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Ref: (a) 10U.S.C. § 1552

(b) SECDEF Memo, “Supplemental Guidance to Military Boards for Correction of
Military/Naval Records Considering Discharge Upgrade Requests by Veterans
Claiming Post Traumatic Stress Disorder,” 3 September 2014

(c) PDUSD (P&R) Memo, “Consideration of Discharge Upgrade Requests Pursuant to
Supplemental Guidance to Military Boards for Correction of Military/Naval Records
(BCMRs/BCNR) by Veterans Claiming Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) or
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI),” 24 February 2016

(d) USD (P&R) Memo, “Clarifying Guidance to Military Discharge Review Boards and
Boards for Correction of Military/Naval Records Considering Requests by Velerans
for Modification of their Discharge Due to Mental Health Conditions, Sexual Assault,
or Sexual Harassment,” 25 August 2017

(e) USD (P&R) Memo, “Guidance to Military Discharge Review Boards and Boards for
Correction of Military / Naval Records Regarding Equity, Injustice, or Clemency
Determinations,” 25 July 2018

(f) MCO P1900.16E, Marine Corps Separation and Retirement Manual (Short Title:
MARCORSEPMAN), 18 August 1995

(g) SECNAVINST 5420.193, Board for Correction of Naval Records, 19 November 1997

Encl: (1) DD Form 149, signed 6 January 2025 (with enclosures)
(2) NAVMC 763A, Appointment and Acceptance Record of 27 May 92
(3) NAVMC 10922, Dependency Application
(4) Trial Services Office Memo 1000 10, subj: Preliminary Inquiry into the Allegations
of Fraternization and Adultery made against [Petitioner], 4 February 1998
(5) Petitioner’s Statement, 3 February 1998

(6) USMC FITREP (1810) (970502-980203), 6 March 1998
(7 — CO Memo 5812 SJA/S/7, subj: Notification of Article 15,

UCMJ, Hearing, 20 March 1998 (with Petitioner’s Election of Rights, signed
30 March 1998)

(8) Petitioner’s Memo 5812 SJIA/S/7, First Endorsement on Enclosure (7), subj:
Notification of Article 15,UCMIJ Hearing, 17 April 1998

) I C© Memo 5812 SJA/S/7, subj: Report of Nonjudicial
Punishment in the case of [Petitioner], 17 April 1998
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who provided another AO for the Board’s consideration.!” This Licensed Clinical Psychologist
noted that there was no evidence of a mental health diagnosis during Petitioner’s service, and
that the letter referenced at paragraph 4g(1) above attesting to the possible existence of PTSD
during Petitioner’s service was from a biased source. She further noted that it does not appear
that Petitioner ever sought treatment or therapy for any PTSD symptoms, and that adultery and
fraternization are not typical behaviors caused by PTSD symptoms. Accordingly, the Licensed
Clinical Psychologist opined that there is insufficient evidence of any mental health condition
existing during Petitioner’s Marine Corps service, or that his misconduct could be attributed to
any such condition. See enclosure (18).

i. A copy of the AO referenced in paragraph 4h above was sent to Petitioner’s attorney at the
address provided on his DD Form 149 under cover of a letter dated 27 May 2025 for comment.
See enclosure (19). However, Petitioner did not provide a response.

5. Conclusions. Upon careful review and consideration of the new material provided with his
current request for reconsideration, the Board found insufficient evidence of any material error or
injustice warranting a change to the decision of the Acting ASN (M&RA) in Docket No. 7498-
21

a. PTSD. Even applying liberal consideration in accordance with references (b) — (d) and
considering the new material provided with Petitioner’s reconsideration request purportedly
offered in part to support his contention in this regard, the Board continued to find insufficient
evidence to support Petitioner’s claim that he ever suffered from PTSD while in the Marine
Corps, much less that such a condition contributed to the misconduct for which he was
discharged.

(1) Even applying extremely liberal consideration in accordance with reference (b) - (d),
the Board continued to find insufficient evidence that Petitioner ever suffered from PTSD. This
is because he has provided the Board with literally no credible evidence to support this claim
even after being informed of this deficiency in Docket No. 7498-21. The only so-called
“medical’” evidence that Petitioner offered to support this claim on reconsideration was not
medical evidence at all, but rather a quasi-character reference from a life-long friend who
happened to possess medical credentials unrelated the diagnosis and treatment of mental health
conditions.'® Nowhere in this purported “medical evidence” does the physician provide anything
resembling a PTSD diagnosis, most likely because this physician neither treated nor evaluated
Petitioner during the period in question or since and therefore was not qualified to render such a
diagnosis. Rather, the entirety of the letter’s content appears to have been fed to Petitioner’s
long-time friend with medical credentials in an effort to manufacture the evidence that the Board
found to be lacking in Docket No. 7498-21, as evidenced by the fact that it was primarily a
factual narrative about Petitioner’s history of symptoms that the author would ha
opportunity to observe in a patient located athwhile practicing i
Reference (d) provides that “[a] diagnosis made by a licensed psychiatrist or psychologist that [a
mental health] condition existed during military service will receive liberal consideration,” but

" The author of this AO was a different Licensed Clinical Psychologist than the author of the previous AO for
Docket No. 7498-21 referenced in paragraph 4c above.
'® Petitioner’s physician friend was a Doctor of Osteopathy.
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