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PER CURIAM:

We have reviewed the record of trial, the appellant’s assignment of error, and the
government’s reply thereto. The appellant contends that the period between the
conclusion of his trial and the convening authority’s action was so excessive as to require
post-trial relief. We disagree.

One hundred twelve days elapsed between trial and action in the appellant’s case.
We do not consider this period to be “facially unreasonable” for a fully-litigated general
court-martial, tried before members over a three-day period. In the absence of such an
unreasonable delay, no further inquiry is necessary. See United States v. Jones, 61 M.J.
80, 83 (C.A.A.F. 2005). Even were we to conclude otherwise, we would find no basis for



relief. The appellant’s case was one of several tried at his base in roughly the same time
frame, and we cannot conclude on the basis of the evidence before us that the staff judge
advocate abused his discretion in prioritizing the post-trial processing of the cases.
Furthermore, there is no indication that the convening authority, who approved the
appellant’s sentence as adjudged, would have granted clemency but for the delay. In
short, the time it took to process the appellant’s record was not excessive, unjustified, or
prejudicial. See Toohey v. United States, 60 M.J. 100, 102 (C.A.A.F. 2004).

The findings and sentence are correct in law and fact, and no error prejudicial to
the substantial rights of the appellant occurred. Article 66(c), UCMJ, 10 U.S.C. § 866(c);
United States v. Reed, 54 M.J. 37, 41 (C.A.A.F. 2000). Accordingly, the findings and
sentence are

AFFIRMED.
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