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c. On 22 Oct 99, he failed to report for his required flight physical fitness training (PT) 
and received a LOC dated 23 Oct 99. 
 

d. On 27 Oct 99, he disregarded a direct order by failing to report for his required 
appointment for M-9 firing. He received a Letter of Reprimand (LOR) dated 28 Oct 99 
for this misconduct.  

 
e. On 5 Jan 00, after his supervisor gave him a direct order, he disregarded the order. Also, 

on 5 Jan 00, he disregarded a direct order to report to remedial training due to his recent 
quality control evaluation failure. For this misconduct, he received a LOR dated 7 Jan 
00, which was subsequently placed in an Unfavorable Information File (UIF). 

 
f. On 6 Jan 00, he disregarded a direct order to report to his medical appointment. Also, 

on 6 Jan 00, he disregarded a direct order to report for remedial training.  For this 
misconduct, he received a LOR dated 10 Jan 00. This LOR was subsequently placed in 
a UIF, and he was placed on the control roster. 
 

g. On 5 Feb 00, he reported for duty without his required beret and received a LOR dated 
6 Feb 00. 
 

h. On 9 Feb 00, he failed to go at the time prescribed to his appointed place of duty. Also, 
on 8 Feb 00, he was derelict in the performance of his duties by willfully failing to 
perform his dormitory bay orderly duties. This misconduct resulted in nonjudicial 
punishment (NJP).  Punishment included a suspended reduction to the grade of airman 
basic, forfeiture of $234 pay and 14 days extra duty. 

 
i. On 27 Feb 00, he failed to report for his extra duty as required. When someone was 

sent to find him, they had to wake him up in his dorm room. This misconduct resulted 
in a vacation of his previously suspended reduction to the grade of airman basic.  

 
j. On 29 Feb 00, he made a false official statement that he had a battle dress uniform shirt 

in his dorm room with the rank of airman. Also, on 4 Mar 00, he failed to go at the time 
prescribed to his appointed place of duty. This misconduct resulted in a Summary 
Court-Martial finding him guilty of Articles 86 and 107 of the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice (UCMJ).  He was sentenced to a forfeiture of two-thirds pay for one 
month and confinement for 15 days. 

 
In an undated memorandum, the Staff Judge Advocate found the discharge action legally 
sufficient. 
 
On 4 Apr 00, the discharge authority directed the applicant be discharged for Misconduct – Pattern 
of Misconduct, with a General (under honorable conditions) service characterization.  Probation 
and rehabilitation were considered but not offered. 
 
On 5 Apr 00, the applicant received a general (under honorable conditions) discharge.  His 
narrative reason for separation is “Misconduct” and he was credited with 1 year and 12 days of 
total active service. 
 
On 25 Jun 01, the applicant submitted a request to the Air Force Board for Correction of Military 
Records for an upgrade to his discharge. On 29 Jun 01, the AF Review Boards Agency informed 
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relief in order to ensure fundamental fairness.  Clemency refers to relief specifically granted from 
a criminal sentence and is a part of the broad authority Boards have to ensure fundamental 
fairness.  This guidance applies to more than clemency from sentencing in a court-martial; it also 
applies to any other corrections, including changes in a discharge, which may be warranted on 
equity or relief from injustice grounds.  This guidance does not mandate relief but rather provides 
standards and principles to guide Boards in application of their equitable relief authority.  Each 
case will be assessed on its own merits.  The relative weight of each principle and whether the 
principle supports relief in a particular case, are within the sound discretion of each Board.  In 
determining whether to grant relief on the basis of equity, an injustice, or clemency grounds, the 
Board should refer to paragraphs 6 and 7 of the Wilkie Memo.  
 
On 21 Nov 2024, the Board staff provided the applicant with a copy of the liberal consideration 
guidance (Exhibit D). 
 
Department of the Air Force Instruction (DAFI) 36-3211, Military Separations, describes the 
authorized service characterizations.  
 
Honorable.  The quality of the airman’s service generally has met Department of the Air Force 
standards of acceptable conduct and performance of duty or when a member's service is otherwise 
so meritorious that any other characterization would be inappropriate.  
 
General (Under Honorable Conditions).  If an airman’s service has been honest and faithful, 
this characterization is warranted when significant negative aspects of the airman's conduct or 
performance of duty outweigh positive aspects of the member's military record. 
 
