					IN REPLY REFER TO:
					                 	5814
					                 	SJA
                                                                   28 Feb 11


From:  Staff Judge Advocate
To:    Convening Authority

Subj:  STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE’S RECOMMENDATION ICO UNITED STATES V. LCPL 
       ACCUSED LAST4/MOS USMC (FOR CASES AWARDING A PUNITIVE DISCHARGE-
       MODIFY AS APPROPRIATE FOR NON-DISCHARGE CASES)(COMMENTS ARE EMBEDDED
       IN THE DOCUMENT- TURN ON TRACK CHANGES OR FINAL MARKUP TO VIEW)	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  This is current as of December 2010 and includes the requirements of E.O. 13468, dated 24 July 2008, E.O. 13552, dated 31 Aug 2010.  Counsel should use due diligence to ensure that both form and substance conform to current regulations and practice.  Check with Code 46 or JA division to ensure you have the latest material. 


Ref:   (a) Manual for Courts-Martial (2008 ed.)
       (b) 10 U.S.C. § 1565
       (c) JAGMAN

Encl:  (1) TC ltr 5814/xx XXX of date (Report of Results of Trial)
       (2) Pretrial Agreement
       (3) Vacation Hearing ICO LCpl Accused 
       (4) DC ltr (1105/1106 Matters)
       (5) Record of Service Information
       (6) Deferment Request and Response
       (7) Record of Trial 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: Adjust the enclosures accordingly- ensure the body of the SJAR corresponds to the enclosures

1.  Purpose of Recommendation. (recommended)  This recommendation is to assist you in deciding what action to take on the sentence in the Court-Martial of LCpl Accused.  While action on the guilty findings or sentence is a matter within your discretion, you must consider the results of trial (enclosure (1)), this recommendation and any addendum thereto, and any post-trial matters submitted by the defense.  You may also consider the record of trial and personnel record of the accused as well as any other matters you deem appropriate.  If, however, these other matters are adverse to the accused and not included in the record of trial, the defense must be given the opportunity to comment.  Reference (a).  	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  It is recommended that you use the bold-print paragraph headings followed by the appropriate subparagraph.  

2.  Results of Trial. (required)  I have reviewed the results of trial, enclosure (1), and it accurately reflects the charges, findings, and sentence adjudged in this case, as well as any applicable confinement credit.  	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  Results of Trial can be incorrect and unreliable, so it is imperative that the SJA compare it to the record of trial to ensure the matters contained in the Results of Trial are accurate.  If they are inaccurate, the SJA should return to the Results of Trial to the Trial Counsel for correction.

3.  Pretrial Agreement. (if applicable, required)    

    a.  (Option 1) There is no pretrial agreement in this case. OR

    a.  (Option 2) Enclosure (2) is a copy of the pretrial agreement.  and

        (1) (Alt A) That agreement had no effect on the sentence adjudged. or 

        (1) (Alt B) A review of the record of trial indicates that the accused has complied with the terms of the agreement and is entitled to the agreed upon benefit.  Accordingly, you are required to . . . .  OR

    a.  (Option 3) Enclosure (2) is a copy of the pretrial agreement; however, on (date) the accused breached the terms of the pretrial agreement by (generic description of the basis for vacating the agreement and the nexus between that conduct and a specific requirement within the PTA).   Enclosure (3) pertains.  Therefore, you are not obligated to fulfill the terms of the agreement.  However, you may, as a matter of clemency or otherwise, take whatever action you deem appropriate in approving or executing the findings and sentence.  
		Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  R.C.M. 705(c) requires the convening authority to comply with the procedural requirements of R.C.M. 1109 before the benefits of a PTA can be withdrawn.  See US v. Hunter, 65 M.J. 399 (C.A.A.F. 2009).  
4.  Recommendation of the Sentencing Authority. (required)  

    a.  (Option 1) I have reviewed the record of trial and there is no clemency recommendation by the sentencing authority made in conjunction with the announced sentence. OR

     a.  (Option 2) The sentencing authority, in conjunction with the announced sentence, recommends the following clemency: (if possible, quote exact language from the record).

