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Results in Brief
Evaluation of the Collection of Demographic Data in the 
Military Justice System

Objective
The objective of this evaluation was to 
determine the extent to which the Services 
are collecting uniform demographic data 
specific to race and ethnicity in accordance 
with the Military Justice Act requirements 
included in the FY 2017 National Defense 
Authorization Act, as defined by Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15.

Background
The Military Justice Act of 2016, passed 
as part of the FY 2017 National Defense 
Authorization Act, requires the Secretary of 
Defense to prescribe uniform standards and 
criteria for conducting each of the functions 
in the military justice system, which include 
case management, data collection, and 
accessibility of information.  In December 
2018, the DoD General Counsel issued a 
memorandum that prescribed uniform 
standards and criteria for these functions, 
based in part on standards established by 
OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15.  
The OMB directive provides minimum 
standards for collecting, maintaining, and 
presenting Federal data and presenting 
data on race and ethnicity for all Federal 
reporting purposes.  Additional criteria and 
standards for data collection are included in 
DoD Instruction 1020.05, section 5.

June 7, 2023

Finding
The Services track demographic data for Service members 
involved in the military justice system using racial and ethnic 
data from Service members’ personnel records.  However, DoD 
does not collect or verify demographic data in the military 
justice system in the categories required by OMB Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15, the Uniform Standards and Criteria, 
or DoD Instruction 1020.05, section 5.3.

There is no requirement for the DoD to maintain a central 
database for the military justice system, and the DoD does not 
have one.  Rather, each Service tracks its demographic data 
in its own Service-approved database.  The use of various 
Service databases has resulted in inconsistent military justice 
system demographic data categories across the military 
justice system.  Inconsistent data collection occurred because 
the Services’ guidance for tracking demographic categories 
comes from requirements established in multiple policies 
and  instructions.  

As a result, the Services will be less likely to achieve DoD 
and Government-wide goals for reporting consistent and 
comparable demographic data.  These data are required 
for Federal reporting purposes and for the Office of 
Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Director’s use in evaluating 
DoD diversity and inclusion efforts in accordance with 
DoD Instruction 1020.05.

Recommendations
We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness establish and define demographic 
categories, require consistent use of demographic data in 
Service personnel and military justice system databases 
across all Services, and determine whether a single military 
justice system database for use by all Services would be 
beneficial.  If the single database is beneficial, the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness should 
develop and implement one.  
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Management Comments 
and Our Response
The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness partially agreed with the recommendations 
in the report.  The Under Secretary stated the DoD 
will direct the Services to use existing standardized 
aggregated data elements from the Defense Manpower 
Data Center (DMDC) for reporting in DoD-wide analyses 
of military justice disparities instead of individual 
Service data elements.  The Under Secretary also 
agreed to establish a process that requires consistent 
use of demographic categories in Service personnel 
and military justice system databases across all 
Services.  Finally, the Under Secretary agreed that a 
standardized data repository for analyses is necessary, 
but did not agree that a single military justice system 
case management database is necessary.  Rather, the 
Department will create a single centralized Office of the 
Secretary of Defense-managed system to extract data. 

We disagree that requiring the Services to use DMDC 
standardized race/ethnicity data elements for reporting 
requirements will assist in reporting because the data 
elements do not align with the military justice system 
data requirements.  We will close the recommendations 
when we receive documentation illustrating that 
the DoD has developed consistent data elements for 
reporting and that demonstrates the single centralized 
Office of the Secretary of Defense-managed system can 
extract data and documents for analytical purposes.

Please see the Recommendations Table on the next page 
for the status of recommendations. 
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Recommendations Table
Management Recommendations 

Unresolved
Recommendations 

Resolved
Recommendations 

Closed

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness 1.a 1.b, 1.c, and 1.d

Please provide Management Comments by July 7, 2023.

Note:  The following categories are used to describe agency management’s comments to individual recommendations.

•	 Unresolved – Management has not agreed to implement the recommendation or has not proposed actions that 
will address the recommendation.

•	 Resolved – Management agreed to implement the recommendation or has proposed actions that will address the 
underlying finding that generated the recommendation.

•	 Closed – DoD OIG verified that the agreed upon corrective actions were implemented.
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INSPECTOR GENERAL
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
4800 MARK CENTER DRIVE

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22350-1500

June 7, 2023

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 
SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PERSONNEL AND READINESS

SUBJECT:	 Evaluation of the Collection of Demographic Data in the Military Justice System 
(Report No. DODIG-2023-083)

This final report provides the results of the DoD Office of Inspector General’s evaluation. 
We previously provided copies of the draft report and requested written comments on 
the recommendations.  We considered management’s comments on the draft report when 
preparing the final report.  These comments are included in the report.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness agreed to address some 
recommendations presented in the report; therefore, we consider the recommendations 
resolved and open.  As described in the Recommendations, Management Comments, and 
Our Response section of this report, we will close the recommendations when you provide 
us documentation showing that all agreed-upon actions to implement the recommendations 
are completed. 

