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________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT REQUESTS THAT:

Her Enlisted Performance Report (EPR) rendered for the period 2 Nov 02 through 1 Nov 03, be removed from her records.

________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT CONTENDS THAT:

There was a personality conflict between her rater and herself that resulted in an EPR that was prepared without her having been provided any feedback.  Her supervisor indicated on the report that feedback was provided, which is true; however, she was only provided an initial feedback.  During her initial feedback session there was a clear-cut opinion that had been developed as evidence by her supervisor stating "you are starting on a clean slate."  

The report was prepared late.  As a result when the additional rater reviewed he expedited his processing and assumed that the proper feedback had been provided based on the date of the feedback.  She was later advised that her rater initially attempted to provide her a referral report but the additional rater talked her out of it because there was nothing to substantiate a referral report.  

After the relationship between her and her rater deteriorated to the point where they refused to talk to each other and she asked the commander to remove her to another section, but he refused to do so.  Applicant believes the report is in reprisal for speaking to the Inspector General about her situation.  Subsequent to her IG visit, the commander decided to remove her to another squadron.  

In support of her request, applicant provided a personal statement, documentation associated with her Evaluation Reports Appeal Board (ERAB) appeal, and supporting statements.  Her complete submission, with attachments, is at Exhibit A.

________________________________________________________________

STATEMENT OF FACTS:

Applicant contracted her initial enlistment in the Regular Air Force on 9 Apr 92.  She has been progressively promoted to the grade of technical sergeant, having assumed that grade effective and with a date of rank of 1 Nov 04.  

The following is a resume of her recent EPR profile:


PERIOD ENDING
PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION


12 Aug 05

5



01 Nov 04

5



01 Nov 03

4 (Contested Report)



01 Nov 02

5



01 Nov 01

5

________________________________________________________________

AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

AFPC/DPPP recommends denial.  DPPP states in worker-supervisor relationships, some disagreements are likely to occur since a worker must abide by a supervisor's policies and decisions.  Personnel who do not perform at expected standards or require close supervision may believe that an evaluator is personally biased; however the conflict generated by this personal attention is usually professional rather than personal.  Although she provided a memorandum from her additional rater, he can only recall the situation in retrospect.  Retrospective views will not overcome the presumption that the initial assessment remains valid.  If there was a personality conflict of such magnitude the rater could not be objective, the additional rater would have known about it since the EPR indicates the rater and additional rater were assigned to the same location.  The additional rater would have made any necessary adjustments to the applicant's EPR.  She has not provided specific instances based on firsthand observation which substantiates the relationship between her and the rater was strained to the point an objective evaluation was impossible.  

The EPR specifically requests information for the "last performance feedback was accomplished on."  This does not specify that the last performance feedback should be a mid-term feedback date which the applicant states she did not receive.  While current Air Force policy requires performance feedback, a direct correlation between the information provided during feedback and the assessments on evaluation reports does not necessarily exist.  There may be occasions when feedback was not provided during a reporting period.  Lack of counseling or feedback, by itself, is not sufficient to challenge the accuracy or justness of a report.

The DPPP evaluation is at Exhibit C.

________________________________________________________________

APPLICANT'S REVIEW OF AIR FORCE EVALUATION:

A copy of the Air Force evaluation was forwarded to the applicant on 23 Sep 05 for review and comment within 30 days.  As of this date, this office has received no response.

________________________________________________________________

THE BOARD CONCLUDES THAT:

1.  The applicant has exhausted all remedies provided by existing law or regulations.

2.  The application was timely filed.

3.  Insufficient relevant evidence has been presented to demonstrate the existence of an error or injustice.  We took notice of the applicant's complete submission in judging the merits of the case; however, after a thorough review of the evidence of record and her submission, we are not persuaded that the EPR should be removed from her records.  Her contentions are duly noted; however, we do not find her assertions, in and by themselves, sufficiently persuasive to override the rationale provided by the Air Force.  While we are willing to accept the possibility that the relationship between the applicant and her rater may have been strained, she has not provided evidence which would establish to our satisfaction that she was incorrectly rated or that the report was based on anything other than her rater's objective assessment of her performance.  If she were to provide such evidence, we would be willing to reconsider her request.  Regarding her contentions that the report should be removed because she did not receive midterm feedback, we agree with the Air Force that the absence of a midterm feedback session is not sufficient to justify that a report is erroneous or unjust.  Therefore, we agree with the opinion and recommendation of the Air Force office of primary responsibility and adopt its rationale as the basis for our conclusion that the applicant has not been the victim of an error or injustice.  In the absence of persuasive evidence to the contrary, we find no compelling basis to recommend granting the relief sought in this application.

4.  The applicant's case is adequately documented and it has not been shown that a personal appearance with or without counsel will materially add to our understanding of the issues involved.  Therefore, the request for a hearing is not favorably considered.

_________________________________________________________________

THE BOARD DETERMINES THAT:

The applicant be notified that the evidence presented did not demonstrate the existence of material error or injustice; that the application was denied without a personal appearance; and that the application will only be reconsidered upon the submission of newly discovered relevant evidence not considered with this application.

_________________________________________________________________

The following members of the Board considered AFBCMR Docket Number BC-2005-02360 in Executive Session on 25 Oct 05, under the provisions of AFI 36-2603:


Mr. John B. Hennessey, Panel Chair


Ms. Janet I. Hassan, Member


Ms. LeLoy W. Cottrell, Member

The following documentary evidence was considered:

    Exhibit A.  DD Form 149, dated 21 Jul 05, w/atchs.
    Exhibit B.  Applicant's Master Personnel Records.

    Exhibit C.  Letter, AFPC/DPPP, dated 16 Sep 05.

    Exhibit D.  Letter, SAF/MRBR, dated 23 Sep 05.

                                   JOHN B. HENNESSEY
                                   Panel Chair

