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OBJECTION TO SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS In
U.S. Navy SEALs 1-26 v. Biden, 4:22-¢v-01236-0 (N.D. Tex.)

e namen !

To: United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas Ui ki vCOURT )
From: Aaron W. R. Crabb 1 NORTHERA Y v i
H IO ‘S. ; § s - i

! !

‘ |

Ref:  (a) 42 USC § 1983 e e )
(b) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations CLERKL U \ o

Fncl: n\

(1) Robert A. Green Jr. Objection Seals v Biden 1Jul24

I, Aaron W. R. Crabb, one of the People as seen in the U.S. and all 50 American state
constitutions, republic in form, Sui Juris, serve this objection to the Court, that it may also serve
as notice to all parties involved.

In addition to being a member of We The People, I also hold the office of Petty Officer
First Class, USN, and, by virtue of having filed a religious accommodation to the Navy mandate
of the COVID-19 injection, I am a member of the Navy class as described in U.S. Navy SEALs v.
Biden, 4:22-c¢v-01236-0 (N.D. Tex).

As a class member, I object to the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy of this
settlement agreement for the following reasons:

Accountability

Nothing in this settlement holds Defendants or their agents accountable for their
violations and abuses. This lack of accountability has directly contributed to ongoing violations
of the First Amendment and continued harms to class members. One of Defendant’s agents, Rear
Admiral James P. Waters, was a direct party to the violations of the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act that led to this Court granting a class-wide preliminary injunction. Rather than
hold him accountable for his violations, Navy leadership elected to support and promote Rear
Admiral Waters, reinforcing the apparent disdain that Navy leadership has for service members’
First Amendment rights. '

Accountability is a requirement for myself as an active duty service member. I am
constantly reminded of personal accountability for my own actions to the Lord Jesus Christ,
those who serve over and undemeath me, to the constitution of the United States, and to the
American people who 1 swore to support and defend against all enemies foreign and domestic.
This is and should be a priority by all service members officer and enlisted alike.

: Additionally, it is demanded to serve official reprimands for ADM Grady, ADM Gilday,
ADM Lescher, VADM Kilby, VADM Nowell, VADM Fuller, ADM Fagan,VADM Buck,

RADM Gillingham, and RADM Waters for the unlawful actions taken against the class

members. The military speaks of good order and discipline, unit cohesion, this has been lost due
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to the defendants actions. Granting the requests set forth herein will help show the support of the
leadership and Navy in the corrections of the class members irreparably harmed.

, I cannot look past the known injustices that fellow service members and myself have
experienced during the COVID mandates. The leaders must be held accountable to prevent the
law from being blatantly broken again in the future. The fact that there is nothing in the proposed
settlement agreement preventing this from happening again is horrifying. How can the American
people advocate for their sons and daughters to volunteer military service without accountability
from the leadership? Further amplifying information regarding accountability can be found in
Robert Green Jr.’s objection. (Encl 1) -

Administrative Records

The repair of harms is not adequate because it only forces the Navy to correct records that
fall within a very narrowly defined category. Significant harms were perpetrated that fall outside
the definition detailed in the settlement. The fact of poor evaluations, dishonorable discharge
characterizations are items service members active and separated have been forced to deal with.
This has affected them, their families, and other service members who now have seen the
injustice committed.

Personally, I have received low ranking evaluations due to unjust actions incurred
through an early transfer. This has resulted in my inability to promote. These types of corrections
the settlement suggests does nothing to help me or others harmed through the actions of the
defendants

For class members who have already retired or otherwise left the Naval Service,
correcting their record provides absolutely no tangible benefit, and cannot repair the harms done
to them. Further details regarding administrative record repair are expounded in Robert Green
Jr.’s objection. (Encl 1)

Monetary Damages

Rigidly holding the class to the original complaint does an injustice to class members and
the case should be expanded to inclhude retrospective relief. The settlement does not compensate
class members in any way whatsoever, despite many class members enduring significant
financial hardship, medical complications, and mental health problems as a result of defendants’
actions.

It is demanded the defendants provide back pay compensation to all those who have been
removed from service and offers of automatic re-instatement. Furthermore, to provide immediate
promotion to the next paygrade with all pays and allowances to those service members still
actively serving, :

These monetary actions will help to restore the trust in the military fighting force that has
been lost at all levels.
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OBJECTION TO SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OFALL CLAIMS In
U.S. Navy SEALSs 1-26 v. Biden, 4:22-cv-01236-O (N.D. Tex.)

- To: United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas
From: Robert A. Green Jr.

Ref: (a)42 USC § 1983
(b) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations
Encl:
(1) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Rear Admiral
Waters for Violation of the First Amendment and 42 USC § 1983, | Jul 2024
(2) Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s government X[ Twitter] account,
@USNRecruiter, blocked Complainant’s private X[Twitter] account @RobGreenl010
(3) U.S. Navy Biography, Rear Admiral James Waters [II, Director, Military Personnel
Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
(4) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Vice Admiral
Nowell for Unlawful Religious Discrimination, 23 Dec 2021
(5) Judgment Order, Benton v. BlueCross BlueShield of TN Inc, Case 1:22-cv-00118, U.S.
District Court, Eastern District of Tennessee, 28 June 2024 '

I, Robert A. Green JIr., one of the People as seen in the U.S. and all 50 American state
constitutions, republic in form, Sui Juris, serve this objection to the Court, that it may also serve as
notice to all parties involved.

In addition to being & member of We The People, 1 also hold the office of Commander, USN,
and, by virtue of having filed a religious accommodation to the Navy mandate of the COVID-19
injection, I am a member of the Navy class as described in U.S. Navy SEALs v. Biden, 4:22-cv-
01236-0 (N.D. Tex).

As a class member, ] object to the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy of this settlement
agreement for the following reasons:

Accountability

Nothing in this settlement holds Defendants or their agents accountable for their violations
and abuses, This lack of accountability has directly contributed to ongoing violations of the First
Amendment and continued harms to class members. One of Defendant’s agents, Rear Admiral James
P. Waters, was a direct party to the violations of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act that led to
this Court granting a class-wide preliminary injunction. Rather than hold him accountable for his
violations, Navy leadership elected to support and promote Rear Admiral Waters, reinforcing the
apparent disdain that Navy leadership has for service members’ First Amendment rights. Since being
promoted to a new command position of considerable trust and prominence, Rear Admiral Waters
has been party to additional abuses, and is now the subject of an internal Navy complaint for new
violations of service member’s First Amendment rights committed as recently as June 2024. (Encl 1)

As the Director, Military Personnel Plans and Policies (OPNAV N13) from April 2021 to

March of 2024, Rear Admiral Waters, worked directly for Vice Admiral John B. Nowell (OPNAV
N1). In this role, he oversaw the OPNAV N1{3[ Religious Accommodation Review Team. Under

Enclosure {1)
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Rear Admiral Waters® watch, the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review Team developed
and executed a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to issue a template denial to each religious
accommodation request submitted by Navy sailors without doing the 1nd1v1dual:7ed review required
by law and military regulation.

While Vice Admiral Nowell was the one signing final disapprovals on each religious
accommodation requested, it was Rear Admiral Waters who was most closely involved in leading the
Religious Accommodation Review Team, and through whom he prepared each disapproval
recommendation for Vice Admiral Nowell. The evidence provided to this Court demonstrated that
the standardized religious accommodation denials passed through Rear Admiral Waters’ office
multiple times before ultimately being finalized by both Vice Admiral Nowell and Admiral Gilday.
The SOP provided to the court shows Rear Admiral Waters’ personal office code (N13) listed
approximately 10 separate times. His name, listed as “J. P. Waters,” is also clearly shown in both
Step 33 and Step 39 of the SOP, as demonstrated in the court documents. (Encl 4)

Rear Admiral James P. Waters contributed significantly to a pattern of disregard for the law,
for service members’ rights, and for the U.S. Constitution. This entire episode has been a national
embarrassment for the Navy, contributed to a significant loss of trust with the American people, and
compounded the military recruiting crisis. Rather than hold Rear Admiral Waters accountable for his
actions, Navy leadership saw fit to promote him to a new command position. As the new
Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral Waters, holds a position of significant
interest to American citizens due to its important role in building and maintaining trust for the sake
of recruiting.

As Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral James Waters maintains a
public-facing X [Twitter] account. Under his authority, this account represents the official Navy
position and narrative concerning recruiting Americans for service in the United States Navy. After
pointing out a number of programmatic failures related to recruiting and rebuilding trust with the
American people, I was blocked from viewing or commenting on any post made by Rear Admuai
James Waters’ Navy Recruiting Command X [Twitter] Account. (Encl 2)

As one of the People and a citizen of the United States, I have a right to freely express my
views, particularly ones that relate to the running of our government, its executive branch agencies,
~and its military departments. The action to block me, taken under the color of law, and within the
authority of an executive branch agency, deprived me of my right to free speech, which I retain as
one of the People, and which is explicitly protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution.
Rear Admiral James Waters violated the law as promulgated in 42 U.S.C. § 1983, deprived me of my
inalienable Constitutional rights under the First Amendment, and, in so doing, violated his own oath
to the Constitution.

The @USNRecruiter X [Twitter] account is not Rear Admiral Waters” private account.
Rather, it is an official government account under his control with which he promulgates Navy
narratives, and encourages the public to interact with the page. | am a member of the public, and,
because there can be no military exclusion for constitutional protections, I retain the right to free
speech as one of the People. Through use of frequent official messaging, Rear Admiral Waters
develops and implements a narrative to sway the opinion of the American people. Due to the
violation of my First Amendment rights, I no longer have the capability to freely respond nor to
exercise my rights related to these narratives.

Enclosure (1)
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As confirmed by the Supreme Court case O 'Connor-Ratcliff v. Garnier, 601 U.S._(2024), the
deprivation of a citizen’s First Amendment rights from a government-controlled social media
account is not permitted under law. Therefore, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Rear Admiral
James Waters can be held liable in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceedings for
redress.

Navy leadership has deliberately chosen not to correct their strategic blunders over the
COVID-19 mandates, nor put any real efforts into ending First Amendment violations perpetrated
across the Navy. These decisions, and the decision to continue to promote Rear Admiral Waters in
spite of his abuses and usurpations, have only served to reinforce our senior leaders’ disregard for
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act and the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. These
decisions have enabled Rear Admiral Waters to go on to commit additional violations of service
member’s First Amendment rights (as seen in Encl 1). Rear Admiral Waters has demonstrated a
pattern of constitutional violations. Rather than deter these actions, Navy leadership has elected to
support and promote him.

Navy leadership has also demonstrated a pattern of First Amendment violations, a disdain for
the rights of service members, and contempt for the rulings of this Court. Despite what they say in
Court, the evidence provided in Enclosures land 2 demonstrate ongoing violations of the First
Amendment by parties involved in the very action before this Court. This case is still ripe for action,
because the harms to class members are still ongoing. Defendants and their agents are apparently not
ready for a settlement because they are not done causing harm.

Administrative Records

The repair of harms is not adequate because it only forces the Navy to cotrect records that
fall within a very narrowly defined category. Significant harms were perpetrated that fall outside the
definition detailed in the settlement. Service members were given poor evaluations, but many were
not given “significant problems” marks that would elevate the evaluation to the category of adverse
evaluation. These poor evaluations derailed carcers by ensuring that sailors who were victims of
these actions would not be selected for promotion. In addition to the moral injury inflicted on these
sailors by Navy leadership, the sailors they targeted were denied promotion opportunities, potentially
costing them hundreds of thousands of dollars-worth of additional retirement pay as a result of
failing to obtain rightly-earned advancements in rank.

Service members who failed to be rightly promoted are not being granted special promotion
boards to address the harms done. Correcting the record cannot reverse time and give these sailors a
fair shot at promotion when their records were reviewed by promotion boards in 2022, 2023, and
early 2024, Only by convening a special promotion board for impacted class members could these
harms actually be repaired. There is, however, no provision in the settlement for granting special
promotion boards to class members despite it being the proper way to provide prospective relief.

Other actions, such as being relieved from leadership positions, cannot be corrected or
undone by a note in an administrative record. The sailors who were given menial labor outside their
normal duties, who were verbally and psychologically abused, and who suffered severe mental
health crises, will not be made whole because a note was made in their personnel file.

Enclosure (1)
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For class members who have already retired or otherwise left the Naval Service, correcting
their record provides absolutely no tangible benefit, and cannot repair the harms done to them.

Monetary Damages

Rigidly holding the class to the original complaint does an injustice to class members and the
case should be expanded to include retrospective relief. The settlement does not compensate class
members in any way whatsoever, despite many class members enduring significant financial
hardship, medical complications, and mental health problems as a result of defendants’ actions.

Many reservist class members were barred from performing their drill periods and lost a
source of income that they had previously relied on before the mandate. A number of class members
had bonuses wrongfully recouped. All appeals to Defendants and their agents to reverse these bonus
recoupments have fallen on deaf ears. A significant number of class members have incurred separate
legal fees for actions caused by the Defendants, but only Class Counsel is being offered legal fees as
part of this settlement. Class members have suffered significant physical harms as a result of the
stress caused by Defendants’ actions including developing ulcers, struggling with mental health,
thoughts of suicide, and other significant problems. This proposed settlement does nothing to make
amends for the physical harm resulting from Defendants’ actions.

In accordance with the Supreme Court’s ruling in Tanzin v. Tanvir, 592 U.S._(2020),
violations of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act permit litigants to seek monetary damages
against federal officials, yet Class Counsel has not sought damages on behalf of class members. The
value of the possible damages can be estimated using the 28 June 2024 judgement from a federal
district court in the case of Benton v BlueCross BlueShield of lennessee.

Tanja Benton was a Biostatistical research scientist working for BlueCross BlueShield of
Tennessee when her company mandated that she received the COVID-19 injection. She filed a
religious accommodation request which her company denied and ultimately fired her. At trial
Benton was awarded over $687,000 by a jury of her peers for her company’s violations of her
religious freedom rights, $500,000 of which was for punitive damages. (Encl 5)

Based on punitive damages alone, the Navy lawsuit with over 4,000 class members could be
worth a total of $2 Billion. If this seems like a great deal of money, bear in mind that this amount is
just about 1% of the total amount of aid provided to Ukraine so far. It is likely that only significant
punitive damages could make many class members whole from all the physical, mental, and
financial harms inflicted by the Defendants. A fund must be established, paid for by the Defendants,
that permits class members to make claims for damages incurred. This settlement, however, makes
no attempt to make class members whole, nor does it provide monetary damages of any kind.

Required Navy Actions

Under the terms of this settlement, the Navy is required to display a message on its website
for one year that states, in part, that “The United States Navy supports diverse expressive activities,
to include religious expression, and recognizes that through inclusion we are a better military and
stronger nation for it.” In light of their ongoing violations of the First Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution (as detailed in Enclosure 1), and their actions both in rejecting my own diverse

Enclosure (1)
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expressive activities and in excluding me from public discourse, each of these Navy assertions
appear to be proven false.

The Navy has committed to posting a training presentation on its website for three years that
teaches the importance of accommodating religious practices. However, service officials have not
committed to requiring any Navy [eaders to actually take this training. Even the individuals most
responsible for violating class members’ rights (including Rear Admiral Waters) are not required to
take this fraining.

In light of the ongoing violations of the First Amendment, these gestures are meaningless at
best, and at worst, they are permitting the Defendants to get away with further projecting false
narratives.

Fairness Hearing
I will not be able to appear at the Fairness Hearing. Please consider this objection in its

entirety in making a ruling both on this séttlement and on the need to continue this case that has
become so critical to Military Jurisprudence related to the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

,Zate: 3 July 2024

Robert A. Greéh Jr.

Enclosure (1)
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1 July 2024

From: Commander Robert A. Green Jr., USN/1117

To:
Via:

Admiral James W. Kilby, USN

(1) Comunander, United States Fleet Forces Command
(2) Rear Admiral James P. Waters, USN

(3) Rear Admral Jeffrey Czerewko, USN

Subj: COMPLAINT OF WRONG UNDER ARTICLE 1150, U.S. NAVY REGULATIONS,

Ref:

Encl;

AGAINST REAR ADMIRAL JAMES P. WATERS

(a) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations
(b) JAGINST 5800.7G, CH-2, Chapter ITT
(¢) SECNAVINST 5800.12C

(d) 42 USC § 1983

(1) Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s government X[ Twitter] account,
@USNRecruiter, blocked Complamant’s private X[Twitter] account, (@RobGreen1010

(2) U.S. Navy Biography, Rear Admiral James Waters III, Director, Military Personnel
Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations

(3) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Vice Admiral
Nowell for Unlawful Religious Discrimination, 23 Dec 2021

.