5.  Legal Error. (required)    

    a.  (Option 1) The defense has not yet raised any allegations of legal error, but may do so in response to this recommendation. OR  
 
    a.  (Option 2) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Having reviewed these allegations, I disagree with the defense’s assertion of error.  Thus, no corrective action on the findings or sentence is warranted.  Enclosure (4). OR

    a.  (Option 3) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Upon review of these allegations, I assume, without conceding, that (specify) constitutes error; however, because these errors did not materially prejudice the substantial rights of the accused, no corrective action on the findings or sentence is warranted.  (I disagree with the defense’s remaining allegations of error.)  Enclosure (4). OR

    a.  (Option 4) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Upon review of these allegations, I agree that (specify) constitutes error and corrective action is warranted.  (I disagree with the defense’s remaining allegations of error.)  Enclosure (4).        	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1:  Addressing Error, a Suggested Approach: One approach is to summarize, in the SJAR, each claim of error raised by the defense and render a separate statement of agreement or disagreement.  U.S. v. Thompson, 2006 CCA LEXIS 175 (N-M. Ct. Crim. App.); U.S. v Welker, 44 M.J. 85 (C.A.A.F. 1996).   This is not required nor is it recommended.   If the SJA were to summarize each issue it could lead to litigation over whether a defense’s claim, which was not specifically addressed in the SJAR, was a “legal error” that required a separate comment.   A better approach is to view the defense’s submission of errors as a whole and render a general statement of disagreement, unless circumstances dictate otherwise.  One notable exception is if you agree with the defense over one or more of several issues raised.  In that case, it is necessary to identify precisely the error you believe is legitimate  in order to ensure appellate authorities give credit to any consideration or corrective action taken to address that particular issue.  You should then comment that you disagree with the remaining claims of error, if there are any

6.  Post-Trial Matters Submitted by the Accused. (recommended)  

    a.  (Option 1) Post-trial matters by the defense will be provided when received.  You are required to consider these matters in determining whether to approve or disapprove any of the findings of guilty and the action you take on the sentence.  If, however, the defense does not submit matters within the time allowed, they will have waived this right.  OR   

    a.  (Option 2) Post-trial matters submitted by the defense are contained in enclosure (4).  You are required to consider these matters in determining whether to approve or disapprove any of the findings of guilty and the action you take on the sentence. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1:  Processing defense submissions. Depending on the practice of your office and how the defense is served with the ROT and SJAR, the defense may submit post-trial matters separately: first,  in response to the ROT, under R.C.M. 1105, and then in response to the SJAR, under R.C.M. 1106.  He may also combine the submissions after receiving the record and the SJAR, under R.C.M. 1106(f).  Usually SJAs serve both the ROT and SJAR at the same time.  Consequently, the SJA does not know, when drafting the original SJAR, whether the defense will raise allegations of error or submit clemency that warrants comment.  Thus, it is good practice to draft an addendum to the SJAR addressing any issues that are raised by the defense’s later post-trial submissions	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 2:  Suggested Approach.  There is some dispute over how to reference the defense’s post-trial submissions within the SJAR.  One view is that the SJAR and addendum to the SJAR specifically list each document provided by the defense.  See U.S. v. Cayer, 2009 CCA LEXIS 343 (A.F. Ct. Crim. App.).  Another view holds that merely referencing the inclusion of the defense’s submissions as an enclosure is sufficient.  The extreme view believes that the convening authority should initial each page of the defense’s matters.  The rules do not mandate any specific procedure but only require that the convening authority consider the defense’s submissions.  However, when questions are raised over whether the convening authority considered the defense matters, C.A.A.F. will require some clear evidence that the convening authority performed his statutory role and will not  speculate or guess as to whether he received the submissions.  Proof, however, does not require extreme measures.  Rather, provided the SJAR references the submissions as an enclosure, the enclosures are in fact attached to the SJAR, and the convening authority’s action states that he considered the material, this will be sufficient.  See U.S. v. Stephens, 56 M.J. 391 (C.A.A.F. 2002); U.S v. Craig, 28 M.J. 321 (C.A.A.F. 1989); U.S. v. Foster, 2005 CCA LEXIS 322 (N-M. Ct. Crim. App.).  
	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 3:  Remember the rules require service of the SJAR on both the defense counsel and the accused, unless he requests that his copy be served on the defense counsel.  In cases where there is more than one defense counsel, see R.C.M. 1106(f)(2).


