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imminent danger, which was not relevant to your situation.  You also claim that there was a 
Preliminary Inquiry (PI) that included grainy photos of you breaking the MPO, and you only 
accepted NJP to avoid aggravating your mental health, and your command did not properly 
consider your diagnosed mental health conditions which influenced your decisions to accept 
NJP.  You also assert that during July 2021 you were on light duty recovering from surgery and 
should have been excused from checking in.  Further, you contend that your rebuttal to the 
formal counseling was not submitted by your command.  As evidence, you furnished a personal 
statement, medical documents, and the PI.  
 
The Board, however, substantially concurred with the AOs that your NJPs are valid.  In this 
regard, the Board noted that you received NJP, on 10 March 2020, for violating Uniform Code of 
Military Justice (UCMJ) Articles 86 and 92 by failing to report to your appointed place of duty 
and for being in the barracks room of a male student.  You also received NJP, on 30 June 2021, 
for violating Article 92, UCMJ by violating the MPO.  You were awarded reduction in grade to 
E-2, restriction and extra duties.  Again on 22 September 2021, you received NJP for violating 
Article 91, UCMJ by sending a text message containing disrespectful language to the company 
First Sergeant.  You were awarded reduction to E-1, restriction, and extra duty.  The Board also 
noted that in processing of each NJP proceeding, you acknowledged your Article 31, UCMJ 
Rights, accepted NJP, certified that you were given the opportunity to consult with a military 
lawyer, you acknowledged your right to appeal, and you elected not to appeal your Commanding 
Officer’s (CO’s) findings of guilt at NJP.  The Board determined that your NJPs were processed 
pursuant to the Manual for Courts-Martial (2019 ed.) (MCM) and your reductions in grade were 
an authorized punishment according to the MCM.  The Board also determined that you had the 
opportunity to present facts to mitigate your misconduct, however, as the fact-finder at NJP, your 
CO considered the available facts and circumstances of your cases, and render decisions based 
upon a preponderance of the evidence and his/her discretionary authority.  
 
The Board also noted that pursuant to paragraph 6105 of the Marine Corps Separation and 
Retirement Manual (MARCORSEPMAN), you were issued 6105 page 11 entries documenting 
your NJPs and on 19 July 2021 you were issued a page 11 entry counseling you for failing to 
check in with the Battalion Officer of the Day at 0700.  You acknowledged each entry and only 
elected to submit a statement for the 10 March 2020 page 11 entry.  The Board determined that 
the contested entries were written and issued according to the MARCORSEPMAN.  Specifically, 
the entry provided written notification concerning your deficiencies, specific recommendations 
for corrective action, where to seek assistance, the consequences for failure to take corrective 
action, and the entries afforded you the opportunity to submit a rebuttal.  Moreover, your CO 
signed each entry, and he/she determined that your misconduct was a matter essential to record, 
as it was his/her right to do.   
 
Concerning your contention that the MPO was issued improperly, the Board substantially 
concurred with the AO that a MPO may be issued to quelling a disturbance.  Although, a no 
contact order would have been more appropriate, the Board determined your command was 
within its discretion to issue the MPO and there was no error in its issuance.  The Board also 
noted that you acknowledge the MPO and there was sufficient evidence that you violated the 
order not to have any contact with the married Marine.   
 