AIR FORCE EVALUATION 
 
The Air Force Review Boards Agency Psychological Advisor finds insufficient evidence from a 
mental health perspective to support the applicant’s request to change to his records.   
 
While it is plausible he experienced discrimination during his time in the Air Force, there are no 
records or evidence he developed a mental health condition like PTSD from this experience during 
service. His service treatment records are not available or submitted by the applicant for review, 
so there are no records confirming he received any mental health evaluation, treatment, or mental 
disorder diagnosis, including PTSD during service. There are no records or evidence he was 
diagnosed with PTSD by a duly qualified mental health professional in his lifetime. The applicant 
did not identify the PTSD symptoms he had and how they caused all of his misconduct, resulting 
in his discharge from service. There are no records confirming he experienced PTSD symptoms.   
There was also no documentation or observations by his leadership for any concerns about his 
mental health that may warrant a command referral for a mental health evaluation.  
 
The applicant submitted several statements at the time of service in response to his disciplinary 
actions.  He did not discuss having any mental health issues or conditions that caused him any 
problems.  None of the explanations he offered in response to his misconduct demonstrated his 
misconduct or behaviors were caused by having a mental health condition. None of his misconduct 
appeared to have been caused by having a mental health condition and some of his misconduct 
may have been deliberate. There is no evidence that the applicant had any mental health conditions, 
including PTSD, impairing his judgment at the time of any of his misconduct.  
 
From the collective information presented, this psychological advisor finds no error or injustice 
with his discharge from a mental health perspective. There is no evidence that his mental health 
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condition had a direct impact or was a contributing factor impacting his overall functioning, 
causing his discharge from service as contended. His personal testimony and submitted records for 
review were determined to be insufficient to support his request for an upgrade of his discharge 
based on his mental health condition.  
 
LIBERAL CONSIDERATION: Liberal consideration is applied to the applicant’s request for an 
upgrade of his discharge due to his contention of having a mental health condition. It is reminded 
that liberal consideration does not mandate an upgrade or a change to the record per policy 
guidance. The following are responses to the four questions from the Kurta Memo:     
 
1. Did the veteran have a condition or experience that may excuse or mitigate the discharge? 
The applicant contended he experienced a combination of challenges and trauma related to the 
discriminatory treatment he received, leading him to not be equipped to manage them at the time 
of service. He developed PTSD from this experience and struggled with his mental health, which 
impacted his behavior. He submitted no medical records to corroborate his contentions.  
 
2. Did the condition exist or did the experience occur during military service? 
While it is plausible the applicant experienced discrimination during his time in the Air Force, 
there are no records or evidence he developed a mental health condition like PTSD from this 
experience during service. His service treatment records are not available or submitted by the 
applicant for review, so there are no records confirming he received any mental health evaluation, 
treatment, or mental disorder diagnosis, including PTSD during service. There is also no evidence 
or records he was diagnosed with PTSD by a duly qualified mental health professional in his 
lifetime.  
 
3. Does the condition or experience actually excuse or mitigate the discharge? 
There is no evidence that the applicant’s mental health condition, including PTSD, had a direct 
impact or was a contributing factor to his numerous acts of misconduct resulting in his discharge.   
He and his leadership provided statements during service about the reasons he provided for his 
misconduct and none of the explanations demonstrated his misconduct was caused by having a 
mental health condition. There is no evidence the applicant had any mental health conditions, 
including PTSD, impairing his judgment at the time of any misconduct. Therefore, his mental 
health condition does not excuse or mitigate his discharge.  
 
4. Does the condition or experience outweigh the discharge? 
Since the applicant’s mental health condition does not excuse or mitigate his discharge, his mental 
health condition does not outweigh his original discharge. 
 
The complete advisory opinion is at Exhibit F. 
 
APPLICANT’S REVIEW OF AIR FORCE EVALUATION 
 
The Board sent a copy of the mental health advisory opinion to the applicant on 2 Jun 25 for 
comment (Exhibit F) but received no response. 
 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 
 
1. The application was timely filed.  Given the requirement for passage of time, all clemency 
requests are technically untimely.  However, it would be illogical to deny a clemency application 
as untimely, since the Board typically looks for over 15 years of good conduct post-service.  








