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administrative separation proceedings by reason of misconduct due to pattern of misconduct and 
misconduct due to commission of a serious offense.  On the same date you requested to have your 
case heard by an Administrative Discharge Board (ADB).  On 19 December 1988, the ABD voted 
(3) to (0) that you committed misconduct due to pattern of misconduct and misconduct due to 
commission of a serious offense, and recommended you be discharged with an Other Than 
Honorable (OTH) discharge characterization of service.  Your Commanding Officer concurred 
with the ADB recommendation.  In the meantime, on 19 January 1989, you received a fourth NJP 
for failure to obey a lawful written order from your CO and making a false statement with the 
intent to deceive.  On 18 February 1989, you were evaluated by a medical officer who determined 
that you were an alcohol abuser without dependency.  On 20 March 1989, the separation authority 
approved the ADB recommendation and ordered you discharged by reason of misconduct due to 
commission of a serious offense.  On 20 April 1989, you were so discharged.   
 
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 were suffering from Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) and did not 
know why you were so angry, (b) you witnessed a plane accident while performing maintenance 
on the ship deck, (c) you and other shipmates were tasked with recovering the remains of the 
individual who perished during the incident, (d) you were traumatized by what you witnessed, 
however, you chain of command labeled you as a weak sailor, (e) you tried to overcome the 
memories of the incident you were under the impression that the chain of command did not care 
about other sailors.  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, the Board considered the AO.  The AO stated in pertinent part: 
 

There is no evidence that the Petitioner was diagnosed with a mental health 
condition in military service, or that he exhibited any psychological symptoms or 
behavioral changes indicative of a diagnosable mental health condition. During 
military service, he denied an alcohol use disorder. While alcohol use can become 
a medication strategy following exposure to a traumatic precipitant, the Petitioner’s 
statement is not sufficiently detailed to establish clinical symptoms in service. He 
has submitted no medical evidence in support of his claims. It is also difficult to 
consider how false official statements could be attributed to PTSD or another 
mental health condition. Additional records (e.g., postservice medical records 
describing the Petitioner’s diagnosis, symptoms, and their specific link to his 
misconduct) are required to render 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.” 
  
After thorough review, the Board concluded these potentially mitigating factors were insufficient 
to warrant relief.  Specifically, the Board determined that your misconduct, as evidenced by your 






