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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 violation of a lawful general regulation, willful damage of military property of a value of more than $100.00, and assault with intent to commit murder, in violation of Articles 92, 108, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 892, 908, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Pursuant to a pretrial agreement, the convening authority approved only so much of the adjudged sentence as provided for a dishonorable discharge, confinement for eighty-four months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  Appellant was credited with 180 days’ confinement for confinement served prior to trial and an additional 150 days for pretrial punishment in violation of Article 13, UCMJ, (commingled pretrial confinement with post-trial prisoners), for a total sentence credit of 330 days.  By memorandum opinion dated 20 June 2000, we remanded the case for a new recommendation and action due to the staff judge advocate’s failure to respond to allegations of legal error raised in appellant’s Rule for Courts-Martial 1105 submissions.  A new convening authority has reviewed appellant’s case and approved the sentence in accordance with the terms of the pretrial agreement.


This case is now before the court for further review under Article 66, UCMJ.  We have carefully considered the record of trial, the appellant’s assigned error, and the matters personally raised by the appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and find them to be without merit.


The findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.







FOR THE COURT:







JOSEPH A. NEURAUTER







Clerk of Court
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