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¢. On 31 January 1978, Petitioner was counseled for his lax application of knowledge in his
rating, inconsistent work habits, and not complying with standards of dress and grooming.

f. On 13 October 1978, Petitioner received NJP for absence from appointed place of duty,
sleeping on duty, disobeying a lawful order, and disrespectful in language.

g. Petitioner has an entry in his medical records dated 31 October 1978, that he likes his job
but is unable to cope with people and that his current mental state is angry and slightly
depressed.

h. On 10 January 1979, Petitioner was notified of pending administrative separation action by
reason of convenience of the government due to unsatisfactory performance. After he waived
his procedural rights, his Commanding Officer recommended a general under honorable
conditions characterization of service. The discharge authority approved this recommendation
and on 12 January 1979, he was discharged.

i. On 13 January 2015, the Department of Veteran Affairs (DVA) diagnosed Petitioner with
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), major depressive disorder and anxiety disorder. Asa
result of the forgoing, VA recognized Petitioner’s character of service as honorable for VA
purposes and awarded Petitioner 70 percent service connected disability.

J- On 6 January 2017, a request to upgrade Petitioner’s characterization of service per PTSD
guidance was referred to the Chief, Bureau of Medicine and Surgery for review. The Board felt
the recommendation from the AO did not support evidence that Petitioner suffered from PTSD
as a result of military service that mitigated his misconduct.

k. The AO from BUMED (enclosure (4)), states in part that based on the Petitioner’s assertion
of being physically and emotionally abused by his peers, while serving aboard the
ﬂcaused PTSD which affected his judgment and contributed to his misconduct.

BOARD’S CONCLUSION:

Upon review and consideration of all the evidence of record, and the AO, the Board finds no
existence of an error or injustice warranting corrective action. In this regard, the Board
concludes that there is no evidence in Petitioner’s record that support he suffered from PTSD as
a result of serving in the Navy. The Board also noted that the DVA diagnosed PTSD 39 years
after Petitioner was discharged from the Navy and was based solely on Petitioner’s statement.
The Board, voted unanimously against the AO’s recommendation, concludes that the AO’s
recommendation was ba imar itioner’s assertion of being assaulted by his peers
upon arriving aboard thM which was not supported by Petitioner’s

record.

BOARD’S RECOMMENDATION:

That Petitioner’s characterization of service remain general (under honorable conditions) and
that no action should be taken on this request.