1. This complaint of wrong under reference (a) is submitted in compliance with reference (b).

2. Complainant Information:

a. Current Cominand: United States Fleet Forces Comimand
b. Command at time of alleged wrong: United States Fleet Forces Command
c. PRD: April, 2027

Current mailing address and e-mail address

e. Permanent home address and email address:

3. Respondent Information:

a. Rank and Naine: Rear Admiral James P. Waters, USN

b. Organization: Commander, Navy Recruiting Command

Enclosure (1)

Enclosure (1)
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4, Complaint:

a. Type of Alleged Wrong: Unlawful deprivation of Complainant’s constitutional rights
under the First Amendment of the Constitution, Violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
Violation of Respondent’s oath to the Constitution.

(1) Date alleged wrong discovered: 26 June, 2024

(2) Date written request for redress was submitted to complainant’s commanding
officer: N/A

(3) Date answer to request for redress was received: N/A

(4) Number of calendar days between alleged wrong and submission of complaint: 5
days

(5) Specific, detailed explanation of alleged wrong committed:

As one of the People and a citizen of the United States, | have a right to freely express my
views, particularly ones that relate to the running of our government, its executive branch agencies,
and its military departments. As Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral James
Waters maintains a public-facing X [Twitter] account. Under his authority, this account represents
the official Navy position and narrative concerning recruiting for service in the United States
Navy. After pointing out a number of programmatic failures related to recruiting and rebuilding
trust with the American people, I was blocked from viewing or commenting on any post made by
Rear Admiral James Waters’ Navy Recruiting Command X [Twitter] Account. (Encl 1)

This action, taken under the color of law, and within the authority of an executive branch
agency, deprived me of my right to free speech, which [ retain as one of the People, and which is
explicitly protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution. Rear Admiral James Waters
violated the law as promulgated in 42 U.S.C. § 1983, deprived me of my inalienable rights
guaranteed by the First Amendment, and, in so doing, violated his own Oath to the Constifution.

The @USNRecruiter X [Twitter] account is not Rear Admiral Waters’ private account.
Rather, it is an official Government account under Rear Admiral Waters’ control with which he
promulgates Navy narratives, inviting the public to interact with the page. I am a member of the
public, and, because there can be no military exclusion for constitutional protections, I retain the
right to free speech as one of the People. Through use of frequent messaging Rear Admiral Waters
develops and implements a narrative to sway the opinion of the American people. As confirmed by
the Supreme Court case O ’Connor-Ratcliff v. Garnier, 601 U.S. (2024), the deprivation of a
citizen’s first amendment rights from a government-controlled social media account is not
permitted under [aw, Therefore, in accordance with 42 U.S.C, § 1983, Rear Admiral James Waters
can be held liable in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceedings for redress.

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated incident for Rear Admiral James Waters. Before
taking command of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral Waters was the Director, Military
Personnel Plans and Policies (OPNAV N13) working directly for Vice Admiral John B. Nowell

Enclosure (1)
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(OPNAV Ni) In this role, which Rear Admiral Waters held from April 2021 to March of 202,
oversaw the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review Team. (Encl 2)

Under Rear Admiral Waters’ watch, the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review
Team developed and executed a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to issue a template denial to
each Religious Accommodation Request submitted by Navy sailors without doing the
individualized review required by law and military regulation. While Vice Admiral Nowell was
the one providing final disapprovals on each religious accommodation requested, it was Rear
Admiral Waters who was most closely involved in leading the Religious Accommodation Review
Team, through whom he prepared each disapproval recommendation for Vice Admiral Nowell.
(Encl 3)

The actions taken by Rear Admiral Waters and his team were so flagrant that they became
the cornerstone evidence in the SEALs v. Biden federal lawsuit over religious liberty in the United
States Navy. That evidence, detailed in Exhibit 1 of SEALs v. Biden Motion For Class Certification
Document 134, demonstrated that the standardized religious accommodation requests and appeals
passed through Rear Admiral Waters’ office multiple times before ultimately being denied by both
Vice Admiral Nowell and Admiral Gilday. The SOP provided to the court shows Rear Admiral
Waters’ personal office code (N13) listed approximately 10 separate times. His name, listed as “J.
P. Waters,” is also clearly shown in both Step 33 and Step 39 of the SOP, as demonstrated in court
documents. (Encl 3)

The Court saw this matter similarly and issued a 3 Jan 2022 injunction against the Navy,
precluding them from involuntarily separating 35 Navy Special Operators. In his ruling, Judge
O’Connor stated that: '

“IW]e do not ask [service members] to lay aside their citizenry and give up
the very rights they have sworn to protect... The COVID-19 pandemic provides the
government no license to abrogate those freedoms. There is no COVID-19
exception to the First Amendment. There is no military exclusion from our
Constitution.” (SEALs v. Biden, Case 4:21-cv-01236-0, Doc 66)

Two months later, the Court saw fit to expand this case into a class action for all Navy
service members who had filed religious accommodation requests and who had rof already been
involuntarily separated subsequent to the actions of Rear Admiral Waters, Vice Admiral Nowell,
and Admiral Gilday. The Judge took the extraordinary measure of granting a class-wide
preliminary injunction based on the substantial threat of irreparable harm being done by the Navy
and a substantial likelihood that the Navy class-members case would succeed on the merits. The
Judge also noted that the Navy’s actions demonstrated “a pattern of distegard for RFRA [Religious
Freedom Restoration Act] rights.” (SEALs v. Biden, Case 4:21-cv-01236-0, Doc 140)

Rear Admiral James P. Waters contributed significantly to this pattern of disregard for the
law, for service members’ rights, and for the U.S. Constitution. His disregard for the First
Amendment rights of Navy sailors directly contributed to the unlawful removal of hundreds of
exemplary Navy sailors from service to the nation, exacerbating a national recruiting crisis and
adding significant risk to our Navy’s warfighting readiness.

Enclosure (1)
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Rear Admiral Waters” actions directly led to more than 4,000 Navy service members
engaging in legal action against the Navy as part of this class action lawsuit. His actions, and the
actions of Navy leadership, led to a ruling confirming the violations of law. This entire episode has
been a national embarrassment for the Navy, has contributed to a significant loss of trust with the
American people, and has compounded the military recruiting crisis. Rather than hold Rear
Admiral Waters accountable for his actions, Navy leadership saw fit to promote him to a command
position of sacred trust, a position which American families should be particularly interested in
because it plays a significant role in building trust for the sake of recruiting.

Navy leadership has deliberately chosen not to correct their strategic blunders over the
COVID-19 mandates or put any real efforts into ending First Amendment violations in the Navy.
These decisions, and the decision to continue to promote Rear Admiral Waters in spite of his
abuses and usurpations, have only served to reinforce our senior leaders’ disregard for the
Religious Freedom Restoration Act and the First Amendment to the Constitution. These decisions
enabled Rear Admiral Waters to go on committing additional violations of service member’s First
Amendment rights (as seen in Encl [). Rear Admiral Waters has demonstrated a pattern of
constitutional violations, and rather than deter these actions, Navy leadership has elected to support
and promote him.

Through his actions and his violation of my First Amendment rights, Rear Admiral Waters
has harmed me personally, and caused irreparable injury. As ruled by the Supreme Court, the “loss
of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal periods of time, unquestionably constitutes
irreparable injury.” (Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373; 1976)

(6) 1 respectfully request that the proper authority take the following actions required
to redress this matter:

I. Immediately restore my access to review and comment on ali
government controlled social media including the Navy Recruiting
Command X [Twitter] account.

2. Immediately cease all unlawful and discriminatory violations of the
First Amendment of the Constitution.

3. Hold Rear Admiral Waters accountable for his actions, both for the
sake of Justice and to curb his pattern of violating the constitutional
rights of service members. Actions should include but are not limited
to: '

a. Relieve Rear Admiral Waters from Command of Navy
Recruiting Command.

b. Detach Rear Admiral Waters for cause, and initiate show
cause proceedings to determine if should be removed from
the Naval Service.

Enclosure (1)
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¢. Ifremoved fom the Naval Service, initiate a Grade
Determination to determine at what rank Rear Admiral
Waters last served honorably, and at what rank he may be
eligible for retirement income,

4. Route this complaint in full compliance with JAGINST 5800.7G
0305 (f) requiring the Respondent to write a response within ten (10)
calendar days of receipt and “provide the complainant with a copy of
the response”. '

5. Route this complaint in full compliance with JAGINST 5800.7G
0305 (g) requiring each mterimediate endorser to forward the
complaint with their endorsement within ten (10) calendar days and
“provide the complainant with copies of their endorsements.”

5. I CERTIFY THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF
MY KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS COMPLAINT IS SUBMITTED PER THE GUIDELINES
AND PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS IN CHAPTER III, MANUAL OF THE JUDGE
ADVOCATE GENERAL.

SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT: % 4 7 Date: 1 July 2024
VA

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS: 4 o e Date:_1 July 2024

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

1. Authority. 10 U.S.C. §§ 938, 8013.

2. Principal purpose(s). Used by command authorities and the Office of the Judge Advocate
General to review, take action, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy on Article
138, UCMJ, and Article 1150, U.S. Navy Repulations, complaints of Wrong.

3. Routine uses. The Blanket Routine Uses that appear at the beginning of the Department of the
Navy's compilation in the Federal Register apply.

4. Mandatory or voluntary disclosure and effect on individual pot providing information. Providing
requested information is voluntary; however, failure to do so may result in delayed comnand
action and Secretarial review, or the inability to notify complainant of the Secretary's decision.

5
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Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s government X[Twitter] account, @USNRecruiter, blocked
Complainant’s private X{Twitter] account, @RobGreen1010 (Identified on 26 June 2024)

y Recruiting Command

Reoiailes

@USNRecruiter blocked

RRCTRTE
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NAL |
LS

<t NAUY

Rear Admiral James Waters III

Director, Military Personnel Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office
of the Chief of Naval Operations

Rear Adm. James Waters is a native of Ellington, Connecticut,
and graduated from the United States Naval Academy in 1989
with a degree in Systems Engineering. He completed graduate

studies at Oxford University in 1991.

His sea tours include various division officer assignments on
USS Henry M. Jackson (SSBN 730G), engineering officer on USS
Philadelphia (SSN 690) and executive officer on USS Alabama
(SSBN 731B). He commanded USS Virginia (SSN 774) and
Submarine Squadron 4.

His staff assignments include operations officer at Submarine
Squadron 2, engineer at Submarine Squadron 3, submarine

executive officer detailer, deputy commander of Submarine

Squadron 1, battle watch commander and chief of staff for U.S.
Strategic Command's Director of Global Operations (J3), CNO
Strategic Studies Group 35, and as deputy executive director for the Chief of Naval Personnel.

As a flag officer, his tours include director, Maritime Headquarters, U.S. Pacific Fleet, commander,
Submarine Group 2 in Norfolk, Virginia and is currently serving as director, military personnel pléns and
policy, OPNAV (N13).

His decorations include the Defense Superior Service Medal, Legion of Merit, Meritorious Service Medal,
Navy-Marine Corps Commendation Medal, Navy-Marine Corps Achievement Medal, and various other

individual, unit, campaign and service awards. He is most proud of those awards that reflect the hard work

and success of the many teams he has been privileged to serve.

Enclosure (3)
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From:
To:;
Via:

Subj:

Ref:

Encl:

23 Dec 21
Comunander Robert A. Green Jr., USN/1117
Chief of Naval Operations
(1) Conunander, Maritime Expeditionary Security Squadron EIGHT
(2) Vice Admiral Joln B. Nowell
(3) Comuander, United States Fleet Forces Conmmand
(4) Commander, Navy Expeditionary Combat Command
(5) Comupander, Maritime Expeditionary Security Group TWO

COMPLAINT OF WRONG UNDER ARTICLE 1150, U5, NAVY REGULATIONS

(a) Asticle 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations

(b) JAGINST 5800.7G, Chapter III

(c) SECDEF Memo of 24 Aug 2021, Mandatory Coronavirus Disease 2019 Vaccination of
Departinent of Defense Service Members

(d) SECNAV WASHINGTDON DC 3021267 Ang 21(ALNAV 062/21)

{e) CNO WASHINGTON DC 311913Z Aug 21 (NAVADMIN 190/21)

() 42 U.S.C. 2000bb-1

(g) DOD Instruction 1300.17, Religious Liberty in the Military Services

(h) BUPERSINST 1730.11a, Standards and Procedures Governing the Accommodation of
Religious Practices

(1) DCNO (N1) Standard Operating Procedure (SOP), Religious Accommodations SOP Nov 2021
(2) DCNO (N1) Disapproval of Religious Accommodation Through Waiver of Immunization
Requirements, To CDR Robert A Green Jr., 23 Nov 21

1. This complaint of wrong under reference (a) is submitted in compliance with reference (b).

2. Complainant Information:

a. Current Conunand: Maritinie Expeditionary Security Squadron EIGHT
b. Command at time of alleged wrong: Maritime Expeditionary Security Squadron EIGHT

c. PRD: August, 2022

d. Current mailing address and e-mail address:
navy.mil
e. Permanent home addréss and email address:

robert.a.greenl @navy.mil

3. Respondent Information:

a. Rank and Name: Vice Admiral John Nowell, USN

b. Organization: Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (N1)

Pls.! Mot. for Classwide Prelim. Inj. App. 0007
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4. Complaint;

a. Type of Alleged Wrong: Denial of complainant’s Constitutional rights under the First and Fifth
Amendments through a violation of 42 U.5.C. 2000bb-1, DODINST 1300.17, and
BUPERSINST 1730.11A.

(1) Date alleged wrong discovered: 29 November, 2021

(2) Date written request for redress was submitied to complainant’s commanding officer:
NIA

(3) Date answer to request for redress was received: N/A
(4) Number of calendar days between alleged wrong and submission of complaint: 24 days
(5) Specific, detailed explanation of alleged wrong committed:

On 15 September 2021, T submitted a request to waive COVID-19 immunization requirements due
to my religious beliefs that preclude me from receiving a COVID-19 vaceination. [ submitted an addendum
to that request on 19 October 2021, The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (DCNO)N1), Vice Admiral
Nowell, signed and dated a disapproval of my request on 23 November 2021.

My religious accommodation request was processed by the OPNAV N131 Religious
Accommodation team. Enclosure (1) is the Standard Operating Procedure (hereafter DCNO(N1) SOP) that
Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff followed to handle the vast increase in COVID-19 related immunization
waiver requests resulting from the various military COVID-19 vaccine orders, references (c) through (e).
The DCNQG(N1) SOP instructs OPNAV N131 staffers on the exact steps to take upon receipt of a religious
accommodation request including computer screenshots that demonstrate what lines of text to write and
what buttons to click. The DCNO(NI1) SOP is broken down into 6 phases, complete with 50 total steps.
Many of the steps are fairly innocuous such as Phase 0 Step 2 which requires the staffer to “[r]eply all to the
[accommadation request] email and acknowledge receipt of the request with the following response:”
Several of the DCNO(N1) SOP steps, however, are not innocuous and provide clear evidence of violations
of law per 42 U.S.C. 2000bb-1, and regulations per DODINST 1300.17 and BUPERSINST 1730.11A. |
will demonstrate in this complaint that I have been wronged by Vice Admiral Nowell’s violations of law
and regulations through his use of the DCNO{N1) SOP process in denying my request for religious
accommodation. Specifically, I will use the DCNO(N1) SOP to demonstrate 1) that the disapproval of my
religious accommodation request was pre-determined, 2) that the letter Vice Admiral Nowell sent
disapproving my religious accommodation request was a form template, and 3) that the case-by-case review
of my request required by law and regulation was a fraud designed to have the appearance of following
regulation but was actually conducted after my disapproval letter was written, all DCNO(NI)
documentation supporting my disapproval was packaged, and all intermediate routing steps of my religious
accommodation request was completed.

The first 13 steps of the DCNO(N1) SOP are preparation steps in which the OPNAV NI131 staffer
verifies that the request has all of the required documents and that those documents are moved to the
appropriate folder on the shared drive. If the religious accommodation request does have all of the proper
documents, then astonishingly, the very first processing step a staffer makes is to add the disapproval
template to the folder and to rename the disapproval template file to include the Last Name, First Name,
and Rank of the religious accommodation requester. This is done in Step 14,

2
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The very next step, Step 15 on page 7, asks the staffer to open the disapproval template and update
the *TO:” line with the requester’s Name, Rank, and Designator. DCNO(N1) SOP Step 15 also shows a
picture of the disapproval template complete with highlighted portions to indicate what must be replaced
with the requester’s information in order to prepare the disapproval for routing. There is no approval
template mentioned in the SOP. In fact, there is no indication that an approval template has ever been
written. I found it shocking that Vice Admiral Nowell permits a process so riddled with systemic religious
discrimination that my request was not even reviewed before a disapproval letter was added, tailored to
include my name, and oaly then was routed for review,

- The next several steps of the DCNO(N1) SOP direct the OPNAV NI131 staffer to prepare the
religious accommodation package for routing within their document routing system. Step 20 lists who must
review the religious accommodation request including BUMED (Rear Admiral Gillingham), Policy and
Strategy (IN0975), the Officer Plans and Policy Office, the Special Assistant for Legal Matters, N1 Fleet
Master Chief, Total Force Manpower and Personnel Plans and Policy (N13 Front Office), and finally
Manpower, Personnel, Training, and Education (NI Front Office). I felt betrayed to know that my religious
accommodation request went to these offices for review with a pre-prepared disapproval letter already
included within the package.

