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PER CURI AM

Walter E. Johnston appeals from the district court's! order
affirmng the decision of the Arny Board for Correction of Mlitary
Records (the Board) denying his request to upgrade his "other than
honor abl e" di schar ge. In 1985, Johnston enlisted in the United
States Arny; he was subsequently charged under the Mlitary Code of
Justice with willful disobedience of a superior officer, and two
specifications of being absent without |leave. On July 22, Johnston
was placed in pretrial confinenent and nmet with his mlitary
counsel. On July 23, Johnston signed a "request for discharge for
t he good of the Service,” pursuant to Arny Regul ation (AR) 635-200,
! 10-1(a). On July 31, the general court-martial convening
authority approved the request, and Johnston received an "ot her
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t han honor abl e" discharge fromthe Arny. The Arny D scharge Revi ew
Board deni ed Johnston's applications for review on three occasions.
In 1989, the Board denied Johnston's application to upgrade his
di schar ge. In 1995, the district court affirmed the Board's
deci sion, concluding that the Arny conplied with AR 635-200, Y 10-
2(a).? Johnston tinely appealed, arguing the Arnmy violated its
regul ations by not affording himat |east 72 hours to contenpl ate
hi s di scharge request. W now affirm

We review the Board's decision not to take corrective action
only to determ ne whether its decisionnmaki ng process was deficient.
WAt son v. Arkansas Nat'l Guard, 886 F.2d 1004, 1011 & n.16 (8th
Cr. 1989); accord Wilfe v. Marsh, 835 F.2d 354, 356 n.3 (D.C. Grr.
1987), cert. denied, 488 U S 942 (1988). W agree with the
district court that the Arny afforded Johnston at |east 72 hours to
consider his discharge request, conplying with AR 635-200, { 10-
2(a), because he had nore than 72 hours to contenplate his

di scharge request between the consultation with his counsel on July
22, the signing of the request on July 23, the subm ssion of a
| etter seeking approval of the discharge request on July 26, and
t he approval of the discharge request on July 31. Mor eover, we
note that Johnston admtted in his discharge request that it was
voluntary and free of coercion, and that his counsel informed him
of the possibility of receiving an "other than honorable" discharge
and the mlitary and civilian ramfications of such a discharge.
Accordingly, we affirm

2AR 635-200, T 10-2(a) provides: "[A] nmenber will not be
coerced into submtting a request for discharge for the good of the
Service. The nenber will be given a reasonable tine (not |ess than
72 hours) to consult with consulting counsel . . . and to consider
the wi sdom of subm tting such a request for discharge."”
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