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

MEMORANDUM OPINION

-----------------------------------------
Per Curiam:

A military judge, sitting as a general court-martial, convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of larceny (four specifications) and forgery (four specifications) in violation of Articles 121 and 123, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 921 and 923 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Appellant was sentenced to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for ten months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority approved only so much of the sentence as provided for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for six months, and reduction to Private E1. 

This case is before us for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the record of trial, appellant’s two assignments of error, the matters raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and the government’s reply.  Personally, and as an assignment of error, appellant asserts that he is entitled to relief for the unreasonable delay in the post-trial processing of his case.  United States v. Collazo, 53 M.J. 721 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2000).  We agree.  

Appellant’s trial was completed on 3 November 1999; since the military judge had retired, the trial counsel authenticated the 149-page record on 23 February 2000; and final action was taken on 8 December 2000.  Presumably due to the unreasonable delay in post-trial processing, the staff judge advocate recommended that the convening authority not approve the total forfeitures adjudged by the military judge.  The convening authority approved this recommendation.  Under the facts of this case, we find such relief insufficient.  We find no merit in the remaining assignment of error or Grostefon matters. 

 
The findings of guilty are affirmed.  After considering the errors noted and the entire record, the court affirms only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for four months, and reduction to Private E1. 
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