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This opinion is subject to editorial correction before final release.

PER CURIAM:

This case is before us for the second time. At trial, the appellant pled to and was
found quilty of one specification of divers wrongful use of methamphetamine, in
violation of Article 112a, UCMJ, 10 U.S.C. § 912a. His adjudged and approved sentence
consisted of a bad-conduct discharge, 90 days confinement, forfeitures of $849 of pay per
month for three months, and reduction to the grade of E-1. In an unpublished opinion,
this Court affirmed the findings and the sentence. United States v. Martinez, ACM
S31080 (A.F. Ct. Crim. App. 2 Jan 2008) (unpub. op.).



On appeal, our superior court affirmed the findings, set aside the sentence, and
returned the record of trial to The Judge Advocate General for a rehearing on the
sentence. United States v. Martinez, 67 M.J. 59 (C.A.A.F. 2008). On 20 March 2009 the
convening authority ordered a rehearing on the sentence. On 31 March 2009 the sentence
rehearing convened and a panel of officer and enlisted members sentenced the appellant
to a bad-conduct discharge, 30 days confinement, and reduction to the grade of E-1. The
convening authority approved the sentence.

Conclusion
The approved findings have previously been affirmed by our superior court. The
approved sentence is 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 approved sentence is

AFFIRMED.
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