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b  F   l    S pervisor shall review the R p d-on Officer’s 

perf  and qualities observed and noted during the reporting period. Then, 

for each of the performance dimensions, the Supervisor shall carefully r   

sta   mpare the Reported-on Officer’s performance to the level of per-

formance described by the standards. The Supervisor shall take care to compare 

 ff er’s performance and qualities against the standards—not to other officers 

and not to the same officer in a previous reporting period. After determining 

wh  ck best describes the Reported-on Officer’  rformance and qualities 

during the marking per  e S rvisor fills in th  appropria  l    

form in ink.  

     

d. In the “comments” block follo g  evaluation area, the Supervisor shall 

include comments g pecific aspects of th  p  Off ’  f

 d b h or f  ch mark that deviates from a four. T  S  ll 

draw     b  e of any seco  Supervisors, and othe  

f ion accumulated during the reporting pe   

 

   p y       valuations. 

T  uld identify specific strengths and weaknesses in p f   

●  ●  ● 

g. A mark of four represents the expected standa  f p f rmance. Additional 

specific performan  b rvations must be included when an officer has been 

d  k f f     h  h  h  exceeded th  h h level of per-

f e. … 

 

Articl  0 8    on th   l    OER   R  Officer 

“shall fill in the circle that most cl ly fl ts the Repo g Off ’  g f  R p -

on Officer rel   ll h  ff  f h   grade the Rep g   nown. 

 

Article 10.A.4.c.9. states that block 10 on an OER should contain the Reporting Officer’s 

comments r g g  p n officer’s “potential for greater leadership roles and respon-

sibilities in the Coast Guard” an   e comments “reflect the judgment” f h  R ting 

Officer. 

 

 Article 10.A.4.g. allows an officer to submit, within 21 days of receiving a copy of a vali-

dated OER f   P l C   l    OER   h  own views of her 

performance for inclusion in her record.  Members of the rating chain may attach their own 

responsive co   h  OER R l  
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      ppl  ed the Morale Committee  y o state that she “orga-

nized offic  l  vents; assisted in coordination of Martin Luther King, Jr. Program.”  There-

fore, the applicant has not proved by a preponderance of the evidence that her supe  gnored 

her work o  b lf f e Morale Committee in assigning her the mark of 5 for “Looking Out for 

Others.” 

 

10.  Regarding the above, the Board finds that even if the comments in OER2 had been 

written as  pp icant desired, there is no proof, except for  pplicant’s statements, that such 

comments would have resulted  gh  arks in the cont ted areas. f  ll,  plicant 

admits that she provided this i f on to the rating chain in her OER in    Under Articles 

10.A b   0 7 b  f  P l M l OER ks are not based on com-

ments since the supervisor and reporting ff  st “carefully read the standards and compare 

the reported officer’s perfo  to the level of perfor  b  b     f  

determi  h h bl k bes  cribes the reported-on officer’s pe f   l  

ing the mark      porting officer f ll   the appropriate circl    

[OER] f   ink.”  Then the supervisor or reporting ff  nclude comments citing specific 

aspects of the reported offi ’  p rformance and beh r f   mark that deviates from a 

four.  In g   p   p g       ervations, those of 

any se  upervisors, and other information accumulated du i  th  ti  i d  S  

A t l  10 A 4 4 d  d A t l  10 A 4 4 7.d.  There is n    OER instruction that 

requires the rating chain to mention a reported-on officer’  y complishment or task com-

pleted during the reportin  d  and the limited space on an OER form would not permit it.  

Th  l  l   h  h   h   cific aspect  f th  reported-on officer’s 

perform  f r each mark that deviates from a four.  (The Board notes that the applicant 

received no mar  l r than a 5 on any of the disputed OERs.)  It appears to the Board that the 

rating chain l    l on in l  OER2  

 

11.  OER3   Th  l  d  k of 5 in “P  p nce,”  a 5 in 

“Writ ”    “L k  O  f  O rs,” and a 6 in “Developing Others.”  The applicant 

ll ed that based upon her performance, each disputed mark should have been one number 

higher.  The ppl  l  ll g  that the reporting officer improperly influenced the supervisor 

to lower marks he had assigned to  pplicant in a draft OER, specifically the k  “P fes-

sional Competence.”  The supervisor admitted that he discussed his draft OER on the applicant’s 

performance with the reporting officer and that the reporting officer had some concerns   He 

ntly discussed those concerns with the applicant and gave her the opportunity to submit 

addition l   T     f    d l input, he (not the 

reporting officer) assigned the marks.  The discussion between the supervisor and reporting 

officer and th  ’  b   f he applicant’s additional inp  d h  d f  

OER  t   A t l  10 A 2 2  f the Personnel Manual states that the “reporting 

officer shall return a report for correction or reconsideration, if the supervisor’s submission is 

found inconsistent with actual performance or unsubstantiated by narrative comments.  The 

reporting officer shall not direct that an evaluation mark or comment be changed.”  There is no 

evidence that the reporting officer directed the supervisor to change his marks.  The supervisor 

 at h  d the marks for the disputed OER(s).   

 

-
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2   I    g  ark in “Professional Comp ,” the applicant con-

tended tha   ks of 5 in “Writing” and “Directing Others” should be raised to 6s and her 

mark of 6 in “Looking Out for Others” should be raised to 7.  She alleged that t  g chain 

failed to m   f r OER input and therefore the comments do not paint a succinct picture 

of her performance, as required by regulation.  However, as discussed above, there is no 

requirem  der regulation that the rating chain mentions every task completed by a reported-

on officer.  (In fact, due to the limited space for comments, this would be impossible.)   The 

supervisor  porting officer assigned marks and com ts that in their judgment best 

reflected the applicant’s perfor   Th  fact that the appli ant believ   de  higher 

marks and that her rating ch  uld have made different comments  not make the 

assig  OER        y f able statements from those 

with whom the applicant worked prove t   puted OERs are erroneous.  The individuals 

who wrote statements in supp  f the applicant were n  p bl  f  l   f

mance.   

 

3   T  Board finds that the applicant’s evide   sufficient to overcome the pre-

sumption of regularity with p  to the disputed OER   Sin   pplicant has not shown any 

of the d p        j         sider removing the 

disput  OER   Nor has she shown that the disputed OERs, which t   d k  d 

t  d h  t  b  d  f  omotion. 

 

14.  The applicant d  umerous allegations and all have been considered.  Those not 

d d  h  f d  d l   d d not to be d t ve of the issues in this 

case.   

 

15.  A l   l n sho l  b   
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