This report contains recommendations that are considered unresolved because the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness did not fully address the recommendations 
in the report.  Therefore, as discussed in the Recommendations, Management Comments, and 
Our Response section of this report, the recommendations remain open.  We will track these 
recommendations until an agreement is reached on the actions that you will take to address 
the recommendations, and you have submitted adequate documentation showing that all 
agreed-upon actions are completed.

DoD Instruction 7650.03 requires that recommendations be resolved promptly.  Therefore, 
within 30 days please provide us your response concerning specific actions in process or 
alternative corrective actions proposed on the recommendations.  Send your response to 

If you have any questions, please contact  

FOR THE INSPECTOR GENERAL:

Bryan T. Clark 
Acting Assistant Inspector General for Evaluations
Programs, Combatant Commands, and Overseas 
   Contingency Operations
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Introduction

Introduction

Objective
The objective of this evaluation was to determine the extent to which the 
Services are collecting uniform demographic data specific to race and ethnicity 
in accordance with the Military Justice Act requirements included in the FY 2017 
National Defense Authorization Act, as defined by Office of Management and 
Budget (OMB) Statistical Policy Directive No. 15.

Background
The Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) is the legal framework that governs 
members of the military.  The UCMJ, enacted by Congress in 1950, contains the 
substantive and procedural laws governing the military justice system (MJS).  
The Military Justice Act of 2016, passed as part of the FY 2017 National Defense 
Authorization Act, requires the Secretary of Defense to prescribe uniform 
standards and criteria for conduct in each of the functions in the MJS, which 
include case management, data collection, and accessibility of information.  
In December 2018, the DoD General Counsel issued a memorandum that 
prescribed uniform standards and criteria for military justice case management, 
data collection, and accessibility, based in part on standards established by 
OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15.1  Additional criteria and standards for 
data collection and reporting requirements are included in DoD Instruction 
1020.05, section 5.2  DoD decision makers use the data collection and reporting 
requirements to measure and statistically validate the progress and effectiveness 
of DoD diversity and inclusion efforts.  

Uniform Code of Military Justice
The UCMJ gives military courts jurisdiction over all Service members, depending 
on their status.3  The military courts consist of three tiers:  courts-martial, 
courts of criminal appeals, and the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces.  
A court‑martial is the trial level of the military justice system.  

There are four Service courts of criminal appeals, also known as intermediate 
courts:  the Army Court of Criminal Appeals, the Navy–Marine Corps Court of 
Criminal Appeals, the Air Force Court of Criminal Appeals, and the Coast Guard 
Court of Criminal Appeals.  One of the intermediate courts reviews the case for 

	 1	 OMB Circular No. 15, “Revisions to the Standards for the Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity,” 
October 30, 1997.

	 2	 DoDI 1020.05, “DoD Diversity and Inclusion Management Program,” September 9, 2020.
	 3	 Per 10 U.S.C. § 802, the UCMJ and its guidelines apply to anyone on active duty or undergoing inactive-duty training.
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legal error, factual sufficiency, and sentence appropriateness if a sentence includes 
death; dismissal of a commissioned officer, cadet, or midshipman; dishonorable 
discharge or bad-conduct discharge; or confinement for 2 years or more. 

Finally, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces reviews decisions of the 
military courts of criminal appeals.  In some instances, such as death penalty cases, 
the U.S. Supreme Court reviews military court decisions.  Service-level officials 
track courts-martial and appeals using a military justice case management system.

Members of the Reserve Components are subject to the UCMJ when meeting certain 
criteria, such as full-time support personnel on active duty orders.  Additionally, 
members of the National Guard are subject to the UCMJ if activated in a 
Federal capacity.  

Offenses involving military personnel that do not meet criteria for courts-martial 
can instead result in administrative and disciplinary actions, defined as follows. 

•	 Administrative action or counseling:  a corrective or rehabilitative action.  

•	 Nonjudicial punishment:  action taken for minor offenses requiring 
immediate corrective action.  

Uniform Standards and Criteria
“Revised Uniform Standards and Criteria Required by Article 140a, UCMJ,” issued 
by the DoD General Counsel as a memorandum on January 17, 2023, prescribes 
uniform standards and criteria for military justice case management, data 
collection, and accessibility.4  To ensure uniform data collection, these standards 
and criteria direct that data concerning race and ethnicity are to be collected 
according to the definitions established by OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15.  
The memorandum further states that a Service may have its military justice case 
processing system capture additional categories for race and ethnicity, but those 
categories must aggregate to the categories established by OMB Statistical Policy 
Directive No. 15.  The memorandum lists six categories for race, two categories 
for ethnicity, and two categories for sex.  

OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15
OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15 provides minimum standards for collecting, 
maintaining, and presenting Federal data and data on race and ethnicity for 
all Federal reporting purposes.  The purpose of using these categories is to 
provide “compatible, non-duplicated, and exchangeable racial and ethnic data by 
Federal agencies.”  There are five categories for data on race and two categories 

	 4	 This memorandum canceled “Uniform Standards and Criteria Required by Article 140a, UCMJ” issued on 
December 17, 2018.  However, both memorandums are consistent in regard to demographic data.
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for data on ethnicity.  OMB encourages more detailed collection; however, any 
additional data must aggregate into the minimum categories for race and ethnicity.  
Directive No. 15 does not include guidance on a process for categorizing individuals 
who identify as more than one race or ethnicity.  The Directive was issued in 1997, 
and is in the process of being updated.

DoD Instruction 1020.05, DoD Diversity and Inclusion 
Management Program
DoDI 1020.05 specifies DoD-wide standards for collecting demographic data for 
military and civilian personnel.  DoDI 1020.05 includes six categories for race, 
two categories for ethnicity, and two categories for sex. 
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Finding

The Services Do Not Consistently Collect or Verify 
Demographic Data in the Military Justice System

The Services track demographic data for Service members involved in the military 
justice system by using racial and ethnic data from Service members’ personnel 
records.  However, the DoD does not collect or verify demographic data in the MJS 
by the categories required by OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15, the Uniform 
Standards and Criteria memorandum, or DoD Instruction 1020.05, section 5.  

There is no requirement for the DoD to maintain a central database for the MJS, 
and the DoD does not have one.  Rather, each Service tracks its demographic data 
in its own Service-approved database.  The Services use the following databases.

•	 Army:  Military Justice Online (MJO)

•	 Marine Corps and Navy:  Wolverine and Quarterly Criminal Activity 
Reports (QCARs)

•	 Air Force and Space Force:  Air Force Automated Military Justice Analysis 
and Management System (AMJAMS) 

•	 National Guard:  Administrative Control System (ADCON)5

The use of the multiple Service-approved databases has resulted in inconsistent 
MJS demographic data categories across the Services.  For example, the Air Force 
military justice system database tracks ethnicity in at least 21 different categories, 
while the Navy military justice system tracks ethnicity in 11 categories.  

The Services collect demographic data in inconsistent categories because the 
Services’ guidance for tracking demographic categories comes from requirements 
established in multiple policies and instructions.  While the demographic data 
guidance establishes minimum categories for reporting and allows for additional 
race and ethnicity categories, the Services must be able to aggregate the data 
into the minimum categories for reporting purposes.  For example, according 
to OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15, the Services must report race in 
five categories:  American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African 
American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White.  Because the 
Service MJS databases rely on the categories used in the military personnel 

	 5	 The Air National Guard developed ADCON to track MJS actions, as well as relying on the Air Force’s AMJAMS system.  
The Army National Guard relies on the Army’s tracking system and does not separately track MJS cases.



Finding

DODIG-2023-083 │ 5

databases, and the information in the personnel databases follows the criteria 
set forth in DoDI 1336.05, the information used for reporting does not align with 
MJS requirements.6 

As a result, the Services will be less likely to achieve DoD and Government-wide 
goals for reporting consistent and comparable demographic data according to 
the established OMB guidance.  These data, in accordance with DoDI 1020.05, are 
required for Federal reporting purposes and for use in evaluating DoD diversity 
and inclusion efforts.

Military Justice System Users Do Not Verify 
Demographic Data in the Military Justice 
System Databases
The Military Services track demographic data for Service members involved 
in the MJS.  The Service-specific military justice system databases capture the 
demographic data, and the data are readily available for reporting.  However, the 
demographic data are drawn from information collected in military personnel 
databases.  The military personnel databases do not collect consistent data across 
the Services, and military justice system users do not verify the data. 

•	 Army demographic data are collected from at least 27 Army personnel 
databases with at least 38 race combinations, at least 23 ethnicity options, 
and 3 categories for sex.7  

•	 Marine Corps demographic data are taken from the Marine Corps Total 
Force System, which offers the 5 minimum categories for race required 
by OMB policy, at least 26 ethnicity options, and 2 categories for sex.

•	 Navy demographic data are taken from the Navy Standard Integrated 
Personnel System, which offers the 5 minimum categories for 
race required by OMB policy, at least 23 ethnicity options, and 
2 categories for sex.

•	 Air Force demographic data are taken from the Military Personnel Data 
System, which collects at least 26 different races or race combinations, at 
least 23 ethnicity options, and 2 categories for sex.  

•	 The National Guard Bureau uses the demographic data from the Army and 
Air Force personnel systems.

	 6	 DoDI 1336.05, “Automated Extract of Active Duty Military Personnel Records,” July 28, 2009 (Incorporating Change 3, 
August 26, 2021).  This criterion is applicable to the personnel databases and is not applicable to the requirements for 
data collection in the military justice system databases.

