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1.  Pursuant to the provisions of reference (a), Petitioner, a former member of the Marine Corps, 

filed enclosure (1) requesting upgrade of his character of discharge to Honorable.  Enclosures (1) 

and (2) apply. 

 

2.  The Board, consisting of , , and , reviewed Petitioner's 

allegations of error and injustice on 22 July 2024 and, pursuant to its regulations, determined that 

the corrective action indicated below should be taken.  Documentary material considered by the 

Board consisted of Petitioner’s application together with all material submitted in support 

thereof, relevant portions of Petitioner’s naval record, and applicable statutes, regulations, and 

policies, to include references (b) through (d).  Additionally, the Board also considered enclosure 

(4), an advisory opinion (AO) furnished by qualified mental health provider, which was 

previously provided to Petitioner.  Although Petitioner was afforded an opportunity to submit a 

rebuttal, Petitioner chose not to do so. 

 

3.  The Board, having reviewed all the facts of record pertaining to Petitioner's allegations of 

error and injustice finds as follows:   

 

      a.  Before applying to this Board, Petitioner exhausted all administrative remedies available 

under existing law and regulations within the Department of the Navy. 

 

      b.  Although enclosure (1) was not filed in a timely manner, the statute of limitation was 

waived in accordance with the Kurta Memo. 
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      c.  Petitioner enlisted in the Marine Corps and began a period of active service on 31 May 

1980.   

 

      d.  On 30 September 1981, Petitioner received non-judicial punishment (NJP) for 

unauthorized absence (UA) for missing his winter uniform inspection.  On 4 December 1981, 

Petitioner was counseled regarding poor performance and on 18 December 1981, he was 

counseled regarding tardiness to work.   

 

      e.  On 9 February 1982, Petitioner’s discharge by reason of unsuitability was requested and 

he was discharged on 19 March 1982.  The documents pertinent to Petitioner’s administrative 

separation and his DD Form 214 are not in his official military personnel file (OMPF).  

Notwithstanding, the Board relies on a presumption of regularity to support the official actions of 

public officers and, in the absence of substantial evidence to the contrary, will presume that they 

have properly discharged their official duties.     

 

     f.  Petitioner contends his General (Under Honorable Conditions) (GEN) discharge for 

Personality Disorder has caused a stigma that has cost him employment opportunities, among 

other things.  He further says he served honorably, despite the constant hazing and abuse from 

NCO’s, and that he is now a college graduate with a professional license.  For purposes of 

clemency and equity consideration, the Board noted Petitioner did not provide documentation 

describing post-service accomplishments or advocacy letters. 

 

      g.  As part of the Board’s review, the Board considered enclosure (4).  The AO stated in 

pertinent part: 

 

Petitioner’s available medical records do not contain evidence that he was 

diagnosed with a mental health condition in military service. He has provided no 

medical evidence to support his claims. Unfortunately, available records are not 

sufficiently detailed to establish clinical symptoms in service or a nexus with his 

separation for unsuitability. Additional records (e.g., post-service mental health 

records describing the Petitioner’s diagnosis, symptoms, and their specific link to 

his separation from service) may aid in rendering an alternate opinion. 

 

The AO concluded, “it is my clinical opinion there is insufficient evidence of a diagnosis of 

PTSD that may be attributed to military service.  There is insufficient evidence to attribute the 

circumstances of his separation to PTSD.” 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Upon careful review and consideration of all of the evidence of record, the Board determined 

that Petitioner’s request warrants partial relief.  In keeping with the letter and spirit of references 

(b) through (d), the Board determined that it would be an injustice to label one’s discharge as 

being for a diagnosed character and personality disorder.  Describing Petitioner’s service in this 

manner attaches a considerable negative and unnecessary stigma, and fundamental fairness and 

medical privacy concerns dictate a change.  Accordingly, the Board concluded that Petitioner’s 






