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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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


A military judge, sitting as a general court-martial, convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of desertion and wrongful importation of a controlled substance into the customs territory of the United States in violation of Articles 85 and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 885 and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for thirty-six months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority credited appellant with eight days of confinement credit against the approved sentence to confinement.


We initially reviewed this case pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We considered the record of trial, appellant’s four assignments of error, the matters personally raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), the government’s reply, and appellant’s reply brief.  Although we found that appellant’s assigned errors and Grostefon submissions did not warrant relief, the staff judge advocate’s addendum to his post-trial recommendation was incomplete and misleading.  By memorandum opinion dated 8 February 2001, we remanded the case for a new staff judge advocate post-trial recommendation (SJAR) and action.

*Corrected.


The new SJAR and action have been completed and the record is again before us for further review in accordance with Article 66, UCMJ.  On consideration of the entire record, we hold that the findings of guilty and the sentence as approved by the convening authority are correct in law and fact.  Accordingly the findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.







FOR THE COURT:

JOSEPH E. ROSS
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