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(a) MCO P1610.7E PERFORMANCE EVAULATION SYSTEM

(b) MCO 1610.11C PERFORMANCE EVALUATION APPEALS

Encl:
(1) CD Fitness Report 20080618-20090509


(2) 1st Special Missions Training Branch mission readiness report


(3) Marine Special Operations School mission readiness report


(4) Statement from official observer, LtCol Parry


(5) Statement from Reporting Senior, LtCol Tuggle


(6) MCBUL 5400 REDES OF MARINE SPECIAL OPERATION ADVISOR TO MARINE SPECIAL OPERATIONS REGIMENT

1. Per the references, I am submitting this appeal in order to have the subject Fitness Report removed from my official records because it is inaccurate and unjust.  It fails to accurately capture a comprehensive picture of my performance throughout the entire reporting period, particularly in regards to describing my leadership, initiative, and decision making abilities.      

2. Background.  I would like to briefly describe the event that the Reporting Senior alludes to in the subject Fitness Report which led to my relief.  After an eleven-month Pre-deployment Training Period (PTP), Marine Special Operations Company-Alpha (MSOC-A) received validation in the MARSOC Deployment Certification Exercise (DCE) at Fort Irwin, California.  Two weeks prior to the DCE a tension developed within my company’s command element.  The disrupted synergy stemmed from a power struggle between the Company Operations Chief, a talented but strong-minded Master Sergeant, and me.  The Master Sergeant’s insubordination usurped my leadership, and was dangerously unacceptable for a small unit set to deploy into combat operations.  The irreconcilable conflict was limiting the cohesion of the company staff and would potentially jeopardize the effectiveness of the unit in combat.  I was constrained from reassigning personnel without approval from my Battalion Commander.  I engaged him throughout the developing situation, describing the problem, and receiving his concurrence to the actions I was taking to resolve the rising conflict.  I took responsibility as a Marine Officer because I recognized that the lives of Marines would be at risk, but knowing that the insubordination of a Senior Staff Noncommissioned Officer (SNCO) was being unwisely condoned. 

3. Fitness Report markings.  Reference (a) clearly requires that justification for an adverse mark must “describe the nature and conditions of the observed poor performance with appropriate clarity and breadth to support the mark.”  The subject Fitness Report inaccurately depicts a single event.  The RS renders this event adverse without clearly describing the nature and conditions of my performance with any clarity or breadth to support the mark.  Rather, the RS focused on the event which led to incomplete, inaccurate, and unjust markings and comments throughout the report.   


a. Section F, Item 1, Leading Subordinates.  As described in my rebuttal statements, MSOC-A achieved noteworthy success in preparing for deployment as a Special Operations Force (SOF) into combat operations.  This mission success demonstrated my leadership throughout the whole reporting period, as noted by the RS and RO.  The successful accomplishment of deployment preparation and certification is verified in enclosures (2) and (3), and highlighted as “stellar” by the RS in his Section I remarks.  My rebuttal statements within the subject report describe my leadership throughout the reporting period that built and sustained this effective team.  I fostered a command climate that valued individual initiative and candor throughout the unit, and aggressively met mission requirements as mentioned in enclosure (4).  Furthermore, as the conflict within my company’s command team developed I consistently sought the direction of the RS in applying various methods to reconcile the developing conflict.  The RS concurred with my actions at each step during my unfruitful attempts to resolve it.  The RS fails to accurately describe the conditions that perpetuated the conflict, nor does he provide substantive justification as to my specific leadership failure.  As noted in page 2 of 5 in my rebuttal, and not refuted by the RS or RO, the reassignment of the Master Sergeant was beyond my authority in this unique command.  This is not common with any of my four previous company commands.  Given the entire reporting period, the unit’s noted effectiveness under my leadership, and the lack of correction in my handling of a power struggle that transcended my full authority, the adverse marking of my ability to lead subordinates is incomplete, inaccurate, and ultimately unjust.


