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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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

A military judge sitting as a special court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of failure to repair (three specifications), willful disobedience of a superior commissioned officer (eleven specifications), willful disobedience of a noncommissioned officer, violation of a lawful general regulation (two specifications), making a false official statement, and unlawfully carrying a concealed weapon (two specifications), in violation of Articles 86, 90, 91, 92, 107, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886, 890, 891, 892, 907, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The adjudged sentence was a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for five months, forfeiture of $617.00 pay per month for five months, and reduction to Private E1.


By memorandum opinion dated 3 August 2000, we remanded the case to the same convening authority to withdraw the original action, dated 8 February 1999, and to substitute a corrected action in accordance with Article 60(c)-(e), UCMJ.  See United States v. Mason, ARMY 9801745 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 3 Aug. 2000) (unpub.).


On 22 May 2001, the convening authority approved only so much of the adjudged sentence as provided for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for four months, forfeiture of $617.00 pay per month for five months, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority directed twenty-seven days’ confinement credit for pretrial confinement served.


This case is now before the court for further review under Article 66, UCMJ.  Both of appellant’s original assignments of error have been mooted by the convening authority’s new action, and appellate defense counsel has not assigned any new errors based on the new recommendation and action.

On consideration of the entire record, we hold the findings of guilty and the sentence as approved by the convening authority correct in law and fact.  Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.
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