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This is in reference to your application for correction of your naval record pursuant to the
provisions of title 10 of the United States Code, section 1552.
A three-member panel of the Board for Correction of Naval Records, sitting in executive
session, considered your application on 29 June 2000. Your allegations of error and injustice
were reviewed in accordance with administrative regulations and procedures applicable to the
proceedings of this Board. Documentary material considered by the Board consisted of your
application, together with all material submitted in support thereof, your naval record and
applicable statutes, regulations and policies. In addition, the Board considered the letter on
your behalf from the Commanding General (CG), I Marine Expeditionary Force, dated
6 March 2000, and the advisory opinion furnished by Headquarters Marine Corps, dated
18 April 2000, copies of which are attached.
After careful and conscientious consideration of the entire record, the Board found that the
evidence submitted was insufficient to establish the existence of probable material error or
injustice. In this connection, the Board substantially concurred with the comments contained
in the advisory opinion. Without removing your driving under the influence conviction or
the action to remove you from the 1998 staff sergeant selection list, the Board was unable to
find you were improperly denied reenlistment. The letter from the CG did not persuade the
Board you should have been promoted or allowed to reenlist. In view of the above, your
application has been denied. The names and votes of the members of the panel will be
furnished upon request.
It is regretted that the circumstances of your case are such that favorable action cannot be
taken. You are entitled to have the Board reconsider its decision upon submission of new
and material evidence or other matter not previously considered by the Board. In this
regard, it is important to keep in mind that a presumption of regularity attaches to all official

records. Consequently, when applying for a correction of an official naval record, the
burden is on the applicant to demonstrate the existence of probable material error or
injustice.
Sincerely,

W. DEAN PFEIFFER
Executive Director
Enclosure

UNITE0 STATES MARINE CORPS
I MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE, FMF
BOX 555300
CAMP PENDLETON, CALIFORNIA 920555300
IN REPLY REFER TO:

542 0

SJA

0 6 MAR 2000
From:
To:

Commanding General,
I Marine Expeditionary Force
Board for Correction of Naval Records

Subj:

APPLICATION F

N OF MILITARY RECORD ICO
C

SERGEAN

ewed the unusual administrative process that
I have perso
1.
selection to Staff Sergeant, revocation of
led to Sergeant
promotion, subsequent failure for selection, and ultimate denial of
After
I strongly recommend that relief be granted.
reenlistment.
becoming fully aware of this saga and talking with Se
recommended that he petition BCNR for relief.
Sergeant *
mistake, but so did I and my commanders. Sergeant
-.._ -_
allowed to continue service in the Marine Corps
and be probed to
Staff Sergeant.
2.

Based on my review of all available records, three things are clear:

a. This case was not properly administratively handled at several
The combination of these failures to proper1
stages.
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Promotion Branch
By direction of
The Commandant of the Marine Corps
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