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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge, sitting as a general court-martial, found the appellant guilty, in accordance with his pleas, of attempted larceny, absence without leave terminated by apprehension (two specifications), wrongful possession of marijuana, making and uttering worthless checks (three specifications), and breaking restriction (two specifications), in violation of Articles 80, 86, 112a, 123a, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 880, 886, 912a, 923a, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The military judge sentenced the appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for eighteen (18) months, and forfeiture of all pay and allowances.  In compliance with the terms of the pretrial agreement in this case, the convening authority reduced the confinement to twelve (12) months and otherwise approved the adjudged sentence.


This case is before the court for automatic review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the record of trial, the appellant’s two assignments of error, the matter personally raised by the appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and the government’s responses thereto.  Although we find no merit in the Grostefon matter, we have determined that one of appellant’s assignments of error is meritorious and we will grant relief accordingly.

The appellant asserts, and the government agrees, that the military judge erred in calculating sentence credit under the provisions of Rule for Courts-Martial 305(k), and the appellant should receive one additional day of credit.  We also agree. See United States v. Weddle, 28 M.J. 649 (A.C.M.R. 1989); United States v. Deloatch, 25 M.J. 718 (C.M.A. 1987).

.


The findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.  The appellant will be credited with a total of eleven (11) days’ credit (one additional day) toward the approved sentence to confinement.
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