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7 May 1969, you received a second NJP for unauthorized absence (UA) for a period totaling five 
days.  On 21 May 1969, you were convicted by a summary court-martial (SCM) of willful 
disobedience of a lawful order by a superior noncommissioned officer.  On 10 June 1969, you 
were evaluated and diagnosed with passive dependent personality disorder, moderate with 
chronic empty depression and maladjustment to naval service and recommended for 
administrative separation from the naval service.  On 8 July 1969, the commanding officer 
advised you that you were being considered for administrative discharge from the naval service 
by reason of unsuitability because of the foregoing diagnosis.  On 18 July 1969, the separation 
authority directed your administrative discharge from the naval service with a General (Under 
Honorable Conditions) character of service.  On 4 August 1969, you were discharged from the 
Navy with a General (Under Honorable Conditions) character of service by reason of 
unsuitability.  Your final conduct average was 2.6. 
 
Post-discharge, you applied to the Naval Discharge Review Board (NDRB) for a discharge 
upgrade.  The NDRB denied your request for an upgrade, on 28 July 1970, based on their 
determination that your discharge was proper as issued. 
  
The Board carefully considered all potentially mitigating factors to determine whether the 
interests of justice warrant relief in your case in accordance with the Kurta, Hagel, and Wilkie 
Memos.  These included, but were not limited to, your desire to change your discharge character 
of service and assertion that you were depressed while in the Navy and sought medical treatment.  
For purposes of clemency and equity consideration, the Board noted you did not provide 
supporting documentation describing post-service accomplishments or advocacy letters. 
  
As part of the Board’s review process, a qualified mental health professional reviewed your 
contentions and the available records and issued an AO dated 21 March 2023.  The AO noted in 
pertinent part: 
 

Petitioner was appropriately referred for psychological evaluation and properly 
evaluated during his enlistment. His personality disorder diagnosis was based on 
observed behaviors and performance during his period of service, the information 
he chose to disclose, and the psychological evaluation performed by the mental 
health clinician. A personality disorder diagnosis is pre-existing to military service 
by definition, and indicates lifelong characterological traits unsuitable for military 
service. Unfortunately, he has provided no medical evidence to support his claims. 
His in-service misconduct appears to be consistent with his diagnosed personality 
disorder, rather than evidence of PTSD or another mental health condition incurred 
in or exacerbated by military service. Additional records (e.g., post-service mental 
health records describing the Petitioner’s diagnosis, symptoms, and their specific 
link to his misconduct) may aid in rendering an alternate opinion. 

 
The AO concluded, “it is my clinical opinion there is insufficient evidence of a diagnosis of 
PTSD or another mental health condition that may be attributed to military service.  There is 
insufficient evidence to attribute his misconduct to PTSD or another mental health condition, 
other than his diagnosed personality disorder.” 
 