7.  DNA Collection. (not required).  Federal law and service regulations require authorities, upon conviction of certain qualifying offenses, to collect a sample of the offender’s DNA.  The order promulgating your action in those cases must contain certain notice requirements.  Reference (b).

    a.  (Option 1)This case does not involve a qualifying offense.  OR

    a.  (Option 2) This case requires DNA collection, thus the order promulgating your action must comply with applicable notice requirements. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  R.C.M. 1106 and service rules do not require this notation.  See SECNAVNOTE 5800 dtd 6 Jun 2002, outlining the SJA’s responsibilities related to DNA processing and the list of qualifying offenses.  There is an update to SECNAVNOTE 5800, an Under Secretary of Defense Memorandum on DNA Collection dated 18 Apr 2005, but its availability is limited and it’s not clear whether the Memo supersedes the SECNAVNOTE.  See OPNAVINST 5800.9 (applies only to Navy but is instructive).

8.  Post-Trial Processing. (not required, but recommended)  

    a.  (Option 1) Service regulations require that you take action within 120 days from the completion of trial.  This post-trial processing objective will be met.  Reference (c).  OR
	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: Completion of trial encompasses any post-trial Art 39(a) sessions.
    a.  (Option 2) Service regulations require that you take action within 120 days of the completion of trial.  There is (There will likely be) delay in the post-trial processing of this case.  This delay is caused by (be specific, “administrative error” is not acceptable.  Specific reasons and dates must support the narrative.  If the delay is caused by negligence, admit the error and assess for prejudice, which may or may not require some corrective action on the sentence.)   In the event that your action occurs more than 120 days from the completion of trial, you are required to report to CMC (JAM), in writing and under your personal signature, that delay has occurred in this case and the reasons for the delay.   A copy of the letter must be included in the record of trial.  Reference (c); and

        (1) Despite the delay, no corrective action is warranted. or  

        (1) As a result of the delay, corrective action is appropriate. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  Not required to be included in the SJAR, but is a good opportunity to address the issue for appellate review and provides an avenue for corrective action.


9.  Companion Cases. (not required)  In order to make an informed decision in this case, service regulations require you to note in your action the separate trial of any companion cases.  Reference (c).  Companion cases are other cases referred to trial by you and involve servicemembers who, along with the accused, engaged in criminal conduct in a concerted effort to achieve a common goal.  

    a.  (Option 1) There are no companion cases to this case.  OR
	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1:  Only cases that were referred by the same convening authority are companion cases under this requirement.
    a.  (Option 2) United States v. ACCUSED II, is a companion case and should be considered in determining the appropriate action.  OR	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 2:  The SJA should provide some background on the companion case, preferably in the SJAR, but may be done under separate correspondence, e.g., providing the results of trial in the companion case,  so that the convening authority can make a comparative assessment of the sentences.  This might avoid later comparative sentencing assessment on appeal.  This might also include a statement that the companion case is still pending trial.

    a.  (Option 3) United States v. ACCUSED II is a companion case.  That case is pending court-martial.

10.  Requests for Deferment. (not required, but recommended)

    a.  (Option 1) There have been no requests to defer any part of the sentence, either as adjudged or as mandated under the UCMJ.  OR

    a.  (Option 2) On (date)(pursuant to the pretrial agreement), you (approved) (denied) the defense’s request to defer (specify).  The deferment period was from (date) to (date).  Enclosure (6) contains the matters related to the deferment request and action.     	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  Suggested Approach.  This is not specifically required; however, C.A.A.F. has suggested that there may be due process notice and comment concerns if the defense is not served with the SJA’s legal advice addressing a request for deferment.   See U.S. v Brown, 54 M.J. 289 (C.A.A.F. 2000); U.S. v Key, 57 M.J. 246 (C.A.A.F. 2002).  Thus, it is good practice to include these matters within the SJAR in order to note the required procedural processing of the request, to ensure the request and action taken are included in the ROT,  as required by R.C.M. 1103(b), and to ensure that the deferment, if approved, is noted in the convening authority’s action to account for confinement computation.  Art 57(b), UCMJ.   While the deferment request can happen pre- or post-SJAR, the issue is whether the SJA’s comments raise adverse or erroneous information outside the ROT, which should have afforded the defense with an opportunity to comment.  There is also the issue of IAC, if the accused claims that his defense counsel did not submit a deferment pursuant to his request.  U.S. v. Marmolejo, 56 M.J. 407 (C.A.A.F. 2002).

