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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

--------------------------------------------------------------

Per Curiam:


Pursuant to his pleas, the appellant was convicted by a military judge at a general court-martial of wrongful appropriation, larceny, housebreaking, and making and uttering worthless checks in violation of Articles 121, 123a, and 130, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 921, 923a, and 930 [hereinafter UCMJ].  He was sentenced to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for 22 months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  Pursuant to a pretrial agreement, the convening authority approved only so much of the sentence as provided for 20 months confinement and otherwise approved the sentence.


On 2 June 1998, we determined that a discrepancy was evident in the post-trial recommendation by the staff judge advocate concerning the number of offenses of which the appellant was convicted.  United States v. Brazell, ARMY 9701215 (Army Ct. Crim. App.)(unpub.).  We further concluded that a new recommendation by the staff judge advocate and a new action by the same or a different convening authority was required to ensure that appellant received a meaningful opportunity to request clemency.  That action having been accomplished, the record of trial is now before us for review in accordance with Article 66(c), UCMJ.

Appellate Defense Counsel have submitted the record of trial to us without assertion of legal error.  Our review of the record has also revealed that there is no legal error.  We also note that appellant submitted a request for clemency which was fully evaluated by the convening authority and rejected.  

We have reviewed the errors personally asserted by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and find them to be without merit.


The findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.
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