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Dear I

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

A three-member panel of the Board, sitting in executive session, considered your application on
3 December 2025. The names and votes of the members of the panel will be furnished upon
request. Your allegations of error and injustice were reviewed in accordance with administrative
regulations, and procedures applicable to the proceedings of this Board. Documentary material
considered by the Board consisted of your application, together with all material submitted in
support thereof, relevant portions of your naval record, and applicable statutes, regulations, and
policies, as well as the | B dccision furnished by the Marine Corps Performance
Evaluation Review Board (PERB), and the ||| | I 2dVisory opinion (AO) provided to
the PERB by the Manpower Management Division Records and Performance Branch. Although
you were afforded an opportunity to submit a rebuttal, you did not do so.

The Board determined that your personal appearance, with or without counsel, would not
materially add to their understanding of the issues involved. Therefore, the Board determined
that a personal appearance was not necessary and considered your case based on the evidence of
record.

The Board carefully considered your request to remove the fitness report from your record
covering the period of 12 October 2022 to 23 June 2023. You contend that: 1) Your billet was
originally mapped tojjjjjjilij 2nd became your Reporting Senior’s (RS) during the reporting
period (which was about two months into deployment); 2) Your RS became detachment OIC,
relegating you to the position of XO; 3) You received no counseling on your performance from
the RS; 4) The RS was soft-relieved due to loss of trust and confidence during deployment, and
this impacted his overall grading of you; 5) You had no conversations with the |Jjjjiiil] (your
Reviewing Officer (RO)), and you assume you were placed in the RO’s lowest comparative
assessment block due to his conversations with the RS.
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After careful review, the Board substantially concurred with the PERB’s decision, in its entirety,
finding that you did not demonstrate probable material error, substantive inaccuracy, or injustice
warranting removal of your fitness report.

Regarding your contentions related to your billet and change of position, the Board noted, as
addressed in the AO, that your fitness report billet description includes the language: “Serve as
I Officer in Charge when required.” The Board agreed with the AO that this language
indicates the OIC role was not a permanent assignment for you, and you were not, as you
contend “relegated” to a lesser position. On a similar bent, although you contend your RS was
soft-relieved, the Board found no evidence to support that speculation. Rather, his record
indicates he continued to serve as the

B 2 Ve needed. Regardless of his position or
performance, however, you additionally provided no evidence that your conduct and
performance warranted grades any higher grades than those you received. Furthermore, your
dissatisfaction with your grades or relative comparative value is not a basis for relief. Although
you 1mply that your RS’s ability to assess you was curtailed by his arrival after the reporting
period began, his period of observation of your performance was 174 days, which exceeds the
minimum duration for an observed report. On the topic of counseling, the Board was not
convinced by your contention that you did not receive counseling as counseling can take many
forms. Similarly, the Board was not convinced by your contention that your RO placed you in
the lowest comparative assessment block due to conversations between the RO and RS. The
Board found this contention to both lack evidence and merit. The Board noted that your
comparative assessment was marked in block ‘5, not block ‘1°. You also offer no evidence to
show that the RO’s assessment of you was inaccurate, or that the RO was, in fact, influenced by
the RS. The Board concluded that there 1s no probable material error, substantive inaccuracy, or
injustice warranting corrective action. Accordingly, given the totality of the circumstances, the
Board determined that your request does not merit relief.

In the absence of sufficient new evidence for reconsideration, the decision of the Board is final,
and your only recourse would be to seek relief, at no cost to the Board, from a court of
appropriate jurisdiction.

Sincerely,

12/31/2025






