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AS AN UNPUBLISHED DECISION, THIS OPINION DOES NOT SERVE AS PRECEDENT.

CARVER, Judge:


We have examined the record of trial, the assignment of error regarding post-trial processing delay, and the Government’s response.  We conclude that the findings and sentence are correct in law and fact and that no error materially prejudicial to the substantial rights of the appellant was committed.  Articles 59(a) and 66(c), Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 859(a) and 866(c); United States v. Tardif, 57 M.J. 219, 224 (2002); United States v. Bigelow, 57 M.J. 64, 69 (2002); United States v. Williams, 55 M.J. 302 (2001); United States v. Jenkins, 38 M.J. 287 (C.M.A. 1993).  

Post-Trial Processing Delay

Although we grant no relief, we are concerned with the long processing delay from the convening authority’s (CA’s) action until this Court received the record.  The appellant was sentenced on 17 January 2001.  The CA approved the findings and sentence in accordance with the pretrial agreement on 13 August 2001, but the record of trial was not received by this Court until 18 July 2002, 343 days after the CA’s action.  


There may well be an explanation for this delay, but if so, it is not evident in the record.  We note that the Commander, Naval Legal Service Command, requires the trial counsel to monitor the status of records of trial until their arrival at this Court.  Commander, Naval Legal Service Command Instruction  5800.1E § 1403d (19 Feb 2002).  Although there may not be a similar directive that applies to Marine Corps commands, we encourage all Navy and Marine Corps trial counsel and staff judge advocates to monitor and track records of trial until their arrival at this Court.  


After careful review of the record in light of our authority and responsibility under Articles 59(a) and 66(c), UCMJ, we find no prejudice or harm of any kind, nor do we see any other basis for affording the appellant relief for any post-trial processing delays that occurred in his case.  We therefore decline to grant relief on this ground.  

Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence, as approved on review below, are affirmed.

Senior Judge PRICE and Judge BRYANT concur.  
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