
TITLE:  Stories from the Front Lines: Military Policies Regarding Openly Transgender 
Americans 
SUBJECT MATTER:  LGBTQ; Civil Rights 
DESCRIPTION: 
People who identify as transgender have long served honorably in the U.S. military; by 
one estimate, there are approximately 15,500 transgender people, including APAs, who 
are currently serving, many still silently. Some came out in 2016 following the Obama 
Administration’s announcement that existing policies would be changed, but President 
Trump reversed course, first with a tweet in July 2017, and then with a formal policy in 
March 2018, which attempted to prohibit most transgender Americans from serving in 
the military. So far, four federal courts have held Trump’s ban to be unconstitutional. 
This panel, featuring two openly transgender veterans and retired U.S. Army JAG, will 
discuss the human realities of the policy prohibiting transgender Americans from serving 
in the military, as well as the military readiness, public policy and legal arguments being 
advanced to challenge and defend the ban.  Representatives of advocacy organizations 
will also give an update regarding the status of the numerous legal challenges to the 
ban. 
MODERATOR:  Rachel See 
SPEAKERS: 
New Panelist and title 
Brynn Tannehill (LCDR, USN (ret)), Director of Advocacy at Service members, Partners, 
and Allies for Respect and Tolerance for All (SPART*A):  
Laila Villanueva (USAF (ret)), SPARTA  
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