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1.  Pursuant to the provisions of reference (a), Subject, hereinafter referred to as Petitioner, filed 
enclosure (1) with the Board for Correction of Naval Records (Board), requesting that her naval 
record be corrected to upgrade her characterization of service and to make other conforming 
changes to her discharge.  In addition, Petitioner requested “payback” for lost benefits. 
 
2.  The Board, consisting of , , and , reviewed 
Petitioner's allegations of error and injustice on 24 June 2022, and, pursuant to its regulations, 
determined that the corrective action indicated below should be taken.  Documentary material 
considered by the Board consisted of Petitioner’s application together with all material submitted 
in support thereof, relevant portions of Petitioner’s naval record, and applicable statutes, 
regulations, and policies, to include the 3 September 2014 guidance from the Secretary of 
Defense regarding discharge upgrade requests by Veterans claiming post-traumatic stress 
disorder (PTSD) (Hagel Memo), the 25 August 2017 guidance from the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness (Kurta Memo), and the 25 July 2018 guidance 
from the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness regarding equity, injustice, or 
clemency determinations (Wilkie Memo).  Additionally, the Board also considered an advisory 
opinion (AO) furnished by a qualified mental health provider.  Although the Petitioner was 
provided an opportunity to submit an AO rebuttal, she did not do so.      
 
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. 
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Separation records indicate the Petitioner was diagnosed with a personality disorder, 
indicating lifelong characterological traits rendering military service unsuitable to her. 
Postservice, she has provided evidence of diagnoses of a substance use disorder, 
Generalized Anxiety Disorder, and Schizoaffective Disorder.  Unfortunately, her 
personal statement and provided medical records are temporally remote from her 
military service and not sufficiently detailed to establish a nexus with her misconduct. 
Additional records (e.g., post-service mental health records describing the Petitioner’s 
diagnosis, symptoms, onset, and their specific link to her misconduct) would aid in 
rendering an alternate opinion. 

 
The Ph.D. concluded, “[b]ased on the available evidence, it is my clinical opinion that there is 
insufficient evidence of a mental health condition that may be attributed to military service. 
There is insufficient evidence that her misconduct could be attributed to a mental health 
condition.” 

 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Upon review and consideration of all the evidence of record, the Board concluded that 
Petitioner’s request warrants partial relief.   
 
First and foremost, the Board noted that Petitioner did not provide any substantiating evidence to 
corroborate her contention that she was discriminated against and discharged for being a 
homosexual.  Thus, the Board was not persuaded to set aside her discharge or award any back 
pay for the years of benefits lost since her USNR separation.  In making this finding, the Board 
considered the mental health evaluation conducted in June 1995.  This evaluation documents 
Petitioner’s preservice mental health treatment and her failure to disclose her medical history 
during her enlistment processing.  Based on this evidence and her administrative separation 
processing documents, the Board found that Petitioner was not processed or separated for 
homosexuality.  Accordingly, even in light of the Wilkie Memo and reviewing the record 
holistically, the Board still concluded that, given the totality of the circumstances, Petitioner’s 
request to upgrade her discharge and be awarded back pay does not merit relief on the basis of 
purported homosexuality. 
 
Notwithstanding, the Board determined that it would be an injustice to label one’s discharge as 
being for a diagnosed character and behavior disorder.  Describing Petitioner’s service in this 
manner attaches a considerable negative and unnecessary stigma, and fundamental fairness and 
medical privacy concerns dictate a change.  Accordingly, the Board concluded that Petitioner’s 
discharge should not be labeled as being for a mental health-related condition and that certain 
remedial administrative changes are warranted to the Page 13 Petitioner received upon her 
USNR separation. 
 
Moreover, the Board determined that Petitioner’s characterization of service was erroneous and 
warranted a change.  The Board noted that the least favorable characterization Petitioner was 
eligible to receive for her listed bases of separation was GEN, and the Board further noted that 
the NRRC CO recommended Petitioner receive a GEN characterization.  Additionally, the 
Board noted that a dishonorable discharge is a punitive, and not an administrative discharge, and 






