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On 22 February 1990, you received non-judicial punishment (NJP) for two separate 
specifications of unauthorized absence (UA).  You did not appeal your NJP.  On 7 June 1990, 
you received NJP for two separate specifications of UA lasting fifteen days and one day, 
respectively.  You did not appeal your second NJP.  On the same day, your command issued you 
a “Page 13” retention warning (Page 13) documenting your multiple absences.  The Page 13 
expressly warned you that any further deficiencies in your performance and/or conduct may 
result in disciplinary action and in the processing for administrative discharge. 
 
However, on 11 July 1991, you received NJP for making a false official statement, 
making/uttering checks with insufficient funds amounting to approximately $1,125.00, and for 
five separate UA specifications, two of which lasted eight days and five days, respectively.  You 
did not appeal your third NJP. 
 
On 17 July 1991, your command notified you that you were being processed for an 
administrative discharge by reason of misconduct due to a pattern of misconduct.  You consulted 
with counsel and elected your right to present your case to an administrative separation board 
(Adsep Board). 
 
On 9 August 1991, an Adsep Board convened to hear your case.  At the Adsep Board, you were 
represented by military counsel.  Following the presentation of evidence and witness testimony, 
the Adsep Board members unanimously determined that you the committed misconduct as 
charged.  Subsequent to the misconduct finding, the Adsep Board members unanimously 
recommended that you be separated from the naval service with an under Other Than Honorable 
conditions (OTH) characterization of service.  Ultimately, on 30 September 1991, you were 
discharged from the Navy for misconduct with an OTH characterization of service and assigned 
an RE-4 reentry code.   
 
On 16 January 2003, the Naval Discharge Review Board determined that your OTH discharge 
was proper as issued and no change was warranted.  On 19 October 2004, this Board denied your 
initial petition for relief.  On 8 April 2019, the BCNR denied your second petition for relief.  On 
11 June 2021, this Board denied your third petition for relief, that included the aforementioned 
AO.  On 23 September 2022, this Board denied your fourth petition for relief.  On 30 January 
2023, your fifth petition for relief was administratively closed because you did not provide any 
new evidence not previously considered by the Board. 
 
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 for a discharge upgrade and 
contentions that:  (a) you made young and irrational decisions and take full responsibility for 
your actions but need your discharge upgraded, (b) you went through a traumatic time on board 
the  when fellow shipmates were killed and you lost your grandmother which 
created some PTSD issues, and (c) you fought alongside your shipmates in Operation Desert 
Storm and you have suffered not having benefits that you earned.  For purposes of clemency and 
equity consideration, the Board noted you did not provide supporting documentation describing 
post-service accomplishments, and that you provided the same three advocacy letters from 
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previous petitions, albeit with dates removed.  The Board also noted that the only new evidence 
you submitted was a brief email from a shipmate of yours on board the   
Moreover, the Board further noted that you did not provide any new and/or material medical or 
clinical evidence that was not already included in your previous petitions.  The Board 
specifically observed that you resubmitted a letter from  at Behavior 
Consultants, originally dated 17 April 2020, with the date conspicuously removed.   
 
As part of the review process, the BCNR Physician Advisor who is also a medical doctor (MD) 
and a Fellow of the American Psychiatric Association, reviewed your mental health contentions 
and the available records and issued an AO dated 16 April 2021.  The Board noted that this AO 
was drafted for a previous BCNR petition.  However, while you are claiming again you suffered 
from PTSD on active duty on your current petition, the Board noted that you did not provide any 
new and/or material medical or clinical evidence whatsoever that was not already included in 
your previous petitions.  Accordingly, the Board reviewed the April 2021 AO.  The MD stated in 
pertinent part: 
 

Petitioner’s in-service records did not contain evidence of a diagnosis of a mental 
health condition or psychological/behavioral changes, which may have indicated a 
mental health condition. Throughout his disciplinary actions, counselings, review 
boards, and administrative processing, there were no concerns noted which would 
have warranted referral to mental health resources.  Although Petitioner provided 
evidence of a post-discharge diagnosis of PTSD, there was no report of specific 
traumatic events from military or wartime experiences.  Notably, of his three 
misconducts, two occurred before his deployment to  and 
were not attributable to his contention of PTSD.  During his ADRB, Petitioner 
stated his two misconduct UA’s that were part of his charges during his 11 July 
1991 NJP, were attributed to his leaving on previously approved leave without a 
leave control number, and on the other UA, he left because he was “stressing out’ 
over being in a “financial bind.”  The lack of information on the actual traumatic 
events and onset and development of mental health symptoms made it difficult to 
identify a nexus with his in-service misconduct.   

 
The MD concluded, “it is my considered medical opinion that though Petitioner carries a post-
discharge diagnosis of PTSD, the preponderance of objective evidence fails to establish that 
Petitioner suffered from PTSD at the time of his military service, or that his in-service 
misconduct could be attributed to PTSD or other mental health conditions.” 
 
After thorough review the Board concluded these potentially mitigating factors were again 
insufficient to warrant relief.  In accordance with the Hagel, Kurta, and Wilkie Memos, the 
Board gave liberal and special consideration to your record of service, and your contentions 
about any traumatic or stressful events you experienced and their possible adverse impact on 
your service.  However, the Board concluded that there was no convincing evidence of any 
nexus between any mental health conditions and/or related symptoms and your misconduct, and 
determined that there was insufficient evidence to support the argument that any such mental 
health conditions mitigated the misconduct that formed the basis of your discharge.  As a result, 






