THOUGHTS ON ADDRESSING REQUEST MAST SCENARIOS FOR CIGs
NAVMC 1700.23F  	
Chapter 2, Para. 2	
“Once a Marine expresses a desire to Request Mast, all efforts thereafter should be directed toward getting the Marine before the Commanding Officer to whom the petition is addressed….” 
“NCOs, SNCOs and Officers subordinate to the Commanding Officer (IGMC Comment: would logically include subordinate commanders and members of their staffs/units) shall not delay the Request Mast process in order to solve the problem themselves, but rather will focus their effort on making the Marine available to the commander (to whom the petition is addressed).” 
Director of Inspections, IGMC Comments:  The Commanding Officer identified above can be any commander in the subject Marine’s immediate chain of command, commencing with the Commander authorized to exercise NJP over him/her up to and including the first CG exercising GCMCA. 
Chapter 2, Para. 7
“A Marine does not have to disclose the subject of the Request Mast to anyone in the chain of command except to the Commander with whom the Marine is requesting mast.” 
Director of Inspections, IGMC Comments:
If a circumstance arises where the commander cited in Para. 7 is the Commanding General with GCMCA, then per Chapter 2, para. 2, all efforts should be made at lower levels to direct efforts at getting the petition, to the GCMCA as soon as is reasonably possible.  
Since CGs do not normally open Request Mast petitions themselves, the petition should be expedited to whomever the CG has designated as that individual (may or may not be the CIG, but in the large majority of cases, it is).  Whoever has been identified to receipt/open Request Mast petitions for the CG should be identified in writing, and ideally all subordinate commanders/command elements should know who that person is.   If these precursor steps have been taken, the groundwork has been laid to facilitate the guidance spelled out in Chapter 2, para.2 above.
Chapter 3, Para. 4
Each intermediate commander to whom a Request Mast is presented shall attempt to resolve the Marine's Request Mast issue, if revealed, without delay.
Director of Inspections, IGMC Comments:  The key here is to understand to whom the Request Mast issue has been revealed, assuming it has been.  
From all above, and per NAVMC 1700.23F, one can reasonably infer the following in two similar GCMCA Request Mast petition presentations which differ only in regard to whether the subject of the Request Mast petition is revealed  (i.e. topic is revealed to the commander where it is presented and is known to all senior commanders in the immediate chain), or is “ for CG’s eyes only.”  In scenario 1, the Marine has opted to reveal his Request Mast petition to his immediate Battalion/Squadron Commander.  In scenario 2, the Marine has opted not  to reveal the subject of his Request Mast petition to his immediate Battalion/Squadron Commander.
Scenario 1:   Marine submits a petition to his Battalion/Squadron Commander.  Petition is reviewed by this Commander, and assuming there is no other suitable or appropriate venue for resolution, and that no aspect of the problem/issue as stated is linked to disciplinary action either contemplated, planned, in progress, or complete, the Commander may either chose to hear the Request Mast or to deny it.  For the sake of the scenario, we’ll assume the Commander hears it, and determines that there are at least elements of the issue which exceed his ability to resolve.  Commander identifies/initiates steps to resolve aspects of the issue within his capability, and chooses to refer those aspects that he can’t resolve up to the next Commander in the chain (Regiment/Group).  The Commander notifies the Marine of his intent to take this action, keeping him informed of what actions he is taking and the rationale for the referral and completes the 11296 form identifying actions taken or pending, as well as those being referred up the chain.  Petitioner acknowledges appropriately in Section 3 of the 11296, and the 11296 plus any additional relevant supporting documentation is forwarded up the chain to the Regimental/Group Commander for action.  For whatever reason, when the petition reaches the Regimental/Group CO level, he opts not to hear it because he realizes that the remaining aspects of the issue exceed his resources/authorities, and instead choses to immediately refer the package directly to the Division/Wing Commander IOT expedite the resolution of the remaining aspects of the Marine’s problem/issue.  Regimental/Group CO attaches a second 11296 form with the package and spells out actions taken or not taken, allows the petitioner to acknowledge these steps in Section 3, and the package is forwarded up the chain.     
Ideally, prior to the commencement of this scenario, the Division/Wing CIG would want to ensure that procedures have been established to keep him/her in the loop on any Request Mast activity going on within the command at Battalion/Squadron level or above.  Good comm flow between intermediate command levels, which should include the CIG, helps to facilitate timely forward motion of this issue as it approaches/reaches the GCMCA level for action/resolution. Throughout, the petitioning Marine should be kept informed regarding the process, and ideally, the process should take no longer than 24 hours at any level.  That said, getting the process right and keeping the Marine informed reasonably take precedence over this time constraint if the situation warrants and due diligence is being applied.
Scenario 2:  Marine submits a petition to his Battalion/Squadron Commander, marked “for CG’s eyes only” (ensure the Marine is advised to explain his reason for not revealing the subject of his Request Mast in the Request Mast package).  The Battalion/Squadron Commander or his delegated representative notifies his/her immediate higher chain of command and the CIG to inform them that he/she has received a Request Mast petition for the CG.   Regardless of geographic proximity, there is no need at this point to route the petition to the Regimental/Group Commander for action, as this will only delay the petition being routed to and ultimately heard by the CG.  Petition is routed and received by the individual designated to receive it on behalf of the CG (we’ll assume it’s the CIG) and the Marine is kept informed.   For the petition in this case, the 11296 is acted upon at the CIG level, and there is no need for the Battalion/Squadron or Regimental/Group commanders to attach any accompanying paperwork to the petition.  Petition is reviewed by the CIG, recommendations are made, and GCMCA decides whether he/she will hear the Request Mast or deny it in accordance with applicable directives and/or prudent judgment.  If the Request Mast is denied or not heard, the 11296 should be annotated accordingly, the Marine acknowledges appropriately, and the issue stops there.  If the petition is heard, the 11296 is annotated with GCMCA’s directed actions, the Marine acknowledges in Section 3, and the GCMCA/CIG would ensure follow-through and track completion of any directed actions.  (Chapter 4 of NAVMC 1700.23F specifically addresses Request Mast to the Commanding General.)
Director of Inspections, IGMC Final Thoughts and Advice for CIGs:  
1.  Each potential scenario will be unique, and each can present itself in any number of ways.
2.  Do not push the Request Mast back down for subordinate command action once received by the CIG and before being heard by the GCMCA.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]3.  Once a petition reaches the CIG enroute for the GCMCA, action for that petition now resides at that level until and only after the GCMCA has heard the petition and delegates follow-on steps to resolve the associated issue(s) to lower levels in the chain of command.  
4.  Always stop, take a breath and think before acting.  What do you know, what do you need to know, and who do/should you inform.  
5.  Take the time to refer to the NAVMC 1700.23_ to ensure any guidance you will provide makes sense and is in keeping with the spirit and intent of the above provision of this order.
6.   When/if in doubt, contact IGMC Inspections Division (703-604-4545) for a second opinion.   
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