11.  Personnel Records. (not required)  The accused’s personnel records are provided for your review, enclosure (5).

12.  Recommendation. (required).  	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1:  Again, your recommendation is preliminary if you do not have the benefit of the defense’s submission when drafting the original SJAR.  Consequentially, your practice should incorporate an addendum to the SJAR to address any issue raised by the defense’s later submissions that require comment.  Addendums are only necessary to address legal error raised by defense after your original SJAR or when some matter is raised that requires comment in order to avoid an issue, such as allegations of command influence.	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 2:  Of course, you may recommend corrective action related to the findings, such as disapproving a guilty finding or approving only the lesser-included offense. 

     a.  (Option 1) Having reviewed the record of trial (and the matters submitted by the defense), I recommend that you approve the sentence as adjudged and order the sentence executed in accordance with the UCMJ, MCM, and applicable regulations.  OR

     a.  (Option 2) Having reviewed the record of trial (and the matters submitted by the defense), pursuant to the pretrial agreement, I recommend that you (specify) and order the sentence executed in accordance with the UCMJ, MCM, and applicable regulations.  OR
 
     a.  (Option 3) Having reviewed the record of trial (and the matters submitted by the defense), as a matter of clemency, I recommend that you approve the sentence as adjudged, however, (specific action recommended) and order the sentence executed in accordance with the UCMJ, MCM, and applicable regulations.  OR

     a.  (Option 4) Having reviewed the record of trial (and the matters submitted by the defense), in order to address the legal error noted above, I recommend you approve the sentence as adjudged but take the following corrective action: (specific actions recommended).  Then order the sentence executed in accordance with the UCMJ, MCM, and applicable regulations.  OR 

     a.  (Option 5) Having reviewed the record of trial (and the matters submitted by the defense), in order to address potential prejudice caused by post-trial delay, I recommend you approve the sentence as adjudged but take the following corrective action: (specific actions recommended).  Then order the sentence executed in accordance with the UCMJ, MCM, and applicable regulations  

     b.  AND  The punitive discharge awarded cannot be ordered executed until the case is deemed final on appeal. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: this paragraph is not necessary, as you cannot execute punitive discharge “in accordance with UCMJ, MCM, etc,” at this stage.  However, there is some resistance to such language and I understand that the “except for the BCD” language has become a boilerplate habit that is hard to break.  



I. M. SJA	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: The SJA must sign personally- DSJA’s may not sign unless they are officially acting as the SJA and he must sign as the acting SJA.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Acknowledgement of Service

From:  Defense Counsel
To:    Staff Judge Advocate

Subj:  STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE’S RECOMMENDATION ICO UNITED STATES V. LCPL 
       ACCUSED LAST4/MOS USMC

1.  I acknowledge that I received the Staff Judge Advocate’s recommendation in the subject case on ___________________ and, unless I request and am granted additional time, that I have ten days to submit post-trial matters in accordance with R.C.M. 1105 and 1106, MCM (2008 ed.).  If, after ten days, I have not submitted such matters that right will be deemed waived and the case will be forwarded to the Convening Authority for action.

2.  I understand that I have an obligation to inform and consult with the accused concerning the submission of post-trial matters.  Failure to do so maybe the basis of ineffective assistance of counsel claims.  Although comment to this recommendation and on matters submitted under R.C.M. 1105, may be waived, such waiver can only be undertaken at the express direction of the accused. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: If defense waives a response to the SJAR and ROT it is preferable to have the waiver in writing specifically referencing the accused’s intent to waive his right to submit matters.  This, however, cannot be mandated.



	I. M. DEFENSE


-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
FIRST ENDORSEMENT on DC’s Acknowledgement of Service

										DATE

From:  Defense Counsel
To:    Staff Judge Advocate

Subj:  RCM 1105/1106 MATTERS ICO US v ACCUSED

1.   (Option 1) I have advised the accused of the purpose and advantages of submitting matters under R.C.M. 1105, and the accused expressly desires to waive the right to submit matters.  Further, I have no matters to submit in accordance with R.C.M. 1106. 

