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totaling two days.  On 13 February 1989, you received an administrative remarks (Page 13) 
counseling concerning your failure to maintain physical readiness standards.  On 15 February 
1989, you received a second NJP for UA, a period totaling two days.  On 16 February 1989, you 
received a Page 13 counseling concerning deficiencies in your performance and conduct.  You 
were advised that any further deficiencies in your performance and/or conduct may result in 
disciplinary action and in processing for administrative separation. 
 
On 10 March 1989, you received a third NJP for absence from your appointed place of duty.  On 
15 March 1989, you were notified that you were being recommended for administrative 
discharge from the Navy by reason of misconduct due to pattern of misconduct as evidenced by 
your three NJPs during your current enlistment.  On 29 March 1989, you were convicted by a 
summary court-martial (SCM) of eight specifications of absence from your appointed place of 
duty and failure to obey a lawful order.   
 
On 10 April 1989, you elected your procedural right to consult with military counsel, and to 
present your case to an administrative discharge board (ADB).  On 25 April 1989, an ADB 
convened, determined that the preponderance of the evidence supported a finding of misconduct 
by a majority vote, and recommended that you be separated from the Navy with an Other Than 
Honorable (OTH) characterization of service.  On 15 June 1989, you received a fourth NJP for 
absence from your appointed place of duty. 
 
Subsequently, your commanding officer (CO) forwarded your administrative separation package 
to the separation authority (SA) recommending your administrative discharge from the Navy 
with an OTH characterization of service.  The SA approved the recommendation for 
administrative discharge, and directed your OTH discharge from the Navy by reason of 
misconduct due to pattern of misconduct.  On 22 August 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 to change your discharge character 
of service and contentions that there are charges within your record that do not accurately reflect 
what happened, facts were left out, you enjoyed being in the Navy and serving your country in 
whatever capacity, and you desired to serve four more years but that was taken from you.  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, a qualified mental health professional reviewed your request and  
provided the Board with an AO on 5 September 2023.  The AO noted in pertinent part: 
 

There is no evidence that she was diagnosed with a mental health condition in 
military service, or that she exhibited any psychological symptoms or behavioral 
changes indicative of a diagnosable mental health condition. Throughout her 
disciplinary processing, there were no concerns raised of a mental health condition 
that would have warranted a referral for evaluation. She has provided no medical 
evidence in support of his claims. Unfortunately, her personal statement is not 
sufficiently detailed to establish clinical symptoms in service or provide a nexus 






