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The CO/OICs recommendation for advancement is the most important eligibility 

requirement in the Coast Guard advancement system. A recommendation for 

advancement shall be based on the individual's qualities of leadership, personal 

integrity, adherence to core values, and his or her potential to perform in the next 

higher pay grade. Although minimum performance factors have been prescribed 

to maintain overall consistency for participation in SWE, the commanding officer 

shall be personally satisfied that the member's overall performance in each factor 

has been sufficiently strong to earn the recommendation.  

 

Article 3.A.5.a. states that “[i]ndividuals recommended for advancement to senior chief 

petty officer and master chief petty officer must be superior in leadership, military characteris-

tics, technical knowledge, and performance of duty. They must be professionally qualified to fill 

any chief petty officer billet of their rating.” 

 

Article 3.A.19.d., “Cancellation of Advancement,” states the following:  

 

If at any time prior to effecting an advancement, a commanding officer wishes to 

withdraw his or her recommendation because an individual has failed to remain 

eligible and it appears that eligibility will not be attained prior to expiration of the 

current eligibility list, the commanding officer shall advise Commanding Officer 

(CG PPC) by message with Commander (CG PSC-EPM), as an information 

addressee, to remove the individual's name from the eligibility list.  

 

Article 5.G. states the following about choosing an advancement mark on an EER: 

 

1. Basis for the Advancement Recommendation. While the rating chain must 

consider past performance, it must also consider and base the recommendation on 

the member’s potential to perform satisfactorily the duties and responsibilities of 

the next higher pay grade, qualities of leadership, and adherence to the Service’s 

core values. Each rating chain member must address this independent section 

every time they complete an employee review.  

2. Guidelines for the Advancement Recommendation. When completing this part 

of the employee review, the rating chain should focus on the guidelines in Chapter 

3.A. on advancement recommendations and then select one of the following 

choices.  

a. RECOMMENDED. The member is fully capable of satisfactorily per-

forming the duties and responsibilities of the next higher pay grade. The rating 

chain should choose this entry regardless of the member’s qualification or eligi-

bility for advancement. If the member has met all eligibility requirements, 

choosing this value constitutes an official recommendation for advancement. 

Personnel, E-6 and above, must receive a supporting remarks entry clearly docu-

menting their present and future leadership potential for greater responsibility in 

accordance with Article 5.B.1.e. of this Manual.  

b. NOT RECOMMENDED. The member is not capable of satisfactorily 

performing the duties and responsibilities of the next higher pay grade.  
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Required Counseling. If the Approving Official marks "Not Recommended,” they 

must ensure the member is properly counseled on the steps necessary to earn a 

recommendation and prepare supporting remarks in accordance with Articles 

3.A.4.b.(2)., 3.A.4.e.(4)., and 5.B.2. of this Manual.  

4. Finality of the Advancement Recommendation. The Approving Official's deci-

sion on the advancement recommendation is final and may not be appealed.  

 

 Regarding performance feedback, Article 5.B.2.i of the Enlisted Manual states the 

following: 

 

No specific form or forum is prescribed for performance feedback. Performance 

feedback, formal or informal, actually occurs whenever an evaluee receives any 

advice or observation from a rating official on their performance or any other 

matter on which they may be evaluated. Performance feedback can occur during a 

counseling session, particularly during a mid-period session, through on-the-spot 

comments about performance, or at the end of the enlisted employee review 

period. Each evaluee must be continuously alert for the "signals" received in one 

of these ways from the rating chain. If the signals are not clear, the evaluee must 

ask the rating chain for clarification.  

 

Article 5.D.2. of the Enlisted Manual states that an evaluee “is ultimately responsible for 

… b. Finding out what is expected on the job [and] c. Obtaining sufficient feedback or 

counseling and using that information in adjusting, as necessary, to meet or exceed the 

standards.”  Article 5.D.3.b.(6) states that a supervisor must counsel an evaluee on the EER after 

it is approved. 

 

The Officer Manual in effect in 2013 and 2014, COMDTINST M1000.3A, states the 

following about recommending a member for appointment to CWO and removing a member 

from a CWO final eligibility list: 

 

 Article 1.D.1.a. defines the role of a CWO as follows: 

 

Chief warrant officers (CWOs) are commissioned officers of the Coast Guard 

who serve in grades established by law and have authority commensurate with 

this status. CWOs are mature individuals with appropriate education and specialty 

experience who have shown through demonstrated initiative and past performance 

they have the potential to assume positions of greater responsibility requiring 

broader conceptual, management, and leadership skills. While administrative and 

technical specialty expertise is required in many assignments, CWOs must be 

capable of performing in a wide variety of assignments that require strong leader-

ship skills. 

 

 Article 1.D.3.a. states the following about a CO’s recommendation: 

 

The commanding officer’s well-considered, affirmative recommendation is the 

most important eligibility requirement in the warrant officer appointment process. 
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Regardless of how much time in service or time in grade a member may have or 

the existence of other personal considerations, they must earn the commanding 

officer’s recommendation. Commanding officers shall base recommendations for 

appointment to warrant grade first on the member’s qualities of leadership, 

personal integrity, and potential to perform successfully as a warrant officer. 

