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_________________________________________________________________





APPLICANT REQUESTS THAT:





The Air Force Achievement Medal (AFAM), Second Oak Leaf Cluster (2OLC), covering the period     be upgraded to an Air Force Commendation Medal (AFCM) with One OLC (1OLC).





_________________________________________________________________





APPLICANT CONTENDS THAT:





The AFCM was not processed properly after the initiation to make an upgrade was made.  He did follow the chain of command and tried to correct the injustice but the one year time frame in accordance with AFI 36�2803 had elapsed.





Applicant submitted an additional statement regarding his perceptions about why his decoration was downgraded.





Applicant’s complete submission is attached at Exhibit A.





_________________________________________________________________





RESUME OF CASE:





On   , the Board considered and denied applicant’s request (Exhibit F).





On  , the applicant provided a five-page statement, with attachments, and requests the Board reconsider his application (see Exhibit G).





_________________________________________________________________





AIR FORCE EVALUATION:





The Chief, Recognition Programs Branch, AFPC/DPPPR, reviewed this application and indicated that the applicant requests his application be reconsidered not based on supplemental promotion but on the injustice he suffered.  The original technical advisory was not based in any way on consideration for supplemental promotion but on the criteria for awards and decorations.  Recommendations for decorations for meritorious service are based upon a completed period of service and recommendations for outstanding achievement are based on a single…accomplishment separate and distinct from regularly assigned duties, such as…accomplishments in a temporary duty (TDY) status, according to AFI 36�2803, The Air Force Awards and Decorations Program,   .  DPPPR believes the applicant received the appropriate decoration for his accomplishments and recommends disapproval of the applicant’s request for upgrade of his AFAM with 2OLC to the AFCM with 1OLC.





A complete copy of the Air Force evaluation, with attachment, is attached at Exhibit H.





_________________________________________________________________





APPLICANT'S REVIEW OF AIR FORCE EVALUATION:





Applicant reviewed the Air Force evaluation and provided a five-page response.





Applicant’s complete response, with attachments, is attached at Exhibit J.





_________________________________________________________________





THE BOARD CONCLUDES THAT:





Insufficient relevant evidence has been presented to demonstrate the existence of probable error or injustice.  After careful consideration of applicant’s request and his most recent statement, we are not sufficiently persuaded that a revision of the earlier determination in this case is warranted.  The Air Force provided a clear understanding of the criteria to be used for award of the AFCM, 1OLC, in their advisory opinion, dated  .  As noted by the Air Force in their   advisory opinion, the applicant requests his application be reconsidered not based on supplemental promotion but on the injustice he suffered.  The Air Force states that the original technical advisory, dated    , was not based in any way on consideration for supplemental promotion but on the criteria for awards and decorations.  Further, while the applicant was recommended for the AFCM, 2OLC, by his supervisor, the award was downgraded to the AFAM with 1OLC by his commander and both the supervisor and commander signed the form on    .  Therefore, we believe the applicant received the appropriate decoration for his accomplishments.  In view of the foregoing, the earlier decision to deny his application is affirmed.





_________________________________________________________________





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 18 January 2000, under the provisions of Air Force Instruction 36�2603:





	            Mr. Benedict A. Kausal, IV, Panel Chair


	            Ms. Patricia J. Zarodkiewicz, Member


	            Mr. Gregory H. Petkoff, Member





The following documentary evidence was considered:





     Exhibit F.  ROP, dated 31 Oct 97, w/atchs.


     Exhibit G.  DD Fm 149, dated 7 Sep 99, w/atchs.


     Exhibit H.  Letter, AFPC/DPPPR, dated 24 Sep 99, w/atchs.


     Exhibit I.  Letter, AFBCMR, dated 8 Oct 99.


     Exhibit J.  Letter fr applicant, dated 10 Oct 99, w/atchs.
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