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Dear Petitioner:

This 1s in reference to your application for correction of your father’s, hereinafter referred to as
Petitioner, naval record pursuant to Section 1552 of Title 10, United States Code. After careful
and conscientious consideration of relevant portions of Petitioner’s naval record and your
application, the Board for Correction of Naval Records (Board) found the evidence submitted
msufficient to establish the existence of probable material error or injustice. Consequently, your
application has been denied.

Although your application was not filed in a timely manner, the Board found it in the interest of
justice to waive the statute of limitations and consider your application on its merits. A three-
member panel of the Board, sitting in executive session, considered your application on

24 February 2026. The names and votes of the panel members will be furnished upon request.
Your allegations of error and injustice were reviewed in accordance with administrative
regulations and procedures applicable to the proceedings of the Board. Documentary material
considered by the Board consisted of your application together with all material submitted in
support thereof, relevant portions of your naval record, and applicable statutes, regulations, and
policies. The Board also considered an advisory opinion (AO) furnished by Navy Department
Board of Decorations and Medals (NDBDM) on 17 September 2025. Although you were
afforded an opportunity to submit an AO rebuttal, you chose not to do so.

The following is the relevant factual background of your case based upon review of Petitioner’s
naval record and/or the matters provided with your application:

1. Petitioner was commissioned in the Navy as a Naval Officer on 21 October 1942. On
10 December 1945, Petitioner was honorably released from active duty at the end of his
obligated service.

2. On 26 June 1944, I ssuc<d a citation
recommending Petitioner receive the Silver Star Medal (SSM) for his role in the rescue of

SUrvivors fron_ on 6 June 1944.
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3. On 13 January 1945, Petitioner was awarded a letter of commendation (with ribbon) by

] for his actions on 6 June 1944.

4. On 23 July 1946, correspondence from the Board of Review for Decoration and Medal
indicates Petitioner’s SSM recommendation was reconsidered. However, a recommendation
was forwarded to Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Europe to make no change to Petitioner’s
1ssued award.

After careful review, the Board reached the following conclusions and denied your application
for relief.

As part of the Board’s review, the Board considered the AO provided by NDBDM. The AO
stated 1n pertinent part:

The Petitioner's current petition does not meet the Department of Defense and DON
requirements for the reconsideration of his award nomination. It fails to present any
new, substantive, and materially relevant factual evidence that was not available in
1945 and 1946. Nor does it contain evidence of material error or impropriety.

A presumption of regularity in government affairs attaches to the actions taken by
all the participants in the award approval and review process from 1944 to 1946.
Specifically, that due diligence was exercised, actions taken were in good faith and
with sufficient knowledge of the facts, and that the final decision was neither
arbitrary nor capricious. The Petitioner bears the entire burden of overcoming the
presumption by preponderant evidence. The Petitioner failed to present evidence
sufficient to overcome the presumption.

The AO concluded, “Petitioner is not entitled to the SSM and found no evidence of material
error or injustice and therefore recommend BCNR deny the relief requested. Were BCNR to
grant relief in this case, such action would be inconsistent with the criteria and standards applied
to all other Service Members.”

The Board concurred with the AO and determined Petitioner’s official military personnel file
does not provide the necessary evidence to support your request for Petitioner to be awarded the
SSM. Additionally, the Board agreed with the AO that your application does not provide any
new evidence to support reconsideration of the original award determination. As explained in
the AO, a presumption of regularity applies in Petitioner’s case and, absent substantial evidence
that an error or injustice exists with the decisions made in 1945 and 1946, the Board was
unwilling to change Petitioner’s original award. Accordingly, given the totality of the
circumstances, the Board determined that your request does not merit relief.

The Board wanted to emphasize that this decision in no way lessens Petitioner’s heroic actions
on D-Day. The Board appreciates the Petitioner’s faithful and Honorable service to this country
and expressed its deepest sympathy for your loss.
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You are entitled to have the Board reconsider its decision upon submission of new matters,
which will require you to complete and submit a new DD Form 149. New matters are those not
previously presented to or considered by the Board. In this regard, it 1s 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,

3/12/2026






