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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial found the appellant guilty, pursuant to his pleas, of accessory after the fact to larceny, fleeing apprehension, drunk driving, simple assault, assault on a sentinel, underage drinking, driving with suspended driving privileges, and breaking restriction, in violation of Articles 78, 95, 111, 128, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 878, 895, 911, 928 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for 225 days, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.


The appellant’s case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  He asserts on appeal that two of the specifications to which he pleaded guilty are defective for failure to state an offense.  After applying the principles of law that specifications challenged for the first time on appeal, especially after a guilty plea, will be viewed with maximum liberality, United States v. Bryant, 30 M.J. 72, 73 (C.M.A. 1990), and reversed only if the language is “so defective that it 

‘cannot within reason be construed to charge a crime,’” United States v. Brecheen, 27 M.J. 67, 68 (C.M.A. 1988) (citing United States v. Watkins, 21 M.J. 208, 210 (C.M.A. 1986)), we disagree.  The appellant also claims that one specification is unsupported by sufficient facts.  We again disagree, and find that the appellant was “convinced of, and able to describe all the facts necessary to establish guilt” under the theory that the appellant knew that his privileges to drive on the military installation (as opposed to his civilian driver’s license) were suspended.  Rule for Courts-Martial 910(e) discussion.


Additionally, we note that the military judge and counsel incorrectly calculated the maximum punishment in this case.  The maximum confinement for an accessory after the fact is one-half the confinement authorized for the underlying offense, up to ten years.  Manual for Courts-Martial, United States (1995 ed.), Part IV, para. 2e; United States v. Cannon, 29 M.J. 549, 556 (A.F.C.M.R. 1989).  The correct maximum confinement to which the military judge thus could have sentenced the appellant was five years and eight months, not five years and eleven months.  We find no prejudicial error in this minor miscalculation.  UCMJ art. 59(a); United States v. Poole, 26 M.J. 272 (C.M.A. 1988); United States v. Hunt, 10 M.J. 222 (C.M.A. 1981).


We have considered the matters submitted by the 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 are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted, the entire record, and United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the court affirms the sentence.
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