Once routing/review is completed by the above offices, the OPNAV N131 staffer begins to package
groups of religious accommodation requests together for final signature. This is done in Steps 30 through
32. Step 33 directs the OPNAV N131 staffer to update an internal memo from N13 to Vice Admiral
Nowell. This internal memo asks Vice Admiral Nowell to “sign TABs Al through A10, letters
disapproving immunization waiver requests based on sincerely held religious beliefs.” TAB B lisis all
supporting documents including the original religious accommodation request from the requester. It is clear
from the DCNO(N1) SOP that all TAB A letters are the same disapproval template letters prepared by the
OPNAV N131 staffers in Step 15 immediately upon receipt of the initial religious accommodation request.

Steps 35-38 [ist the first time an OPNAV NI131 staffer is asked to actually read through the
religious accommodation request and begin to list details from the request in a spreadsheet for Vice
Admiral Nowell’s “review”. There is a note in ALL. CAPS which emphasizes the importance of this review
to building the fagade that the religious accommodation requests are receiving a case-by-case examination.
The note states: “THIS IS THE MOST CRITICAL STEP IN THE ENTIRE PROCESS AND THE CNO
AND CNP ARE RELYING ON YOU TO ENSURE THAT YOUR REVIEW IS THOUROUGH AND
ACCURATE. DO NOT RUSH THIS PROCESS AND ENSURE THAT YOU UNDERSTAND BEFORE
MOVING FORWARD.” This step is critical to disguising the systemic religious discrimination within the
DCNO(N1) SOP process because according to reference (h) they are required to review each request “on a
case-by-case basis, giving consideration to the full range of facts and circumstances relevant to the specific
request.” Reference (h) goes on fo state that “[r]equests to accommodate religious practices should not be
approved or denied simply because similar requests were approved or denied.” The most significant
problem with the DCNO(N1) SOP is that the case-by-case “review” does not happen until Step 35 in the
process. By this point, my disapproval letter had already been written (Step 15), my religious
accommodation request and related documents had already been returned from the various required
reviewing offices (Steps 16-29), my disapproval and religious accommeodation request had already been
packaged within a batch of other similar requests (Steps 30-32), and, finally, an internal memo had already
been drafted from DCNO (N13) to DCNO (N1) requesting that Vice Admiral Nowell disapprove my
religious accommodation request (Step 33). All this occurred prior to the official “review” of my religious
accommodatiot request required by law and regulation,

After my entire disapproval package was built and then prepared for Vice Admiral Nowell to sign,

the DCNO(NT) SOP Steps 35-38 finally direct the OPNAV N131 staffer to read the entirety of my religious
accommodation request package including my original request, the BUMED Memo, and the Legal Memo.

3
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They are then directed to add any additional pertinent information from the package and place that
information into a spreadsheet, This spreadsheet is evidence, not of a true case-by-case review of the
religious accommeodation request, because the result at this point in the DCNO(N1) SOP process, isa
forgone conclusion. This spreadsheet is evidence instead of the systematic and deliberate attempts taken by
Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff to appear compliant with regulatory requirements while actually
depriving me of niy rights to due process under the Fifth Amendment and my rights to freedom of religious
expression under the First Amendment of the Constitution.

In addition to fraudulently attempting to appear legal and in compliance with regulation, it is
plainly clear that the DCNO(N1) SOP process is also designed to streamline the subsequent (and pre-
determined) disappraval upon receipt of a religious accommodation request. The DCNO(NI) SOP,
especially Step 35, makes it clear that the secondary goal (after streamlining the pre-determined
disapproval), is to protect Vice Admiral Nowell from potential legal blowback in the event he is asked for
proof that a case-by-case review was completed for each religious accommodation request. Even though
the DCNO(N1) SOP is blatantly defying requirements under bath law and regulation, in my personal
disapproval letter, enclosure (2), Vice Admiral Nowell made the statement that “[a]ll requests for
accommodation of religious practices are assessed on a case-by-case basis.” Vice Admiral Nowell goes on
to state that “[i]n making this decision, I reviewed reference (g) [my religious accommodation request],
including the endorsements from your chain of command, the local chaplain and the advice of Chief]
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery in reference (h).” While the DCNO(N1) SOP cannot prove that Vice
Admiral Nowell is lying in making this last statement, enclosure (1) does prove that any review of my
religious accommodation request that Vice Admiral Nowell may or may not have conducted, had no.
bearing on my discriminatory and pre-determined disapproval which he signed on 23 November, 2021.

Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff are ignoring the requirements of both the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act and DODINST 1300.17. The requirements under law, per reference (f), and the
requirements of policy, per reference (g), oblige the Navy to accommodate my religious freedom unless 1)
the military policy, practice, or duty is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest, and 2) it is the
least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest. Both references (f) and (g) also
place the burden of proof for the compelling governmental interest and least restrictive means “upon the
DoD Component and not upon the individual requesting the exemption.” In denying my request, as
demonstrated throughout both enclosures (1) and (2), Vice Admiral Nowell failed to prove a compelling
governmental interest. In fact, Vice Admiral Nowell denied my request using a disapproval template and
relied upon a BUMED Memao which was also a preprepared template. Neither the disapproval template
used by Vice Admiral Nowell, nor the BUMED template used by Rear Admiral Gillingham, addressed in
any way the overwhelming evidence I provided in my original religious accommodation request from 15
September 2021, and my addendum from 19 October 2021.

Vice Admiral Nowell has violated both law and regulation in utilizing the discriminatory process
established in the DCNO(N1) SOP. This process attempts to circumvent established standards required by
both law and regulation while attempting to hide unlawful actions behind an intentionally designed facade
meant to wrongfully appear compliant with regulatory standards, The discriminatory process used by Vice
Admiral Nowell to disapprove my religious accommodation request has caused me personal detriment by
denying me my right to due process under the Fifth Amendment and my right to freedom of religious
expression under the First Amendment of the Constitution. The process used by Vice Admiral Nowell to
review religious accommodation requests must be brought into compliance with law and regulation
immediately before more sailors are harmed.

. T have deep concerns that this complaint, detailing the discriminatory disapproval process for
religious accommodations in the Navy, will not be properly address and will instead be ignored and
dismissed. Due to these concerns I intend to copy this communication to both the House and Senate Armed

4
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Services Committees in the hope that this will ensure that all unlawful religious discrimination in the Navy
is properly addressed. 1 also remind reviewers of this complaint that this is a protected communication
under 10 U.S.C. 1034 and its implementing regulations.

- {6) As redress | respecifully request that you immediately cease the uniawful and
discriminatory review process for Navy Religious Accommeodations and that you rescind
my disapproval and all such disapprovals executed to date. | also request that you re-
review each such religious accommodation request in accordance with law and
regulation, including meeting the government’s burden of proof as required by 42 U.S.C.
2000bb-1 and DODINST 1300.17.

5. 1CERTIFY THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS COMPLAINT 1S SUBMITTED PER THE GUIDELINES AND
PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS IN CHAPTER I, MANUAL OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE

GENERAL.
= I
B
SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT: 22 o= /27 Date: /RS RS/ 3/
/ // g
SIGNATURE OF WITNESS: AN Lty Date; 2 sckee 2]

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
1. Authority. 10 U.S.C. §§ 938, 8013,
2. Principal purpose(s). Used by command anthorities and the Office of the Judge Advocate General to

review, take action, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy on Article 138, UCMI, and
Article 1150, 1.8, Navy Regulations, complaints of Wrong.

3. Routine uses. The Blanket Routine Uses that appear at the beginning of the Department of the Navy's
compilation in the Federal Register apply.

E
4, Mandatory or voluntarv disclosute and effect on individual not providing information. Providing
requested information is voluntary; however, failure to do so may result in delayed command actlcm and
Secretarial review, or the inability to notify complainant of the Secretary's decision,

Pls.' Mot. for Classwide Prelim. Inj. App. 0011
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Religious Accommodations

Background: On 22 January 2014, SECDEF released a new DoDI (see TAB A) changing the way
requests for religious accommodation would be routed and reviewed. Previously, Commanding Officers
had the authority to approve or deny requests for religious accommodation. There was no consistency
and some Commanding Officers did not significantly evaluate the request. The DoDI transferred the
decision authority for all requests for religious accommodation that fall outside current uniform and
grooming standards as well as Navy policy to CNP. In order to ensure each request is given due
consideration, the DoDI instructs CNP to view each request in its entirety. Each request is evaluated on a
case by case basis. For example, a request from an operational member to grow a beard may be denied,
while the same request made by a Sailor on shore duty could be approved. Whatever the decision, it is
only valid while the Sailor’s circumstances remain the same. If the Sailor executes PCS orders or the
nature of the Sailor’s work changes significantly, a new request will have to be routed. The Sailor must
abide by current Navy standards and policy while the request is being adjudicated. Reservists also fall
under this instruction. They are required to submit their requests via the same channels as active duty.

Step-by-Step Instructions

1. NI31 receives Religious Accommodation (RA) requests via a functional email distro,
ALTN Navy Religious Accommodations@navy.mil. The inbox only reliably receives email
from NMCI email addresses, so submitters are encouraged to send an email without an encrypted
endorsement first to ensure conununication is received. Here is an example of an email requesting
consideration of an RA:

o Ly lerie S g i

Religious Accommodation Reques! K00 ATAN Alazzavd CHATTU LeMoore

T My WeBgians Ardandandasbony
i

BB fon st b nesage an IR0 22 0

[;.:] Wﬂ*»;a».:.wmu;n Feg CHATT 208 et At M badl ﬂ} O

k| e Fite

CNO/MNT,
submitted fo1 your ceview and wnsideration

Thank youl

1'7R.

BRVACE AT RINEE: TN st st 00 in 3y il pateeg il of @t off Bl lfutinatin Hgu 576 ot 8 erladad teuuemi o7 Wbt thid pr v teomiind I renea B etion ol
enar, pease reply to thie serder indicabing What fast 0ad doizte
the Lopy oo cecaned it 18 @ visfahon of Pederal b Lo pRRT, Loy, 10Rrns 12 SR 0L OF etheturid uieths rinat o
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2. Reply all to the email and acknowledge receipt of the request with the following response:

YN2,

adjudicated.

Very Respectfully,

| have received your message and will begin routing the RA package for | EGTNNEEN

Anindividual response fetter will be returned to the command once the member’s accommodation has been

3. Go to the Phase 0 - N131 Pre-Tracker folder on the shared drive and select the appropriate folder.

BUPERS_ALTN_N45997 N13 (\\naeawnydfsi0Tv.nadsuseanads.navy.mifa022s} (Z:) > N131 » N13ID » 2N331022 RA Adjudications » Phasa - N121 Pee-Trazker

” Mame - Cate medified
i Not Immunization /12021 220 P
i Miissing Files V252001 43 PR
! Immunization TH242020 16:30 PR
P APOEALS 2021 121 P

Trpe

File folder
File folder
file felder
File folder

Size

4, Create a new folder with the following nomenclature; Last, Fist RANK.

BUPERS, ALTN,N25937_N13 tnaeawnydds 1 vnadsyseanzdsnavy.mificsd225) i) » Ni31 s N13ID » 2M131D22 RA Adjudications » Phased - N131 Pre-Trecker » lmmunization

~

_’_" [EFITTEY Date wwodilied
: . wNextBatch LI A
[ ~USNA Do Not Touch TYE 2021 3043 Al
. 3 L3 P
. T T34 PRI
o R 1 HN/I21 1008 PR
H e
: 2163 BhA

Hpe

Fiks foachies
File fuide:
Filé fa'de:
Filefolder
File fatde
hil¢ loider
File fo'de:

Ghee

5. Drag and drop a copy of the request and the original email.

BUPERS_ALTN_MA5007_H13 (WnacasrydisTdlv.nadzuseannadn navymiies022S) [Z 5 N30 5 MI3ID » 2MI31D22 RA Adjudications » Phaze® - HEX Pre Tracker o Immunization + [N 1112

~

A lame Pete mecificd Tpe fize
@ 1720- o pisapprovaL pecaraienoxnon o 1kt JTTTIIR L Gi0Us ACCOIMODATON 11132321 5402 20 Adebe fuiehat D .. TTRE
= BP16 CHASLESTON RECOMIAENDATIONS FOR RELIGIONS ACCOMMGDATIONS (5) EBBES Y Gutlost am 3L TE
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Pype 2 nere

6. Open the RA Tracker located on the shared drive at N131 > N131D > 2N131D23 RA Tracker >
Data tab. Add the new request to the bottom of the spreadsheet and ensure there are no duplicate
entries. Fill in all vacant fields using the Original request as the anthoritative data source

7. Move the file to the Phase 1 - Initial Intake\Phase 1 - Immunizations\00 Initial Drop Off folder.

BUPERS_SLTN_N45497_M 13 (wnaeawnydfs1DTv.nzisusea.nads.navy.mi\es0225) {Z) » N131 > NI31D » 2N131D22 RA Adjudications » Phase | - [nital Intake » Phase 1- fmmunizations » 00 Initial Drop Off

S

A Heme Date madified Type Size
; A2 11/2/2621 11:42 PRI File folder
5 LCOR TIA12021 521 RRA Fils Fofdar
ST }1/2/2021 11:46 Ptd Fule falder
I 1202020 11T PRI File faldar

8. Open the original request to ensure the following are included IAW BUPERSINST 1730.11A and
MILPERSMAN 1730-020: (Appeals only require member’s request and command endorsement)
a. Member’s Request

b. Command Endorsement (+Second Endorsement if not an O-6 Command)
¢. Chaplain Memo

d. Chaplain Checklist

e

Page 13 (Immunizations Only)
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9.

The Member’s request should look like this and addressed to the CO, or CNO or DCNO (N1)

10. A Command Endorsement with a CO recominendation (ISIC required if not an O-6);

0§ M2

Trov.: I /N
To: Commandaig Olliver, CHATIY Exieonre, (SH

Suby REGULEST FOR WAIYER O POLICY IN SUPPURT US* RELAGIUS FRACTICR

Ral: (1) Dol Jastreceicn 130437
) BECHAVIMET 17108
{e) BUPERSINGT 230 1)

Ure: {13 Photupragh (1o slaw the neat sad cs Ararvative oot of sequaged policywnivr)
12) Chapjiin inferview chetklist '
12) Refigions hader sodorsemen Letizr

1. Passtet in refecencs () through €03, Tan mguerting @ eligiows accommadation frop: Havy
potly 1o grow my beatd in avsat ad ioaeryaive macner deeto my shrongly bold cebivlons
bediek ned practice of my foith that prodibits shaving foi Mushn reeles In weerlvaos with
trzektion of the Prophes Muhimmed.

2. My reqeasi is bized o2 Ty religiens helisfs snd slows thal Mostim mee win sbidz by le
Qui'n and Az exerrpleof tho Piophe Mulmamel ae nol peited o stave e touard thogl
Thay s akle to eneire poger gracening o mairialn erd proseat in togecosnble way,

5. Lostify th= §asdenand tut any ipprove$ ermzdslly spproved wriver iy motle
sppeosiaty fon Sitors duy I WIEGE T 13y i wtslgaed, bl Opaatian, naa-cpidoml o
Iraiaiey eotnmaed (@), ok may be aneqendat or witheovin 1 accardisee with sefcense {c).

