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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge sitting as a special court-martial convicted the appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of desertion, in violation of Article 85, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 885 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the sentence consisting of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for 131 days, forfeiture of $620.00 pay per month for four months, and reduction to Private E1.  This case was submitted on its merits, without any assigned errors or matters personally submitted by the appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982).


In conducting our review under Article 66(c), UCMJ, we note that the convening authority followed the advice of his staff judge advocate when he approved the adjudged sentence to confinement for 131 days, despite a pretrial agreement in which the convening authority agreed to disapprove confinement in excess of three months.  We also note that the promulgating order reflects the charge in this case to be a violation of Article 92, UCMJ, even though the charge sheet accurately shows Article 85, UCMJ.  We will correct the error regarding the approved confinement in our decretal paragraph and will issue a Notice of Court-Martial Order Correction to correct the promulgating order.  

These are not the first obvious post-trial errors encountered from this general court-martial jurisdiction during the past year or more.  Based on the records of trial we have reviewed, it has become apparent that inattention to detail is commonplace during post-trial processing at this installation.     

The findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted and the entire record, the court affirms only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for three months, forfeiture of $620.00 pay per month for four months, and reduction to Private E1.
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