	 7	 On January 17, 2023, the Army released the Integrated Personnel and Pay System, which allows data collection from a 
single Army database.
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The Services Maintain Separate Military Justice 
System Databases
There is no requirement for the DoD to maintain a central database for the military 
justice system, and the DoD does not have one.  Each Service tracks demographic 
data for Service members in its own Service-approved database.  For the MJS, the 
Services use the same databases that they use for tracking demographic data—
MJO (Army), Wolverine and QCARs (Navy and Marine Corps), AMJAMS (Air Force 
and Space Force), and ADCON (National Guard).

Army
The Army collects its demographic data in the MJO system for active and reserve 
Army and Army National Guard Service members.  This secure application is 
a primary case management system for military justice and tool for creating, 
processing, and managing administrative reprimands, administrative separations, 
nonjudicial punishments, courts-martial, and case management.  The MJO system 
is a record of legal services provided to the command.

When a court-martial case is created in MJO, the user inputs the accused Service 
member’s Social Security number, which pulls the demographic data from the 
Integrated Total Army Personnel Database.  The MJO populates the Service 
member’s name, race, ethnicity, and gender.  Representatives from the Army 
reported that users of their military justice case management system cannot save 
or proceed with a new case entry if specific pre-determined data fields are left 
blank.  Demographic data is required for gender in the MJO system.

Marine Corps and Navy
The Marine Corps and Navy use the Wolverine electronic case management system 
to collect and manage all court-martial cases.  Wolverine is owned and managed 
by the Marine Corps.  Demographic data are collected only for active and reserve 
Service members.  Demographic data for the accused are manually pulled from 
the Marine Corps Total Force System personnel database.  A victim’s demographic 
data are also sourced from that personnel database when the victim is a Service 
member.  At the creation of a new court-martial case entry, demographic data for 
the accused are entered, along with identification of the Service that owns the case.  

The Marine Corps and Navy use QCARs Excel spreadsheets to track military 
justice actions under Article 15, nonjudicial punishments.  Demographic data 
categories for race, ethnicity, and gender are manually input in the QCARs 
spreadsheet for each case.
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Air Force and Space Force
The Air Force and Space Force use AMJAMS, which tracks demographic data 
for both court-martial and nonjudicial punishment cases for active and reserve 
Service members.  The system requires demographic data to be collected only 
for the accused and victims who are uniformed Service members.  Demographic 
information is automatically drawn from the Air Force and Space Force personnel 
system.  AMJAMS contains drop-down boxes for race, ethnicity, and gender.  
Users are limited to the options available in the drop-down boxes. 

National Guard
The Air National Guard developed the ADCON system to track MJS data for 
Air National Guard personnel.  ADCON is a restricted access site on the Air 
National Guard’s SharePoint site.  In January 2021, the Air Force published 
AFI 36‑2907, which included instructions for reporting demographic data for 
adverse administrative actions.8  As a result of this instruction, in May 2021 the 
Air National Guard modified the ADCON database and updated the demographic 
information for cases tracked in that system, starting with cases dated 
January 15, 2021. Service members’ demographic data are manually populated 
using data drawn from the Military Personnel Data System.  The ADCON system 
contains drop-down boxes for race, ethnicity, and gender.  Users are limited to the 
options available to be selected in the drop-down boxes.

Demographic Data Requirements Are Inconsistent 
in Guidance
The requirements for collecting demographic data contained in OMB Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15, the Uniform Standards and Criteria memorandum, and 
DoD Instruction 1020.05, section 5, are inconsistent.  For example, OMB Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15 provides five categories for race, while the Uniform 
Standards and Criteria memorandum and DoDI 1020.05 each include six.  

	 8	 Air Force Instruction 36-2907, “Adverse Administrative Actions,” May 22, 2020 (Incorporating Change 1, 
January 15, 2021).  This instruction was reissued with updates on October 14, 2022.
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Table 1 shows the requirements for reporting demographic data for OMB Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15, the Uniform Standards and Criteria memorandum, and 
DoD Instruction 1020.05, section 5.  The table demonstrates the differences in each 
requirement by category.

Table 1.  Required Demographic Data Categories

Demographic 
Data Category

OMB Directive No. 15 
Requirements 

Uniform Standards and 
Criteria Memorandum 

Requirements
DoDI 1020.05 
Requirements

Race

1. American Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Black or 

African American
4. Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific Islander
5. White

1. American Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Black or 

African American
4. Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific Islander
5. White
6. Other

1. American Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Black or 

African American
4. Native Hawaiian or 

Other Pacific Islander
5. White
6. Multiracial

Ethnicity 1. Hispanic or Latino
2. Not Hispanic or Latino

1. Hispanic or Latino
2. Not Hispanic or Latino

1. Hispanic or Latino
2. Non-Hispanic or 

non-Latino

Sex No requirements 
specified

1. Male
2. Female

1. Male
2. Female

Source:  The DoD OIG.