(Eipmabure)

DEFAKIMENT OF THE HAVY
PLYTER FOR MAGU Saidnn K be Ead faaid ns it
. R STER buaL avnane
rRACIAE €2 dures G

e
1730

Ser 0184
2l

vinsTENpoRsEMEN oo | o5 v o 21

$rom Comrmanding Officer, Conter for Rava! Aviation Veviwitonl Ticlaing Uait, Lemaere
¥or  Chiel of Naval Uperativas {N1)
Viar (1) Convmarding Ofticer, Noval Fdusitionaed Trairing Conurard

(2 Gormarding Ofticet, Cuwer for Mav} Aviation Technical Tratiing

Satfr APROVAL RECOMMENDATION k20 I s+,
RELIOIOUS ACCOMMODATION

Rel  [a) Dob Jestructiga 13640,37
Ty SECNAVINST 1708
lo} BUPRRSINST 17301 1A

Encl: {1} Saborte mauest of 11 Jan?l
[2) Chaplaln Mempraivor md Inttrelew Chzeklis:
3] &ailor photagreph
{4) Noligicus Leader codortersd ks

b Per mlezenees (a) thraugh (o), Lun fooverding i coqeen recommunding appoevel ip pan
during the illowing savinpunen:

L Opdrational reeommendation; WA

b Nonoperitinanl menmmendaion: N7A

tadied Lo the|
§ rsenmend ppovlofa
AVY § prooming serdods while

2200 [ tR,

assiarest in this eomenand
2. b followiss indommten s provided fon ¢ nskesation as applieedis (bAisulre b factun
basis ondirling axy compelling govemnwnl cteteat and viliy Dao denitl or pactinl deedel I ths
leest pemianive tass uvaifubke fo prasect the omspelting powemmen: lerest over the
indivifial regrea

L The impctaneof mititary peficy, prztce o diay from whith sdldws aconisimadarion
e ettghl i terms ol addesion ascamplisdimont, inolading:

(41 Misirary teeilinesa: Mare
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11. Chaplain Memeorandum for the Record and interview checklist from the Chaplain who
interviewed the Sailor about the request for religions accommodation.
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12. Page 13 (Immunizations Only)
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13. If all the documents are included and completed properly route to RA Adjudications\Phase 1 -
Initial Intake\Phase 1 - Immunizations\01 Ready For Processing

a. Ifany of those items are missing, send to 02 Packages Awaiting Documents so the
command can be contacted to inquire their whereabouts or the reasons for the error.
i. Contact Conunand via email and follow up with a phone call within 48 hours
it. Ensure the folder is labeled with the missing documents

b. If there are muliiple files send to 03 Folders That Need to Be Consolidated so the items
can be consolidated and routed to are missing, send to 02 Packages Awaiting Documents

s0 the command can be contacted to 01 Ready For Processing,

c. If the request is for a Sailor assigned fo a joint command, move it to 04 Sailors Jointly
Assigned - Do Not Process

d. If the member sends an email withdrawing their request, add the emnail to their folder and
move to 05 Member Withdrawn - DO NOT PROCESS\

e. For any other issues, move to 06 Other Issues - LT Neuer Review
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OBJECTION TO SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OFALL CLAIMS In
U.S. Navy SEALSs 1-26 v. Biden, 4:22-¢v-01236-0 (N.D. Tex.)

To: United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas
From: Robert A. Green Jr.

Ref: (a)42USC § 1983
(b) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations
Encl:
(1) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Rear Admiral
Waters for Violation of the First Amendment and 42 USC § 1983, 1 Jul 2024
(2) Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s government X[ Twitter] account,
@USNRecruiter, blocked Complainant’s private X[ Twitter] account @RobGreenl010
(3) U.S. Navy Biography, Rear Admiral James Waters I1I, Director, Military Personnel
Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
(4) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Vice Admiral
Nowell for Unlawful Religious Discrimination, 23 Dec 2021
(5) Judgment Order, Benton v. BlueCross BlueShield of TN Inc, Case 1:22-cv-00118, U.S.
District Court, Eastern District of Tennessee, 28 June 2024

I, Robert A. Green Jr., one of the People as seen in the U.S. and all 50 American state
constitutions, republic in form, Suf Juris, serve this objection to the Court, that it may also serve as
notice to all parties involved.

In addition to being a member of We The People, I also hold the office of Commander, USN,
and, by virtue of having filed a religious accommaodation to the Navy mandate of the COVID-19
injection, I am a member of the Navy class as described in U.S. Navy SEALs v. Biden, 4:22-cv-
01236-0O (N.D. Tex).

As a class member, I object to the fairness, reasonableness, and adequacy of this settiement
agreement for the following reasons:

Accountability

Nothing in this settlement holds Defendants or their agents accountable for their violations
and abuses. This lack of accountability has directly contributed to ongoing violations of the First
Amendment and continued harms to class members. One of Defendant’s agents, Rear Admiral James
P. Waters, was a direct party to the violations of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act that fed to
this Court granting a class-wide preliminary injunction. Rather than hold him accountable for his
violations, Navy leadership elected to support and promote Rear Admiral Waters, reinforcing the
apparent disdain that Navy leadership has for service members’ First Amendment rights. Since being
promoted to a new command position of considerable trust and prominence, Rear Admiral Waters
has been party to additional abuses, and is now the subject of an internal Navy complaint for new
violations of service member’s First Amendment rights committed as recently as June 2024, (Encl 1)

As the Director, Military Personnel Plans and Policies (OPNAV N13) from April 2021 to

March of 2024, Rear Admiral Waters, worked directly for Vice Admiral John B. Nowell (OPNAV
N1). In this role, he oversaw the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review Team. Under
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Rear Admiral Waters’ watch, the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review Team developed
and executed a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to issue a template denial to each religious
accommodation request submitted by Navy sailors without doing the individualized review required
by law and military regulation.

While Vice Admiral Nowell was the one signing final disapprovals on each religious
accommodation requested, it was Rear Admiral Waters who was most closely involved in leading the
Religious Accommodation Review Team, and through whom he prepared each disapproval
recommendation for Vice Admiral Nowell. The evidence provided to this Court demonstrated that
the standardized religious accommodation denials passed through Rear Admiral Waters® office
multiple times before ultimately being finalized by both Vice Admiral Nowell and Admiral Gilday.
The SOP provided to the court shows Rear Admiral Waters’ personal office code (N13) listed
approximately 10 separate times. His name, listed as “J. P. Waters,” is also clearly shown in both
Step 33 and Step 39 of the SOP, as demonstrated in the court documents. (Encl 4)

Rear Admiral James P. Waters contributed significantly to a pattern of disregard for the law,
for service members’ rights, and for the U.S. Constitution. This entire episode has been a national
embarrassment for the Navy, contributed to a significant loss of trust with the American people, and
compounded the military recruiting crisis. Rather than hold Rear Admiral Waters accountable for his
actions, Navy leadership saw fit to promote him to a new command position. As the new
Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral Waters, holds a position of significant
interest to American citizens due to its important role in building and maintaining trust for the sake
of recruiting, '

As Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral James Waters maintains a
public-facing X |Twitter] account. Under his authority, this account represents the official Navy
position and narrative concerning recruiting Americans for service in the United States Navy. After
pointing out a number of programmatic failures related to recruiting and rebuilding trust with the
American peaple, I was blocked from viewing or commenting on any post made by Rear Admiral
James Waters’ Navy Recruiting Command X [Twitter] Account. (Encl 2)

As one of the People and a citizen of the United States, | have a right to freely express my
views, particularly ones that relate to the running of our government, its executive branch agencies,
and its military departments. The action to block me, taken under the color of law, and within the
authority of an executive branch agency, deprived me of my right to free speech, which I retain as
one of the People, and which is explicitly protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution.
Rear Admiral James Waters violated the law as promulgated in 42 U.S.C. § 1983, deprived me of my
inalienable Constitutional rights under the First Amendment, and, in so doing, violated his own oath
to the Constitution. '

The @USNRecruiter X [Twitter] account is not Rear Admiral Waters’ private account.
Rather, it is an official government account under his control with which he promulgates Navy
narratives, and encourages the public to interact with the page. [ am a member of the public, and,
because there can be no military exclusion for constitutional protections, I retain the right to free
speech as one of the People. Through use of frequent official messaging, Rear Admiral Waters
develops and implements a narrative to sway the opinion of the American people. Due to the
violation of my First Amendment rights, [ no longer have the capability to freely respond nor to
exercise my rights related to these narratives.
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As confirmed by the Supreme Court case O'Connor-Ratcliff v. Garnier, 601 U.S._(2024), the
deprivation of a citizen’s First Amendment rights from a government-controlled social media
account is not permitted under law. Therefore, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Rear Admiral
James Waters can be held liable in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceedings for
redress. '

Navy leadership has deliberately chosen not to correct their strategic blunders over the
COVID-19 mandates, nor put any real efforts into ending First Amendment violations perpetrated
across the Navy. These decisions, and the decision to continue to promote Rear Admiral Waters in
spite of his abuses and usurpations, have only served to reinforce our senior leaders’ disregard for
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act and the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, These
decisions have enabled Rear Admiral Waters to go on to commit additional violations of service
member’s First Amendment rights (as seen in Encl 1). Rear Admiral Waters has demonstrated a
pattern of constitutional violations. Rather than deter these actions, Navy leadership has elected to
support and promote him.

Navy leadership has also demonstrated a pattern of First Amendment violations, a disdain for
the rights of service members, and contempt for the rulings of this Court. Despite what they say in
Court, the evidence provided in Enclosures land 2 demonstrate ongoing violations of the First
Amendment by parties involved in the very action before this Court. This case is still ripe for action,
because the harms to class members are still ongoing. Defendants and their agents are apparently not
ready for a settlement because they are not done causing harm.

Administrative Records

The repair of harms is not adequate because it only forces the Navy to correct records that
fall within a very narrowly defined category. Significant harms were perpetrated that fall outside the
definition detailed in the settfement. Service members were given poor evaluations, but many were
not given “significant problems” marks that would elevate the evaluation to the category of adverse
evaluation. These poor evaluations derailed careers by ensuring that sailors who were victims of
these actions would not be selected for promotion. In addition to the moral injury inflicted on these
sailors by Navy leadership, the sailors they targeted were denied promotion opportunities, potentially
costing them hundreds of thousands of dollars-worth of additional retirement pay as a result of
failing to obtain rightly-earned advancements in rank.

Service members who failed to be rightly promoted are not being granted special promotion
boards to address the harms done. Correcting the record cannot reverse time and give these sailors a
fair shot at promotion when their records were reviewed by promotion boards in 2022, 2023, and
early 2024, Only by convening a special promotion board for impacted class members could these
harms actually be repaired. There is, however, no provision in the settfement for granting special
promotion boards to class members despite it being the proper way to provide prospective relief.

Other actions, such as being relieved from leadership positions, cannot be corrected or
undone by a note in an administrative record. The sailors who were given menial labor outside their
normal duties, who were verbally and psychologically abused, and who suffered severe mental
health crises, will not be made whole because a note was made in their personnel file.
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For class members who have already retired or otherwise left the Naval Service, correcting
their record provides absolutely no tangible benefit, and cannot repair the harms done to them.

Monetary Damages

Rigidly holding the class to the original complaint does an injustice to class members and the
case should be expanded to include retrospective relief. The settlement does not compensate class
members in any way whatsoever, despite many class members enduring significant financial
hardship, medical complications, and mental health problems as a result of defendants’ actions.

Many reservist class members were barred from performing their drill periods and lost a
source of income that they had previously relied on before the mandate. A number of class members
had bonuses wrongfully recouped. All appeals to Defendants and their agents to reverse these bonus
recoupments have fallen on deaf ears. A significant number of class members have incurred separate
legal fees for actions caused by the Defendants, but only Class Counsel is being offered legal fees as
part of this settlement. Class members have suffered significant physical harms as a result of the
stress caused by Defendants’ actions including developing ulcers, struggling with mental health,
thoughts of suicide, and other significant problems. This proposed settlement does nothing to make
amends for the physical harm resulting from Defendants’ actions.

In accordance with the Supreme Court’s ruling in Tanzin v. Tanvir, 592 U.S._(2020),
violations of the Religious Freedom Restoration Act permit litigants to seek monetary damages
against federal officials, yet Class Counsel has not sought damages on behalf of class members. The
value of the possible damages can be estimated using the 28 June 2024 judgement from a federal
district court in the case of Benton v BlueCross BlueShield of Tennessee.

Tanja Benton was a Biostatistical research scientist working for BlueCross BlueShield of
Tennessee when her company mandated that she received the COVID-19 injection. She filed a
religious accommodation request which her company denied and ultimately fired her. At trial
Benton was awarded over $687,000 by a jury of her peers for her company’s violations of her
religious freedom rights, $500,000 of which was for punitive damages. (Encl 5)

Based on punitive damages alone, the Navy lawsuit with over 4,000 class members could be
worth a total of $2 Billion. If this seems like a great deal of money, bear in mind that this amount is
just about 1% of the total amount of aid provided to Ukraine so far. It is likely that only significant -
punitive damages could make many class members whole from all the physical, mental, and
financial harms inflicted by the Defendants. A fund must be established, paid for by the Defendants,
that permits class members to make claims for damages incurred. This settlement, however, makes
no attempt to make class members whole, nor does it provide monetary damages of any kind.

Required Navy Actions

Under the terms of this settlement, the Navy is required to display a message on its website
for one year that states, in part, that “The United States Navy supports diverse expressive activities,
to include religious expression, and recognizes that through inclusion we are a better military and
stronger nation for it.” In light of their ongoing violations of the First Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution (as detailed in Enclosure 1), and their actions both in rejecting my own diverse
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expressive activities and in excluding me from public discourse, each of these Navy assertions
appear to be proven false.

The Navy has committed to posting a {raining presentation on its website for three years that
teaches the importance of accommodating religious practices. However, service officials have not
committed to requiring any Navy leaders to actually take this training. Even the individuals most
responsible for violating class members’ tights (including Rear Admiral Waters) are not required to
take this training.

In light of the ongoing violations of the First Amendment, these gestures are meaningless at
best, and at worst, they are permitting the Defendants to get away with further projecting false
narratives.

Fairness Hearing
I will not be able to appear at the Fairness Hearing. Please consider this objection in its

entirety in making a ruling both on this settlement and on the need to continue this case that has
become so critical to Military Jurisprudence related to the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

%ﬂte: 3 July 2024

Robert A. Gredn Jr.
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1 July 2024

From: Commander Robert A. Green Jr., USN/1117

To:
Via:

Subyj:

Ref:

Encl:

Admiral James W. Kilby, USN

(1) Commander, United States Fleet Forces Commaud
(2) Rear Admiral James P. Waters, USN

(3) Rear Admural Jeffrey Czerewko, USN

COMPLAINT OF WRONG UNDER ARTICLE 1150, U.S. NAVY REGULATIONS,
AGAINST REAR ADMIRAL _JAI\/IES P. WATERS

(a) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations
(b) JAGINST 5800.7G, CH-2, Chapter I
(¢) SECNAVINST 5800.12C

(d) 42 USC § 1983

(1) Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s govermment X[Twitter] account,
{@USNRecruiter, blocked Complainant’s private X{Twitter] account, @RobGreen1010

(2) U.S. Navy Biography, Rear Admiral Jamnes Waters III, Director, Military Personnel
Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations

(3) Complaint of Wrong Under Art 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations Against Vice Admiral

- Nowell for Unlawful Religious Discrimination, 23 Dec 2021

1. This complaint of wrong under reference (a) is submitted in compliance with reference (b).

2. Complainant Information:

a, Current Command; United States Fleet Forces Command
b. Command at titne of alleged wrong: United States Fleet Forces Command
¢. PRD: April, 2027

Current mailing address and e-mail address

e. Permanent home address and email address:

3. Respondent Information:

a. Rapk and Name: Rear Admiral Jamnes P. Waters, USN

b. Orgamization: Commander, Navy Recruiting Command

Enclosure (1)
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4, Complaint:

a. Type of Alleged Wrong: Unlawful deprivation of Complainant’s constitutional rights
under the First Amendment of the Constitution, Viofation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and
Violation of Respondent’s oath to the Constitution.

(1) Date alleged wrong discovered: 26 June, 2024

(2) Date written request for redress was submitted to complainant’s commanding
officer: N/A

(3) Date answer to request for redress was received: N/A

(4) Number of calendar days between alleged wrong and submission of complaint: 5
days

(5) Specific, detailed explanation of alleged wrong committed:

As one of the People and a citizen of the United States, I have a right to freely express my
views, particularly ones that relate to the running of our government, its executive branch agencies,
and its military departments. As Commander of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral James
Waters maintains a public-facing X [Twitter] account. Under his authori 1ty, this account represents
the official Navy position and narrative concerning recruiting for service in the United States
Navy. After pointing out a number of programmatic failures related to recruiting and rebuilding
trust with the American people, I was blocked from viewing or commenting on any post made by
Rear Admiral James Waters’ Navy Recruiting Command X {Twitter] Account, (Encl 1)

This action, taken under the color of law, and within the authority of an executive branch
agency, deprived me of my right to free speech, which I retain as one of the People, and which is
explicitly protected by the First Amendment of the Constitution. Rear Admiral James Waters
violated the law as promulgated in 42 U.S.C. § 1983, deprived me of my inalienable rights
guaranteed by the First Amendment, and, in so doing, violated his own Oath to the Constitution.