Commanding officers must never permit technical competence and ability to per-

form in a warrant specialty to overshadow the member's potential to perform 

successfully as a warrant officer. Appointment as a warrant officer is not another 

step in the enlisted promotion process and shall not reward enlisted members for 

faithful or extended service or completion of minimum service requirements. 

Meeting the minimum standards for advancement as an enlisted member should 

not be enough to earn members the commanding officer’s recommendation to 

apply for appointment to warrant grade. [Emphasis added.] 

 

 Article 1.D.3.b. states the following: 

 

In view of Article 1.D.3.a. of this Manual, commanding officers may recommend 

members for appointment to warrant grade if they meet all the eligibility require-

ments of Article 1.D.2. of this Manual. In addition to these minimum eligibility 

requirements, commanding officers shall consider these factors before recom-

mending a member for appointment to warrant grade:  

(1) Commanding Officer’s Recommendation. Commanding officers shall 

recommend personnel for appointment to warrant grade only if they are fully 

qualified to hold warrant grade. By making this recommendation, the command-

ing officer affirms the member recommended can perform the duties of the 

specialty as defined in Article 1.D.13. of this Manual. Commanding officers shall 

thoroughly evaluate members seeking their recommendation for appointment to 

warrant grade to ensure they possess the qualities of character and leadership 

required of warrant officers. Perfunctory personnel administration in this area 

may allow poor performers and military offenders to be appointed, which reflects 

poorly on the command and the service.  

(2) Commanding Officer’s Responsibility. The recommendation process 

used by the commanding officer assists the service in affirming the candidate’s 

mental, moral, physical, and professional qualifications for appointment to com-

missioned status. Commanding officers shall review the applicant’s unit personnel 

data record prior to making the recommendation.  

 

 Article 1.D.10.a. states the following about removing a member from a final eligibility 

list:  

 

(2) Removal from the Final Eligibility List. A candidate's name shall be removed 

from the final eligibility list upon receipt of adverse information by a command-

ing officer within the candidate's chain of command or Commander (CG PSC-C), 

which casts doubt on a candidate's moral or professional qualifications for 

appointment as a chief warrant officer. When adverse information is received that 

casts doubt on a candidate's moral or professional qualifications for appointment 
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as a chief warrant officer, a candidate's current commanding officer, any com-

manding officer in the candidate's chain of command, or Commander (CG PSC) 

has the authority to remove the candidate's name from the final eligibility list by 

notifying Commander (CG PSCOPM) to remove the candidate's name from the 

final eligibility list. The removal from the final eligibility list may be initiated via 

memo or message to Commander (CG PSC-OPM). Conviction by a court martial, 

conviction by a civil court, receipt of non-judicial punishment, or receipt of an 

unsatisfactory mark in conduct after the candidate has been recommended by the 

chief warrant officer appointment board is normally to be considered adverse 

information which casts doubt on the candidate's moral or professional qualifica-

tions for appointment as a chief warrant officer. … 

(3) Initiating a Special Board. Upon receipt of the commanding officer’s request 

to remove the candidate from the final eligibility list or when initiated by Com-

mander (CG PSC-OPM), the candidate’s name will be temporarily removed with-

out conducting a special board. The candidate shall have an opportunity to review 

the recommendation and shall be permitted to make such comments as desired by 

endorsement to the commanding officer’s request. If Commander (CG PSC-C) 

initiates this action, the candidate shall be advised in writing of the contemplated 

actions and the reasons therefore and given the opportunity to provide comments 

as desired via the chain of command.  

(4) Special Board Review. After the candidate has been temporarily removed 

from the final eligibility list, the case shall be reviewed at the CG PSC by a 

special board of senior officers. The special board shall consist of at least three 

officers in the grade of commander or above. The membership shall include a 

representative from the Headquarters or Commander (CG PSC-OPM) division 

having cognizance of the candidate’s specialty. After a thorough review of the 

candidate’s EI-PDR and associated documents, the special board shall recom-

mend to the Commandant either that the candidate be reinstated on the final eligi-

bility list or that the candidate not be reinstated on the final eligibility list.  

(5) Reinstatement Authority. The recommendation of the special board to rein-

state the candidate’s name to the final eligibility list shall be forwarded to the 

Commandant (CG-1) for approval, modification, or disapproval. Commandant 

(CG-1) may determine that special circumstances exist which warrant final action 

be taken by the Commandant. In the event of such a determination by Comman-

dant (CG-1), the recommendation of the special board shall be forwarded to the 

Commandant for action.  

 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

 The Board makes the following findings and conclusions on the basis of the applicant’s 

military record and submissions, the Coast Guard’s submissions, and applicable law: 

 

1. The Board has jurisdiction concerning this matter pursuant to 10 U.S.C. § 1552.  

The application is timely. 

 