The Services Collect Demographic Data in Inconsistent 
Race Categories
There were inconsistencies throughout the MJS demographic data collection for 
categorizing race.  Table 2 shows the options found in the race category for the 
military justice system databases, by Service.  The table demonstrates that each 
Service uses different race categories.
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Table 2.  Race Category Language Used for MJS Data, by Service

Army Marine Corps Navy Air Force and 
Space Force

Air National 
Guard

1. American 
Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Asian/Pacific 

Islander
4. Black
5. Data not 

provided
6. Hispanic
7. Other
8. Other/

Unknown
9. Unknown
10. White

1. American 
Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Black or African 

American
4. Caucasian
5. Hispanic 
6. Native 

American
7. Native 

Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 
Islander

9. Other 
10. Undisclosed 

or Unknown
11. White

1. American 
Indian or 
Alaska Native

2. Asian
3. Black
4. Black or African 

American
5. Caucasian
6. Declined to 

Provide
7. Hispanic
8. Native 

Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 
Islander

9. Other
10. Undisclosed 

or Unknown
10. White
11. [blank]

1. American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native

2. Asian
3. Black or 

African 
American

4. Declined to 
respond

5. Native 
Hawaiian or 
other Pacific 
Islander

6. Pending 
7. Two or More
8. White
9. Blank

1. American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native, Native 
Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander

2. American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native, Native 
Hawaiian/
Pacific 
Islander, White

3. American 
Indian/Alaska 
Native

4. Asian
5. Black/African 

American, 
White

6. Black/African 
American

7. Declined to 
Respond

8. Native 
Hawaiian/
Other Pacific 
Islander

9. Null
10. White

Source:  The DoD OIG.

The Services Collect Demographic Data in Inconsistent 
Ethnicity Categories
There were inconsistencies throughout the military justice system demographic 
data collection for categorizing ethnicity.  Table 3 shows the options found in the 
ethnicity category for the MJS databases, by Service.  The table demonstrates that 
each Service uses different ethnicity categories.
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Table 3.  Ethnicity Category Language Used for MJS Data, by Service

Army Marine Corps Navy Air Force and 
Space Force Air National Guard

1. Hispanic 
or Latino

2. Not Hispanic 
or Latino

3. Other
4. Unknown
5. None

1. Hispanic 
or Latino

2. Not Hispanic 
or Latino

3. Undisclosed 
or Unknown 

4. Blank*

1. Hispanic 
or Latino

2. Not Hispanic 
or Latino

1. Hispanic 
or Latino

2. Not Hispanic 
or Latino

3. Declined 
to Answer

4. Blank

1. Hispanic-Multi-
Racial

2. Hispanic-Not 
Identified/Declined 
to Respond

3. Hispanic-White
4. Not Hispanic
5. Not Hispanic-Asian
6. Not Hispanic-Black/

African American
7. Not Hispanic-

Multi Racial
8. Not Hispanic-Native 

American/Alaskan 
Native

9. Not Hispanic-
Native/Hawaiian/
Other Pacific 
Islander

10. Not Hispanic-Not 
Identified/Declined 
to Respond

11. Not Hispanic-
White

12. Null

*“Blank” indicates the field did not include an assigned category.
Source:  The DoD OIG.

The Services and Air National Guard Collect Demographic 
Data in Inconsistent Sex or Gender Categories
There were inconsistencies throughout the MJS demographic data collection for 
category titles; both “sex” and “gender” are used.  For example, the Army, Air Force, 
and Air National Guard used the category titled “gender” for data collection, while 
the Navy and Marine Corps used the category titled “sex.”  

The Services May Be Unable to Report Consistent and 
Comparable Demographic Data
The Services were unable to report demographic data as required for Federal 
reporting purposes and for use in evaluating DoD diversity and inclusion efforts.  
As a result, the Services may not have the demographic data required for DoD and 
Government-wide goals for reporting consistent and comparable demographic data.  
If the demographic data are not comparable, the DoD will not be able to determine 
the progress made in its diversity and inclusion efforts.
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Joint Service Committee on Military Justice
In the Joint Service Committee on Military Justice Combined 146a Report to 
Congress for FY 2021 (the Combined 146a report), the Services did not report 
demographic data in the categories established by the OMB because the Services 
were unable to aggregate the data into the categories required by OMB Statistical 
Policy Directive No. 15 and the Uniform Standards and Criteria memorandum.  
The data that the Military Services submitted for the Combined 146a report 
include the two categories for ethnicity and the five minimum categories for race.  
However, data regarding ethnicity submitted by three of the Services include an 
additional category, “unknown/other,” and data regarding race submitted by all 
four Services include two additional categories, “Other” and “Unknown.” 

The demographic data submitted by the Air Force were consistent with the 
requirements with regard to ethnicity.  However, the demographic data submitted 
by the Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps included data for both the accused 
and the victims regarding ethnicity in three categories: 

•	 Hispanic/Latino;

•	 Non-Hispanic/Latino; and

•	 Unknown/Other.

The demographic data for race submitted by Army, Navy, and Marine Corps used 
seven categories:

•	 American Indian/Alaska Native; 

•	 Asian; 

•	 Black or African American; 

•	 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander; 

•	 White; 

•	 Other; and 

•	 Unknown.