The @USNRecruiter X [Twitter] account is not Rear Admiral Waters’ private account.
Rather, it is an official Government account under Rear Admiral Waters® control with which he
promulgates Navy narratives, inviting the public to interact with the page. [ am a member of the
public, and, because there can be no military exclusion for constitutional plotectlons I retain the
right to free speech as one of the People. Through use of frequent messaging Rear Admiral Waters
develops and implements a narrative to sway the opinion of the American people. As confirmed by
the Supreme Court case O 'Connor-Ratcliff v. Garnier, 601 U.S._(2024), the deprivation of a
citizen’s first amendment rights from a government-controlled social media account is not
permitted under law. Therefore, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Rear Admiral James Waters
can be held liable in an action at law, suit in equity, or other proper proceedings for redress.

Unfortunately, this is not an isolated incident for Rear Admiral James Waters, Before
taking command of Navy Recruiting Command, Rear Admiral Waters was the Director, Military
Personnel Plans and Policies (OPNAV N13) working directly for Vice Admiral John B. Nowell
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(OPNAV N1). In this role, which Rear Admiral Waters held from Aptil 2021 to March of 202441 |
oversaw the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review Team. (Encl 2)

Under Rear Admiral Waters’ watch, the OPNAV N131 Religious Accommodation Review
Team developed and executed a Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) to issue a template denial fo
each Religious Accommodation Request submitted by Navy sailors without doing the
individualized review required by law and military regulation. While Vice Admiral Nowell was
the one providing final disapprovals on each religious accommodation requested, it was Rear
Admiral Waters who was most closely involved in leading the Religious Accommodation Review
Team, through whom he prepared each disapproval recommendation for Vice Admiral Nowell.
(Encl 3)

The actions taken by Rear Admiral Waters and his team were so flagrant that they became
the cornerstone evidence in the SEALs v. Biden federal lawsuit over religious liberty in the United
States Navy. That evidence, detailed in Exhibit [ of SEALs v. Biden Motion For Class Certification
Document 134, demonstrated that the standardized religious accommodation requests and appeals
passed through Rear Admiral Waters’ office multiple times before ultimately being denied by both
Vice Admiral Nowell and Admiral Gilday. The SOP provided to the court shows Rear Admiral
Waters® personal office code (N13) listed approximately 10 separate times. His name, listed as “I.
P. Waters,” is also clearly shown in both Step 33 and Step 39 of the SOP, as demonstrated in court
documents. (Encl 3)

The Court saw this matter similarly and issued a 3 Jan 2022 injunction against the Navy,
precluding them from involuntarily separating 35 Navy Special Operators. In his ruling, Judge
O’Connor stated that: ‘

“[W1e do not ask [service members] to lay aside their citizenry and give up
the very rights they have sworn to protect...The COVID-19 pandemic provides the
government no license to abrogate those freedoms. There is no COVID-19
exception to the First Amendment. There is no military exclusion from our
Constitution.” (SEALs v. Biden, Case 4:21-cv-01236-0, Doc 66)

Two months later, the Court saw fit to expand this case into a class action for all Navy
service members who had filed religious accommodation requests and who had nof afready been
involuntarily separated subsequent to the actions of Rear Admiral Waters, Vice Admiral Nowell,
and Admiral Gilday. The Judge took the extraordinary measure of granting a class-wide
preliminary injunction based on the substantial threat of irreparable harm being done by the Navy
and a substantial likelihood that the Navy class-members case would succeed on the merits. The
Judge also noted that the Navy’s actions demonstrated “a pattern of disregard for RFRA [Religious
Freedom Restoration Act] rights.” (SEALs v. Biden, Case 4:21-cv-01236-0, Doc 140)

Rear Admiral James P. Waters contributed significantly to this pattern of disregard for the
law, for service members’ rights, and for the U.S. Constitution. His disregard for the First
Amendment rights of Navy sailors directly contributed to the unlawful removal of hundreds of
exemplary Navy sailors from service to the nation, exacerbating a national recruiting crisis and
adding significant risk to our Navy’s warfighting readiness.
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Rear Admiral Waters’ actions directly led to more than 4,000 Navy service members
engaging in legal action against the Navy as part of this class action lawsuit, His actions, and the
actions of Navy leadership, led to a ruling confirming the violations of law. This entire episode has
been a national embarrassment for the Navy, has contributed to a significant loss of trust with the
American people, and has compounded the military recruiting crisis. Rather than hold Rear
Admiral Waters accountable for his actions, Navy leadership saw fit to promote him to a command
position of sacred trust, a position which American families should be particularly interested in
because it plays a significant role in building trust for the sake of recruiting.

Navy leadership has deliberately chosen not to correct their strategic blunders over the
COVID-19 mandates or put any real efforts into ending First Amendment violations in the Navy.
These decisions, and the decision to continue to promote Rear Admiral Waters in spite of his
abuses and usurpations, have only served to reinforce our senior leaders’ disregard for the
Religious Freedom Restoration Act and the First Amendment to the Constitution. These decisions
enabled Rear Admiral Waters to go on committing additional violations of service member’s First
Amendment rights (as seen in Encl 1). Rear Admiral Waters has demonstrated a pattern of
constitutional violations, and rather than deter these actions, Navy leadership has elected to support
and promote him.

Through his actions and his violation of my First Amendment rights, Rear Admiral Waters
has harmed me personally, and caused irreparable injury. As ruled by the Supreme Court, the *loss
of First Amendment freedoms, for even minimal periods of time, unquéstionably constitutes
irreparable injury.” (Elrod v. Burns, 427 U.S. 347, 373, 1976)

(6) 1 respectfully request that the proper authority take the following actions required
to redress this matter:

1. Immediately restore my access to review and comment on all
government controlled social media including the Navy Recruiting
Command X [Twitter] account,

2. Immediately cease all unlawful and discriminatory violations of the
First Amendment of the Constitution.

3. Hold Rear Admiral Waters accountable for his actions, both for the
sake of Justice and to curb his pattern of violating the constitutional
rights of service members. Actions should include but are not limited
to:

a. Relieve Rear Admiral Waters from Command of Navy
Recruiting Command.

b. Detach Rear Admiral Waters for cause, and initiate show
cause proceedings to determine if should be removed from
the Naval Service.

Enclosure (1)
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¢. Ifremoved wom the Naval Sexvice, initiate a Grade
Determination to determine at what rank Rear Admiral
Waters fast served honorably, and at what rank he may be
eligible for retiremnent mcome.

4. Route this complaint in full compliance with JAGINST 5800.7G
0305 (f) requiring the Respondent to write a response within ten (10)
calendar days of receipt and “provide the complainant with a copy of
the response”.

5. Route this complaint in full compliance with JAGINST 5800.7G
0305 {g) requiring each intermediate endorser to forward the
complaint with their endorsemment within ten (10) calendar days and
“provide the complainant with copies of their endorsements.”

5. T CERTIFY THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF
MY KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS COMPLAINT IS SUBMITTED PER THE GUIDELINES
AND PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS IN CHAPTER III, MANUAL OF THE JUDGE
ADVOCATE GENERAL.

SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT: % A 7 Date:_1 July 2024
/ d

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS: 4 il for Date:_1 July 2024

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT
1. Authority. 10 U.S.C. §§ 938, 8013.
2. Principal purpose(s). Used by command authorities and the Office of the Judge Advocate

General to review, take action, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy on Article
138, UCMI, and Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations, complaints of Wrong.

3. Routine uses. The Blanket Routine Uses that appear at the beginning of the Departient of the
Navy's compilation 1n the Federal Register apply.

4. Mandatory or voluntary disclosure and effect on individual not providing information. Providing,
requested information is voluntary; however, failure to do so may result in delayed command

action and Secretarial review, or the inability to notify complainant of the Secretary's decision.

Enclosure (1)
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Screenshot demonstrating that Respondent’s government X[Twitter] account, @USNRecruiter, blocked
Complainant’s private X[ Twitter] account, @RobGreen1010 (Identified on 26 June 2024)

@USNRecruiter blocked

SPRecier and

Enclosure (2)
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o NAUY

Rear Admiral James Waters III

Director, Military Personnel Plans and Policy Division, N13, Office
of the Chief of Naval Operations

Rear Adm. James Waters is a native of Ellington, Connecticut,
and graduated from the United States Naval Academy in 1989
with a degree in Systems Engineering. He completed graduate

studies at Oxford University in 1991,

His sea tours include various division officer assignments on
USS Henry M. Jackson (SSBN 730G), engineering officer on USS
Philadelphia (SSN 690) and executive officer on USS Alabama
(SSBN 731B). He commanded USS Virginia (SSN 774) and
Submarine Squadron 4. |

His staff assignments include operations officer at Submarine
Squadron 2, engineer at Submarine Squadron 3, submarine

executive officer detailer, deputy commander of Submarine

Squadron 1, battle watch commander and chief of staff for U.S.
Strategic Command’s Director of Global Operations (J3), CNO
Strategic Studies Group 35, and as deputy executive director for the Chief of Naval Personnel.

As a flag officer, his tours include director, Maritime Headquarters, U.S. Pacific Fleet, commander,
Submarine Group 2 in Norfolk, Virginia and is currently serving as director, military personnel plans and
policy, OPNAV (N13).

His decorations include the Defense Superior Service Medal, Legion of Merit, Meritorious Service Medal,
Navy-Marine Corps Commendation Medal, Navy-Marine Corps Achievement Medal, and various other
individual, unit, campaign and service awards. He is most proud of those awards that reflect the hard work

and success of the many teams he has been priviieged to serve.

Enclosure (3)
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23 Dec 21
From: Commander Robert A. Green Jr., USN/1117
-To:  Chief of Naval Operations
Via: (1) Commander, Maritime Expeditionary Security Squadron EIGHT
(2) Vice Admiral John B. Nowell
(3) Commander, United States Fleet Forces Command
(4) Conumander, Navy Expeditionary Combat Command
(5) Commander, Maritime Expeditionary Security Group TWO

Subj: COMPLAINT OF WRONG UNDER ARTICLE 1150, U.5. NAVY REGULATIONS

Ref:  (a) Article 1150, U.S. Navy Regulations
(b) JAGINST 5800.7G, Chapter HI ‘
(c) SECDEF Memo of 24 Aug 2021, Mandatory Coronavirus Disease 2019 Vaccination of
Departiment of Defense Service Members
(d) SECNAV WASHINGTDON DC 302126Z Aug 21(ALNAV 062/21)
(e) CNO WASHINGTON DC 311913Z Aug 21 (NAVADMIN 190/21)
(f) 42 U.S.C. 2000bb-1
(2) DOD Instruction 1300.17, Religions Liberty in the Military Services
(h) BUPERSINST 1730.11a, Standards and Procedures Governing the Accommodation of
Religious Practices '

Encl: (1) DCNO (N1) Standard Operating Procedure (SOP), Religious Accommodations SOP Nov 2021
(2) DCNO (N1) Disapproval of Religions Accommodation Through Waiver of Immunization
Requirements, To CDR Robert A Green Jr., 23 Nov 21

1. This complaint of wrong under reference (a} is submitted in compliance with reference (b).

2. Complainant Information:

a. Curent Command; Maritime Expeditionary Security Squadron EIGHT
L. Command at time of alleged wrong: Maritime Expeditionary Sccurity Squadron EIGHT

c. PRD: August, 2022

d. Current mailing address and e-mail address:
navy.mil
e. Permanent home address and email address:

robett.a.greeni@navy.mil .
3. Respondent Information:
a. Rank and Name: Vice Admiral John Nowell, USN

b. Organization: Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (N1)

Pls.' Mot. for Classwide Prelim. Inj. App. 0007
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4. Complaint:

a. Type of Alleged Wrong: Denial of complainant’s Constitutional rights under the First and Fifth
Amendments through a violation of 42 U.S.C. 2000bb-1, DODINST 1300.17, and
BUPERSINST 1730.11A,

{1) Date alleged wrong discovered; 29 November, 2021

(2) Date written request for redress was submitted to complainant’s commanding officer:
N/A

(3) Date answer fo request for redress was received: N/A
{4) Number of calendar days between alleged wrong and submission of complaint: 24 days
(5) Specific, detailed explanation of alleged wrong committed:

On 15 September 2021, [ submitted a request to waive COVID-19 immunization requirements due
to my religious beliefs that preclude me from receiving a COVID-19 vaccination. I submitted an addendum
to that request on 19 October 2021, The Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (DCNO)YNT), Vice Admiral
Nowell, signed and dated a disapproval of my request on 23 November 2021,

My religious accommodation request was processed by the OPNAV N131 Religious
Accommodation team. Enclosure (1) is the Standard Operating Procedure (hereafter DCNO(N{) SOP) that
Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff followed to handle the vast increase in COVID-19 related immunization
waiver requests resulting from the various military COVID-19 vaccine orders, references (¢) through (e).
The DCNO(N1) SOP instructs OPNAV N131 staffers on the exact steps to take upon receipt of a religious
accommodation request including computer screenshots that demonstrate what lines of text to write and
what buttons to click. The DCNO(N1) SOP is broken down into 6 phases, complete with 50 total steps.
Many of the steps are fairly innocuous such as Phase 0 Step 2 which requires the staffer to “[r]eply all to the
[accommodation request] email and acknowledge receipt of the request with the following response:”
Several of the DCNO(N1) SOP steps, however, are not innocuous and provide clear evidence of violations
of law per 42 U.S.C. 2000bb-1, and regulations per DODINST 1300.17 and BUPERSINST 1730.11A. 1
will demonstrate in this complaint that | have been wronged by Vice Admiral Nowell’s violations of law
and regulations through his use of the DCNG(N 1) SOP process in denying my request for religious
accommodation. Specifically, I will use the DCNO(N1) SOP to demonstrate 1) that the disapproval of my
religious accommodation request was pre-determined, 2) that the letter Vice Admiral Nowell sent
disapproving my religious accommodation request was a form template, and 3) that the case-by-case review
of my request required by law and regulation was a fraud designed to have the appearance of following
regulation but was actually conducted after my disapproval letter was written, all DCNO(N1)
documentation supporting nty disapproval was packaged, and all intermediate routing steps of my religious
accommodation request was completed. ‘

The first 13 steps of the DCNO(N1) SOP are preparation sieps in which the OPNAV N131 gtaffer
verifies that the request has all of the required documents and that those documents are moved to the
appropriate folder on the shared drive. 1f the religious accommodation request does have all of the proper
documents, then astonishingly, the very first processing step a staffer makes is to add the disapproval
template to the folder and to rename the disapproval template file to include the Last Name, First Name,
and Rank of the religious accommodation requester. This is done in Step 14.

2
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The very next step, Step 15 on page 7, asks the staffer to open the disapproval template and update
the “T(:” line with the requester’s Name, Rank, and Designator. DCNO(N1) SOP Step 15 also shows a
picture of the disapproval template complete with highlighted portions to indicate what must be replaced
with the requester’s information in order to prepare the disapproval for routing, There is no approval
template mentioned in the SOP. In fact, there is no indication that an approval template has ever been
written. I found it shocking that Vice Admiral Nowell permits a process so riddled with systemic religious
discrimination that my request was not even reviewed before a disapproval letter was added, taitored to
include my name, and only then was routed for review.

The next several steps of the DCNO(N1) SOP direct the OPNAV N131 staffer to prepare the
religious accommodation package for routing within their document routing system. Step 20 lists who must
review the religious accommodation request including BUMED (Rear Admiral Gillingham), Policy and
Strategy (N0975), the Officer Plans and Policy Office, the Special Assistant for Legal Matters, N1 Fleet
Master Chief, Total Force Manpower and Personnel Plans and Policy (N13 Front Office), and finally
Manpower, Personnel, Training, and Education (N1 Front Office). I felt betrayed to know that my religious
accommodation request went to these offices for review with a pre-prepared disapproval letter already
included within the package.

Once routing/review is completed by the above offices, the OPNAV N131 staffer hegins to package
groups of religious acconumodation requests together for final signature. This is done in Steps 30 through
32. Step 33 directs the OPNAV N131 staffer to update an internal memo from N13 to Vice Admirai
Nowell. This internal memo asks Vice Admiral Nowell to “sign TABs Al through A10, letters
disapproving immunization waiver requests based on sincerely held religious beliefs.” TAB B lists all
supporting documents including the original religious accommaodation request from the requester. It is clear
from the DCNO(N1) SOP that all TAB A letters are the same disapproval template letters prepared by the
OPNAV N131 staffers in Step 15 immediately upon receipt of the initial religious accommodation request.

