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GENERAL: The applicant appeals for upgradc of discharge to honorable. The applicant was offered a
personal appearance before the Discharge Review Board (DRB) but declined and requests that the review be
completed based on the available service record.

The attached brief contains available pertinent data on the applicant and the factors leading to the discharge.
FINDING: The Board denies the upgrade of the discharge.

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:

Applicant contends that his “discharge was incquitable because it was based on one isolated incident in 25
months of service.” The applicant was discharged 1AW AF1 36-3208, paragraph 5.52, commission of a
serious offense. Although the applicant did have one documentcd adverse action, nonjudicial punishment, it
was for several very serious offenses, larceny, conspiracy to commit larceny and unlawful entry. Based
upon the seriousness of the applicant’s offenses, the Board found that his two years of service did not
oulweigh the offenses he committed. The DRB concluded that the charactcrization of the applicant’s
discharge was appropriate due to the misconduct.

CONCLUSION: 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 the applicant was provided full administrative due process.

In view of the foregoing findings, the Board further concludes that there exists no legal or equitable basis for
upgrade of discharge and determines the discharge should remain unchanged.
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