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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 submission and applicable law: 

 

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

 

2. An application to the Board must be filed within three years after the applicant 

discovers the alleged error or injustice.3  The applicant was discharged from the Coast Guard in 

2008 but did not submit his application to the Board until June 25, 2015.  Therefore, the 

preponderance of the evidence shows that the applicant knew of the alleged error in his record in 

2008 and his application is untimely. 

 

3. The Board may excuse the untimeliness of an application if it is in the interest of 

justice to do so.4  In Allen v. Card, 799 F. Supp. 158 (D.D.C. 1992), the court stated that the 

Board should not deny an application for untimeliness without “analyz[ing] both the reasons for 

the delay and the potential merits of the claim based on a cursory review”5 to determine whether 

the interest of justice supports a waiver of the statute of limitations.  The court noted that “the 

longer the delay has been and the weaker the reasons are for the delay, the more compelling the 

merits would need to be to justify a full review.”6   

 

4. Regarding the delay of his application, the applicant stated that he discovered that 

there was no DD 214 in his record until June 17, 2015, but did not explain to the Board why he 

did not discover this earlier.  The Board finds that the applicant knew or should have known in 

2008 that there was no DD 214 in his record and he failed to show that anything prevented him 

from seeking correction of the alleged error or injustice more promptly. 

 

5. A cursory review of the merits of this case indicates that the applicant’s request 

for a DD 214 lacks merit because he is not eligible to receive a DD 214 for his service in the 

Coast Guard Reserve.  He is not eligible to receive a DD 214 because Paragraph 2.d. of DoDI 

1336.01 and Chapter 1.B.10. of COMDTINST M1900.4D state that reservists released from 

ADT less than 90 days are not eligible to receive a DD 214, and the record shows that the 

applicant did not perform any continuous active duty for training of at least 90 days.   

 

6. Accordingly, the Board will not excuse the application’s untimeliness or waive the 

statute of limitations.  The applicant’s request for a DD 214 should be denied. 

 

7. The record shows, however, that the NPRC has no Personnel Data Record (PDR) 

for the applicant, and the Coast Guard stated that it does not have a paper or electronically 

imaged copy of his PDR (known as an EIPDR).  Since FY2006, the Coast Guard has apparently 

been retaining EIPDRs instead of storing paper PDRs at NPRC, so the Coast Guard should have 

                                                 
3 10 U.S.C. § 1552(b) and 33 C.F.R. § 52.22. 
4 10 U.S.C. § 1552(b). 
5 Allen v. Card, 799 F. Supp. 158, 164 (D.D.C. 1992). 
6 Id. at 164, 165; see also Dickson v. Secretary of Defense, 68 F.3d 1396 (D.C. Cir. 1995). 



        

                  
               

        

      



        

 

          
                 

       

   