Steps 35-38 list the first time an OPNAV N131 staffer is asked to actually read through the
religious accommodation request and begin to list details from the request in a spreadsheet for Vice
Admiral Nowell’s “review”. There is a note in ALL CAPS which emphasizes the importance of this review
to building the fagade that the religious accommadation requests are receiving a case-by-case examination.
The note states: “THIS IS THE MOST CRITICAL STEP IN THE ENTIRE PROCESS AND THE CNO
AND CNP ARE RELYING ON YOU TO ENSURE THAT YOUR REVIEW 1S THOUROUGH AND
‘ACCURATE. DO NOT RUSH THIS PROCESS AND ENSURE THAT YOU UNDERSTAND BEFORE
MOVING FORWARD.” This step is critical to disguising the systemic religious discrimination within the
DCNO(NT) SOP process because according to reference (h) they are required to review each request “on a
case-by-case basis, giving consideration to the full range of facts and circumstances relevant to the specific
request.” Reference (h) goes on to state that “[r]equests to accommodate religious practices should not be
approved or denied simply because similar requests were approved or denied.” The most significant
problem with the DCNO(NI) SOP is that the case-by-case “review” does not happen until Step 35 in the
process. By this point, my disapproval letter had already been written (Step 15), my religious
accommeodation request and related documents had already been returned from the various required
reviewing offices (Steps 16-29), my disapproval and religious accommodation request had already been
packaged within a batch of other similar requests (Steps 30-32), and, finally, an internal memo had already
been drafted from DCNO (N13) to DCNO (N1) requesting that Vice Admiral Nowell disapprove my
religious accommodation request (Step 33). All this occurred prior to the official “review” of my religious
accommodation request required by law and regulation.

After my entire disapproval package was built and then prepared for Vice Admiral Nowell to sign,

the DCNO(N1) SOP Steps 35-38 finally direct the OPNAV N1I31 staffer to read the entirety of my religious
accommodation request package including my original request, the BUMED Memo, and the Legal Memo.

.3
Pls.! Mot. for Classwide Prelim. Inj. App. 0009
Enclosure (1)



Case 4:21-cv-01236-O Document 293 Filed 07/16/24 Page 41 of 61 PagelD 8268
Case 4:21-cv-01236-O Document 134 Filed 02/28/22 Page 13 of 160 PagelD 4449

They are then directed to add any additional pertinent information from the package and place that
information into a spreadsheet. This spreadsheet is evidence, not of a true case-by-case review of the
religious accommodation request, because the result at this point in the DCNO(N1) SOP process, is a
forgone conclusion. This spreadsheet is evidence instead of the systematic and deliberate attempts taken by
Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff to appear compliant with regulatory requirements while actually
depriving me of my rights to due process under the Fifth Amendment and my rights to freedom of religious
expression under the First Amendment of the Constitution,

In addition to fraudulently attempting to appear legal and in compliance with regulation, it is
plainly clear that the DCNO(N1) SOP process is also designed to streamline the subsequent (and pre-
determined) disapproval upon receipt of a religious accommodation request. The DCNO(N1) SOP,
especially Step 35, makes it clear that the secondary goal (after streamlining the pre-determined
disapproval}, is to protect Vice Admiral Nowell from potential legal blowback in the event he is asked for
proof that a case-by-case review was completed for each religious accommodation request. Even though
the DCNO(N1) SOP is blatantly defying requirements under both law and regulation, in my personal
disapproval letter, enclosure (2}, Vice Admiral Nowell made the statement that “[a]ll requests for
accommodation of religious practices are assessed on a case-by-case basis.” Vice Admiral Nowell goes on
to state that “[i]n making this decision, I reviewed reference (g) [my religious accommodation request},
including the endorsements from your chain of command, the local chaplain and the advice of Chief,
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery in reference (h).” While the DCNO(N1) SOP cannot prove that Vice
Admiral Nowell is lying in making this last statement, enclosure (1) does prove that any review of my
religious accommodation request that Vice Admiral Nowell may or may not have conducted, had no
bearing on my discriminatory and pre-determined disapproval which he signed on 23 November, 2021,

Vice Admiral Nowell and his staff are ignoring the requirements of both the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act and DODINST 1300.17. The requirements under law, per reference (f), and the
requirements of policy, per reference (g), oblige the Navy to accommodate my religious freedom unless 1)
the military policy, practice, or duty is in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest, and 2} it is the
least restrictive means of furthering that compelling governmental interest. Both references (f) and (g) also
place the burden of proof for the compeliing governmental interest and least restrictive means “upon the
DoD Component and not upon the individual requesting the exemption.” In denying my request, as
demonstrated throughout both enclosures (1) and (2), Vice Admiral Nowell failed to prove a compelling
governmental interest. In fact, Vice Admiral Nowell denied my request using a disapproval template and
relied upon a BUMED Memo which was also a preprepared template. Neither the disapproval template
used by Vice Adntiral Nowell, nor the BUMED template used by Rear Admiral Gillingham, addressed in
any way the overwhelming evidence I provided in my original religious accommodation request from 15
September 2021, and my addendum from 19 October 2021.

Vice Admiral Nowell has violated both law and regulation in utilizing the discriminatory process
established in the DCNO(N1) SOP. This process attempts to circumvent established standards required by
both law and regulation while attempting to hide unlawful actions behind an intentionally designed fagade
meant to wrongfully appear compliant with regnlatory standards. The discriminatory process used by Vice
Admiral Nowell to disapprave my religious accammadation request has caused me personal detriment by
denying me my right to due process under the Fifth Amendment and my right to freedom of religious
expression under the First Amendment of the Constitution. The process used by Vice Admiral Nowell to
review religious accommodation requests must be brouglht into compliance with law and regulation
immediately before more sailors are harmed.

[ have deep concerns that this complaint, detailing the discriminatory disapproval process for
religious accommodations in the Navy, will not be properly address and will instead be ignored and
dismissed. Due to these concerns | intend to copy this communication to both the House and Senate Armed

4
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Services Committees in the hope that this will ensure that alt unlawful religious discrimination in the Navy
is properly addressed. 1 also remind reviewers of this complaint that this is a protected communication
under 10 U.S.C. 1034 and its implementing regulations.

(6) Asredress | respectfully request that you immediately cease the unlawful and
discriminatory review process for Navy Religious Accommodations and that you rescind
my disapproval and all such disapprovals executed to date. 1also request that you re-
review each such religious accommodation request in accordance with law and
regulation, including meeting the government’s burden of proof as required by 42 U.8.C.
2000bb-1 and DODINST 1300.17.

5. TCERTIFY THE ABOVE INFORMATION IS TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE, AND THIS COMPLAINT IS SUBMITTED PER THE GUIDELINES AND
PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS IN CHAPTER 111, MANUAL OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE
GENERAL.

T2 o
o
.r,» /f/ 4_,.,_-— _— )
SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANF:" e / - Date: /2. QE/ 2/
A
S~
/A -
sy e
SIGNATURE OF WITNESS: L Ly Date:_ & 56kee 2]
S - v

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

I. Authority. 10 U.S.C. §§ 938, 8013.

2. Principal purpose(s). Used by command authorities and the Office of the Judge Advocate General to
review, take action, and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Navy on Article 138, UCMIJ, and
Article 1150, U.8. Navy Regulations, complaints of Wrong,

3. Rowtine uses. The Blanket Routine Uses that appear at the beginning of the Department of the Navy's
compilation in the Federal Register apply.

=
4. Mandatory or voluntary disclosure and effect on individual not providing information. Providing
requested information is voluntary; however, failure to do so may result in delayed command action and

Secretarial review, or the inability to notify complainant of the Secretary's decision,

Pls." Mot. for Classwide Prelim. Inj. App. 0011
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Religious Accommodations

Background: On 22 January 2014, SECDEEF released a new DoDI (see TAB A) changing the way
requests for religious accommodation would be routed and reviewed. Previously, Commanding Officers
had the authority to approve or deny requests for religious accommeodation. There was no consistency
and some Commanding Officers did not significantly evaluate the request. The DoDI transferred the
decision authority for all requests for religious accommeodation that fall outside current uniform and
grooming standards as well as Navy policy to CNP. In order to ensure each request is given due
consideration, the DoDI instructs CNP to view each request in its entirety. Each request is evaluated on a
case by case basis. For example, a request from an operational member to grow a beard may be denied,
while the same request made by a Sailor on shore duty could be approved. Whatever the decision, it is
only valid while the Sailor’s circumstances remain the same. If the Saifor executes PCS orders or the
nature of the Sailor’s work changes significantly, a new request will have to be routed. The Sailor must
abide by current Navy standards and policy while the request is being adjudicated. Reservists also fall
under this instruction. They are required to submit their requests via the same channels as active duty.

Step-by-Step Instructions

1. N131 receives Religious Accommodation (RA) requests via a fonctional email distro,
ALTN Navy Religious Accommodations@navy.mil. The inbox only reliably receives email
from NMCI email addresses, so submitters are encouraged to send an email without an encrypted
endorsement first to ensure conununication is received. Here is an example of an email requesting
consideration of an RA: ‘

Sslorea o

s I LN

Retigious Accommadation Request KO ATAN Mazzavd CHATTU LeMoore

Mg Rebah Asconmmdalbng

CNO/MS,
Subimited for your revlew and consideration
Thank yaul

ViR,

PRIVASY AT HOTILE: This o undt 3o iy 4 Lty ptitged of otled b bl Fatmatnie B ot s (00 ) e becidd ey et of Baelews that pal bava el tvid Bk Comoibation o
eargt, plasse faphy to the cerder indieating that 551 aadk dedeko .
the copy yi rereiced It 5 2 vistalron of Federal liw to £N0% (apy. 160 03R . disssednate, 07 04haive 52 usw ey tnformat o,
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2. Reply all to the email and acknowledge receipt of the request with the following response:

YN2,

| have received your message and will begin routing the RA package for | NENEGTGNGNGNGN

An individual response letter will be returned to the command once the member’s accommodation has been
adjudicated.

Very Respectfully,

3. Go to the Phase 0 - N131 Pre-Tracker folder on the shared drive and select the appropriate folder.

BUPERS_ALTN_N45997_N13 {\\naeawnydfs101v.nadsusea.nads.navy. mifics0225) (Z:) NIt > NI3HD 2M131022 RA Adjudications » Phase B+ N131 Pre-Trazker

" Mame N Date modified Type Size
! Mot [mmunization HA2021 220 BLY File: folder
© i Missing Fites 1122021 348 PR File folder
.. lmmunization VIZF2021 1030 PRt File foldes

* U ARIEALS W/2021 121 BH File folde:

4, Create a new folder with the following nomenclature: Last, First RANK.

BUPERS_ALTM N25997 N13 t\nreeawnydfsI01vnadsusennadsnavy.mifies?228) (23 » N131 2 N131D » 2M131D22 RA Adjudications > Phase? - N131 Pre-Tacker + Immunization

~

A MHane Bale reodified Typ Gite
! ~Mextatch THEAIA 500 PRA fule foider
1 »USNA Do Not Touch WITI0IT 1043 AR fife [ude:
| 3 LRI B BN fife fode
't 221 T34 P fite foider
i 1 11242921 1606 DA fitefoidar
<1 12 U222 1 w41 PR Hlefoda
! T WA P fite forder

5. Drag and drop a copy of the request and the original email.

BUPERS_ALTN_KH5697_N13 Mnacawnyd?s 10%v.nadsuseanadsnovyriles0226) 21 > 131 > NI3ID > 2MIIDZ2PA Adjudications + Phase - 131 Pre Tracker 5 Immunizstion » | 11t

o

A Nane Crte wodified THpe Sire
@ . aosseesovit recorsenoamon o iansn [T a0 accommopanon 1nizns s o Adahe Anicbat . 7N
=3 HIPTY CHARLESTUON RECCMIAENEATIOMS FOR RELIGIOUS ACCOIMMNODATIONS (5) [T PRI R B atlead tem RN
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Eywie e nade

6. Open the RA Tracker located on the shared drive at N131 > N131D > 2N131D23 RA Tracker >
Data tab. Add the new request to the bottom of the spreadsheet and ensure there are no duplicate
entries. Fill in all vacant fields using the Original request as the authoritative data source

7. Move the file to the Phase ! - Initial Intake\Phase 1 - Immunizations\00 Initial Drop Off folder.

BUPERS_ALTN_N45997_N13 fanaeawnydfs101v.nadsusea.nads,navy.mites0228) (Z3 » N131 > N131D » 2Ni31D22 RA Adjudications > Phase | - Initsl Intake » Phase 1 - [mmuaizations > 00 fnitial Drop Off

A

"~ Meme Date moditied Trpe Size
i A2 12720 1142 P File fotder
LR TR INZY A2 P Fitz foldar
- . §1/22000 1146 B File folder
B 00 3 11727202 1147 PEA File fotder

8. Open the original request to ensure the following are included IAW BUPERSINST 1730.11A and
MILPERSMAN 1730-020: (Appeals only requiré member’s request and command endorseinent)
a. Member’s Request
b. Command Endorsement (+Second Endorsement if not an O-6 Command)
¢. Chaplain Memeo
d. Chaplain Checklist
e. Page 13 (Imnnmizations Only)
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9. The Member’s request should look like this and addressed to the CO, or CNO or DCNO {N1)

741N 302

Teoc; S 147
Yo Cenoaedang Olfices, CHATI Latrone, (351

Sl KEQUIST PR WALYIUR OF POLICY IN SUFFURT U HELIUEDUS FRACTEE

et {3} [l ystevesicn 150017
(L) SECHAVINST 1736 6
ey HUBERSING § 1730 4i

Hnes 43) Photograph (s nkow tha et and centuryitive waazes of :tsque,ae.d. poh:)-v.nir-t)
{21 Cruplain interyiew checklit
{3] Religiaus Bnder soderwment lelte

t. Paistwml 1o eeferencs {a) tiough {0} 1 em cequecting e sdlizians 1ceommandation ron: Havy
polizy &3 grow my heard in anexd and consyyaive rraener due o oy skeengly kedd zldous
Lelief e paactice of my faity tha probitit thaving foi Mutlln: cudes in seoordascs with
tradtion of the Prophe Muoheramed,

2.y veqrast i baeed 01ty mligious hobinfi oo iz thal Minslizmer: win obids by the
CQur' e md & exerrplsof (e Prplet Mulaemned acs oot pengied w skave i toasd haigl
thay zex aMe to 4 Nors ppar graeming o maintiln srd preseal e 1o otedprabls vay.

A Epectify thar Fovel=niznd that any approvsd orpacinly spproved waiver tiag st he
uppreiats o Talia duny e wifoh T auay beasilgoed, brjalley operden, no-cpensioonl
teaiafeg cntmrardiel, end may o sngpeadat or witheiaen 1 accoedeace with mferenea (1)

(Sigmatie)

10. A Conunand Endorsement with a CO recommendation (ISIC required if not an O-6);

CEFANTINERT OF THE NAVY
FUNTER FOR WEAL S7i0mits fE5Fh £11 Toame uk ui)
P EAERR R Ly
PERE AL e Tea g

TRy
1730

et ()84
24

At eporsEMTNT oo | v o 2 vz

From  Cerrreanding Oificer, Center fur Nava: Aviation Tiehyfeal Traninz Uniy Lemeae
lo:  Chitl of Navai Dprations (N1)
Via: 1) Comvmarding Officsr, Neval Fdusiion acd Training Comipnard

{2} Cosmmarding Oifiver, Cutlel for Nawa) Avistioa [ecknicsl 1 ating

Subje APIROYAL RECOMMENDAYON (0 I s

RELIOIDUS ACUOMMODATION

Ref.  (m) LoD lsstruction 1300,17
ib) SECNAYINST 17308
te) BLPERSINST 1700014

Back {1) Siloe'+ ieruess of 21 Jun 7t
(2} Chaplidn bemprdxlem md Intrview Cheekbs)
13} Sstor photogreph
1) Religious Leader endmisemsent bowr

1 Permfrreners () turavgh (), Tus forwied iy tia ceqeest recomnsending wppeevel o par
deing the fullowing avirnnmny:

L Opertivra eeommeadngoa. NA

b, Nos-oprmitiossl renmmendaion: K/

eched 1o the
1 easuinead gpproval of &
AVY § gioamiz serdnlz while

nubn—i tn ﬁz?e emavmnd
2, e follawunp, uviornata vs paovided for e blesation ns applizehls (paisutere tha fastund
basis uu'.fn:d\‘ns any emnpelisg gosesemxenl fctcecat nsd why the desdel o panie! decial fy 1tz
Jeast g istive ichasuvailile fo priect the upelltng poremment INzest overily
indivifial regsed):

L Ihe inpelanie of military polley. pratce ar diy from wivieh relipias acceminndasion
iz esughl in s ol adeslg ascomplivhmen, ol ading:

1) Milirary eadinesy: Noee

2] Lt echiesiyn; Nowe
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11. Chaplain Memorandum for the Record and interview checklist from the Chaplain who
interviewed the Sailor about the request for religious accommodation.

=

CHARLAN MEMORANDUM EGR THH RECORD

Fiont KR
Tew COMMAHEING OSFICIR.

