender service member who requires
surgery needs a “comprehensive package” of treatment ($110,450 for transgender men
and $89,050 for transgender women), rather than relying on data about actual utilization
rates and the actual average cost of transition-related care ($31,931).>® Finally, Sprigg’s
estimate that 6,900 transgender service members will require surgery is based on non-
random survey data concerning the percent of transgender individuals who say that they
plan to have surgery. Scholars have confirmed, however, that actual utilization rates are
lower than self-reports of an intent to have surgery.”’

Given the numerous errors in Hartzler’s and Sprigg’s calculations—measured against the
scholarly and peer-reviewed research on cost of care that Belkin and the RAND authors
have published—we rely on RAND’s higher-bound cost estimate of $8.4 million per
year.

Cost of discharging all transgender personnel

Our estimate is that the cost of discharging all transgender personnel from the military
would be $960 million. We arrived at our estimate by multiplying the per-person cost of
recruiting and training replacements by the number of currently serving transgender
service members: $75,000 x 12,800 = $960 million.

In addition, we compare the cost of fully implementing the President’s ban with two
related figures. First, according to analysts at the RAND Corporation, and as addressed
above, the cost of providing medically necessary transition-related health care to
transgender personnel is, at most, $8.4 million per year.

Second, as mentioned above, the average total per-person cost of transition-related health
care for those service members who need it is $31,931. The average total per-person cost
of care for those who need it ($31,931) is higher than the average annual per-person cost
of providing care for the entire population of transgender service members ($656)
because most transgender personnel do not require transition-related care during their
military careers.”® Thus, even when focusing exclusively on those transgender service
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members who need transition-related care, President Trump’s announced ban does not
make financial sense. On a per-person basis, the military would spend $75,000 to achieve
a savings of $31,931.

Lower- and higher-bound estimates

The actual cost of implementing the President’s order may be lower than our estimate if
the actual cost of training and recruiting is less than $75,000, and/or if the actual
population of transgender personnel is less than 12,800. To estimate this lower-bound
amount, we use the lowest training and recruiting cost estimate that we identified
($53,862), and the lowest population estimate (2,150), to arrive at an estimated total cost
of $115 million ($53,862 x 2,150 = $115 million). Another possibility is that the military
may be unable to identify all transgender personnel, and may instead discharge only those
transgender service members who revealed their gender identity following the June 30,
2016 announcement of an inclusive policy. The Coast Guard Commandant reported on
August 1, 2017 that 13 transgender members of the Coast Guard have revealed their
gender identity. With a total Active and Selected Reserve force of 47,992, this means that
.00027 of Coast Guard members have revealed that they are transgender.” If applied to
the entire U.S. military, this would mean that .00027 x 2,165,000 = 585 transgender
service members have revealed their gender identity. If President Trump discharges all of
the estimated 585 transgender service members who have acknowledged their gender
identity, and using the lower-bound cost estimate for recruiting and training, the total cost
of implementing the ban would be $32 million ($53,862 x 585 = $32 million).

By contrast, the actual cost of implementing the President’s order may exceed our
estimate if the actual cost of training and recruiting is more than $75,000, and/or if the
actual population of transgender personnel is greater than 12,800. To estimate this higher-
bound amount, we use the highest training and recruiting cost estimate that we identified
($82,750), and the highest population estimate (15,500), to arrive at a projected total cost
of $1.3 billion ($82,750 x 15,500 = $1.3 billion). In addition, the $75,000 average per-
person recruiting and training cost that we relied upon in our calculations does not
include administrative expenses associated with investigating and discharging
transgender personnel, or separation costs (such as separation travel) associated with each
discharge. Administrative costs of enforcing the ban could be quite high, as a single trial
can cost millions of dollars in staff time. (At the time of writing, the authors are aware of
several litigation teams preparing lawsuits to challenge the ban.) Finally, our cost
estimates, for the most part, capture the cost of training enlisted personnel, not officers. If
the military discharges even a handful of transgender officers performing mission-critical
specialties, such as physicians or fighter pilots, the cost of enforcing the ban would
exceed our estimates.

Conclusion:
Our analysis, which is intended to support public discussion of an important national

policy issue, suggests that the direct and indirect costs associated with implementing an
order to discharge all transgender military personnel, as tweeted by President Trump on
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July 26, 2017, would be $960 million. We arrived at our estimate by multiplying the
number of currently serving transgender service members by the cost of recruiting and
training replacements. Given that the cost of providing medically necessary transition-
related care to transgender personnel is, at most, $8.4 million per year, the $960 million
price tag for fully implementing President Trump’s ban is more than 100 times greater
than the annual cost of retaining transgender service members and providing for their
health care needs.
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