The Air Force noted in its report:

Racial and ethnic demographic data is self-reported by service 
members and pulled from AFPC [Air Force Personnel Center] 
databases by AMJAMS.  Any unaccounted for numbers in ethnic 
demographic data reflects either “unknown,” “none,” or “declined to 
respond,” answers from service members.  The results of AMJAMS 
data pulls for ethnicity yield only Hispanic and non-Hispanic 
categories such that the specific numbers for each of the other 
categories is unknown. 
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Defense Advisory Committee on Investigation, Prosecution, 
and Defense of Sexual Assault in the Armed Forces
The Defense Advisory Committee on Investigation, Prosecution, and Defense of 
Sexual Assault in the Armed Forces (DAC-IPAD) is a Federal advisory committee 
established under section 546 of the FY 2015 National Defense Authorization 
Act.  The DAC-IPAD was established to review and assess racial disparities in the 
investigation and prosecution of penetrative and contact sexual offenses.9  In its 
December 2020 report, the DAC-IPAD stated that it “found more questions raised 
by the Services’ FY 19 data responses than answers provided by them,” because 
of inadequacies in race and ethnicity data collection in the DoD, specifically; 
by the Service military criminal investigative organizations; and by military 
justice databases.10  

The DAC-IPAD report also stated:  “Because the Military Services do not report 
race and ethnicity in standardized categories, the [DAC-IPAD] was unable to make 
comparisons across the Military Services or assess the Armed Forces as a whole.  
In addition, no Military Service consistently records the race and ethnicity of 
victims of a sexual offense.”

According to the DAC-IPAD, the single consistent finding from every review of 
racial and ethnic disparities in the MJS over the past 50 years is the inadequacy 
of the Services’ data collection on race and ethnicity.  The December 2020 DAC-
IPAD report stated that, in its May 2019 report to Congress, the Government 
Accountability Office determined that the Services “do not collect and maintain 
consistent information about race and ethnicity in their investigations, military 
justice, and personnel databases.”  The report added, “This limits the military 
services’ ability to collectively or comparatively assess these demographic data to 
identify any racial or ethnic disparities in the military justice system within and 
across the services.” 

In a September 13, 2018 letter to the Secretary of Defense regarding 
implementation of section 5504 of the Military Justice Act of 2016, the DAC‑IPAD 
recommended that the Services develop a plan to transition to one uniform 
case management system across all of the Services.  The DAC-IPAD restated 
this recommendation in 2020 with regard to tracking contact and penetrative 
sexual offenses.

	 9	 Section 546 of the Carl Levin and Howard P. “Buck”’ McKeon National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2015, 
Pub. L. No. 113-291, § 546, 128 Stat. 3292 (2014).  Additionally, the FY 2020 NDAA, Pub. L. No. 116-92, § 535, 133 Stat. 
1198 (2019), extended the DAC-IPAD’s term from 5 to 10 years.

	 10	 The DAC-IPAD Report on Racial and Ethnic Data Relating to Disparities in the Investigation, Prosecution, and Conviction 
of Sexual Offenses in the Military, December 2020.
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Management Comments on the Finding 
and Our Response
Although not required to comment, the Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General 
provided comments on the Finding.  For the full text of the Deputy Judge Advocate 
General’s comments, see the Management Comments section of the report.

Air Force Comments
The Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General agreed with the report’s finding on 
the lack of consistency in the demographic data collected in the military justice 
systems.  The Deputy Judge Advocate General also stated that the Disciplinary Case 
Management System, which is currently in development, will be able to adapt to 
any demographic category changes.

Our Response
We acknowledge the Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General’s comments 
on the Finding. 

Navy and Marine Corps Comments
Although not required to comment, the Navy Assistant Judge Advocate General 
for Military Law and the Deputy Staff Judge Advocate to the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps provided comments on specific wording in the report.  

Our Response
We acknowledge the comments from the Navy Assistant Judge Advocate General 
for Military Law and the Deputy Staff Judge Advocate to the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps.  We incorporated updated information in footnotes where applicable, 
but made no changes to table information. 

Recommendations, Management Comments, 
and Our Response
Recommendation 1
We recommend that the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness:

a.	 Establish and define demographic categories in Service personnel 
and military justice system databases across all Services.
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Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness Comments
The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness partially agreed 
and stated that the Services can currently aggregate data to meet the minimum 
requirement of OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15 and DoD Instruction 1020.05 
to report disparities consistently.  The Under Secretary acknowledged that the 
Services have flexibility in collecting data at the level of granularity they require, 
while ensuring compliance with the minimum requirements.  Rather than dictating 
the level of granularity to the Services, the Under Secretary stated that the DoD 
will direct the Services to use existing standardized aggregated data elements for 
reporting for DoD-wide analyses.  In addition, the DoD will ensure the Services 
comply with Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) database requirements 
specified in DoDI 1336.05.  The DoD will also recommend the Services use the 
DMDC-standardized race/ethnicity data elements as the definitive source for 
analyzing military disparities for their annual reporting requirements instead 
of using individual Service data elements for race/ethnicity.