Seltp RIGUBST FOR A WATVZE OF CY 'TO ACCOMMODATE PRACTICH BASED
TN BRI 1IGIOUS BELEFF 100

Ref: (W SECHAVINST (73081

() SECHAVIEST 111094

(e} BUPERSINST L7301 1A

{8} RELAGIOUS AFFILIATIGN LETTER

23 tHamitted a requast 161 petsradaten aficligliug predice e

tedioans (), Par BUEERSINYF 1730034, Uinviswed do rogoeros o 11 huy 202§
arpatyed thrtiis intrvew vould vot te 2 confiorind cowsnicnicn o delicd by
sefmiensn o) mod flad e tequoilo: that vofunat for confideatial ehoplain appod thas
awnlabla .

2 —mmmm 10 tolivit pesirtance ln rquesieg L vl of mooming

slumdere due to b religions belics, tat thaving or2 s beand LEnos 3 peerdeiibys prsclisc
@ity the Eimac felt ey o brand D eoaidescd 2 sym&d ala dovent Maslim aua Glibelig
im He e of he Fropiaet Vitammisd,

3 _im Y redglow prifarens nr Mutim i preaslaes Wik

NAVPELY 17050,

An aliemits zreans of tesetiag 03 Ellgiols requitemen 15 vnavalsble.

5 Afbr sn sxieryivs iareoiow sl paview of _ sqglmg euterisls, L am

pentatlst e w0 the 1krcority of his befiel. [ lasve spubica with i deverel
accirenaeeterrog it deedly ikl ieliGons Lelivfs and wea thmov phly erandroed of Hy
dewtng krlhnsz belisfs -y provided pelienes: (), wliel iy & Losier dom
1 [ Mete Assceiation of Mesjaya in sappest f this sequnes for pelighons

Ta™er W20

CHAPLAIN INTERVIEW CHECKI ‘HLChLEb'! TEMELALL

il
Chaplda's Comna
Inézrview Prelimlneaies

(‘.'lmplqlnmiwzd pollcy nd décldmm religloig pecirmunadation and tha pelicy for
wihish the requestor br seekivg secomimodation.

Appicand way notificd thal e inferviess fu sol catbfidintial ood will be ved to sdvba the
o0

Chapkan expinined 1 1l spplivapt that muﬁ&nhal sugpot vebe roceved T
antfher ohaplab,

3¢ | Apglicat has besst mnied o widset for this yaowtics guevlpurly,
Arglitsial's Pegg: 2 (RAVPEILS 1070/002) schexts Th belisfcited in 1ba applivation,
Type nf Walver d

LN ED

Vniforn standerds

Gropom stantird

DNA sucpling

F
*f | Immunizstion jequiiereents
7.

!

Qiher {Pltase destribe):

Intervimw

ERER

Tieguritce's religioss bilich seaned Fouetly 20d sintrely ieie Usiog tae 05 8076 of the
fosloyiing factas;

3, Requesioe was eredinls (consinently keepa (oels. praclites, ole.). )
2. Requestor's Semeanor and paten of condug are conyisiat With e mﬁ
3. Resueyor gglugag i adivilies wscootsted willi the Belielfs), i

1. Dzh:rp_q! ns supperting Lhe claims gre exdibls.

wa‘v:ﬂ\;-:-:% F

. Reyuest is supported by Iatterds} of vesifieation or endeneinent fom s
ouganization espoutnis e bebefs which ane the basly for the ctaim.

;
~

_._JI"-"
Alismsle nryg nfa.carmmrhimg L praatlen vere saploced i1 s inkervicw,
Process Checkbst

Chaploin oy pi Jnﬂﬁ 2 ncuorzikugy ]

1. | Chepiin e vited M.._..ﬂ_rg ﬂl' apd peidodmeopy. |
Chaplsin subnved e Teenmamdum and 1hla doriment fo the commandiog sfffeer via
chein of tamemaeil,

1, 1he bdor ey,

EAVE

Chptatn rofermd apoli An proesys yogest
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12. Page 13 (Imnuinizations Only)

ACVNISTRATIVE REAARKS -
HAVPERS 16704610 (REV. 082013) pReviis £01IUNY ARK GISOLLTE  SUFPORTING IARECTAE I, FERSURN 140 1

B O dTAYKEY

Supurct R bpamanend ™ traonssy
AT FTY o R Ty
BUTERANST §102 LA aal ALHAY 1T

TRIVID 1 AN o el A WAL

Teeiacst a wabver alibs COVIDD fnurtitersive. 1 heeeby stare that vy 15queit it bared o 1etighoan ehizetives o the
COVID- 19 ineranistisn | wkavaledgs kovieg recdved the fallaing wvaidling:

1, Frifure lo oblaie immonatiow fursze ahaiianal sk 1 wy Leshh e ehgouns 1a dissue,
2.3 et event ol Baelp tranc), Ly be Saaioed danleq tech sk eeia bocdiss die o inbrmshsal bsith egulatioss

3, 0 grened, @ wabner suy be rovoked by my ernsmzadisg aftboer H ) ans at irrandnent ank of doidine of s tistormatieml beabh
ragulatio.

4. I o Jah dutizs chargs, ) may need Lo ot 2z 10geil
8160 zon et Rey permanent chasgz of kfabos winile my wadvir G m it |y rmed bt ) om el i jl Gafss

SR, Ay KRB Koot capreses fon s e forccabuncd dissste, o other Guctees £aint thet tol pet pxs 3 i ioens i
e

Seridze Mlember's Sgnaute DiceSlgmd

Wanws Signahee IS

EHNFAR D ANS VEREED N BLECTRONIC SEDCE RECORD
VFRFT A% OFFICI, RZRX A CRACEITINE Tpa3E. O TURE G AT Ty

VA JLAST, FIRAY, LSCULE) SUOTIAL BECURIY WUUBER | BAMCH AHD CLASS
E— L USKH/ANTIVE

FOR O TICIAL LEE 0¥
FRNACY BEWSITIE

13. If all the documents are included and completed properly route to RA Adjudications\Phase 1 -
Initial Intake\Phase 1 - Immunizations\01 Ready For Processing

a. If any of those items are missing, send to 02 Packages Awaiting Documents so the
conunand can be contacted to inquire their whereabouts or the reasons for the error.
i. Contact Command via email and follow up with a phone call within 48 hours
ii. Ensure the folder is labeled with the missing documents

b. If there are multiple files send to 03 Folders That Need to Be Consolidated so the items
can be consolidated and routed to are missing, send to 02 Packages Awaiting Documnents

so the command can be contacted to 01 Ready For Processing,

c. Ifthe request is for a Sailor assigned to a joint conunand, move it to 04 Sailors Jointly
Assigned - Do Not Process

" d. If the member sends an email withdrawing their request, add the email to their folder and
move to 05 Member Withdrawn - DO NOT PROCESS\

e. For any other issues, move to 06 Other Issues - LT Neuer Review
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14, Inside the Phase 1 - Innumizations\01 Ready For Processing folder, add the most recent RA

Response Letter template and rename the files to the following nomenclature:
a. 1-RA Response Letter ICO Last First RANK
b. 2 -RA Request ICO Last First RANK
¢. 5 -Original Email ICO Lasr First RANK

3 NIZID » 2NI31D22 RA Adjudications » Phase 1-Initial Intske » Phase1 - Immunizations » 01 Ready For Processing » FCC Hickman (A-F) + Achznzer, Joshua HM

Fal

~

Mame Dale nuodified Type Size

@3 1- RA Response Letter ICC NN -1 10724/ 20T 9135 A Mhieroseft Word L. S3KH
2- RA Request 1COTTENNNNNNN 1~ 1072872021 TG A fdobe Acrobat D. S12 KB
21 5- Originat Emait 1CO | NI 1« /202 11:3¢ A Outlook: item 1BKB]

15. Open 1 - RA Response Letter ICO Last, First RANK to update the response letter to yeflect the
new request’s specific information from the 2 ~ RA Request ICO Last, First RANK document.
The highlighted sections below are the sections that will need to be updated. Save those changes
and route to Phase 3 after verification of all five initial documents are confirmed from Step 8.

BEPARTMENEOF TEENAVY

1730
SerNLF

From: Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (hluwngower, Pecsonnel. Training znd Edveation) (N1)
To: RATERANK (DESIG) First NI Lag, TSN
Via  Commandug Glices, PCU ITYMAN 0. RICKOVER (84NN 735)

Subj: REQUEST FOR RELIGIOUS ACCOMDIODATION THROUGH WAIVER, OF
IUNIZATION REQUIREAENTS

Refl  {0)420.8.C §200ibt-1
{21 Del) dosaction L100.17 of | Septergber 2020
{c} SECNAVTNST 1730 8B
(1) ASN QHERA) mama of & Tuna 13
(o) MILPERSALAN 1730-620
(£ Uzited Seates Aromey General mema of 6 Cetobar 17
(&) Your Hr,2f 20 Dee 20 wiends
(b) BUNED My 6320 $ea, M N UNDDOON of ¢d Mum vy

& Puasuast lo redotcnces {2) throagh (), yow tequert fon relizious accommodation through
waiver of imnization requirement is dsapproved. Yourmustrecere all reguirad vacoiser.
Hoyaver. vou are free to request from vouy healthears rrovider oltermative vaceines hat are
avaiable and meet tha Navy’s immmization 1equsirertents, 15 datermined by a credentinled
military hioaltagars provider. You are fee to chooss whick COVID- 19 vacsineto bake. [ you
choost a COVID-LS vaceive thet 1ecuires two dosts, you mist receive yout (st does withinfive
calendar(3) days uponfeceipt of this fenier and complete the series as preazzibed. 1f you tiiese 4
ona-dose vaceite you mustingst the established vazcination timedire of rece:ve the vorrine
within fiva calendar (5 days upsn receipt of thix letter, whichivér it hter

2. Inlire with references {b) trough (d3 Tam dedipnated ay e approval authority for requests
for relious eccommodation.

3. Reference (a), tho Religionn Freeden Revioration Act {PFRA), etatea that tha Governrcert
1wy subsentially burden an isdividual's exercise of religion only if it deworstates that
application of the burdan to the persen s wn frtherance of a competling governmental et
and isih2 Jaait redtrictive sreens of futhering that infarest Refererce (b) meomptrater tte RFRA
sad noter that the Goververan has n compalling interes! in mitvion sccemplizhment, t inclode
wilitary cesdiness, mil coheaion, gosd erder md duacipline, health and wafety, on both individud
and urdt levels. Additiomlly, untess it will have ax aiverse impact 0T misston accomplishment,
ireluding mititery readines), exdt cokesion and pacd order and discipline, the Navy wil
atcormmadate individinl exprasticns of sincerly hald behefs of Sailers  Reference (B
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16. Uploaded into DonTracker. Visit dontracker.navy.mil to log in.

G i iontede Lhg e Tahe A

& # deabadd

& DON TRACKER

TUSG) IHFORIEATION SYETEM (%) THAT I3
ALY

YOUARE ACCESSHG AL 5 DOVERK
PROVEIFOR DSG AUTRDREED USE

fy uxng s 15 {ehdoh Incdodes shy deite atdckad 1 they 15) you L0ATRE (4 B
el Vha 1 calinoly biberregpl and anoedeors comirari atlons o s 85 for o paacs
inekyding Tak nod Forved to, penstatian testing COMSLC manidng. patwork spavaticns and
detanze penscrnad misrondTl{EM) lae snfxmtemen(LE) and coonterinziagencs (D1

b stifathzia Al sy B the D50 eny mrspat b aed seira dabs slosed en Bis )5
Corranicafions vehy 47 0ata slored 0o s |5 arg rat privaty &ty subjec? 0 10ubng caor-opming
lterieptan sid $amah, and may e declasad ox piad B any USG-auined2sd puiposs Tivaig
inbadles Soturty PGttt (i g, iSndcatan and uTeEsa cantofa} e prdes U4 interers e
Fot youd prstnal bessl of prvady

Betedfrstanndomy e ehas o yean Hils 18t g cosslbote coteadd (o PRETE 2§ Dirar
$83r¢hiNg or mumdarvy of B3 comrart of prviagad cxmmunicatons, ¢f vorl pradytt. relat
0t kaivices by A93INeyps prythotheraplsty of chegy. and Wl gy
o ankd s, priducd s peeh ata ated poadieiel Sew Vs Ageearraa bie

§ EANIRAKIR, Utes pntiaond X ol

& 3 & donlracker sl

1y Sites

LU

@ Crrltkly aicess yuar

Ao s d proced 3'ea WHTEE You G share
arat dhintuss conber Lwith othes site mamers.

HEy Tasks
Artha Take o 7 Sean Whrsto
Adtiye Taskhs § Comgleted Tasky

7,1 Roeviesythe Basks ssstgned t you
el rer fypes of ahs can ap preac in i faak by

hate fpagefisesfpdris

Ky ArtryiTes

17. Once logged in, go to Taskers > Inbox

R SONORAGT Fd thbo

Everyune’s stibatie =

CLILTTIT by bt 7 duys -

r e WHEUS 81 e it
I[Jv" Forthute e Us going o114 e sites

The at
ane b

hty Dadineols

Fu frerontly Undifed +

s dn s st el you fotoy
Yau ran alsosen whia i

Po changesin the sley yiu befang e Vil cze thps wich as content L etes
1 and I your sifey

{ B bespiark ot yeir nun content

Thits ohshte Tats A oF he € alin! Bt mpostan [ you, S0 malten yhich st vinm U e B o easdy Cod wey

e fonking fry.
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20.

Under Responders, is where you designate who reviews the tasker and their respective deadlines.
e. Due Dates will automatically be populated based on the 7-day deadline;
i. BUMED (SECRETARIAT - TASKER GROUP) (BUMED (FRONT OFFICE))
ii. POLICY AND STRATEGY (N0975 TASKER GROUP)
iti. SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR LEGAL MATTERS (CNP LEGAL FRONT
OFFICE)
iv. N1 FLEET MASTER CHIEF (N1 FLEET)

| Type
17 Hazponder
2z Responder
3 Respondar
4 Responier
5 Responder

i 6 Rasponder

“Hospondet | Descripioninstuctions "oue Dale

*BUMED (SECRETAR{AI.: T.-’\SKER GRUUP)(HUMED (FR(.)NI TFFICER
*POLICY AND STRAMEGY (N0976 TASKER GROLIP)

“OFFICER PLANS AND POLICY OFFICE {M131)

"SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR LEGAL MATTERS (CNP LEGAL FRONT OFFICE}

*N§ FLEET MASTER CHIEF (N4 FLEET) -

KTOTAL FORCE MAKPOWER AND PERSONNEL PLANE AND POLICY 012
FRONT OFFICE}

7 Ressonder  MANPOWER PERSONNEL. TRAIHG. AND EDURATION (N1 FRONT OFFICE) T
21. In the Attachments section, select Add Attachuent > Add Local Files > then select and categorize

the following files:
f. 1 -RA Response Letter ICO Last First RANK (Organizational Response)
g. 2 -RA Request ICO Last First RANK (Original Source Document)

e Add AR eHt

File Hznmie and Version Description *Catodory Upcument Bato

e favd N
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22. Below is completed tasker. If no other changes are necessary, click Send to begin the workflow.

& sttt tae vwan 0 f

« - W dasteie ang mritw

T QFRLER ALAN) &4 FOLLE OPRCEIN NS

1 Reibgiand Erenrnedili s 0 AT drfans & nad

vieany Genand
T Lserow ur 2

LEA B0 Pl S ratapy At DA iMED

PR SHMREHSEAR (S AP

(IRt

Gaverrnagni Unly
Firrral lzakh lhetnatea

Fevuenty Heoilutle borroton

ICES PLAS ANE FOLICY GRFIGE 147 5% I

-

Iy mspoater

Fugurte  "FCLICTAND STRATIGY 13575 TATRIR GROU%;

Bragntty  CSPULISCARSINTAL T FURILGAL WAITERS OB LEEST FRUNS (R 6Ly
Fespsade ‘A1 MLOET MASTER GHEF H1 LEET.

o o

205 Rasgaste HMSPDNCR FERSORNIL TRAREG, NG COUCATICH N1 FReHT emite} - -

Fre e gt Norsn g Devesiateny

# rzea wt Reeknn -8 0 R o

b ORIFB RATachaIpdl 110

AOHEE G IR BN A0 Sar 14007 0D Jur T pdl (2O

st o N WYy 50
2 TAPA . Ieyponme oczer AR -« 1 o

m Elphasn Accomsontatin Reseet 60 ||

(i

# ran e - coxgraion Foay . [T 10

Pl Narr et RS e ] b o te st Tsany

Feagvider '%?;T'.;:_L;r(ﬂic VAUPOWER AND PERSIMILL FLAKS A0 FELICY (NOPRONT
ISR .

