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MEMORANDUM OPINION

-----------------------------------------
BROWN, Judge:


A general court-martial panel composed of officer and enlisted members convicted the appellant, contrary to her pleas, of absenting herself without leave, willfully disobeying a command of her superior commissioned officer, and wrongfully using cocaine, in violation of Articles 86, 90, and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886, 890, and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].*  The panel sentenced the appellant to be discharged from the service with a bad-conduct discharge, to be confined for eighteen months, and to be reduced to the grade of E1.  In otherwise approving the adjudged sentence, the convening authority credited the appellant with 268 days of confinement and, pursuant to Article 58b, UCMJ, waived forfeitures in the amount of $500.00 per month for six months of any forfeiture of all pay and allowances statutorily mandated during appellant’s confinement.


This case is before the court for automatic review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the entire record, including the matters personally raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982).  None of the Grostefon matters merit any comment or relief.

Although not raised by appellant, we note that the military judge failed to personally inform the appellant of her right to present matters in extenuation and mitigation, including the right to make a sworn or unsworn statement or to remain silent, as required by Rule for Court-Martial 1001(a)(3).  Nevertheless, the appellant, assisted by defense counsel, made an extensive unsworn statement, at the outset of which appellant affirmed her desire to tell her story.  Additionally, appellant presented the testimony of two sentencing witnesses, approximately sixty pages of documents on her own behalf, and stipulations of expected testimony from three other sentencing witnesses.  Given the vigorous sentencing case presented by appellant, we are satisfied that the appellant understood and exercised her rights during the sentencing portion of the trial.  Accordingly, we find no prejudicial error.  See United States v. Kendrick, 29 M.J. 792 (A.C.M.R. 1989); United States v. Williams, 23 M.J. 713 (A.C.M.R. 1986).

We hold the findings of guilty and the sentence, as approved by the convening authority, correct in law and fact.  Accordingly, those findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.

Senior Judge CAIRNS and Judge KAPLAN concur.







FOR THE COURT:







JOSEPH A. NEURAUTER







Clerk of Court

* Prior to pleas, the military judge dismissed one specification of assaulting appellant’s unborn child by ingesting crack cocaine (Article 134, UCMJ).  After pleas and with prejudice, the military judge dismissed one specification of wrongfully using cocaine (Article 112a, UCMJ).  Additionally, the panel acquitted appellant of one specification of wrongfully possessing cocaine (Id).
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