                       RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

         AIR FORCE BOARD FOR CORRECTION OF MILITARY RECORDS

IN THE MATTER OF:
DOCKET NUMBER:  02-00307



COUNSEL:  NONE


225-29-6480
HEARING DESIRED:  YES

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT REQUESTS THAT:

Her general (under honorable conditions) discharge be upgraded to honorable.

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT CONTENDS THAT:

She was not properly trained and she should not have been held accountable for the error, because she was not even in the military to cause it.  She says that there were inconsistencies with the punishment handed down to others in worse situations than hers.

In support of her appeal, applicant submitted a copy of an email to her senator, along with a congressional inquiry.

Applicant’s complete submission is at Exhibit A.

_________________________________________________________________

STATEMENT OF FACTS:

On 14 September 1989, the applicant enlisted in the Regular Air Force for 4 years, in the grade of airman basic (AB/E-1).  Prior to the events cited below, she was promoted to the grade of airman first class (A1C/E-3), with an effective date and date of rank (DOR) of 14 June 1991.  She received two performance reports with overall promotion recommendations of 2 and 4, respectively.

On 11 February 1992, the squadron section commander initiated administrative discharge action against the applicant for misconduct; specifically, minor disciplinary infractions.  The specific reasons for the proposed action were:

On or about 23 Aug 91, she mismanaged the leave program, for which she received a letter of counseling (LOC).

On or about 29 Aug 91, applicant was derelict in the performance of her duties (leave program), for which she received a LOC.

On or about 23 Oct 91, she was derelict in the performance of her duties (leave program) and received a letter of reprimand, with an unfavorable information file (UIF).

On or about 29 Oct 91, she was derelict in the performance of her duties (leave program), for which she received a LOC.

Also, on or about 20 November 91, she was derelict in the performance of her duties, for which she received an Article 15.  The Article 15 punishment imposed on the applicant consisted of forfeiture of $75 and 14 days of extra duty.

On 24 February 1992, after consulting with counsel and having been advised of her rights, applicant submitted documents in her own behalf.  She requested that the separation authority suspend the discharge, offer a period of probation and rehabilitation, and recategorize her discharge as “unsatisfactory performance.”

On 2 March 1992, the acting Staff Judge Advocate found the case file legally sufficient to justify an administrative discharge for misconduct and recommended that the applicant be separated with a general discharge, without probation or rehabilitation.  On 11 March 1992, the discharge authority approved a general discharge, without probation and rehabilitation.

On 12 March 1992, the applicant was discharged under provisions of AFR 39-10 (Misconduct - Pattern of Minor Disciplinary Infractions), with service characterized as general (under honorable conditions).  She served 2 years, 5 months, and 29 days on active duty.

On 16 Aug 1996, the Air Force Discharge Review Board (AFDRB) considered and denied the applicant’s request for upgrade of her general (under honorable conditions) discharge to honorable.  They concluded that the discharge was consistent with the procedural and substantive requirements of the discharge regulation and was within the discretion of the discharge authority and that the applicant was provided full administrative due process.  However, the AFDRB concluded that the reason for discharge was more accurately described as Secretarial Authority.

_________________________________________________________________

AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

HQ AFPC/DPPRS reviewed this application and recommended denial. They found that the discharge was consistent with the procedural and substantive requirements of the discharge regulation.  Additionally, that the discharge was within the sound discretion of the discharge authority.  They also noted that the applicant did not submit any new evidence or identify any errors or injustices that occurred in the discharge processing, nor did she provide any facts warranting an upgrade of her discharge.  Accordingly, they recommended her records remain the same (Exhibit C).  

_________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT'S REVIEW OF AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

A copy of the Air Force evaluation was forwarded to the applicant on 3 Jul 02 for review and comment within 30 days.  As of this date, no response has been received by this office (Exhibit D).

_________________________________________________________________

THE BOARD CONCLUDES THAT:

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

2.  The application was not timely filed; however, it is in the interest of justice to excuse the failure to timely file.

3.  Insufficient relevant evidence has been presented to demonstrate the existence of error or injustice.  The majority of the Board finds that the discharge appears to be in compliance with the governing AFI and they find no evidence to indicate that the applicant’s separation from the Air Force was inappropriate.  They find no evidence of error in this case and after thoroughly reviewing the evidence of record and the documentation submitted in support of the applicant’s appeal, they do not believe she has suffered from an injustice.  Therefore, based on the available evidence of record, the majority of the Board finds no basis upon which to favorably consider this application.

4.  The applicant's case is adequately documented and it has not been shown that a personal appearance with or without counsel will materially add to our understanding of the issues involved.  Therefore, the request for a hearing is not favorably considered.

_________________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION OF THE BOARD
A majority of the panel finds insufficient evidence of error or injustice and recommends the application be denied.

_________________________________________________________________

The following members of the Board considered AFBCMR Docket Number 02-00307 in Executive Session on 9 Oct 02, under the provisions of AFI 36-2603:


Mr. Vaughn E. Schlunz, Panel Chair


Mr. Clarence D. Long III, Member


Mr. Brenda L. Romine, Member

By a majority vote, the members voted to deny the request.  Mr. Long voted to correct the record and did not desire to submit a minority report.  The following documentary evidence was considered:

    Exhibit A.  DD Form 149, dated 6 Apr 01, w/atchs.

    Exhibit B.  Applicant's Master Personnel Records.

    Exhibit C.  Letter, HQ AFPC/DPPRS, dated 4 Apr 02.

    Exhibit D.  Letter, AFBCMR, dated 3 Jul 02.

                                   VAUGHN E. SCHLUNZ

                                   Panel Chair

MEMORANDUM FOR
THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AIR FORCE BOARD FOR



CORRECTION OF MILITARY RECORDS (AFBCMR)

SUBJECT:  AFBCMR Application of ERICA D. (ADDISON) DINGLEDINE, 225-29-6480


I have carefully reviewed the evidence of record and the recommendation of the Board members.  A majority found that applicant had not provided substantial evidence of error or injustice and recommended the case be denied.  I concur with that finding and their conclusion that relief is not warranted.  Accordingly, I accept their recommendation that the application be denied.


Please advise the applicant accordingly.








JOE G. LINEBERGER








Director
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