Our Response
Comments from the Under Secretary partially addressed the recommendation; 
therefore, this recommendation is unresolved.  We acknowledge the DoD will 
recommend the Services use the DMDC-standardized race/ethnicity data elements 
for reporting requirements.  However, those data elements align with the criteria 
set forth in DoDI 1336.05, which does not align with the military justice system 
data requirements set forth in OMB Statistical Policy Directive No. 15 and 
DoDI 1020.05.  We request that the Under Secretary provide additional comments 
in response to the final report to describe how the DoD will ensure the Services 
are able to aggregate demographic data for Federal reporting requirements. 
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b.	 Establish a process that requires consistent use of demographic 
categories in Service personnel and military justice system databases 
across all Services.

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness Comments
The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness agreed with 
recommendation and stated it aligns with recent recommendations the DoD has 
agreed to and is working to implement from the U.S. Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) report (GAO 19-344) and new statutory requirements.  GAO 
recommended the DoD develop the capability to present Service members’ race 
and ethnicity data in its investigations and personnel databases using the same 
categories of race and ethnicity established in the December 2018 uniform 
standards for the military justice databases.  Section 547 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2022 required the development of 
consistent data elements for reporting.  The DoD’s guidance will be updated after 
OMB Statistical Policy No. 15 is revised.

Our Response
Comments from the Under Secretary addressed the specifics of the 
recommendation; therefore, this recommendation is resolved, but will remain 
open.  We will close this recommendation when the Under Secretary provides 
documentation supporting the development of consistent data elements for 
reporting based on the revised OMB Statistical Policy No. 15.

c.	 Conduct a review to determine whether a single military justice 
system database for use by all Services would be beneficial.

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness Comments
The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness partially agreed that 
a standardized data repository for analyses is warranted, but did not agree that 
a single military justice system case management database is warranted.  As an 
alternative, the Under Secretary stated the DoD will create a single centralized 
Office of the Secretary of Defense-managed system to extract data and documents 
from the existing Armed Forces databases that maintain information on military 
justice matters pursuant to section 547 of the NDAA for FY 2022 for analytic 
purposes.  The DoD has also convened two working groups to create codebooks 
and data dictionaries to facilitate the aggregation of data from each Armed Forces 
system into a new umbrella system, with final products to be completed in the 
summer 2023 timeframe.
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Our Response
Comments from the Under Secretary addressed the specifics of the 
recommendation; therefore, this recommendation is resolved, but will remain 
open.  We will close this recommendation when the Under Secretary provides 
documentation demonstrating the single centralized Office of the Secretary 
of Defense-managed system is able to extract data and documents for 
analytical purposes. 

d.	 Develop and implement a single military justice system database 
if found beneficial based on the review.

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and 
Readiness Comments
The Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness partially agreed 
and stated that the DoD will implement the actions outlined in the response 
to Recommendation 1c.

Our Response
Comments from the Under Secretary addressed the specifics of the 
recommendation; therefore, this recommendation is resolved, but will 
remain open.  We will close this recommendation when the Under Secretary 
provides documentation demonstrating the single centralized Office of the 
Secretary of Defense-managed system is able to extra data and documents 
for analytical purposes. 

Air Force Comments
Although not required to comment, the Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General 
provided comments on the recommendations.  The Deputy Judge Advocate General 
stated that they agree with Recommendations 1.a and 1.b, but suggested that 
additional demographic categories should be added for individuals who identify 
with more than one race or choose not to identify with a race.  

The Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General also stated that they do not agree 
with Recommendations 1.c and 1.d because they do not think a single, DoD-wide 
military justice system or database would be beneficial and could potentially have 
negative impacts on all the Services.
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Our Response
We acknowledge the Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General’s comments on the 
recommendations.  While the Deputy Judge Advocate General does not agree that 
a single military justice system would be beneficial, our recommendation is not to 
implement a single system; rather, our recommendation is that the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Personnel and Readiness conduct a review to determine whether it 
would be beneficial.
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Appendix

Scope and Methodology
We conducted this evaluation from May 2022 through January 2023 in 
accordance with the “Quality Standards for Inspection and Evaluation,” published 
in December 2020 by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and 
Efficiency.  Those standards require that we adequately plan the evaluation 
to ensure that objectives are met and that we perform the evaluation to obtain 
sufficient, competent, and relevant evidence to support the findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations.  We believe that the evidence obtained was sufficient, 
competent, and relevant to lead a reasonable person to sustain the findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations.

To accomplish the objective, we contacted the Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Personnel and Readiness; Defense Manpower Data Center; and Office 
of Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion to discuss MJS demographic data requirements.  
We also held meetings with the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, National 
Guard, and Space Force offices responsible for capturing demographic data in 
the military justice system databases.  We held the meetings to observe the 
demographic data in the databases and to determine if any Service-specific 
policies exist.

