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Dear Petty(4~uIjr-~
This is in referenceto yourapplicationfor correctionof your naval recordpursuantto the
provisionsof title 10 of the United StatesCode, section 1552.

A three-memberpanelof theBoard for Correctionof NavalRecords,sitting in executive
session,consideredyour applicationon 12 August 1999. Your allegationsof error and
injusticewerereviewedin accordancewith administrativeregulationsand procedures
applicableto theproceedingsof this Board. Documentarymaterialconsideredby theBoard
consistedof yourapplication, togetherwith all material submittedin supportthereof,your
navalrecordand applicablestatutes,regulationsand policies. In addition, theBoard
consideredthe advisoryopinionsfurnishedby the Navy PersonnelCommanddated
3 December1998 and 12 January1999, copiesof which areattached.

After careful andconscientiousconsiderationof theentire record,the Board found that the
evidencesubmittedwas insufficient to establishthe existenceof probablematerialerror or
injustice. In this connection,the Board substantiallyconcurredwith the commentscontained
in the advisoryopinion dated3 December1998. SincetheBoard found no defect in the
contestedevaluation,they had no basisto correctyour record to show you wereadvancedto
STS1 from the September1997 advancementcycle. In view of theabove,your application
hasbeendenied. Thenamesandvotesof the membersof the panelwill be furnishedupon
request.

It is regrettedthat thecircumstancesof your casearesuchthat favorableaction cannotbe
taken. You areentitled to havethe Board reconsiderits decisionupon submissionof new and
materialevidenceor othermatter not previouslyconsideredby the Board. In this regard,it is
importantto keepin mind that a presumptionof regularityattachesto all official records.



Consequently,whenapplying for a correctionof an official naval record, the burdenis on the
applicantto demonstratetheexistenceof probablematerialerroror injustice.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

W. DEAN PFEIFFER
ExecutiveDirector
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3 DEC 98

MEMORANDUMFOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BOARD FOR CORRECTIONOF

NAVAL RECORDS

Via: NPC/BCNR Coordinator (NPC-OOXCB)

Subj: STS2;~~~~, JR., .LJ11~1MPfl1~~~

Ref: (a) BUPERSINST 1610.10, EVAL Manual

End: (1) BCNR File

1. Enclosure (1) is returned. The m~n~berrequests his promotion
recommendation for the period 1 April 1995 to 15 March 1996 be
changed from “Promotable” to “Early Promote”.

2. Based on our review of the material provided, we find the
following:

a. A review of the member’s headquarters record did not
reveal the report in question to be on file; however, the member
provides a copy of the report with his petition. The report is
in the process of being digitized and placed in the member’s
headquarters record. The report is signed by the member
indicating its contents and his desire not to submit a statement.
Per reference (a), the member has two years from the ending date
of the report to submit a statement if desired. A statement was
not received by Pers—322 from the member.

b. Further review of the member’s headquarters record
revealed a missing report for the period 16 March 1996 to 27
November 1996. The member does not provide a copy of the missing
report with his petition.

c. The member alleges that the reporting senior for the
period in question was an Army Officer who was unfamiliar with
the Navy’s new evaluation system, especially the promotion
recommendation. The member states that he has participated in
the Navy—wide advancement examination 8 times and has missed the
minimum multiple required by 2-3 points each time.

d. The marks, comments and recommendations are at the
discretion of the reporting senior. They are not routinely
opened to challenge.



Subj: ST ~ t~hJJ

e. The report represents the judgment and appraisal
responsibility of the reporting senior for a specific period of
time. It is not required to be consistent with previous or
subsequent reports.

f. We feel that failure to advance or enhancement of
promotion opportunity does not justify upgrading or removal of an
evaluation report.

g. The member does not prove the report to be unjust or in
error.

3. We recommend retention of the report for the period of 1
April 1995 to 15 March 1996. Also, we recommend a copy of the
missing report for the period 16 March 1996 to 27 November 1996
be submitted to NPC-311 for inclusion in the member’s
headquarters record.

4. If the member’s petition is approved by BCNR, the member
requests to be retroactively advanced to the paygrade of E-r6. We
recommend that the member’s petition be forwarded to the
Director, Active Officer Promotions, Appointments and Enlisted
Advancements (NPC-85) for comment.

Head, Performance
Evaluation Branch
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVY PERSONNEL COMMAND

5720 INTEGRITY DRIVE

MILI.INGTON TN 3805 5.0000
Ser 852/009
12 Jan 99

MEMORANDUMFOR EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, BOARD FOR CORRECTIONOF
NAVAL RECORDS

Via: NPC/BCNR COORDINATOR, NPC-OOXCB

Subj: COMMENTSAND RECOMMENDATIONIN THE CASE~OF
~ JR ,

Ref: (a) BUPERSINST 1430.16D

End: (1) BCNR file #04903-98

1. Enclosure (1) is returned recommending disapproval.
Petty Offic~J~ ~jjannot be retroactively promoted to
paygrade E-6, due to the “promotable” promotion
recommendation on his Evaluation Report for the period 1
April 1995 through 15 March 1996. If his promotion
recommendation is changed to reflect “early promote”, his
performance average will change to 3.8 vice 3.6 and would
give him the 5.50 points he needs to be advanced.

2. Therefore, no relief is recommended.