1 eserpricsitnibnieess

ety
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Thelwrenze
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TArgaal Rucres Casrent

MWeiAlrg Basrrent
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Sunuz
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Serstan
erzsaial

Yapama

Porggrent Bsin
(20 IThi T w
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[ Ters i)

ara H

23. Once the workflow has started, you will receive the following message.

Tasker: 2021-N131-824 has been sent successfully.
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24. You must periodicaily check the status of the by going to your Inbox > Awaiting Responses. The
taskers can be sorted by tasker number, subject, due date, etc. By clicking on a tasker, you can see
where the tasker is in the process in the Tasker Details window,

bt

@9 Pasbor Manaseiens - Tentr
: [t v v U "o

[EF TR T

DUI

[ARTELIY
(ALY
STEAINI P W

TS AR ORI
R [E R P ]
e

B LGN

rited i

25. Retrieve legal memos from the following folder: RA Adjudications\New Legal Memo Dropoft
and add to the folder.

26. Once a response by BUMED populates, download the BUMED Memo to the member’s folder.
Ensure the name and date of member’s request are accurate (if not correct send back for rework).
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27. Update Date/Serial in Ref H on the Response Letter (1 - Response Letter ICO Last, First RANK})

BEPAREMENT OF THE NAVY

1730
Ser NI/

From: Dieputy Chief of Naval Operations (Manpower, Personnel, Training and Education) (N1)
To:  RATE/RANK (DESIG) Fiest MI Last, USN
Via:  Commanding Officer, PCU HYMAN G. RICKOVER, (85N 795)

Subj: REQUEST FOR RELIGIOUS ACCOMMODATION THROUGH WAIVER OF
IMMUNIZATION REQUIREMENTS

Ref:  ({a)42 US.C. §2000bb-1
Instruction §300.17 of 1 September 2020
{c} SECNAVINST 173088
{d) ASN (M&RA) memo of 6 June 13
(e} MILPERSMAN 1730-020
{f) United States Attomney General memo of 6 October 17
() Your Jjt of 20 Dec 20 wiends
(1) BUMED lir. 6320 Sex Ma4 23 UMXKX XY of dd Mmm. vy

f. Pursuant io references (a) through (b}, your request for religious aceommodation through
waiver of immunization requirements is disapproved. You must receive all required vaccines,
However, you are free to request from your healthcare provider alternative vaccines that are
availabla and meet the Navy’s immunization requiremtents, as determined by a credentialed
military healtheare provider. You are frea to choose which COVID-19 vaccine to take. Hyou
choote a COVID.- 19 vaccine that requires two doses, you must receive your first does within five
calendar (5) days upen receipt of this letter and eomplete the series as prescribed. If you choose 2
one-doss vaccing you raust meet the established vaccination timeline or receive the vaceine
within five calendar (5) days upon receipt of this letter, whichever is fater.

2. In line with references ¢b) through (d}, { am designated as the approval authority for requests
for retipious accommodation.

1, Reference (a), the Religious Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA), states that the Government
may substantially burden an individual's exercise of religion only if it demonstrates that
application of the burden to the parson is in furtherance of a compebling governmental interest
and is the least restrictive means of furthering that interest. Reference (b) incorporates the RFRA
and notes that the Government has a compelling interest in mission accomplishment, to include
military readiness, unit cohesion, good order and discipline, health and safety, on both individual
and unit levels, Additionally, unless it will have an adverse impact on mission accomplishment,

28. Once a tasker has been responded to by N0975, CNP LEGAL FRONT OFFICE, N1 FLEET, and
BUMED, send to the Phase 4 folder - 0 Ready For Processing / 00 Phase 3 Drop Off

T » BUPERS_ALTN_N45897 M13 (\nzeawnydfs10lv.nadsusea, nads.navy.mites0228) (Z:) » NI31 » NI3ID » INE31D22RA Adjudications » Phased - Ready for N131 Review

Lal

Hame Date madified Type Size

; 0 Ready For Precessing 1172/2021 217 PIA Fife felder
PEe2/2021 211 PIA Fife folder

} 1 Awaiting LT

29. Do not forward unless all stakeholders have reviewed and following documents are in the folder:
a. 1-RA Response Letter ICO Last First RANK

2 - RA Request ICO Lasr First RANK

3 -RA Legal Memo ICO Last First RANK

4 - BUMED Memo ICC Last First RANK

5 - Original Email ICO Last First RANK

o an o
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30. Create a new folder with the following nomenclature:

a.

BD MON YY —In Progress

EURERS_ALTN_MASG97 N3 (WaaeawnydirlGlv.nadouses nademavy mides2228) () » NI31 > MI310 » INIIIDZIRA Adjudications @ Phased - Ready for FIE3 Y Review + QReady ForPragessing

Hine

Late reed fizé T

A e
4 DI Phase 3 Diop OF TH3E02] 70T LR
20, 0¢1 21 Bin F COIADLETE VEI0M 502 EL)
L1 290021 Bin 3 COMPLETE HOE-S S I NEY IN) Ele foidse
4 28 Ocr_ 21 Bin 4 IN WORK « NGTFULL 10202021 2 6PN e detdar
¢ 1= 3022 RA Adjudicationt - Shortcut 10282021 5 12 PR Sroncu; isB
(2'; = Ni3te MI Buckslip - Temphate - Bin X 0210 FLY Yergial Werd B 2 vh
ﬁf} = REF B « RA Immunizzhore Requests Tra.. 023 ERR 148
- f!_é} + A8 C Cocrdmation Page RA Template ., DS gL [ 208
(2] + FEMPLATE RA Pesoonse Leter 2 ELERIF R 7B

31. Add 10 folders from 00 Phase 3 Drop Off folder

Officers/E-9

Aan oo

SELRES

Priority (CMD Triad/Other Priority)

Oldest to Newest Active Duty/MOB/RECALL

32. Add the following documents to the DD MON_YY — In Progress folder

e n o

N13 to N1 Buckslip - Template

REF B - RA Imnnuizations Requests Tracker Template
TAB C Coordination Page RA Template

REF A - DCNO N1 1730 ltr Ser 114168 of 20 Aug 21

33. Open N13 to N1 Buckslip. Update the date and list of 10 attachments based on the selected files.

MLMORANDUM FROM DIRECTOR,
MILITARY PERSONNEL PLANS AND
POLICY (N1))

Date
NP,

U Respreafitly equest you 1ize TAB Al dueugh A, besters

dipipprouing inrnmizaton warves tejuste biced on nseergly beld
celizions beliefs,

2. TABs B} thrcugh BIO are (ke tndividual requesn, command

. ervterrments, Chaplan, Legal avd BUMED ez, Cluglam

Checkkisty, and HAVPERS 1070613 ° s, REF B iy n somschiued hixt
ol yeligiows srcoxsodations for katzh 27 Sep 251, [recomnend
e yoa e REF B ar your inital bl in riewizg these reques.

3, Chief ol Chaplaizs, Policy and Swategy OND3TH) stakes tha
watekitewing chaplies i ech e2st Megquately advired the
roromerds on the requsiba’s sty erd the telixions pebne of
ther tehefs

4. Chief of Naval Persouel Lega! (NGCL) s roiided
meazaranden £ sath €32 dating that # i etbgally
chjeetionable 1o dupprone e mtwher's reguests,

3 Cluef, Bareau of Madwcuny aod Surgery har promiced a
wemcraney for each cavs reesaraodies disepprovel kasad on
significard sz ool faka mscciated with giaeilng vach s seite

6. After careful aed indnidus! resiew, § tocompand disapreval
of exch requess to wike imnuzizaniza moirerate hued oo
sienificeet visk to the readiness of ths force possd by COVID-19.
This revomprndation dipns with precicus invresizeion
examphoz requarte (referance (1) 1t an examiple)

Vary 1espretbily,

P WATERS

TAB €~ Coardination Page
FEF A. DUXD N7 1730 J 5p0, 114188 0f 20 Auz 2L
REF 8 - HA Imeyzizktions Requeet Trazker
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34. Open the following document: REF B - RA Immunizations Requests Tracker Template

X2, piT1] Kait | Romb | DM} Iagher2 Heligiea Spacifies sty Baps Etqapitig Cmeatal Biptpuy [LANI <\ (1 Sowgilling Ut et sn) Iiteres)

£ N fr . T v w v . i i O i

t - RS R4} NA BRI bt Clziiel bapzreations | OOHLS Sen LSS Nna (Vi ) VA NORFOEK, AL dhene Heakh Safevy of tbe Fovar

i : g Hazts afecy et ke oo

B s Heabh Safety of ke Fonie

N B B Heig Huxkh Safety of ke Foese

i Heten Hackts fafery of ke Foeor

3 Huter Hrdn Satryef e Freve

! Myl Kk Safevv of ihe Forsp

H e Azl Sufere of the Ferse
H

’ K pre Makts utay of ibe Freis

10 e Hlaskh udei of e Fere

35. Begin filling in the spreadsheet after reading through the entirety of the buckslip, original request,
BUMED and Legal Memos and add any pertinent information for DCNO (N1) to consider. THIS
IS THE MOST CRITICAL STEP IN THE ENTIRE PROCESS AND THE CNO AND CNP
ARE RELYING ON YOU TO ENSURE THAT YOUR REVIEW IS THOUROUGH AND
ACCURATE. DO NOT RUSH THIS PROCESS AND ENSURE THAT YOU UNDERSTAND

BEFORE MOVING FORWARD.

36. Enswre all the information (dates/name spellings/letter formatting) match.

37. Move to the right side of the spreadsheet.

38. When Complete, save changes as DD MON_YY
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39. Open “TAB C - Coordination Page — Rank/Rate Last Name” to update the dates on the
coordination page to the current date of processing to match the folder. Save the changes.

COORDINATION PAQE
Sailor Regugss - Aczommedshon from AILPEREMAN 1730400 10 wave immupizaticn

TEGLEEETO Lot R

DCNO N Reaponag — Disspproval (lanber aad Fleet Safetyy

Offlee Thept Point of Coatact Titls Bhioes Daje Remarls
OPNANV [NO‘??E'} LCDP S Dewte (103} 6953524 23 54 1L B inarviewing

haplain adequately advased the command oo the requesiar's vincesity and 1he religious nature of
theii beliafs

OPMAYV MLELTY  ELTOM W Xeshoffer  (T03)604-2618 2 %ep2l  Conowr No
ety for Officers

OPNAVNEJAG CDRA Leahy O 8085600 B 8ep 2t Cond
OFNAY 13D COR B Cun (MY E0E.5023 X3 Eep it Conowr

OPNAY (N13) HADM 2 P. Waters {1033 6045040
DPNAVY (X1} VADNS Jobn B, Noweli, Ir (70338042748

40. Upon Completion of the file modification, move entire file to 4 - Ready for N131 Review\2
Awaiting N131 Review (LT Didawick) or 3 Awaiting N131 Review (CDR Cua) based on your
assigned reviewer identified on the organization chart.

41. Rename Folder and files with appropriate batch number

a. DD MON_YY-1 (1* Batch)
b. DD MON_YY-2 (2" Batch)

42. After Review from Phase 4 is complete, drop files in the following folder:
\naeawnydfs 10 1v.nadsusea.nads.navy. miNCS02 IS\BUPERS_ALTN_N45997_NI\COVID-19
RA

43. Link the spreadsheet in the folder to the locations by pressing CTRLAK on the word *here”

44, Email the N13 Front office that the folder is ready.

© hatson, Miry Angeta Saoanna SART USH GCI L (LS
: ¢ | Ausen.Kelser S EOLUSH DCUO I (USAY; Malina, Gary LCOR USH NG NS (USA); Liduick, Joshun ALTUSL DCHD 0L (SR} sjoshun dibauichnaemn
i stgct Theads for Revigw 2. Mov_21-2

Oeputy,
Please seo RA 2_Nov_21-2 at your earffest convenience here.

Vi
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45. The request witl be routed through the deputy to N13. Once a decision is made by N13, the N13
Administrative Assistant will update the Coordination Page and Buckslip then send the request to
N1 via email.

46. Once a final decision has been made on the request, N1 will return the sigued TAB A — Response
Letter - RA ICO Rank/Rate Last Name.

47. N13 Front Office will save the letter in the Sailor’s RA Request folder as “DCNO Signed —
Rank/Rate Last Name RA” and a notification email will be sent to N131.

48. An email containing that letter is emailed to the Sailor via their command by replying to the
original email request.

Poerrer Homand hord AR Q0B RE AL DT LA rsiant K
N PE Pantiel Aoptan! Roiwnunat dation o) Beitgus Ao samidition 176 SRGRETEEN G WILLIAMS
PRERSRREE AT A 13

P T R T P FE T P NT Ry IR N R I S I B L T S P S S AN R T N T

B

¥H?,

Pobte ted Uy 3l hed Acigioa Afcommntrhat 01 il stiae €0 m-

Wory Respoctiuly,

L1 Fih Keuer, PRE

OPNAY K133 Bfficec P ans sl Peliey
[ECHTCTE T

49, Update the RA Tracker workbook’s Data tab to reflect the dates of the process and
approval/disapproval.

50. Move the folder to RA Adjudications > 00 ARCHIVED REQUESTS.

o 50228 » BUPERS_ALTM_MNASS97_N13 > N131 » N13tD » 2N131D22 RA Adjudications v D
‘o Mameo Date maditied lype Sige
00 ARCHIVED REQQUESTS AN 42 AN il foalder
77972021 204 P tile fuldor
/2021 1140 AM file folder
/072078 1144 PhY Files foleer
(2470047 1A P Filer fartedionn
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE

AT CHATTANOOGA
TANJA BENTON, )
)
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 1:22-cv-118
v. ) .
) Judge Atchley
BLUECROSS BLUESHIELD OF )
TENNESSEE, INC., ) Magistrate Judge Lee
)
Defendant. )
JUDGMENT ORDER

This action came before the Court for a trial by jury. The issues have been tried, and the
jury has rendered its verdict.

The jury found that Plaintiff, TANJA BENTON, proved by a preponderance of the
evidence that her refusal to receive the Covid vaccination was based upon a sincerely held religious
belief. The parties stipulatqd that the remaining elements of Plaintiff’s claims were met and the
jury was so instructed. The jury further found that Defendant, BLUECROSS BLUESHIELD OF
TENNESSEE, INC., did not prove by a preponderance of the evidence either that it had offered a
reasonable accommodation to Plaintiff or that it could not reasonably accommodate the Plaintiff’s
religious beliefs without undue hardship. Liability for Plaintiff’s religious accommodation claims
is therefore established by the jury’s verdict.

Finally, the jury found that Plaintiff proved her entitlement to punitive damages by a
preponderance of the evidence. By separate verdict, the jury awarded punitive damages. The jury
awarded total damages to Plaintiff in the amount of $687,240.00, comprised of $177,240.00 in

back pay damages, $10,000.00 in compensatory damages, and, by separate verdict, $500,000.00

Case 1:22-cv-00118-CEA-SKL. Document 94 Filed 06/28/24 Page 1 of 2 PagelD #: 2399
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in punitive damages.

Accordingly, judgment is entered in favor of Plaintiff TANJA BENTON and against
Defendant BLUECROSS BLUESHIELD OF TENNESSEE, INC. in the amount of $687,24G.GG

with post-judgment interest at the rate set by 28 U.S.C. § 1961.

SO ORDERED. _
' Is/Charles E. Atchley, Jr.
CHARLES E. ATCHLEY JR.
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
ENTERED AS A JUDGMENT

/s/ Lednna Wilson
LeAnna Wilson
CLERK OF COURT

2
Case 1:22-cv-00118-CEA-SKL Document 94 Filed 06/28/24 Page 2 of 2 PagelD #: 2400

Enclosure (1)



Us Retajy | PRIORITY MAIL
vOm.me PAID _M PRESS FIRMLY TO SEAL FLAT RATE ENVELOPE

ﬁ POSTAGE REQUIRED
O:.mm_._.. - -
ﬂA- oo cw\._m.\mmm." 33 -

[ PRIORITY®
MAIL _ﬂs
(o

Cledk’s Office .
United States Distri
Division
Mmﬂﬁmﬁoﬁ Street, Room mwo
Fort Worth, Texas 76102-367 v Bide
ATTN: US. Navy SEALs 1-26 V.
(Class Settlement

ot Cou

5510 6144 9642 4194 5084 gg

e

nt P93 Fifed

TRAGREL —.ED  owespmmmees

CEIVED -

_z _—_ _—_ = —_ —— “ —-_ CLERK U.S. DISTRICT COURT
PS00001000014 EP14F July 2022 NORTHERM DISTRICT OF TEXAS
OD:121/2x91/2 USPS.COMPICKUP T I

Case 41215cv-




