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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Per Curiam:


An officer panel sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, contrary to his pleas, of assault with a loaded firearm and communication of a threat, in violation of Articles 128 and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 928 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved appellant’s adjudged sentence to confinement for eighteen months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  This case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.

On 31 October 2003, this court ordered a new Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 1106 staff judge advocate’s (SJA) post-trial recommendation (SJAR) and a new action by the convening authority.  See United States v. Maciel, ARMY 20000970 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 31 Oct. 2003) (unpub.) at 3-4.  The primary reason for our remand was that the original SJAR addendum failed to accurately list items submitted by trial defense counsel under R.C.M. 1105.  The record did not establish that the convening authority considered all documents the defense submitted before taking action on appellant’s case.  See id. at 2-3.  The SJAR addendum misstated the forfeiture relief trial defense counsel requested and did not list the full range of options available to the convening authority.  See id. at 2-3, 4.  We stated that since we were already returning the case for a new SJAR and action, the SJA would be provided an opportunity to take corrective action.  See id. at 4.  
The Judge Advocate General returned the record of trial to XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg for a new SJAR and action.  On 15 December 2003, a new SJAR was executed.  On 1 April 2004, the convening authority approved appellant’s adjudged sentence to confinement for eighteen months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  

The matters previously raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), are without merit.  We hold the findings of guilty and the sentence as approved by the convening authority on 1 April 2004 are correct in law and fact.  Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.
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