                       RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

         AIR FORCE BOARD FOR CORRECTION OF MILITARY RECORDS

IN THE MATTER OF:
DOCKET NUMBER:  99-00095



INDEX CODE:  107.00



COUNSEL:  NONE



HEARING DESIRED:  NO

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT REQUESTS THAT:

His Air Force Commendation Medal (AFCM), Second Oak Leaf Cluster (2OLC), be upgraded to a Meritorious Service Medal (MSM).

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT CONTENDS THAT:

A recommendation for an MSM was not submitted because of the Headquarters, Pacific Air Force (HQ PACAF) policy stating that a technical sergeant did not merit the award due to rank restriction.

In support of his appeal, the applicant provided supportive statements, copies of his enlisted performance reports, documentation pertaining to the award of the AFCM, and other documents associated with the matter under review.

Applicant’s complete submission is at Exhibit A.

_________________________________________________________________

STATEMENT OF FACTS:

Information extracted from the Personnel Data System (PDS) indicates that the applicant is currently serving on active duty in the grade of technical sergeant, having been promoted to that grade on 1 Jul 96.  His Total Active Federal Military Service Date (TAFMSD) is 20 Nov 84.

By Special Order GA-122, dated 3 Apr 98, the applicant was awarded the AFCM (2OLC) for meritorious service during the period 5 Sep 94 to 17 Apr 98

_________________________________________________________________

AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

The Recognition Programs Branch, AFPC/DPPPR, reviewed this application and recommended denial.  According to DPPPR, the applicant has based his request on the premise that HQ PACAF policy prevented him from being recommended for the MSM.  However, he could have been recommended but his recommending official elected not to do so.  Furthermore, any endorsing official in the chain of command could have recommended upgrade to the MSM at the time the AFCM was being processed.  In DPPPR’s view, they could find no basis for granting the applicant’s request.

A complete copy of the DPPPR evaluation is at Exhibit B.

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT'S REVIEW OF AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

Applicant indicated that he understands that senior leadership must closely scrutinize all decoration requests to ensure the meaning of a decoration is not diluted or diminished in any way.  However, he firmly believes he worked very hard while at Misawa, and made the sacrifices, commitment and dedication necessary to warrant recognition above what was considered normal or appropriate for a technical sergeant.  He also believes the decoration submitted by his former commander did not accurately represent his accomplishment during his tenure there.  

Applicant’s complete response is at Exhibit D.

_________________________________________________________________

THE BOARD CONCLUDES THAT:

1.  The applicant has exhausted all remedies provided by existing law or regulations.

2.  The application was timely filed.

3.  Insufficient relevant evidence has been presented to demonstrate the existence of probable error or injustice.  We took notice of the applicant's complete submission in judging the merits of the case; however, we agree with the opinion and recommendation of the Air Force office of primary responsibility (OPR) and adopt their rationale as the basis for our conclusion that the applicant has not been the victim of an error or injustice.  Therefore, in the absence of evidence which shows to our satisfaction that the applicant met the established criteria for award of the MSM, we find no compelling basis to recommend granting the relief sought in this application.

_________________________________________________________________

THE BOARD DETERMINES THAT:

The applicant be notified that the evidence presented did not demonstrate the existence of probable material error or injustice; that the application was denied without a personal appearance; and that the application will only be reconsidered upon the submission of newly discovered relevant evidence not considered with this application.

_________________________________________________________________

The following members of the Board considered this application in Executive Session on 24 Aug 99, under the provisions of AFI 36-2603:


Mr. Richard A. Peterson, Panel Chair


Ms. Patricia D. Vestal, Member


Mr. Patrick R. Wheeler, Member

The following documentary evidence was considered:

    Exhibit A.  DD Form 149, dated 8 Jan 99, w/atchs.

    Exhibit B.  Letter, AFPC/DPPPR, dated 21 Jan 99.

    Exhibit C.  Letter, SAF/MIBR, dated 8 Feb 99.

    Exhibit D.  Letter, applicant dated 8 Apr 99.

                                   RICHARD A. PETERSON

                                   Panel Chair
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