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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted the appellant, in accordance with his pleas, of violating a lawful general regulation, failure to obey a lawful order, and adultery, in violation of Articles 92 and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 992 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The military judge also convicted the appellant, contrary to his pleas, of making a false official statement, in violation of Article 107, UCMJ.  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence consisting of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for twelve months, and reduction to Private E1.


The case was submitted without any assignments of error for our review under Article 66(c), UCMJ.  Pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), the appellant personally asserts that he is entitled to relief under United States v. Collazo, 53 M.J. 721 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2000), for dilatory post-trial processing.  We agree. 


In Collazo, we held that “[t]en months to prepare and authenticate a 519-page record of trial is too long.”  Collazo, 53 M.J. at 725.  In this case, 403 days elapsed from sentencing to authentication of a 346-page record of trial, and the total time from sentencing to action was 482 days.  As the delay is not explained in the record or allied papers, we hold that it was unreasonable.  On the other hand, the appellant has not demonstrated actual prejudice.  Considering the totality of the circum-stances, and the record as a whole, we will grant the appellant three months of confinement relief in our decretal paragraph.  See UCMJ art. 66(c); Collazo, 53 M.J. at 727.  The remaining Grostefon assertions do not merit relief.   


The findings of guilty are affirmed.  After considering the entire record, the court affirms only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for nine months, and reduction to Private E1.
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