OR

1.  (Option 2) I have already submitted matters on date, and I do not have additional matters to submit in accordance with R.C.M. 1105.  I (have) (have no) matters to submit in accordance with R.C.M. 1106, (which are enclosed).  

OR  

1.  (Option 3) Per R.C.M. 1105 and 1106 the enclosed matters are submitted. 
 


   I. M. DEFENSE

	UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
UNIT
ADDRESS
BASE/LOCATION                                                                           
Subj:  STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE’S RECOMMENDATION ICO UNITED STATES V. LCPL 
       ACCUSED LAST4/MOS USMC




2


					IN REPLY REFER TO:
					                 	5814
					                 	SJA
                                                                   28 Feb 11

From:  Staff Judge Advocate
To:    Convening Authority

Subj:  STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE’S ADDENDUM (MEMORANDUM) TO THE RECOMMENDATION ICO UNITED 	Comment by Louis Puleo: If the addendum does not raise new matters, there is no requirement to wait 10-days for defense response.   The MCM uses the term “addendum” to refer to anything after the initial SJAR, but the title itself does not trigger an “opportunity to respond” requirement. 	Comment by Louis Puleo: If you are uncomfortable with the word “Addendum” as you believe it signifies “new matters” you may substitute “Memorandum” for “Addendum”
       STATES V. LCPL ACCUSED LAST4/MOS USMC

Ref:   (a) SJA ltr 5814 SJA of date (SJAR)

Encl:  (1) DC ltr 5814 DEF of date (Post-trial matters)
       (2) DC ltr XXXX of date (Response to Addendum)

1. This is an addendum (memorandum) to the Staff Judge Advocate Recommendation dated xxx.  Reference (a). 

2.  Post-Trial Matters Submitted by the Accused. (if applicable)  Post-trial matters submitted by the defense are contained in enclosure (1).  You are required to consider these matters in determining whether to approve or disapprove any of the findings of guilty and the action you take on the sentence.

3.  Legal Error. (if applicable)  	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  If the defense has raised legal error after your initial SJAR, you must address the issue in an addendum.  U.S. v. Hill, 27 M.J. 293 (C.M.A. 1988).

    a.  (Option 1) The defense has not raised any allegations of legal error.  OR

    a.  (Option 2) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Having reviewed these allegations, I disagree with their assertions of error.  Thus, no corrective action on the findings or sentence is warranted.  OR

    a.  (Option 3) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Upon review of these allegations, I assume, without conceding, that (specify) constitutes error; however, because these errors did not materially prejudice the substantial rights of the accused, no corrective action on the findings or sentence is warranted.  (I disagree with the defense’s other allegations of error).   OR

    a.  (Option 4) The defense has raised allegations of legal error.  Upon review of these allegations, I agree that (specify) constitutes error and corrective action is warranted.  (However, I disagree with the defense’s other allegations of error.) 

4.  New Matters. (not required, but recommended)

    a.  (Option 1) As no new matters, as defined under R.C.M. 1106(f), have been raised by this addendum (memorandum), the case is now ready for your action.  OR   
	Comment by Louis Puleo: Suggested Approach.  All  addendums (memorandums) should be served on the defense.  Absent new matters, the rules do not require the addendum to be served on the defense counsel; however, C.A.A.F. specifically recognizes the benefit of serving the addendum on counsel and the accused.  U.S. v. Del Carmen Scott, 66 M.J. 1 (2008).  This however, does not trigger an opportunity to respond requirement unless new matters are raised. 
    a.  (Option 2) Because new matters have been raised by this addendum, the defense has been provided the opportunity to submit additional comments.  The defense (had, as set out in enclosure (2),) (had no) further comment.  As with all other defense submissions, you must consider these when taking your action. 

