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(3) Case summary

1. Pursuant to the provisions of reference (a)_hereinafter referred to as
Petitioner, on March 10, 2016 filed a reconsideration (enclosure (1)) with this Board requesting,
in effect, that the applicable naval record be corrected by upgrading his July 1989 punitive
discharge from the Marine Corps. Specific Iy, the Petitioner is requesting an upgrade of the bad
conduct discharge he received from a Special Court Martial (SPCM) because he contends that

the punishment was too severe for the offense he committed. Enclosures (1) through (3) apply.

2. The Board, consisting of [N o< Petitioner s

allegations of error and injustice on 23 November 2016 and, pursuant to Board regulations, and
in a vote of 3 to 0 determined that the evidence was insufficient to establish the existence of
probable material error or injustice and that no corrective action should be taken. Documentary
material considered by the Board consisted of the Petitioner’s application, together with all
material submitted in support thereof, the Petitioner’s Marine Corps record, and applicable
statutes, regulations, and policies. In addition, the Board also considered the documents
contained with the Petitioner’s original petition for relief from June 2013, which was denied in
March 2014 (enclosure (2)). These documents are enclosed for your review. No advisory
opinion was requested or obtained for this case.

3. The Board, having reviewed all the facts of record pertaining to Petitioner’s allegations of
error and injustice, finds as follows:

a. Before applying to this Board, Petitioner exhausted all administrative remedies available
under existing law and regulations within the Department of the Navy. Petitioner’s case was
reconsidered in accordance with Board for Correction of Naval Records procedures that conform
to Lipsman v. Secretary of the Army, 335 F. Supp. 2d 48 (D.D.C. 2004).


