b. Section E, Item 3, Initiative.  My rebuttal statements review the fact that during my command of MSOC-A, MARSOC was still a formative organization with little clear pattern for deployment or employment as SOF.  I developed an original concept of the specific roles and missions that an MSOC would be assigned through proactive research and intuitive foresight.  It was my initiative that translated those concepts into a training plan that would be proven in the DCE and eventually in the Company’s extremely successful deployment, as verified by enclosure (4).  In regards to the conflict focused on in the subject report, it is distinctly my preemptive actions that pressed for resolution of the disrupted synergy within the company HQ.  It was my initiative that elevated the leadership challenge into the realm of my superior.  To characterize my training development or interpersonal actions as lacking initiative is very inaccurate and contributes to the unjust nature of the report.


c. Section G, Item 2, Decision Making Ability.  The eleven months of commanding MSOC-A during an extremely aggressive work-up was full of critical decisions.  It was my blending of education, experience, and intuition that developed a successful unit training plan and carried the company through its execution.  My decision making abilities were constantly generating tempo throughout the PTP, including the DCE.  Without being perfect, the end result was an MSOC that achieved new heights in SOF deployment preparation.  This achievement was demonstrated in the DCE, and was the foundation for success in the deployment that the unit recently returned from in February 2010.  More specific to the event in question, it was my steadfast willingness to make difficult decisions in the face of friction created by an intense interpersonal power struggle that refused to allow the situation to risk the lives of Marines.  This is verified by official observation in enclosure (4) and shows the deliberate determination to make decisions when it was certainly safer and easier to either postpone a decision or avoid it altogether.  The mark of C for Decision Making is another example of the inaccurate depiction of the sole event that led to my relief rather than on a comprehensive description of my intellect and wisdom throughout the reporting period.


d. Reporting Senior Comments.  In Section F.1. Justification and Section I, I take objection to the implied assertion that the leadership decisions were solely mine to address in the conflict situation.  My actions were immediate and appropriate to the authority given to me.  The problem, which I provided to the RS in my continual assessment, is described but specific leadership failures are not provided.  The RS implies an unreasonable expectation for conflict resolution based on the constraints he placed on my authority that were undermining my leadership effectiveness.  The RS does not provide any specific leadership infraction throughout the entire reporting period that would warrant a loss of confidence.  This supports my claim that I was never provided any correction to the actions I took to rectify the loss of synergy in the company leadership.  The RS comments highlight my leadership, my professionalism, courage, hard work, and outstanding potential along with a recommendation for promotion.  In enclosure (5) the RS went so far as to provide a letter of recommendation on my behalf to the FY 11 Lieutenant Colonel selection board, based on my proven leadership and potential.  These recommendations contradict the stated loss of confidence and conflict with the adverse marking for leadership within the report. 


e. Reviewing Officer Comments. The Marine Special Operations Regiment (MSOR) was a new organizational change within MARSOC that came into effect in late April 2009, just days prior to my relief.  The command was not officially designated until 12 Jan 2010, as shown in enclosure (6).  Although a highly respected commander, this complex situation exploded at the inopportune time of his assuming command of the newly formed Regiment. The RO could not have been in a position to gain sufficient knowledge and observation in only a few days.  This challenge was exacerbated by the fact that his headquarters is geographically located on the opposite coast from my company and all of our training up to that point.  He was on the East Coast and not at the DCE when I was relieved.  His observation was entirely after the matter, and a concurrence of the RS’s actions was the only realistic option.  In our first and only meeting, my free admission was out of context, as I remained focused on accepting responsibility as a commander and Marine Officer.  His influence after the fact to adjudicate the situation was extremely limited and only contributes to the unjust nature of this report.  