We also collected and analyzed demographic data from the Service databases 
to determine the demographic categories and how each category is defined by the 
DoD and the Services.  We looked for inconsistencies and gaps in the collection 
and categorization process.  We obtained testimonial and documentary evidence 
from the Services that are used to capture and track the demographic data related 
to offenses in the MJS.  We determined what internal controls exist to ensure 
consistency in data categorization, and we determined if any barriers related 
to data collection and categorization exist. 

Finally, we reviewed the Military Justice Act of 2016 and OMB Statistical Policy 
Directive No. 15, which requires the Services to collect and categorize demographic 
data in the MJS.  We also reviewed DoDI 1020.05 and the Uniform Standards and 
Criteria memorandum issued by the General Counsel of the DoD.  We reviewed 
these criteria to determine if gaps exist in the current demographic data collection 
and reporting processes.

We reviewed the Services’ annual reports to Congress regarding the military 
justice system to identify any deficiencies related to collection and categorization 
of demographic data.
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Use of Computer-Processed Data
We did not use computer-processed data to perform this evaluation.

Prior Coverage
During the last 5 years, the GAO and the DAC IPAD issued three reports discussing 
demographic data in the military justice system.

GAO
GAO 21-105000, “Military Justice: DoD and Coast Guard Improved Collection and 
Reporting of Demographic and Nonjudicial Punishment Data, but Need to Study 
Causes of Disparities,” August 30, 2021

The military services have implemented 8 of 11 recommendations made in 
the 2019 GAO report, aimed at improving their ability to collect and report 
consistent demographic data.  However, DoD has not identified when disparities 
should be further reviewed or studied the causes of disparities in the military 
justice system. 

GAO Report No. GAO-19-344, “Military Justice: DoD and the Coast Guard Need to 
Improve Their Capabilities to Assess Racial and Gender Disparities,” May 30, 2019

The military services collect gender information, but they do not collect and 
maintain consistent information about race and ethnicity in their investigations, 
military justice, and personnel databases.  This limits their ability to 
collectively or comparatively assess the data to identify any disparities 
in the military justice system within and across the services.  GAO made 
11 recommendations. 

DAC-IPAD
“Report on Racial and Ethnic Data Relating to Disparities in the Investigation, 
Prosecution, and Conviction of Sexual Offenses in the Military,” December 15, 2020

This report reviewed race and ethnicity data provided by the Military 
Services for all adult-victim cases involving penetrative and contact sexual 
offenses completed in FY 2019.  The report stated that the Military Services 
do not report race and ethnicity in standardized categories, and therefore, 
the Committee was unable to make comparisons across the Military Services.  
In addition, no Military Service consistently records the race and ethnicity 
of victims of a sexual offense.
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Management Comments

Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness
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Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness (cont’d)
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Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel 
and Readiness (cont’d)
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate (cont’d)
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate (cont’d)
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate (cont’d)
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate (cont’d)
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Marine Corp Judge Advocate (cont’d)
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Navy Judge Advocate General
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Navy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)



Management Comments

DODIG-2023-083 │ 31

Navy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Navy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Navy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Navy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General
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Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Air Force Deputy Judge Advocate General (cont’d)
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronyms and Abbreviations
Acronym Definition

ADCON Administrative Control System 

AMJAMS Air Force Automated Military Justice Analysis and Management System 

DAC IPAD Defense Advisory Committee on Investigation, Prosecution, and Defense of Sexual 
Assault in the Armed Forces

DoDI DoD Instruction 

MJO Military Justice Online

MJS Military Justice System (lowercase in text)

OMB Office of Management and Budget

QCARs Quarterly Criminal Activity Reports

UCMJ Uniform Code of Military Justice



Whistleblower Protection
U.S. Department of Defense

Whistleblower Protection safeguards DoD employees against  
retaliation for protected disclosures that expose possible fraud, waste,  

and abuse in Government programs.  For more information, please visit  
the Whistleblower webpage at http://www.dodig.mil/Components/

Administrative-Investigations/Whistleblower-Reprisal-Investigations/
Whistleblower-Reprisal/ or contact the Whistleblower Protection  
Coordinator at Whistleblowerprotectioncoordinator@dodig.mil

For more information about DoD OIG 
reports or activities, please contact us:

Congressional Liaison 
703.604.8324

Media Contact
public.affairs@dodig.mil; 703.604.8324

DoD OIG Mailing Lists 
www.dodig.mil/Mailing-Lists/

Twitter 
www.twitter.com/DoD_IG

DoD Hotline 
www.dodig.mil/hotline

mailto:Public.Affairs%40dodig.mil?subject=
https://www.dodig.mil/Mailing-Lists/
http://www.twitter.com/DoD_IG
https://www.dodig.mil/Components/Administrative-Investigations/DoD-Hotline/
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