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1.  Pursuant to the provisions of reference (a), Subject, hereinafter referred to as Petitioner, a former 

enlisted member of the Marine Corps filed enclosure (1) with this Board requesting that his General 

(Under Honorable Conditions) characterization of service be changed in light of current guidelines as 

reflected in references (b) and (e).  He also implicitly requested that his Narrative Reason for Separation be 

changed from “Personality Disorder” to “Secretarial Authority,” “RE-4” reenlistment code be changed to 

“RE-1,” and Separation Code (SPD) “JFK1” to “JFF1.”  Additionally, that the separation authority 

“MILPERSMAN par 6203.3,” be changed.  Enclosures (1) through (4) apply. 

  

2.  The Board, consisting of , and  reviewed Petitioner’s allegations 

of error and injustice on 20 July 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 references (b) 

through (e).  Additionally, The Board also considered the advisory opinion (AO), 24 May 2022, the post-

service diagnoses of Depressive Disorder, and Petitioner’s rebuttal to the AO, 30 May 2022.  

 

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.  Although enclosure (1) was not filed in 

a timely manner, the statute of limitation was waived in accordance with reference (d). 

 

    b.  Petitioner enlisted in the Marine Corps and commenced active duty on 9 February 2004.  On 24 

September 2004, Petitioner received an evaluation from the Division psychologist and was diagnosed 

with an avoidant personality disorder and recommended for administrative separation.  On 1 October 
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2004, the Battalion surgeon agreed with the diagnosis and concurred with the recommendation for 

administrative separation.  Subsequently, he was notified of pending administrative separation action by 

reason of a personality disorder.  After waiving his rights, his commanding officer (CO) forwarded his 

package to the separation authority (SA) recommending his discharge by reason of a personality disorder, 

with an Honorable characterization of service.  The SA disagreed with the CO recommendation and 

approved a General (Under Honorable Conditions) characterization of service.  On 7 March 2005, he was 

discharged. 

 

     c.  As part of his application, Petitioner argues that his discharge was unfairly and unjustly 

characterized based on his mental health condition.  He also provided supporting documentation 

describing post-service accomplishments and an advocacy letter. 

 

     d.  Since Petitioner raised the issue of a mental health condition, the Board considered enclosure (4), 

an advisory opinion (AO) from a qualified medical professional.  The AO states in pertinent part: 

 

Petitioner’s OMPF did contain evidence of a diagnosis of Avoidant Personality Disorder 

and no other mental health condition.  Petitioner provided documentation of a post-

service diagnosis of a depressive disorder that does not appear to be related to his military 

service.  He did not provide any evidence his in-service diagnosis was made in error.  

Petitioner’s in-service diagnosis was based on observed behaviors and performance 

during his period of service, the information he chose to disclose, and the psychological 

evaluation performed over multiple sessions.  A personality disorder indicates lifelong 

characterological traits that render military service unsuitable.  Avoidant Personality 

Disorder is hallmarked with symptoms consistent with Petitioner’s reported in-service 

behaviors (i.e., avoids occupational activities that involve significant interpersonal 

contact because of fears or criticism, fear of being shamed or ridiculed, preoccupied with 

being criticized in social situations, inhibited in new interpersonal situation because of 

feelings of inadequacy).  Stressors in military life are different from civilian life; 

consequently, it is typical for a personality disorder to improve after separation from 

service and the restrictive and demanding military environment.  Additionally, 

nondisclosure of prior service mental health treatment would not be attributable to a 

depressive disorder. 

 

The AO concluded, “[b]ased on the available evidence, it is my considered clinical opinion, there is 

insufficient evidence of a MHC that can be attributed to military service.” 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Upon review and consideration of all the evidence of record, the Board concludes Petitioner’s request 

warrants partial relief.  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 narrative reason for 

separation should not be labeled as being for a mental health-related condition and should be changed to 

“Secretarial Authority” with associated changes to his separation authority, separation code, and 

reenlistment code. 