4. I would like to briefly describe the enclosures, and their significance to my appeal of this adverse report.


a. Enclosure (1) CD Report 20080618-20090509.  I established my argument as to the inaccurate and unjust nature of the subject report within my rebuttal statements.  Although a lengthy argument within the report, they are crucial to this appeal.  I appreciate in advance the board’s time in carefully including these rebuttal statements within their review.


b. Enclosure (2) 1st Special Missions Training Branch (SMTB) mission readiness report.  SMTB was the section of Marine Special Operations School (MSOS) that conducted the Deployment Certification Exercise (DCE).  Their assessment of MSOC-A in the Deployment Certification was the first critical step in the Company receiving its qualification to deploy as a SOF element in support of Theater Special Operations Commands (TSOC).  The recommendation provides a brief description of the exhaustive evaluation criteria, and verifies that MSOC-A met all of the certification requirements.  It is quantifiable evidence of my performance leading the Company.  This official report is in line with unofficial comments that the Company achieved unprecedented levels of deployment preparation, and is evidence of the RS comments of the “stellar performance” of the unit under my leadership. 


c. Enclosure (3) Marine Special Operations School mission readiness report.  MSOS is the executing authority for the Deployment Certification Exercise.  Their recommendation on the performance of an MSOC is provided to the Commander Marine Forces Special Operations Command (MARFORSOC).  This letter further confirms the outstanding performance of MSOC-A and recommended MISSION READY for worldwide SOF employment.  Especially in light of the fact that not every company prior to MSOC-A achieved this validation status, this is additional evidence of my command performance. 


d. Enclosure (4) Statement from official observer, LtCol Parry.  LtCol Parry was the 1st MSOB Executive Officer at that time.  He played a key role as an officially assigned observer to the sudden crisis and as a mentor throughout my command.  His detailed assessment of the situation provides the background that should answer any lingering questions of what happened in the confrontation that led to my relief.  He further confirms the rebuttal argument provided in my report and this appeal.  His statements provide a valuable description of the nature and conditions of the conflict in the company command element along with a more comprehensive picture of my leadership performance.


e. Enclosure (5) Statement from Reporting Senior, LtCol Tuggle.  The Reporting Senior generously provided a letter of recommendation on my behalf for the recent FY 11 USMC Lieutenant Colonel Selection Board.  This recommendation is dated 23 Aug 09, which is only a few days after the Third Officer Reviewer completed the Adverse Change of Duty report on 16 Aug 09.  His recommendation to the Selection Board notes my record of strong leadership, and confirms my strong performance in command of MSOC-A.  He states that he was pleased with my leadership and the performance of the Company, which is in conflict with the fitness report he submitted on me.  This recommendation is in line with the other comments within the subject report, but further directly contradicts his assessment of my leadership as adverse.

5. An additional fact that can be verified within my official records is that this adverse report is completely uncharacteristic of my previous leadership reports.  The pattern of my leadership has always been strong.  A fact not readily seen in the records is that I have faced similar leadership challenges in the past that were much like this conflict focused on in this report.  In five Company Commands and two Platoon Commands throughout my career I have experienced two other insubordinate SNCO’s.  In each case I was able to correct the command relationship to positive outcome.  In both of the previous experiences a strong and professional working relationship was preserved and the unit strengthened.  The missing ingredient in this recent situation was a distinct lack of support from the RS, an unhealthy tolerance of senior enlisted autonomy, and a serious manipulation of trust by a respected Master Sergeant.  These factors established the foundation for an incomplete and inaccurate description of my leadership and the unjust nature of the report. 

6. In conclusion, the facts presented in my rebuttal statements and verified by relevant evidence presented in this appeal proves that this is an inaccurate and unjust report.  Accordingly, I request complete removal of the report from my official record.  I sincerely appreciate the Board’s time and consideration of this matter.  If the Board desires for me to explain any of the items in my appeal, I will appear in person upon request.  Alternatively, I am available at the following: office (760) 763-7352, cell (760) 468-7808, home (760) 754-2336, or at mario.schweizer@usmc.mil.

              M. F. SCHWEIZER
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