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AIR FORCE DISCHARGE  REVIEW BOARD DECISIONAL RATIONALE
CASE NUMBER

FD-2003-00440

GENERAL: The applicant appeals for upgrade of discharge to honorable.

The applicant was offered a personal appearance before the Discharge Review Board (DRB) but declined to exercise this right.

The attached brief contains available pertinent data on the applicant and the factors leading to the discharge. FINDINGS:  Upgrade of discharge is denied.
The Board  finds that  neither  the  evidence  of record  nor that provided  by  the  applicant  substantiates  an inequity or impropriety that would justify a change of discharge.

Issue 1. Applicant was discharged for minor disciplinary infractions.  The records indicated the applicant received an Article 15 and three Letters of Reprimand for misconduct which consisted of a leave violation, missing a scheduled training movement, failing to report to training on time, failure to obey an instructor's order, violating an order by driving off base after his driving privileges were revoked and he was restricted to base, and drunk driving while underage.  Applicant infers discharge was inequitable because it was too
harsh, contending he was not fully aware of the details about the missed training movement, denying driving while off base, and not understanding the restrictions of the training phase program.  The Board found no evidence to support applicant's contentions and opined that through the unit's administrative actions, the applicant had ample opportunities to change his negative behavior but was unwilling or unable to do so.  The Board concluded the misconduct was a significant departure from conduct expected of all military members and the characterization of the discharge received by the applicant was appropriate.

Issue 2.  Applicant noted his age when he enlisted and his lack of experience, knowledge and maturity.  The Board noted applicant was age 19 when his misconduct occurred, essentially the same age as other airmen who adhere to the standards expected of them and complete their enlistments without any infractions.  There is no evidence that applicant did not know right from wrong or was more immature than other airmen his age.  The Board found this contention unpersuasive.

Issue 3.  Applicant noted his inexperience with alcohol consumption, as well as his perception of prevalent alcohol use by his co-workers, to include others who drank under age or drove while intoxicated.  While the Board realizes applicant's alcohol use may have impaired his judgment,  individuals are still held accountable for their actions while under the influence of alcohol.  This contention does not provide a basis to mitigate  the actions that led to the discharge, or its characterization.

CONCLUSIONS: The Discharge Review Board concludes that the discharge was consistent with the procedural and substantive requirements of the discharge regulation and was within the discretion of the discharge authority and that the applicant was provided full administrative due process.

Inview of the foregoing findings the Board further concludes that there exists no legal or equitable basis for upgrade of discharge, thus the applicant's discharge should not be changed.

Attachment: Examiner's Brief