	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment:  New matters are broadly interpreted and C.A.A.F. will not hesitate to remand for a new action in close cases.  See U.S. v. Fredrickson, 63 M.J. 55 (C.A.A.F. 2006).  The rule of thumb is: the less said in the addendum, the better, and, when in doubt, serve the addendum on the defense counsel and the accused, allowing them the opportunity to comment.	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1:  Memorialize service.  Like all submissions by the defense, it is important to ensure the record reflects that they were delivered to the convening authority for consideration.  Thus, if the defense submits a response to your addendum, a simple “forwarded for your consideration” memorandum, attaching the defense’s material as an enclosure, with a statement of agreement or disagreement to the legal errors is sufficient.  Make sure this is attached to the ROT.	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 2:  Merely addressing legal error or the correctness of your original recommendation in response to defense comments is not “new matters.”  However, if you introduce facts or new legal theories that were not otherwise addressed before or are outside the record of trial, these will be “new matters.”   Thus, when the defense raises legal error in response to your original SJAR, it is preferable simply to state your agreement or disagreement with the defense’s assertion of legal error than to engage in a legal analysis of the underlying facts and law.  However, if the defense raises issues that require you to address matters outside the record, then it is better to augment the record through your addendum, including exhibits as necessary, and allow the defense another opportunity to comment, than to have the case sent back for a DuBay hearing.  For example, if the defense states that the convening authority did not comply with the terms of the PTA, or that the accused is being abused in the brig, or there is some post-trial misconduct by government officials, this would require augmenting the record to rebut or clarify those claims.  This will, of course, be considered “new matter.”  See U.S. v Chapman, 46 M.J. 321 (1997).
5.  Recommendation. (if applicable) 	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 1: Ensure your recommendations are consistent.  If nothing has changed from the original SJAR, then your recommendation should not change.  If it has changed due to matters submitted by the defense, note that fact specifically.  Changes to your recommendation must be reconciled and clearly stated so that there is no question that the recommendation contained in the addendum is controlling.

    a.  (Option 1) Having reviewed the record of trial, (as well as the matters submitted by the defense), my recommendation remains the same:  approve and execute the sentence (as adjudged) (in accordance with the pretrial agreement). OR

    b.  (Option 2) Having reviewed the record of trial, as well as matter submitted by the accused, as a matter of clemency, I recommend that you approve the sentence as adjudged, however, (specific action recommended).  OR
	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment 3: Unless absolutely necessary to prevent an injustice, refrain from specific comments on the clemency matters raised by the defense.  Do not suggest that the convening authority should abdicate his responsibilities because members heard all the evidence, including the matters that now constitute the post-trial submissions, and decided upon the appropriate sentence.  See Del Carmen Scott, supra
    c.  (Option 3) In order to address the legal error (as noted in the original recommendation), I recommend you approve the sentence as adjudged but take the following corrective action:  (specific action recommended).  OR

    d.  (Option 4) (As addressed in the original recommendation,) In order to address potential prejudice caused by post-trial delay, I recommend you approve the sentence as adjudged but take the following corrective action:  (specific action recommended).




I. M. SJA	Comment by Louis Puleo: Comment: Same concerns as noted previously regarding signing the addendum.


Cc  I.M. DEFENSE
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
Acknowledgement of Service of Addendum to the SJAR (ONLY IF NEW MATTERS RAISED)	Comment by Louis Puleo: Use only if the addendum raises new matters.  It is good practice to serve the defense with any non-privileged correspondence related to the case; however, the defense’s opportunity to respond IS ONLY triggered if the addendum includes “new matters.”


From:  Defense Counsel
To:    Staff Judge Advocate

Subj:  STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE’S ADDENDUM TO THE RECOMMENDATION ICO UNITED 
       STATES V. LCPL ACCUSED LAST4/MOS USMC  

1.  I acknowledge that I received the Staff Judge Advocate’s addendum to the recommendation in the subject case on ___________________.  Since the addendum raises new matters, I understand I have ten days to submit comments addressing those matters.  



	I. M. DEFENSE


-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
FIRST ENDORSEMENT on DC’s Acknowledgement of Service of Addendum to the SJAR

From:  Defense Counsel
To:    Staff Judge Advocate

1.  I do (not) have matters in response to the addendum.      	Comment by Louis Puleo: Any matters in response to the addendum should be listed as an enclosure to forwarding endorsement for all the SJAR material. 
 


	I. M. DEFENSE
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